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By Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota (for 
himself, Mr. ASHBROOK, Mr. BEALL 
of Maryland, Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. 
BROWN of Michigan, Mr. BROWN Of 
Ohio, Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia, Mr. 
BURTON Of Utah, Mr. BUTTON, Mr. 
CARTER, Mr. CoLLINS, Mr. CoNABLE, 
Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. COWGER, Mr. DEL-· 
LENBACK, Mr. DENNIS, Mr. DERWIN
SKI, Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama, Mr. 
ESHLEMAN, Mr. FOREMAN, Mr. FRE
LINGHUYSEN, Mr. FREY, Mr. GOLD
WATER, Mr. GOODLING, and Mr. SMITH 
of New York} : 

H. Res. 678. Resolution toward peace with 
justice in Vietnam; to the Comxnittee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GROVER (for himself, Mr. 
HARSHA, Mr. HOSMER, Mr. JONAS, Mr. 
KEITH, Mr. LANDGREBE, Mr. LuJAN, 
Mr. LuKENS, Mr. McCLoRY, Mr. Mc
DoNALD of Michigan, Mr. McEwEN, 
Mr. MESKILL, Mr. MILLER of Ohio, 
Mr. MosHER, Mr. PIRNIE, Mr. PorF, 
Mr. PoLLOCK, Mr. PRICE of Texas, Mr. 
QUILLEN, Mr. ROBISON, Mr. RUPPE, 
Mr. RuTH, Mr. ScHADEBERG, Mr. 
SCHERLE, and Mr. SEBELIUS) : 

H. Res. 679. Resolution toward peace with 
justice in Vietnam; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. JARMAN (for himself, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. BLANTON, Mr. CABELL, 
Mr. O'NEAL of Georgia, and Mr. 
PASSMAN}: 

H . Res. 680. Resolution toward peace with 
justice in Vietnam; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. McDADE (for himself, Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT and Mrs. DWYER) : 

H. Res. 681. Resolution toward peace with 
justice in Vietnam; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MAHON (for himself, Mr. CoL
MER, Mr. FLYNT, Mr. STEPHENS, Mr. 
HALEY, Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama, Mr. 
PATMAN, Mr. LANDRUM, Mr. GRIFFIN, 
Mr. GETTYS, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. Mc
MILLAN, Mr. MANN, Mr. CHAPPELL, 
Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania, Mr. MuR
PHY of New York, Mr. MONAGAN, 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON, and Mr. 
LENNON): 

H. Res. 682. Resolution toward peace with 
justice in Vietnam; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SNYDER (for himself, Mr. STAF
FORD, Mr. STANTON, Mr. STEIGER Of 
Arizona, Mr. TAFT, Mr. THOMPSON of 
Georgia, Mr. WAMPLER, Mr. WEICKER, 
Mr. WHALEN, Mr. BoB WILSON, Mr. 
WYATT, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. ZION, Mr. 
BIESTER, Mr. ESCH, Mr. DICKINSON, 
Mr. SKUBITZ, Mr. REIFEL, Mr. WIG
GINS, Mr. HALL, Mr. SPRINGER, Mr. 
MARTIN, Mr. HORTON, Mr. McCLOS
KEY, and Mr. GUDE} : 

H. Res. 683. Resolution toward peace with 
justice in Vietnam; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ULLMAN (for himself, Mr. 
MOLLOHAN, Mr. KAZEN, Mr. EDWARDS 
of Louisiana, Mr. JoNES of North 
Carolina, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. HICKS, 
Mr. BEVILL, Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas 
Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, and Mr 
STUCKEY): 

H. Res. 684. Resolution toward peace with 
justice in Vietnam; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GIAIMO (for himself, Mr. 
BIAGGI, and Mrs. GREEN of Oregon} : 

H . Res. 685. Resolution commending the 
American serviceman and veteran of Vietnam 
for his efforts and sacrifices; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HAYS: 
H. Res. 686. Resolution providing for re

imbursement of certain travel expenses in
curred by employees in tr.e offices of Mem
bers of the House of Representatives, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

By Mr. FRASER: 
H. Res. 687. Resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
the United States should actively participate 
in the 1972 United Nations Conference on 
Human Environment; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HALPERN (for himself and Mr. 
RIEGLE}: 

H. Res. 688. Resolution toward peace with 

justice in Vietnam; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts: 
H. Res. 689. Resolution toward peace With 

justice in Vietnam; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. YOUNG: 
H. Res. 690. Resolution toward peace with 

justice in Vietnam; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS .AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally.referred as follows: 

By Mr. COHELAN: 
H.R. 14776. A bill for the relief of Italo 

Vittorio Marricchi; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. DWYER: 
H .R. 14777. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Libera Scrocca de Girolamo; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MOSS: 
H.R. 14778. A bill for the relief of Charles 

S. Gordon; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. PODELL: 
H.R. 14779. A bill for the relief of Murray 

Swartz; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. WHITTEN: 

H.R. 14780. A bill for the relief of James P. 
Cook; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

327. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Henry 
Stoner, York, Pa., relative to legislation 
clarifying the operation of the 25th amend
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

328. Also, petition of Walter M. Seiter, 
Aurora, Colo., relative to pensions for vet
erans of World War I; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

SENATE-Wednesday, November 12, 1969 
The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m. and 

was called to order by Hon. RoBERT C. 
BYRD, a Senator from the State of West 
Virginia. 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 Sovereign God of the nations, we 
earnestly pray that Thou wilt keep the 
United States in Thy holy protection. In
cline the hearts of all citizens to culti
vate a spirit of reconciliation and unity. 
Bring tQe people to a firm consensus for 
peace with freedom and give us resolu
tion to obtain it for ourselves and for all 
men. 

Bless all who serve Thee in this place 
that they may have the higher wisdom 
of Thy spirit, exercise brotherly affec
tion for one another, and in all things 
demean themselves with the charity and 
humility of Thy Son who went about 
doing good. 

In whose name we pray. Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will read a communication to the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington D.C., November 12, 1969. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. ROBERT C. BYRD, a Senator 
from the State of West Virginia, to perform 
the duties of the Chair during my absence. 

RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia thereupon 
took the chair as Acting President pro 
tempore. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI
DENT-APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that the President had approved and 
signed the following acts: 

On November 6, 1969: 
S. 210. An act to declare that certain fed

erally owned lands are held by the United 
States in trust for the Indians of the Pueblo 
of Laguna; and 

S. 1689. An act to amend the Federal Haz
ardous Substances Act to protect children 
from toys and other articles intended for 
use by children which are hazardous due 
to the presence of electrical, mechanical, or 
thermal hazards, and for other purposes. 

On November 10, 1969: 
S . 267. An act for the relief of Lt. Col. 

Samuel J. Cole, U.S. Army (retired}. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Acting 

President pro tempore laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

(For nominations th~s day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues
day, November 11, 1969, be dispensed 
with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the able 
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT) 
is recognized. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I yield to 
the distinguished majority leader, and 
I also want at this time to thank him 
very much for his accommodation with 
respect t(J this particular time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is a pleasure. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all committees 
be authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 12 o'clock 
noon tomorrow. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objectio!l, it is so ordered. 

(Later in the day the Senate modified 
this order, to provide for the Senate to 
adjourn to 9:4.5 a.m. tomorrow.) 

THE NOMINATION OF HON. CLEM
ENT F. HAYNSWORTH, JR., TO BE 
AN ASSOCIATE JUSTICE OF THE 
SUPREME COURT 
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, recently 

the most distinguished Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) submitted for 
printing in the RECORD, his individual 
views, as an outstanding member of the 
Judiciary Committee, on the President's 
nomination of Judge Clement F. Hayns
worth to be one of the Associate Justices 
of the U.S. Supreme Court. Because of 
my profound respect for the opinion of 
the Senator from Michigan, I have most 
carefully reviewed this document in 
order to determine if it contained any
thing that would cause me to conclude 
that my judgment of the matter was in 
error and that my vote should be against 
the choice of the President. 

Mr. President, I found nothing to cause 
me to doubt my previous conclusion. I am 
compelled to say to my good friend from 
Michigan that I believe his first impres
sions were right. When he said on a prior 
occasion that Judge Haynsworth could 
not be rejected on the basis of his philos
ophy, he was right. And, when he ques
tioned whether Thurgood Marshall or 
Arthur Goldberg would have been con
firmed if the criteria had been the nomi
nee's philosophy, he was right. 

He was right when he said it would be 
an error for a judge to attempt to avoid 
hearing a case by merely pointing to 
some remote or insubstantial interest 
and that if this were allowed it would 
not only snarl the procedures of the 
courts but would unfairly burden the 
other members of the judiciary. 

I wholeheartedly agree with his assess
ment then, that the same judge who is 
required to disqualify himself when he 

has a substantial interest in a c·ase is 
under an equally compelling duty not to 
disqualify himself in cases where he does 
not have a substantial interest. I affirm 
his conclusion, arrived at after review
ing all of the pertinent facts in regard 
to the Darlington Mill case and the 
Judge's interest in Carolina Vend-A
Matic Inc., that "Judge Haynsworth did 
not have a substantial interest in the 
Darlington case, decided by his court" 
and that "not only was he not guilty of 
impropriety, interestingly enough, under 
accepted doctrines of judicial ethics, he 
really had a duty to hear and decide it." 

I hasten to emphasize that the Septem
ber 14 speech of my good friend from 
Michigan did conclude with the reserva
tion of a right to change his mind, if new 
facts should develop to necessitate it. 
What I am saying today, is simply that 
I have now carefully reviewed the in
dividual views and there are no new 
facts recited which convince me that 
Judge Haynsworth should not be con
firmed by this body. 

Most of us, here in the Senate, have 
been studying this matter closely, and 
will soon come to the point of debate 
concerning it. That debate and the prior 
expressions of both opponents and the 
proponents are calculated to provide a 
full airing of the charges against the 
nominee so that each of us may cast an 
informed vote, and together arrive at a 
just conclusion. To this end, and only 
this end, it is my purpose to briefly review 
the matters set forth in the individual 
views as I see them, based on a complete 
reading of the hearing transcript. 

Under the caption of "Genesis of 
Doubt," the initial matter mentioned is 
that of the June 2, 1969, testimony of 
Judge Haynsworth before the Judiciary 
Committee's own Subcommittee on Im
provements in Judicial Machinery. It is 
a tribute to Judge Haynsworth that he 
was asked to testify as a most respected 
member of the Federal judiciary in con
nection with desired congressional im
provements to upgrade our judiciary. It 
is important that he was not testifying 
in regard to an inquiry concerning his 
personal conduct as a judge, but instead 
was testifying as an adviser to the sub
committee. On June 2, the subject before 
the committee was judicial disclosure, not 
the business interests of Judge Hayns
worth. By the way, I am a cosponsor of 
the Senator from Michigan's bill, S. 2109, 
on the subject of judicial disclosure which 
attests to his sincere interest in this 
matter. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a half moment? 

Mr. ALLOTT. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I do not intend, of 

course, to debate the matter with the 
Senator this morning. I should like to 
have it clear, however, that the prelimi
nary statement I made, indicating a ten
tative conclusion, was made before the 
hearings on the Committee on the Judi
ciary began, and that such facts as were 
subsequently revealed came to light dur
ing the hearings of the Judiciary Com
mittee, the record of which the Senator 
is now about to turn his attention to. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator. 

The judge has been an ardent sup
porter of judicial reform and in these 
June 2 hearings, he was asked his 
opinion about requiring a disclosure of 
business interests by Federal judges, 
upon assuming the bench. Judge Hayns
worth replied, stating that he supported 
such a requirement. That answered the 
question asked of him, but he went on to 
comment that he, himself, had resigned 
from "directorships and things of that 
sort" with the exception of a trusteeship 
of a small foundation when he became a 
judge. It is stated by the Senator from 
Michigan that when Judge Haynsworth 
appeared before the Judiciary Commit
tee in connection with his appointment 
to the Supreme Court, he "found it nec
essary to admit" his testimony in June 
on this other rna tter was erroneous. 

First, I am afraid that this statement 
could readily be misconstrued as an in
dication of an admission of false testi
mony or misleading testimony by those 
not as intimately familiar with the pro
ceedings as the Senator from Michigan. 
It is my view that while we well could be 
concerned if it had been revealed that 
the judge had misstated his business 
connections at a time when that matter 
was the subject of an inquiry, I am con
vinced that it would be wholly erroneous 
for us to, in any way, construe this 
volunteered comment as any kind of false 
testimony. 

Secondly, although the important 
thing is that the statement on June 2 
was not an incorrect answer and did not 
mislead the subcommittee, I believe that 
it is entirely reasonable and logical to 
conclude that when Judge Haynsworth 
went before the subcommittee in June to 
testify with respect to guidelines to be 
laid down by Congress for men serving as 
judges in the future, he would not have 
taken an inventory of his past business 
relationships or in any way be prepared 
to testify concerning them. Particularly, 
not for the year 1957 to which his off
hand comment in 1969 pertained, a pe
riod of 12 years prior to that. 

Third, as a footnote to the matter, I 
deem it worthy of note that the judge's 
relationship to Carolina Vend-A-Matic 
when he became a judge in 1957, which 
he neglected to mention on June 2, was 
not secret in the court of appeals where 
he was then a judge; nor was it a secret 
to the Justice Department. Exactly the 
contrary is true. It had been dramati
cally focused upon in 1963, when the 
Textile Workers Union tried to use it to 
gain a reversal of a case which they had 
lost. Even if there had been some reason 
for Judge Haynsworth to attempt to de
ceive the subcommittee, I find it hard to 
believe that anyone would think the 
judge would have tried it in regard to 
that instance. Commonsense leaves only 
the conclusion that I urged; namely, that 
there was no false testimony or thought 
of false testimony and there is nothing 
whatsoever of value in our considering 
the testimony given on June 2 in making 
our determination. 

The next matter discussed in the indi
vidual views of my esteemed colleague is 
that of the judge's testimony before the 
Judiciary Committee with respect to his 
apP,ointment. 

On page 91 of the hearing record, the 
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Senator from Indiana <Mr. BAYH) again 
brought up Carolina Vend-A-Matic, Inc. 
He asked Judge Haynsworth when it 
was that he resigned as one of the vice 
presidents of Vend-A-Matic. The judge 
replied that he had thought he had for
mally severed the connection with the 
company when he assumed the bench in 
1957, but in effect, later in 1963 when he 
decided to resign as a director, he found 
he was still being carried in the minute 
book of the company as one of its vice 
presidents and he resigned that post also. 
Again, the implication is that of false 
testimony; that he had given previous 
false testimony. 

There is no false testimony here. The 
judge's account of when he resigned is 
not contested. Instead, the statement of 
the judge as to his belief in 1963 of what 
he had done in 1957 is made the issue. 
For what purpose? There was nothing 
wrong legally, ethically, or morally, in 
the judge being shown as a vice president 
in that minute book during those years, 
and I think this is very important. 
What I suppose is inferred is that, when 
the judge said he thought he had pre
viously resigned as a vice president, it is 
not reasonable for him to have thought 
that. As evidence of this alleged wrong 
the fact brought out by the judge him
self, that he continued to be shown as a 
director and vice president is cited. I 
must confess that I cannot find logic in 
this at all. 

The matter of whether the judge did, 
or did not, know he was a vice presi
dent, as I have said, is of no importance, 
in my view, yet it is taken one step 
further: It is said he must have known 
he was a vice president because these 
yearly pages in the minutes from 1958 
through January 1963 contain his sig
nature acknowledging receipt of notice 
of the yearly meetings. Then, as addi
tional proof that Judge Haynsworth 
knew he was a vice president from 1957 
to 1963, it is pointed out that his wife 
should have known it because she was 
the secretary of the corporation, and 
that she prepared the minutes. In con
nection with this, the individual views 
give page 92 of the hearing record as the 
source of the statement of what Mrs. 
Haynsworth's role was and I am con
strained to point out that the testimony 
on that page gives quite a different pic
ture. I want to read the pertinent part 
but before I do, lest there be some mis
understanding, it should be noted that 
Mrs. Haynsworth was the "secretary" of 
the corporation in the sense that she was 
a corporate officer. By title, she was its 
secretary. The statement on page 92 per
taining to the preparation of the minutes 
and Mrs. Haynsworth is in testimony 
of Judge Haynsworth as follows: 

As far as the minutes are concerned, I 
am sure she signed what was prepared and 
what was handed to her, and she did sign 
the minutes in 1962 and 1963. 

To the best of my knowledge there is 
nothing to the contrary in the transcript. 
As I said, however, I am not convinced 
that there is any justification for even 
delving into the matter of whether the 
judge was a vice president, or whether he 
or his wife knew it but beyond that, the 
f?enator from Michigan fails to convince 

me that the judge came before the com
mittee and erroneously stated what his 
knowledge was. 

Before I move on to other grounds in 
these individual views, I want to refer 
to page 67 of the hearing record for the 
Judge's explanation of why he believed 
his name continued to appear as one of 
the vice presidents of this corporation 
formed and controlled by his friends: 

Senator TYDINGs. In your statement that 
you submitted to the committee, you stated 
that your recollection was that you resigned 
as vice president of Carolina Vend-A-Matic 
in 1957. Can you explain why you were car
ried on the books of the company as vice 
president until1964? 

Judge HAYNSWORTH. Yes. It's a case of the 
shoemaker's children. The meetings we had 
were extremely informal, as I said, usually at 
lunch, and I am sure what happened was 
that after this a motion was made to re
elect the same group to serve as officers from 
the year before, and the minutes for that 
year were picked up for the next year. 

Senator TYDINGS. Did you ever receive any 
salary or remuneration as vice president of 
Carolina Vend-A-Matic while you were on 
the Federal bench? 

Judge HAYNSWORTH. No, sir. 

The next ground in the individual 
views recites that Judge Haynsworth 
testified in regard to the vice presidency 
of Carolina Vend-A-Matic after he was 
appointed to the bench: "I did not ha~Te 
any active duties in that office," and the 
letter of the Chief Judge of the Fourth 
Circuit Court of Appeals, written at the 
time the Textile Workers Union at
tempted to use Judge Haynsworth's con
nection with Carolina Vend-A-Matic as 
a reason for reversal of the Darlington 
case, is quoted: 

We are assured that Judge Haynsworth has 
had no active participation in the affairs of 
Carolina Vend-A-Matic, has never sought 
business for it or discussed procurement of 
locations for it with the officials or employe~s 
of any other company. 

That letter, as these individual views 
relate, absolved Judge Haynsworth of 
criticism in connection with the Darling
ton case. 

However, the Senator from Michigan 
says: 

A perusal of the corporate records does no·t 
leave one with the assurance that the nom
inee had no active participation in the affairs 
of Vend-A-Matic. 

What this amounts to is, at least, a 
conclusion that there is a substantial 
question as to the truth of the judge's 
testimony before the committee and the 
accuracy of the investigation and report 
in the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals. 
I might add I think it amounts, in effect, 
to asking the judge to prove himself in
nocent before any charges have been 
made against him. I see nothing in the 
record for any conclusion of substantial 
question raised as to the truth of his 
testimony. 

In support of this ground, my esteemed 
friend from Michigan has cited what ap
pears to me, on the basis of my previous 
practice of law in Colorado, which oc
cm·red over some 25 years, a routine type 
of paragraph that the attorneys, who 
were actually responsible for keeping the 
corporate minutes, probably inserted in 
the corporate minute book on June 3, 

1957, right after Judge Haynsworth had 
been appointed by President Eisenhower 
to the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals. 
I, personally, cannot squeeze one drop of 
suspicion or doubt of the testimony of 
Judge Haynsworth or the report of the 
Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals, out of 
this "before the fact" insertion in the 
corporate minute book, particularly in 
view of the evidence which was elicited 
in the hearings which pertained to the 
actual facts as they · did occur from the 
time Judge Haynsworth was appointed 
until he completely severed his contacts 
with Carolina Vend-A-Matic. 

As I recall, there is a rule of law that 
would preclude its use in a court as evi
dence, under circumstances such as we 
have here, to prove what he did, in fact, 
do. The uncontradicted unaltered testi
mony of Judge Haynsworth, from the 
beginning of the hearing record to the 
end, as to what he did for Carolina Vend
A-Matic from the time he assumed the 
bench until the time he decided to re
sign, comes through loud and clear. 
Never was there a deviation nor a doubt. 
His testimony coincides with all other 
testimony perfectly. I specifically refer 
to the following pages of the transcript 
as examples: 15, 20, 26, 42, 43, 59, 60, 
61, 62, 67, 87, 91, 292, and 311. 

Still directed to the testimony of Judge 
Haynsworth and the findings of the 
Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals in re
gard to his connection with Carolina 
Vend-A-Matic, the next allegation per
tains to the nominal director's fees re
ceived by Judge Haynsworth-to which 
there is no question that he could legally 
or ethically receive. The first reason in 
support of this ground is that the judge 
failed to provide information to the com
mittee. The Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
TYDINGS) was inquiring as to the high
est amount of fees received, at page 61 of 
the transcript, and Judge Haynsworth 
thought it was what he received in 1963 
and provided that figure to the commit
tee, but he also said he could not at that 
point locate the figures for the previous 
years, to be sure. Four or five sentences 
previous, on the same page, he had just 
reminded the committee that it had his 
income tax returns and reiterated that 
the figures could be seen there. But, as 
part of the colloquy, the Senator from 
Maryland said: 

Well, you can supply that report for the 
record. 

And the judge responded affirmative
ly. However, it was after that that he 
produced the 1963 figure. In view of the 
fact my colleague from Michigan could 
hruve either inspected the income tax 
returns filed with the committee, or ad
vised the judge that the committee was 
expecting a separate report, I believe 
that this aspect of the reasons for 
not confirming the appointment is, 
at best, not well taken. That the com
mittee had the income tax returns 
can also be seen from the judge's 
letter of September 6, on page 25 of the 
hearing record, and I have also noted 
that this letter specifically notified the 
committee that the director's fees ap
peared in those income tax returns-page 
26. I certainly would favor checking the 
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income tax returns before citing the fig
ures contained in the newspaper article 
as is done in these individual views. 
Nevertheless, even with the figures con
tained in the newspaper article-$12,270 
total for 8 years-! am not personally 
persuaded to doubt the testimony in the 
hearing record with respect to the duties 
the judge performed for the corporation. 
He testified that he was no longer "ac
tive" in the corporation as a vice presi
dent, and that a Mr. Wade Dennis was 
hired in 1957 to take over those duties 
performed prior to his appointment. As 
a matter of fact, Wade Dennis later be
came a vice president. The Judge specifi
cally advised the committee that the only 
real duty he continued to perform was 
acting as an endorser of some of the 
company's notes-see, for instance, pages 
42 and 43. It should be noted at this 
point that the testimony of Judge Hayns
worth on page 60 of the hearing record, 
as set forth by the Senator from Michi
gan, is apparently the same testimony 
that resulted in the Senator from In
diana's so-called bill of particulars con
taining a statement that: 

Judge Haynsworth endorsed notes for the 
corporation in amounts as high as $501,987. 

Which statement, in turn, prompted 
the able Senator from Nebraska to call it 
to our attention on October 15 (30220) 
together with a correction. He pointed 
out that the last such endorsed loan was 
made on January 14, 1960, and was re
paid on February 16, 1960. He further 
directed our attention to the fact that 
Judge Haynsworth never endorsed "notes 
in amounts as high as $501,987" and that, 
as a matter of fact, the cumulative total 
of endorsed loans ever outstanding for 
the corporation was only $55,550. 

Mr. President, under these circum
stances, I find the statement of the Sen
ator from Indiana that Judge Hayns
worth had endorsed notes for the cor
poration in amounts as high as $501,987 
not only a great error but also a great 
injustice to Judge Haynsworth. I think 
it calls for an apology and I think it 
should be forthcoming. This statement 
has been quoted in the newspapers, in 
articles, and in columns all over the 
country and it should be set to rest once 
and for all, because upon this statement 
many people have formed snap judg
ments as to the part Judge Haynsworth 
was playing in the affairs of Vend-A
Matic. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. ALLOTT. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HRUSKA. With reference to the 
notes for the $501,987 as cited by the 
Senator from Indiana, is it not a fact 
that the records of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission show that that 
was corporate indebtedness, and did not 
disclose the amount of the personally 
endorsed notes of any of the stockholders, 
including Judge Haynsworth? 

Mr. ALLOTT. Yes. That is my under
standing, that it always was, and al
ways was considered corporate indebted
ness, although Judge Haynsworth did 
endorse the notes. 

Mr. HRUSKA. I called the attention 
of the Senate to that fact and included 
in the RECORD the letters and commu
nications from the Securities and Ex
change Commission. I carefully and 
meticulously pointed out that I would 
not fault the Senator from Indiana for 
assuming something that had probably 
been given to him by his staff or by in
vestigators on whom he relied. I still hold 
that feeling, because I know the Senator 
from Indiana would not participate in 
anything that is not founded upon fact. 

I agree with the Senator from Colo
rado in the suggestion that the Senator 
from Indiana should confess to the inac
curacies contained in his statement, be
cause otherwise it will continue to be 
batted around back and forth and refer
ence will be made to that statement 
when, plainly, it is not so. A clear ac
knowledgment of that on the part of the 
Senator from Indiana would be very 
much in order, and I believe that he 
would feel better if he did so. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator 
from Nebraska very much. As he said, 
it is one of the things that came out early 
and will be batted around for a long time 
unless those who used it put it to rest. 

Personally, I can understand how the 
Senator from Indiana might have been 
led into a trap, in that he might have 
said to some of his staff, ''For how much 
did he obligate himself?" and so they 
went back through all the corporate rec
ords and the notes and total them up and 
said, "It is $501,987." Thus, he might have 
made his statement in very good faith 
but, at the same time, it is a statement 
which has caused incredible mischief 
and has helped to create an aura of emo
tionalism based on inaccurate facts 
which could preclude a decision on this 
matter, based upon the true facts. 

I believe, as the Senator from Nebraska 
has suggested, it should be corrected. I 
thank the Senator very much. 

Mr. President, as we consider the de
tails of Judg·e Haynsworth's life under a 
microscope with an apparent fervor for 
locating inconsistencies and discrepan
cies, I have been interested to observe 
how many mistakes we are making 
ourselves. 

In any event, the thrust of this par
ticular reason for my respected friend 
from Michigan's opposition to the ap
pointment is summed up by him with the 
conclusion -that Judge Haynsworth was in 
fact "active" in the affairs of Carolina 
Vend-A-Matic after becoming a judge 
while he believes that Judge Haynsworth 
denied it. I most respectfully suggest to 
the Senator from Michigan that I can
not agree. What is "active" is subjective. 
I might buy 10 shares of common stocks 
and consider myself exceedingly "active" 
in the stock market, but if my next door 
neighbor only had those shares, he well 
might not consider that he was in the 
stockmarket at all. 

Mr. President, I interpolate here to 
say using this example, that I believe 
I also could take my combined wealth 
and invest it in some common stock 
on the stock market and consider my
self extremely "active," while other Sen
ators who invested the same amount 

would consider it a very, very minor or 
negligible position in the stock market. 

We both could find people who would 
agree with our view. I have already dem
onstrated that Judge Haynsworth spoke 
out loud and clear and defined very clear
ly just what he meant when he said he 
was no longer active as a vice president 
of Vend-A-Matic, and I cannot disagree 
with him. Prior to assuming the bench, 
the judge and several members of his law 
firm had conceived the idea of a vending 
machine business. I think how this mat
ter originated is very important. 

They incorporated and organized the 
business structure. They started out 
small in 1950 with a coffee machine here 
and a coke machine there, and then they 
built the business into a bigger one. The 
company had no credit and the organiz
ers had to cosign its notes at first in 
order to be able to buy machines. Judge 
Haynsworth handled the arrangements 
with the banks. 

I might, by way of interlineation, pre
sume that there are a great many Mem
bers of the Senate who have done just 
exactly the same thing in their lifetimes 
with the commencement of small corpor
ations. 

Seven years or more later, Judge 
Haynsworth was named a judge of the 
Circuit Court of Appeals. He immedi
ately took steps to remove himself from 
his prior role, the one that went with 
being a vice president. Wade Dennis was 
hired to take over those duties the judge 
had performed. The record is uncontro
verted on this. The only -thing the judge 
did continue was to endorse those notes 
where his signature was required for the 
company to get its loans, but even this 
ceased in 1960. On the basis of these 
clearly established facts, I do not be
lieve that Judge Haynsworth lied to the 
committee, nor do I have any doubts 
about it. I do believe, from the record, 
that the first thing in his thinking in 
r·egard to whether or not he was "active" 
in the business was his state of mind 
about the company. Prior to 1957 he 
was actively interested in doing what he 
could to advance the business. After he 
assumed his judicial responsibilities, I 
believe the facts bear out the conclu
sion that he was no longer actively in
terested in promoting the interests of 
the business, but he could not, in view 
of his responsibilities to his associates, 
immediately terminate all contact with 
the business. However, the wheels were 
put in motion to accomplish that result 
and, on the basis of the record, it is my 
personal belief that it was accomplished 
in January 1960, when he endorsed his 
last note for the company. His being pres
ent at the weekly gathering of his law 
partners at what they termed weekly 
luncheon meetings of "Directors," I am 
convinced, was, as the judge testified, 
only an occasion for him to see them 
when he was in town from Richmond. 
The only other remnant of activity was 
his initial occasional giving of advice to 
Wade Dennis and others about obtaining 
financing. As I said, I readily accept and 
believe Judge Haynsworth when he said 
he ceased to be "active" in the company 
upon being appointed to the Circuit 
Court of Appeals. 
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I must say I see nothing in the record 

that would cause me to believe otherwise. 
(At this point Mr. GRIFFIN took the 

chair as Presiding Officer.) 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. ALLOTT. I am happy to yield to 

the distinguished Senator from Ne
braska. 

Mr. HRUSKA. We are dealing with an 
honorable man, who has a high reputa
tion for integrity, and therefore his 
statements should be taken as the truth 
in this regard. In addition to that, let me 
ask the Senator from Colorado whether 
his perusal of the record disclosed any 
testimony or evidence of any kind which 
would controvert the judge's testimony 
regarding his dealings with Carolina 
Vend-A-Matic, which the Senator has so 
commendably set forth in his statement. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I cannot recall a single 
thing which points to facts other than as 
stated by him. He, according to the 
record, in fact, became inactive in 
1957. It is unquestioned that Wade Den
nis was employed to take over the func
tions he performed for the company. He 
did, it is true, have to continue his name 
on the notes. Probably the company 
would have gone out of business if he had 
not continued to endorse the notes until 
1960. At that time he separated himself 
completely from it. 

I point out that there is nothing in 
those few things he did contrary to the 
oath of office he took. There is nothing 
contrary to such action in the Federal 
statute. It also ·does not violate the judi
cial code of ethics in any way. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Nor did it violate any 
court rule on that point. It was not until 
later, when the Judicial Conference in 
1963 issued a resolution which made it 
improper for a judge to continue any 
directorship or office in a corporation. 
At that time Judge Haynsworth resigned 
from the directorship of the family cor
poration, which was a closely held cor
poration, and which was not of interest 
to the public, as well as from the director
ship of the Carolina Vend-A-Matic cor
poration. Is that true? 

Mr. ALLOTT. That is correct. 
Mr. HRUSKA. I want to corroborate 

what the Senator from Colorado has said 
about the absence of any testimony con
troverting the testimony of Judge Hayns
worth on the point of his involvement in 
Carolina Vend-A-Matic. The Senator 
from Nebraska was present at most of 
the hearings. I have reviewed the record 
carefully and diligently. I know of no 
evidence that controverts the judge on 
this point. Yet that issue of his activities 
is belabored, obviously as a pretext, ob
viously for the purpose of supporting the 
conclusion, "We do not want him on the 
Supreme Court." In my opinion this con
clusion is desired by some because they 
do not agree with the nominee's philos
ophy. They do not agree with President 
Nixon's idea of lending a little balance 
to the Supreme Court personnel by ap
pointments such as this. 

I commend the Senator for spreading 
the facts on the RECORD in such a splen
did way. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator very 
much for his remarks. I personally know 
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how much time he has devoted to the 
hearings and to an analysis and study 
of the case. His advice and counsel on 
this matter have been extremely valu
able, not only to the Senator from Colo
rado but to everyone in the Senate. 

I am reminded, with respect to his re
marks, that someone once said that one 
can take any statement, no matter how 
ridiculous or how absurd it may be, and 
if it is repeated often enough, people will 
start to believe it. So with the repetition 
of these statements by certain people in 
the news area who are totally committed 
to a kind of philosophy which would 
make them wish to see Judge Hayns
worth defeated we can see that many 
members of the public would become per
turbed and would believe, in fact, that 
something was wrong, when, in fact, 
nothing was wrong. It is our duty to see 
through these things, not perpetuate 
them. 

Again, let me emphasize that it is my 
opinion that there was nothing illegal, 
unethical, or immoral in the judge's 
doing those things that he did after he 
became a judge. The only way that this 
has been suggested is in connection with 
his participation in the textile union
Darlington case, which reasoning I can
not accept. My good friend from Michi
gan (Mr. GRIFFIN) also apparently does 
not accept it, as his individual views do 
not even mention that case and the 
charges which some have been trying to 
generate from it. 

That, Mr. President, concludes my re
view of the grounds of the Senator's 
individual views, which appear under the 
caption of "Genesis of Doubt." 

II 

The second portion of these individual 
views is entitled "Participation in Bruns
wick and Other Cases." Initially, the 
Federal statutes, 28 United States Code 
455, is set out. It provides that a judge 
shall disqualify himself in any case in 
which he has a substantial interest
and "substantial interest" is underlined. 
Next, the highly regarded Senator from 
Michigan notes that Judge Haynsworth's 
stockbroker purchased 1,000 shares of 
stock in the Brunswick Corp. for him on 
December 26, 1967, and sets out an ex
cerpt from page 305 of the transcript 
as follows: 

Senator MATHIAS. You consider that your 
interest (in Brunswick) was substantial 
then? 

Judge IIAYNSWORTH. Yes, I do, without 
question, though it was not 1n the outcome 
in terms of that but more substantial than 
I think a Judge should run the risk of being 
cJ:lticized. 

Then the fact that Judge Haynsworth 
had sat on a case, together with two of 
his fellow judges, involving the Bruns
wick Corp. on November 10, 1967, is 
stated, and it is then further stated that 
the written decision on this particular 
case was not issued until February 2, 
1968. By now, it starts to appear that 
here, indeed, Judge Haynsworth truly 
did violate the statute, but the additional 
facts set out make it appear worse. One 
of the other judges--Judge Winter-is 
quoted as saying that, under law, no 
case is really concluded until the written 
decision is filed and the losing party has 

had an opportunity to file any available 
motions directed at that decision. Sub
sequently, it is recited that in the Bruns
wick case, on March 12, 1968, the losing 
party did, in fact, file a postdecision mo
tion which was denied in an order signed 
by Judge Winter and Judge Haynsworth, 
and later, on April 3, 1968, the losing 
party filed a motion asking the court to 
reconsider its order of March 12. This 
motion was denied by an order prepared 
by Judge Haynsworth. Those are the 
facts set out in the individual views of 
the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. President, I have considered other 
aspects of this matter in arriving at my 
cor .. clusion that the Brunswick case 
should not prevent Judge Haynsworth 
from assuming the place on the Supreme 
Court to which President Nixon has ap
pointed him. 

As is stated, the Brunswick case was 
heard by Judge Haynsworth, sitting with 
two other judges of the court, on Novem
ber 10, 1967, and the decision was issued 
in February, 1968; but I do not think we 
can stop with knowledge of those facts 
alone. I deem it a prerequisite that we 
consider all of the facts in connection 
with that case. I would expect Judge 
Haynsworth to consider all of the facts if 
I had a case in his court and I believe I 
must give him the same consideration 
here. First, what was the Brunswick 
case-what did it involve? It was a case 
where the court of appeals was doing 
just what its name implies, hearing an 
appeal of a decision of a trial court. The 
decision made by the trial court, on the 
basis of hearing the evidence and ap
plying the law, was affirmed by the cir
cuit court of appeals in a decision writ
ten not by Judge Haynsworth, but by 
Judge Winter-hearings record, page 
240. In other words, there was no trial 
as such of a lawsuit before the three 
judges in common vernacular. They re
viewed the record of what transpired in 
the trial court and listened to the argu
ments of law by the attorneys as to 
whether or not the trial judge had prop
erly applied the law. 

What was involved in the case, accord
ing to Judge Winter-hearing record, 
page 237-was some used bowling alley 
equipment that Brunswick had sold to 
a bowling alley when new. The purchase 
price had· not been completely paid and 
Brunswick wanted to repossess it. How
ever, the landlord of the bowling alley 
had not been paid his rent, which was 
in arrears, so he claimed he had a lien 
on the equipment not only for the un
paid back rent but for future rent. 

So we had these two people, the one 
that sold the bowling equipment and the 
other the landlord on whose property the 
bowling equipment was located, quarrel
ing as to who had the prior right to a 
lien upon the equipment. Brunswick was 
willing to pay the unpaid rent but did 
not think it should pay the future rent. 
That is what the lawsuit was all about. 
Then the case was heard in the trial 
court, the judge there agreed with 
Brunswick and so ruled. 

What were the proceedings before the 
court of appeals when the landlord ap
pealed? As I said, the three judges heard 
the legal arguments of the attomeys on 
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November 10, 1967, long before Judge 
Haynsworth owned any Brunswick stock. 
It was the third case the judges had 
heard that day, and when they left the 
courtroom, they briefly put their heads 
together and agreed unanimously that 
the trial judge had made the right deci
sion. Judge Winter was assigned the task 
of writing the opinion to reflect this de
termination, and Judge Haynsworth, of 
course, proceeded in the following days, 
to continue to hear the numerous cases 
of the court. 

The Brunswick case was not a close 
case; there was no reversal of the deci
sion of the trial judge-it was routine. 
It involved no "inside information" on 
Brunswick-page 251-and there was no 
reason at all for Judge Haynsworth to 
single out the names of the parties to it 
for preservation in his memory. As a 
matter of fact, it was properly testified to 
that the appeals court judges do not pay 
any attention to the names involved in 
the cases. What they are interested in is 
understanding the legal arguments so 
they can make a proper decision. Partic
ularly when Judge Haynsworth was not 
assigned to write the opinion, I cannot in 
good conscience charge him with the 
knowledge that one of the cases of the 
court had involved the Brunswick Corp. 
when on December 15, 35 days later, he 
perfunctorily met with his stockbroker to 
approve his recommendation for the re
investment of some funds that had re
cently become available. The stockbroker 
recommended Brunswick, as he had to 
his other clients, and the judge approved. 

Up to this point there was no error, no 
illegal act, or anything at all about which 
a question could be raised. The only thing 
which occurred subsequently was that 
Judge Haynsworth finally received the 
opinion which Judge Winter had been 
assigned to write on November 10. At 
that time Judge Haynsworth noticed the 
name of Brunswick and remembered he 
had, in the interim, agreed to the Bruns
wick stock purchase. The written opin
ion, however, only contained what he 
had agreed upon with the two other 
judges when they heard the appeal and 
the judge determined that he should go 
ahead and sign it. It has been suggested 
that he should have notified the other 
judges and disqualified himself which 
would, by the way, also disqualify them, 
and cause tlie whole case to be reheard 
and all their efforts to be for naught. The 
judge did not think this was necessary 
and I agree. 

The motion for rehearing by the land
lord was filed after the time prescribed 
for filing such motions and I find no 
fault in Judge Haynsworth remaining in 
the case, thus keeping the other two 
judges in, by signing the order denying 
that motion and the same is true as to 
the later motion asking the judges to 
change their minds about the late filing. 
The expert on judicial disqualification, 
Mr. Frank, was not provided with the 
facts on the Brunswick case and, there
fore, could not comment on it. Judge 
Winter, however, under very specific 
cross examination, stated that he did not 
view the Brunswick facts as being either 
a violation of the canons of ethics-page 
252-or of the statute cited by the dis-

tinguished Senator from Michigan, 28 
United States Code 455-page 259. 

That Judge Haynsworth did not own 
the stock when he sat on the case, had 
no inside information, the manner in 
which he came to purchase Brunswick 
stock, and that he only became an owner 
of one hundred eighteen ten-thousandths 
of the stock of a company which only 
has 3 percent of its activities in bowl
ing related matters also persuades me 
that the Brunswick matter does not 
merit recognition as a reason for not 
voting for the nomination. The question 
of the Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
MATHIAS) and the reply of Judge Hayns
worth set forth initially in the individual 
views and mentioned by me previously, 
I believe, can be better understood on 
the basis of the facts as I have here re
lated them. I also suggest that knowledge 
of the context in which that statement 
was made could be of help. The question 
immediately preceeding the quoted ex
change is as follows: 

Senator MATHIAS. It is a hypothetical ques
tion to which, of course there can only be a 
hypothetical answer, but had you been a 
stockholder of Brunswick at the beginning 
of that hearing-

Judge HAYNSWORTH. I would not have sat 
on it. 

Senator MATHIAS. You would not have sat 
on it at all? 

Judge HAYNSWORTH. I would not have sat 
on it. 

Following the quoted portion set out 
in the Individual Views the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS) asked Judge 
Haynsworth if the two orders entered on 
the posttrial motions involved the appli
cation of discretion, and Judge Hayns
worth correctly answered that they did 
not. 

I think i·~ is very important, and want 
to emphasize, that these two subsequent 
orders did not involve discretiDn for the 
court, but were ministerial. The motions 
were passed their statutory time for fil
ing, and there was really no discretion on 
the part of the court. 

It is clear that to tlu>se knowledgeable 
in the field, including Judge Haynsworth, 
what was a "substantial interest" to pre
vent him from sitting on the case when 
it was argued and decided was not a sub
stantial interest when it came merely to 
performing the ministerial tasks of sign
ing the written order and denying mo
tions -vhen the time for filing had al
ready elapsed. 

I quote the Senator from Indiana's 
own assessment of the substance of this 
interest: 

I do not suggest for a moment that the 
$16,000 or $18,000, whichever price you want 
to take on this particular Brunswick stock, is 
of such significance that any man, partic
ularly Judge Haynsworth would be tempted 
by the case in question. I am just trying to 
arrive at some line of demarcation (page . 
249). 

An interest that is not of such signif
icance to "tempt any man," I submit, is 
an insubstantial interest. I am told that 
even if it had been possible to give the 
landlord everything he sued for, includ
ing punitive damages, the charge, or ex
pense, to the judge's interest in the c.om
pany would be no more than $5. 

After the Brunswick case, the respected 

Senator from Michigan goes on to men
tion, in less detail, five other court cases 
as being further evidence of why the 
nominatum of Judge Haynsworth should 
not be confirmed: 

First. Farrow against Grace Lines, 
Inc.: It is stated that the nominee par
ticipated in this case despite his owner
ship of 300 shares of W. R. Grace & Co., 
the parent company of Grace Lines, Inc. 

The jury in the trial court had re
turned a damage award of $15.12 f.or 
overtime to a seaman which he claimed 
was due him because of overtime he 
would have been able to work if he had 
not injured his wrist while working. 

The trial court increased the a ward to 
$50. Here truly was a momentous case. 
Then the case was appealed. All Judge 
Haynsworth did was to join the other 
judges of the court in issuing a per 
curiam opinion upholding the decision 
of the jury, as increased by the trial 
judge. Even if Judge Haynsworth had 
owned stock in Grace Lines-which he 
did not--it is doubtful that he would 
have had a "substantial interest" in it 
as the statute cited by the Senator re
quires. However, he did not own stock 
in that company. He had a very small 
fraction of the stock in its, so-called, 
"parent company" which owned at least 
53 subsidiaries companies of which the 
litigant was only one. The maximum 
that was asked for by the seaman in 
this case was $30,000-and I think we all 
know that it is a pretty common prac
tice when a lawsuit of this type is filed, 
to ask for the sky-and of course he 
did not get $30,000, but got only $50-but 
if he had been awarded the full amount 
it still would only calculate out as being 
a 48-cent charge against the judge's stock 
interest on this subsidiary company. 

Second and third. Maryland Casualty 
Co. against Baldwin and Donahoe against 
Maryland Casualty Co.: As the individ
ual views state, Judge Haynsworth 
owned no stock in the litigant. And the 
distinguished Senator is very frank in 
saying this. The connection which has 
been ferreted out is that he did own 
stock in its parent company, Ame<ric:an 
General Insurance. There was no show
ing whatsoever that Judge Haynsworth 
knew or even suspected, that American 
General had this subsidiary named 
Maryland Casualty Co. among its 12 sub
sidiary companies. His interest was any
thing but "substantial," if it can be said 
there was an interest at all. 

I point out by way of interlineation 
that until this case came up, I did not 
know that Maryland Casualty was a sub
sidiary of American General Insurance 
either. I believe that I represented the 
Maryland Casualty Co. locally in Colora
do for perhaps as many as 20 years of the 
25 years that I practiced law. And I never 
had any idea that it was owned by the 
American General Insurance Co., the 
parent company in which Judge Hayns
worth owned stock. I would wager that 
among the many lawyers who are Mem
bers of the Senate, and have probably 
done business with the Maryland Cas
ualty Co. and tried cases either for or 
against that company, few, if any, knew 
this until the case was brought up during 
the hearings. 
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The interest in the parent company 

figures out to 0.0059 percent of its com
mon stock and 0.0015 percent of its pre
ferred stock. As far as I can tell, no one 
has even attempted to calculate the in
finitesimal fraction of indirect interest 
the judge is said to have had in the 
litigant in these two cases or in the re
sults of the cases. 

Fourth and fifth Nationwide Mutual 
Insurance Co. against Akers and Toole 
against Nationwide Mutual Insurance 
Co.: I must confess my surprise that 
these cases are cited. The only thing I 
know is that it had been indicated Judge 
Haynsworth had some sort of interest in 
the Nationwide Mutual Insurance Co. as 
a result of his owning a small number of 
shares in companies named Nationwide 
Life Insurance Co. and Nationwide Corp. 
The Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH) 
mentioned this matter on page 288 of the 
hearing record but, when he did, Judge 
Haynsworth replied that he once made 
an inquiry to see if there was some rela
tionship but was told that Nationwide 
Mutual was, in fact, a mutual insurance 
company and thus had no stock which 
the Nationwide Corp. or Nationwide Life 
Insurance could own so as to tie it in 
with those companies. The Senator from 
Indiana (Mr. BAYH) stated that he ac
cepted that explanation and thanked 
Judge Haynsworth for clearing it up. I 
am sure he was remembering cases such 
as those pertaining to the J. P. Stephens 
Co. where the judge did disqualify him
self because he knew he had a stock in
terest-hearings record page 96. 

The general counsel for the Industrial 
Union Department of the AFI.rCIO .made 
a passing reference to the Nationwide 
stock but did not claim Nationwide Mu
tual was in any way related-page 334 
of hearing record. · 

I assume that when the word "affili
ate" is used in these individual views to 
describe Nationwide Mutuals' relation
ship to the company in which Judge 
Haynsworth owned stock, it was intended 
to distinguish this situation from there
lationship that existed between Mary
land Casualty Co. and American General. 
As to these, the latter is denominated 
the "parent company." Even without the 
very strong doubt that the judge had any 
kind of interest in Nationwide Mutual 
when it was before his court, however, 
I believe his uncontroverted testimony
and it is uncontroverted-that he en
deavored to check on this and he then 
believed, and still does believe, that he 
had no interest in the case before his 
court is a complete answer. In view of 
it, I find no ground of criticism of Judge 
Haynsworth in participating in these 
cases. For the record, however, I still 
would appreciate my learned friend from 
Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) advising us of 
what the relationship is that constitutes 
Nationwide Mutual an "affiliate" of Na
tionwide Corp. 

In trying to check it out, I found that 
perhaps Nationwide Mutual happens to 
have Nationwide Corp. stock in its port
folio. If this is the connection, it would 
only mean that both Judge Haynsworth 
and the litigant before his court owned 
stock in the same company; and I have 
no doubt that judges all across the land 
have heard cases where one or both, of 

the litigants happened to own stock 1n 
the same corporations· as they. I have 
never heard that there was any im
propriety or illegality in that. 

In closing his discussion of this part of 
his individual views, the most able Sen
ator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) said 
it is difficult for him to understand how 
Judge Haynsworth could tell the com
mittee by letter dated September 6, 1969, 
that he had disqualified himself in all 
cases in which he had a stock interest 
in a party. This, as I see it, is a reversion 
to his first section where he questions 
the integrity of the testimony given by 
Judge Haynsworth. I differ in that I do 
not believe that this statement of Judge 
Haynsworth has been shown to be er
roneous but actually believe that, by the 
record, it has been demonstrated to be 
correct. 

III 

The third phase of the individual 
views of my worthy colleague pertains to 
the allegations that Judge Haynsworth 
sat as a member of the circuit court of 
appeals in cases where he should not 
have because clients of his former law 
firm were litigants. Canon 13 of ~he ju
dicial code of ethics and Opinion 594 in
terpreting it are set out as being the 
criteria. Only two cases are mentioned. 
The client is the same in both cases: the 
Judson Mills Division of Deering Milli
ken Research Corp. However, there are 
two key reasons why the canon of judicial 
ethics and Opinion 594 are not applica
ble. 

First, when Judson Mills appeared in 
the cases cited, it was not represented 
by the judge's former law firm but of 
equal importance is the fact that it really 
was not the same Judson Mills his firm 
had represented previously. Previously, it 
was run and owned by an entirely dif
ferent company; and when the mill was 
sold, the Haynsworth law firm lost the 
mill as a client-pages 97 and 134. The 
fact that it was the same physical plant
if it was--does not violate the canons, the 
opinion, or any statutes. 

The opinion of the American Bar As
sociation-No. 594-as cited by the Sena
tor from Michigan says: 

( 1) A Judge may sit on a case where his 
former law firm is providing representation, 
but, 

(2) He should not sit on such a case 
(where his former law firm is involved) when 
the client they are representing W·as also a 
regular client of the firm when the Judge 
was a member of the firm. 

If anyone can tell me how, in this in
stance, he could have violated the canon 
of ethics and this opinion, when the com
pany that his law firm represented had 
been sold to someone else and his firm 
had extinguished its relationship with it 
at the time of the sale, I would be very 
happy to be so informed. If I do not un
derstand this, then I cannot read Eng
lish. 

There are no other cases cited in the 
individual view as examples of violation 
of the requirements of Opinion 594, but 
there is a reference to . a portion of the 
testimony of the president and the gen
eral counsel for the International Union 
of Electrical Radio & Machine Workers, 
A~IO. I have read the pages referred 
to and find no indication there that the 

two factors contained in Opinion 594 are 
alleged to be present in the cases the 
union mentions. What I do find is only 
a charge that former clients of the law 
firm later were involved in cases that 
came to the Fourth Circuit Court of Ap
peals. In one case cited, both parties 
were former clients of the firm. It is hard 
to imagine that the union could seriously 
urge that case as being one where some
one was prejudiced because Judge 
Haynsworth was one of the judges who 
heard it. As to that case, and the others 
cited by the union, there is no reference 
to the key facets of Opinion 594 of first, 
whether his former law firm was the at
torney for the former client when they 
appeared in court and second, whether 
the former client was a regular client of 
the firm when the judge was a member 
of it. 

In the light of the failure of any show
ing that Canon 13, as interpreted by 
Opinion 594, applies, and in view of all 
the favorable evidence in the record as 
to the judge's integrity and, further, in 
the absence of any indication that any 
litigant has ever complained because 
Judge Haynsworth heard a case and 
rendered an erroneous or prejudiced 
decision as a result of a litigant being 
a former client or because his former 
law firm was involved, I am not in the 
least persuaded that the judge has acted 
contrary to the guidelines mentioned. 
I also take cognizance of the reviews 
made by the American Bar Association 
of Judge Haynsworth's judicial activities 
and the clean "bill of health" it provided 
and also of his unequivocal statement, 
"I have not sat on any cases in which 
my law firm was interested"-page 98. 

In further regard to my position on 
the allegations in connection with for
mer clients or his former law firm and 
Canon 13, I noted in the hearing record 
that Judge Haynsworth did not hesitate 
to disqualify himself when a case came 
before the court where the litigant was 
represented by a law firm which em
ployed his young cousin-page 95 of 
the transcript. Nor did he hesitate to dis
qualify himself from cases involving the 
J. P. Stephens Co. for which he had pro
vided legal representation-pages 96 and 
156. 

As a matter of interest, after I re
viewed pages 396, 397, and 400 of the 
hearing record, to which the individual 
views refer, I reread the testimony of 
the general counsel of the union and 
was interested to note that he compared 
the cases he mentioned on which Judge 
Haynsworth sat to the situation of one 
of the highly respected Members of the 
Senate, and, apparently, applying the 
same reasoning that brought forth his 
citation of these cases, on page 412, he 
also stated that this particular Senator 
should disqualify himself from those 
hearings of the Judiciary Committee, 
because as an attorney, he had once 
represented one of the companies with 
respect to which Judge Haynsworth was 
being questioned. I have difficulty in 
associating myself with that kind of 
thinking by accepting the conclusions in 
that testimony. 

The esteemed Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. GRIFFIN) entitles his last section of 
these individual views, "Resolving the 
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Doubt." He says that the record vaises 
legitimate and substantial doubt con
cerning Judge Haynsworth's "sensitivity" 
to the high ethical standards expected 
of those who are to sit on the Supreme 
Court. No one in the Senate expects a 
higher degree of sensitivity to these 
ethics than I. However, I, as I have said, 
am not caused to believe that there is 
any doubt of Judge Haynsworth's sensi
tivity to them. To the contrary, to be 
sensitive, according to the dictionary, is 
to be able to discern even slight dif
ferences. After studying the record in 
this matter I am led to believe that those 
things which the critics of Judge Hayns
worth have seized upon to use against 
him came about as a result . of a high 
degree of sensitivity on the part of Judge 
Haynsworth. He has demonstrated his 
ability to discern the cases in which he 
should not participate from those in 
which he had a duty to participate. A 
man of lesser sensitivity, or ability to 
dvaw the proper line, might have dis
qualified himself in all these cases where 
anyone by any stretch of their imagina
tion, might suggest or might dream that 
there was impropriety and in doing so 
shirked his duty, merely because he was 
unable to properly apply the rules of 
judicial ethics. 

Neither did Judge Haynsworth try to 
shift that job of making the distinction 
to his fellow judges. To those who are 
not of the legal profession I might say 
it would not be proper for a judge to try 
to shift this responsibility to his ·fellow 
judges. It is his responsibility to make 
this determination, whether it is re
spected here or not. 

In the Brunswick case, he has been 
criticized for not asking the other judges 
whether he could do those remaining 
ministerial tasks necessary to bring that 
litigation to an end. I do not criticize 
him for making the decision for himself, 
but, instead, commend him. Likewise, in 
the Nationwide Mutual cases he was 
concerned about the possibility of a con
.ftict of interest but investig.ated himself 
and concluded, applying his own "sensi
tivity" to the governing rules, that there 
was no con.ftict. The abiding conviction 
with which I am left after reviewing the 
record is that if Judge Haynsworth had 
not been possessed of a high degree of 
sensitivity, or ability, to distinguish the 
proper cases from the improper ones, he 
probably would have followed the 
probable course of those who do not 
have such competence, and disqualified 
himself in any case which has been 
searched out to use against him. I dis
count without hesitation the claims of 
those who say "yes, but, in the process, 
he created an appearance of impro
priety" which is contrary to the canons 
of ethics, for the plain and simple rea
son that he was doing his duty as he 
saw it and because there is no evidence 
at all that anyone believed that there 
was an appearance of impropriety at the 
time the various matters mentioned 
transpired, or before the opponents to 
the nomination started making charges, 
with the lone exception of the Carolina 
Vend-A-Matic matter, which I have al
ready discussed. In that case, the facts 
have been examined and there was no 
improper conduct by Judge Haynsworth. 

The only ones who ever claimed to be
lieve there was an "appearance of im
proper conduct" were the unhappy losing 
parties to the case who later apologized. 

Having reviewed the individual views 
of the astute Senator from Michig.an in 
order to set forth my somewhat dif
ferent thinking, I will conclude without 
providing this body with any sage wo·rds 
of wisdom from the past, or comments 
on other allegations which have been 
levied, but by telling my good friend from 
Michigan of my great admiration for his 
expression that the philosophy of the 
nominee is not a proper factor for our 
consideration, and for, thus, excluding 
it from his individual views. 

With respect to the philosophy of the 
nominee, the Constitution provides the 
only test-that the nominee be bound by 
oath to support that great governing 
document of the United States of 
America. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter which I have received from Repre
sentative JAMES R. MANN, a Congressman 
from the Fourth District of South 
Carolina. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., November 8, 1969. 
Hon. GORDON ALLOTT, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR ALLOTT: As the time for a 
decision on the confirmation of Judge Hayns
worth approaches, I am hopeful that these 
few words from this member of the Demo
cratic Party will be of some value to you. 

Shakespeare could well have been describ
ing Clement Haynsworth when in Scene I, 
Act 3, of Timon of Athens he wrote, "Every 
man has his fault, and honesty is his." You 
and I know that the shrewd, the clever, the 
unscrupulous, the dishonest, in the judiciary 
or in politics, have no trouble covering their 
tracks. On the other hand, he who is inher
ently honest goes about his duties with no 
thought in mind but to do fairly and justly, 
with no search for, or even awareness of, rea
sons why he should be other than fair and 
just. 

I mentioned my Democratic affiliation to 
emphasize my feeling that this matter is 
above party and to form a basis to join men
tally with you in agreeing that this is not a 
decision based upon being "pro" this or 
"anti" that. I know that you do not regard 
your decision as one of either politics or ad
vocacy. There are segments of the press, of 
special interest groups, and of the public 
which would not recognize that this is one 
of those rare instances when responsible ob· 
jectivity and deep conscience are your foun
dation stones, and the clamor, from what
ever source, will be resisted and ignored. 

Of course the decision is not to be mine. 
If it were, I would find it easy. I would 
rather have the honesty, objectivity, and 
judgment of Clement Hayns.worth applied to 
my rights of life, liberty and property than 
that of any judge who graces the bench of 
this great nation. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES R. MANN, 
Member oj Congress. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I wish 
to quote one paragraph from the letter 
written to me by Representative MANN. 
Ordinarily we receive many letters on 
many issues. Here is a man of another 
party, a distinguished man, recognized 

by his own State. Although I have 
asked to have the entire letter printed 
in the RECORD the last paragraph so 
gripped me that I would like to close 
my remarks by reading it. 

Of course the decision is not to be mine. 
If it were, I would find it easy. I would rather 
have the honesty, objectivity, and judg
ment of Clement Haynsworth applied to 
my rights of life, liberty and property than 
that of any judge who graces the bench 
of this great nation. 

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

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield. 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, again I 

wish to commend the distinguished Sen
ator for his statement which is obvi
ously the product of a very careful and 
diligent search of the entire record. He 
has served the Senate well and he has 
served the public well to bring out these 
facts in this readable and readily un
derstandable fashion. 

I was particularly inter·ested in the 
part of the Senator's discussion in 
where "appearance" of impropriety is 
mentioned. I would like to ask the Sena
tor if charges and attacks made upon 
a nominee, or on any person, for that 
matter, which are proven to be un
founded and unjustified, create an ap
pearance of impropriety would it not 
be true that in cases of this kind, the 
fate of a man would be placed in the 

-hands of his accusers? No one could ever 
be confirmed as long as someone would 
step forward and accuse him of a lot 
of things, whether justified or not. 

Mr. ALLOTT. The Senator is correct 
and particularly if the Senator adds one 
other thing to his statement. The added 
ingredient is, having access to enough 
news media or advertising material to the 
point where it becomes a matter of wide
spread dissemination, as this has been; 
and, therefore, things that have no jus
tification, no guts, no bone in them, if 
repeated often enough become an ap
pearance of impropriety because people 
have come to accept what they read in 
newspapers and magazines or take what 
they hear over television or radio on 
the face of it. 

So widespread dissemination of mat
ter, whe·ther there is any bone or sub
stance to it or not, is an element the 
Senator has to add to his hypothetical 
situation. Then, there could be taken an 
appearance of impropriety because there 
are gathered along the way enough un
thinking people who say, "Let us toss him 
out." Of course we all know that ex
tolling the virtues of a man, especially 
one in, or slated for, public office, never 
seems to be any competition for the pub
lic eye and ear when there are allega
tions of corruption and vice on the menu 
for consumption. 

Mr. President, I debated a long time 
in my mind before deciding to support 
the nomination of Judge Haynsworth. 
I am sure that every other Senator has 
given this matter the most serious con
sideration too. I did so with the expe
rience of 25 years in the practice of law 
in Colorado. I hope I am not being im
modest when I state that I believe it 
was a respectable career. I know the oth
er considerations but I have made my 
decision on the basis of the hearing rec-
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ord. I hope other Senators will also. That 
is where the facts are. Such a decision 
is one which I can never regret. 

Shakespeare wrote: 
Who steals my purse steals trash; 'tis some

thing, nothing; 
'Twas mine, 'tis his, and has been slave to 

thousands 
But he that filches from me my gOOd name 
Robs me of that which not enriches him 
And makes me poor indeed. 

We have heard that many times. Since 
I came to the Senate-and the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska preceded 
me-one case came up for consideration 
in which a nominee of President Eisen
hower was defeated. It was not for the 
bench but for confirmation as Secretary 
of Commerce. I shall not mention his 
name here. I am sure the Senator knows 
about whom I am talking. Try as I may, 
I cannot recapture today one single ar
gument that was used against the con
firmation of his nomination. It was a per
sonal vendetta. Those things which re
ceived so much publicity then had so 
little substance that I cannot recall them 
now, but I will never forget what we did. 

This man is a good man, a great man; 
and he has a great intellect. He fulfilled a 
great place in this life and is still re
spected when he speaks. But the stigma 
of having been rejected for an important 
position by the Senate will never leave 
him, I am sure. There are probably few 
days in his life when the pain of that 
stigma does not come back to him. 

Mr. President, there is no one that I 
know of, except Jesus Christ, to whom 
criticism could not be applied in one 
case or another, justified or not. We find 
that out very quickly around here. 

Judge Haynsworth is a man who has 
made a success of his life. He has made 
a success of his chosen career. He is 
recognized in his own State as a great 
and honorable judge. My inquiries of 
members of the Judiciary Committee 
confirm that he is held in high esteem. 
Because of these attributes he was chosen 
to be a member of the Suprell).e Court. 

But now, the opponents pick around 
the edges and bring forth such things as 
an "appearance of impropriety." They 
wish they had something of real sub
stance but must, they believe, try to 
convince us that there is substance where 
there is none. 

They take a case like the Brunswick 
case and say those facts are a reason 
that this man cannot be permitted to be 
a member of the Supreme Court. I ask 
myself, "GORDON ALLOTT, on the basis of 
such things, are you going to vote against 
this man? Are you going to destroy him?" 
If the Senate of the United States de
clares that he may be an improper person 
to sit on the Supreme Court, I cannot 
conceive how, out of his own pride, he 
would want to retain his seat on the 
Court of Appeals. 

When I look at the whole career and 
the life of Judge Haynsworth, I can find 
no basis for destroying h~m. 

I will not do so. 
I will not vote to destroy him, because 

there is nothing in the record of any 
serious consequence. Nothing. 

If there were, I would not hesitate to 
vote against confirmation of his nomina
tion. 

But, there is nothing in the record. 
I will vote for him. 
I want to thank the distinguished 

Senator from Nebraska very much for 
his kind remarks. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. ALLOTT. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Oalifornia. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I am 
glad that I was in the Chamber to have 
heard the clear and obviously carefully 
considered presentation of the distin
guished Sen-ator from Colorado. 

I keep coming back to the use of the 
term "appearance of impropriety." 

I am not trained in the law, but the 
word "appearance" indicates to me a 
lack of substance, that we are creating 
the appearance, that we cannot bring 
proof of substance of impropriety. 

Those of us in public life know how 
easy and simple it is for those of bad 
character to make baseless charges, that 
once they are made publicly, crealte the 
appearance of impropriety. 

I can recall years ago, when a man 
holding an important position in our 
Government headed by President Frank
lin D. Roosevelt, said to me, "You let me 
write the headlines and you can write the 
story, and my position will obtain." In 
other words, by writing the headlines he 
could create the appearance of impro
priety-any appearance he wanted. 

Mr. President, in listening to the Sen
ator's excellent presentation, I recall an 
attempt to create the appearance of im
propriety which was made on three oc
casions, to destroy the character and, 
therefore, the public life of the man who 
is now the President of the United States. 

I stood next to him many years ago 
when the original announcement was 
made. No one took the time or the trou
ble to find out whether there was any 
basis of fact for it, whether there was 
any wrongdoing, or whether he had ac
tually done anything that was improper. 
Merely by the pronouncement of an ir
responsible individual, whom most peo
ple did not even know, not even his name 
before, the appearance of impropriety 
was immediately created in that case. 

Then there was the second attempt. 
I know the details because I was party to 
it, at the request of the then candidate 
for President, General Eisenhower, when 
he said to me, "Will you go to Indianap
olis, and will you ask the following ques
tions, and come back directly to me and 
report the answers?" I had the unfortu
nate and unhappy duty to do that. Here 
again was the second attempt to create 
the appearance of impropriety. There 
was no substance whatever to it. 

Then there was the third attempt, 
which was planned but never activated 
because it was obvious it would have 
exploded before it got off the ground, but 
here was a definite attempt by some
! do not know who they were-to destroy 
the character and the career, without 
any basis of fact, of a man who is now 
the President of the United States. 

What a dangerous practice that is. 
What a terrible thing to be party to. 
What a terrible thing to whisper a rumor 
and then watch that rumor circulate 
until finally a man who, so far as I know, 

has had the high regard and respect of 
-all the people in his community with the 
possible exception of a few who, as a 
result of his legal duties he may have 
found against, a man of high character 
and respect, what a terrible thing-as 
the Senator from Colorado has so care
fully pointed out-that the life, the 
work, the reputation and the character 
of such a man can be destroyed, by a few 
who oppose him, not because there is an 
appearance of impropriety on their part. 
I would say that there is an actual case 
of impropriety on the part of some of 
those who are attempting to bring the 
charges which are so obviously without 
foundation. 

So, I wonder if once again perhaps we 
are not looking for the improper action 
in the wrong direction. 

I congratulate the distinguished Sen
ator from Colorado. As I say, I am not 
trained in the law, but I can read. I read 
slowly, and I try to read carefully, and I · 
try to understand what I am reading. I 
found nothing, from the standpoint of a 
layman-a U.S. Senator, if you will
that for the slightest moment gave me 
pause in what my decision will be when 
this name comes before the Senate. 

I do know, from long experience in the 
past that, unfortunately, practices some
times used by those who are leading the 
opposition. I do not refer to anyone in 
this Chamber. I mean those who have 
tried to bring forward the different 
points of impropriety. I have had great 
experience with pressures. I have had 
phone calls with regard to votes on this 
floor and decisions I would make. I know 
what it is. I understand. We all do. 

I congratulate the distinguished Sen
ator from Colorado for stating concisely 
and briefly, much better than I ever 
could, exactly his feeling in this matter 
and for clarifying the case as completely 
as I think it could be clarified for any 
of those who are uncertain. 

I would recommend that all study this 
presentation, and study it carefully, and 
take advantage of the clear and concise 
logic which it presents. 

I again highly commend my distin
guished colleague and would like to as
sociate myself with his presentation. I 
wish I could take credit for some of the 
excellent logic and preparation of this 
paper. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. I am not sure what anybody 
has in mind by the expression "appear
ance of impropriety,'' but I suppose it 
would lead to the conclusion that he 
would do something, whether we be
lieved it or not. I can give the Senate 
a specific example. I remember a Mem
ber of this body some years ago who 
was very well liked and very well re
spected. He was not adverse to taking 
a drink now and then. By no means 
could he have been considered an al
coholic. He was nothing more than what 
we call a moderate, social drinker, and 
he was moderate. He began to have some 
fainting spells. Many people were con
vinced that he had turned into a full
blown alcoholic. One day he suddenly 
keeled over and died. It was then found 
that he had a very serious disease. His 
actions, such as stumbling against a 
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desk were the result of the disease. That tion, I have found there may be some 
would be an appearance of impropriety. who stated their position early, before 
I might say that it was discovered he the evidence was complete, and now at
had a massive brain tumor. I think the tempt to justify that position. Many of 
record should be clear on that. these stated their opposition to Judge 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Haynsworth. 
Senator yield? One whom I have consulted about the 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the nomination is former Supreme Court 
Senator yield to me for one second be- Justice Charles Whittaker, who served 
fore he yields to our distinguished col- on the court from 1957 to 1962. I called 
league from Kansas? Justice Whittaker, seeking his advice and 

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield. counsel. He stated, as I repeated on Mon-
Mr. MURPHY. I knew that gentleman day, it would be a travesty if Judge 

and Senator, and I remember the con- Haynsworth were not confirmed. He also 
dition exactly as the Senator has de- said, which I have not repeated, "If you 
scribed it. I recall that some of us who cannot confirm Judge Haynsworth, you 
had been close to him suspected what are going to have to find a trapeze artist." 
was happening. I think he suspected it, He did not say that lightly. He had read 
as is so often the case in a serious con- the press reports, listened to and watched 
dition. I also remember the condition the biased news media reports on the 
of the other gentleman whose name has Haynsworth nomination night after 
been brought before this body. night. But after reading the hearing rec-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time ord-the best place to ascertain the 
of the Senator has expired. facts, as the Senator knows-he felt very 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- strongly the nomination of Judge Hayns
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the worth should be confirmed. 
time of the Senator from Colorado be I was impressed by many things in the 
extended 15 minutes. hearing record and as stated before had 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without one serious question about the Brunswick 
objection, it is so ordered. case. I was also impressed by the state-

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the distinguished ment by George Meany, who has said 
Senator from West Virginia. labor is going to block the Haynsworth 

Mr. MURPHY. Reference was made to nomination if it can. It is going to be in
the other name that came up for ap- teresting, in the next few days, to see how 
proval. I know, from firsthand personal much "muscle" labor has. It was pointed 
knowledge, the reason for the creation out how labor helped block the nomi
of the appearance of impropriety- nation of Judge Parker, during the Roo
shocking reasons, personal reasons-de- ver administration. It was pointed out, 
strayed part of this man's spirit forever, after Parker was blocked, that he became 
1n a manner which had no connection a great judge and perhaps labor leaders 
whatsoever with his duties. It was a per- had made a mistake. 
sonal matter, between two other people, I think we should lay it on the line. 
entirely unrelated. This is the thing that The nomination in question is going to 
disturbs me. demonstrate just how much power labor 

Of course, I lived through the time in has in America. 
Hollywood when a whisper about the I would also remind some of my fellow 
character or association of some of my Senators who still seem to think they 
colleagues could do great damage to their should have the power of appoir_tment 
public careers and their ability to con- that they did not win the election last 
tinue. I am glad to say I was active in year. The liberals lost the election last 
one group that, in a great many cases, year. And as far as philosophical argu
had the good fortune to be able to de- ments are concerned, as the Senator 
stroy the appearance of impropriety and has so well ;;>ointed out, this is no reason 
thereby preserve the good reputation of to reject any nominee; and no one, who 
the character of those people. really understands the process, feels we 

I am very sensitive to this condition, should reject a man who has been nom
but I think the distinguished Senator inated for the Court because of his 
from Colorado has made possibly the philosophy. 
most important point. The word "appear- But aside from that, I am convb:iced 
ance" is a word without too much fabric. and the Senator from Colorado is con
You can do it very easily. You can do it vinced that Judge Haynswortr ... has a 
by a suggestion. You do not even have good record and a positive record. There 
to make a straight declaration. You just is no need to be defiant about Judge 
whisper. You think it sometimes, and it Haynsworth; he has a balanced record 
begins to permeate and circulate. What a in civil rights and a balanced record 
terrible manner in which to operate. with reference to labor. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. I So I thank the Senator for going into 
apologize for commenting to such an detail and setting forth his reasons, 
extent. · which will be helpful to all of us in the 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen- days ahead. 
ator yield? Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield. Senator from Colorado yield? 
Mr. DOLE. Again I want to commend Mr. ALLOTT. I yield to my distin-

my distinguished colleague from Colo- guished colleague from Michigan. 
rado. I recognize the great amount of Mr. GRIFFIN. I shall not attempt to 
work and research he has done in an present a rebuttal to the statement made 
attempt to reach a fair conclusion. by the able Senator from Colorado. I 

I do not question anybody's motives · wish to say that to my mind he is one 
with reference to the Haynsworth con- of the most distinguished Members of 
firmation or any other matter before this body as well as an esteemed leader 
this body. In the course of my investiga- of my party. As he knows, I havu the 

highest respect for him, as an individual, 
as a lawyer, and as a Senator. It is un
fortunate, and it pains me a great deal, 
that we disagree on this particu~ar issue. 
Fortunately, we do not disagree often, 
although when we do, we respect each 
other's views. I am particularly grate
ful to the Senator from Colorado for his 
reaffirmation of that fact as ht: made 
his statement today. 

I wish to comment on two points. First, 
I think the Senator from Colorado does 
a service by making clear that no one 
should be misled by so-called appearance 
of impropriety which are created by those 
who may be in opposition to a given 
nominee. The only appearance of impro
priety which are meaningful, and which 
are referred to in the cannons of judicial 
ethics, are those which are created by a 
member of the judiciary. 

In a situation where a judge owns stock 
in a party litigant, it may be altogether 
true, as a subjective· matter, that there 
is no conflict of interest as he views the 
particular matter. In his own mind, he 
might not be influenced in any way by 
the fact that he has some remote in
terest in a party litigant. But neverthe
less, in a situation he--not someone 
els&--has created the appearance of im
propriety, an appearance which puts 
others in the position of having to make 
a subjective judgment as to what in
fluenced him or did not influence him. 

So I agree with the Senator; and I 
hope other Senators will not be misled. 
We should not be guided astray by so
called appearances of impropriety which 
are created by persons other than the 
nominee. The only references I have 
made have been to appearances of im
propriety which, in my judgment, have 
been raised by the nominee. 

Let me make another point, and per
haps the Senator might have further 
comments. I am very much disturbed by 
some remarks which might be interpreted 
to indicate that, in the event Judge · 
Haynsworth's nomination should not be 
confirmed, he would then not be eligible 
to serve in his present position on the 
Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals. I regret 
such interpretations because to 1:1y mind 
they diminish or reduce what I consider 
to be the appropriate role of the Senate 
in the matter of appointments to the 
Supreme Court. 

Judge Haynsworth is not on trial for 
any crime. He is not being tried at all, 
and the test is not whether he is guilty 
of any particular charge. At least to my 
mind that is not the test. The question 
is whether the Senate, which shares the 
appointive power with the President, 
wishes to promote this particular nom
inee to the Supreme Court. 

A similar question was before the Sen
ate in the Fortas case, though the facts 
were different and the considerations 
were different. When the Fortas nomina
tion was before this body, the Justice 
was not on trial. Rather, the question 
was simply whether the Senate agreed 
to his elevation to Chief Justice of the 
United States. 

In i;he case of the Haynsworth nomi
nation, Senators are going to arrive at 
their conclusions for a varying number 
of reasons. To read into a decision against 
Judge Haynsworth that he has been con-
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victed in any sense would be very un
fortunate. 

It ought to be noted again, in passing, 
that more than one-sixth of all the nom
inees for the Supreme Court whose names 
have been submitted to the Senate in 
the history of the United States have 
been rejected. I am sure no one could 
say that rejection in each of those cases 
amounted to a finding of guilty of par
ticular charges. In each case, the decision 
of the Senate was no more than a de
termination that the particular person 
should not be elevated to the Supreme 
Court. 

Traditionally, the Senate has applied 
a different test with respect to nominees 
to the Supreme Court than it has ap
plied with respect to those who have 
been nominated by Presidents to serve in 
the Cabinet or in the executive branch. 
I think the reference which the distin
guished Senator from Colorado made 
earlier to the appointment, or attempted 
appointment, by President Eisenhower 
of a Secretary of Commerce is altogether 
appropriate, as far as his conclusions 
are concerned. Particularly with respect 
to nominations for the Supreme Court, 
however, I do not believe, as I have 
argued previously, that the Senate is 
limited to accepting every nomination 
merely because it cannot be proved that 
the nominee has beaten his wife, or has 
done this or that. 

I think the responsibility of the Senate 
is much higher than that. Under the 
constitution, the President is vested with 
only one half of the appointing power. 
He nominates and the Senate confirms. 
Accordingly the Senate's advice and con
sent responsibility is at least equal to the 
President's responsibility in nominating. 

If the judiciary is to be an independent 
branch of the Government, it is essential 
that, its members owe no greater in
debtedness for an appointment to one 
particular branch of our Government. 

So it pains me to hear a statement 
made that if the Senate rejects the 
nomination of Judge Haynsworth, he 
therefore will not be fit to sit on the 
court of appeals. That is not the ques
tion. The only question before the Sen
ate is whether the nominee should be 
elevated to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I hope the Senator is not 
attributing to me the last statement that 
Judge Haynsworth is not fit to sit on 
the court of appeals. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. No. 
Mr. ALLOTT. If he is, he has com

pletely misunderstood me, because I did 
not say that. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Let us straighten that 
out. 

Mr. ALLOTT. What I did say was that 
I thought that if the Senate were to re
fuse to confirm Judge Haynsworth's 
nomination, his services would probably 
be lost to the judiciary. I say this because 
I think he himself would be inclined to 
withdraw himself from the judiciary. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. If I may continue, sug
gestions have been made in other quar
ters to the effect that if Judge Hayns
worth's nomination is rejected by the 
Senate, then other members of the judi
ciary may be subject to impeachment, as 
though the test for impeachment were 

the same as the test for confirmation of 
a nomination. There iS a world of dif
ference between the two, as I understand 
the role of the Senate, and its responsi
bility with respect to confirmation of a 
nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
PELL in the chair). The Senator's addi
tional 15 minutes have expired. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Colorado may have an additional 
5 minutes. 

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

Mr. GRIFFIN. When an officer of the 
United States is impeached, it is the re
sponsibility of the Senate, sitting as a 
court, clearly to find, by weighing the 
evidence, whether an accused is guilty of 
particular charges. But that is not the 
function of the Senate when a nomina
tion is up for confirmation. I wish to 
make that point clear. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I agree with the Senator 
from Michigan as to that. I do not think 
there is any reason for getting into that. 
It would only cloud the issue to get into 
the impeachment area at this time. 

However, I must say, as I stated at the 
conclusion of my speech, that as to phi
losophy, the only qualification set up is 
that the nominee must support the Con
stitution of the United States. If the 
Senate does not confirm his nomination, 
it can only be for one reason: That is, 
that somehow, collectively, the Senate 
has reached a decision that the nominee 
is unfit for the office. There can be no 
other conclusion. So on this basis I stated 
how I felt about Justice Haynsworth and 
the effects of what some would do here. 

I do not know whether Judge Hayns
worth has a son or not. I do not know 
whether he has grandchildren or not. 
However, I am thinking of what it would 
do to him, to his children, and to his 
children's children. I have tried without 
passion to examine the record. I do not 
think that I have been unfair in any 
instance to my friend the Senator from 
Michigan. As I have looked at the record, 
I have come to the conclusion that I 
could not do this, no matter what other 
considerations depended on it. And I 
have had all the pressures that everyone 
else has had exerted on him concerning 
this matter. I refer to pressure from the 
pressure groups who are out to get the 
judge and to pressure from people who 
reason with their glands rather than 
their brains. 

It is a price that I would not pay, nor 
could I do it to any fellow human being. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COMMIT
TEE--(EX. REPT. NO. 91-12) 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, as in ex
ecutive session, on behalf of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary and at the re
quest of its chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to file the nomination of Clem
ent F. Haynsworth, Jr., of South Caro
lina, to be an associate justice of the 
Supreme Court, and the committee re
port together with individual views on 
the nomination. 

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The Acting President pro tempore laid 
before the Senate the following letter, 
which was referred as indicated: 
PROPOSED MICHAUD FLATS IRRIGATION PROJECT 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend the act of August 31, 
1954 (68 Stat. 1026), providing for the con
structLon, maintenance, and operation of the 
Michaud Flats Irrigation Project (with an 
accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro 
tempore: 

A letter, in the nature of a petition, signed 
by Peggy and Earl Hanrahan, of Denver, 
Colo., praying for the enactment of legisla
tion to provide that bank holding companies 
may not establish and maintain travel agen
cies; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

A petition, signed by Daniel E. LeVeque, 
of Sheboygan, Wis., praying for a redress of 
grievances; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
bill <H.R. 14030) to amend section 358a 
(a) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, to extend the au
thority to transfer peanut acreage allot
ments, and it was signec4 by the Acting 
President pro tempore. 

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 
The following report of a committee 

was submitted: 
By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on 

Appropriations, with an amendment: 
H.J. Res. 966. Joint resolution making 

further continuing appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1970, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 91-529). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. MUSKIE: 
S. 3135. A bill to make available to certain 

organized tribes, bands or groups of Indians 
residing on Indian reservations established 
under State law certain benefits, care, or as-
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slstance for which federally recognized In
diar. tribes qualify as recipients; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

(The remarks of Mr. MusKIE when he in
troduced the b111 appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. MciNTYRE : 
S. 3136. A bill to confer U.S. citizenship 

posthumously upon Guy Andre Blanchette; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MONDALE (for himself, Mr. 
BAYH, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. 
HART, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. McCARTHY, 
Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. NELSON, Mr. PER· 
CY, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. SAXBE, Mr. 
SMITH of Illlnois, Mr. YouNG of 
North Dakota, and Mr. YouNG of 
Ohio): 

s . 3137. A bill to amend the Act creating 
the Saint Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation in order to cancel the indebted
ness of the Corporation to the United States; 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

(The remarks of Mr. MONDALE when he in
troduced the bill appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

S. 3135-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO MAKE AVAILABLE CERTAIN 
ORGANIZED TRIBES, BANDS OR 
GROUPS OF INDIANS RESIDING ON 
INDIAN RESERVATIONS ESTAB
LISHED UNDER STATE LAW 
CERTAIN BENEFITS, CARE, OR 
ASSISTANCE FOR WHICH FED
ERALLY RECOGNIZED INDIAN 
TRIBES QUALIFY AS RECIPIENTS 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, today 

I am introducing legislation to extend 
Federal benefits to Indian tribes and cer
tain organized bands or groups of In
dians residing on Indian reservations 
established under State law. The benefits 
include care or assistance for which fed
erally recognized Indian tribes qualify as 
recipients. 

Because the eastern seaboard States 
existed prior to the formation of a Fed
eral Government, lands in these States 
reserved to the Indians were not ceded 
to the Federal Government to become 
part of Federal responsibility. 

Thus, for years American Indians re
sidlng on State reservations have been 
denied the benefits of many Federal pro
grams because these tribes are not "fed
erally recognized tribes" within the defi
nition of the Federal Bureau of Indian 
Affairs. I have been aware of this dis
crimination, and at appropriate times 
have introduced legislation which spe
cifically included State Indian reserva
tions in particular Federal programs. For 
instance, the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965-Public Law 
89-136-contains explicit language des
lgnating State Indian reservations as 
eligible for assistance under the act. 

There are over 100 acts of Congress, 
rules and regulations authorizing aid and 
assistance to American Indians. Some of 
these acts confer on the Secretary of the 
Interior control over Indian property. 
Consequently not all of these acts, rules, 
and regulations would be beneficial to 
State reservation Indians. The purpose of 
my bill is to qualify State reservation 
Indians, at their option, to participate 
in Federal Indian aid programs. This ap
proach will insure full independence of 
the State reservation tribes. 

I would like particularly to call to the 

attention of my colleagues the fact that 
in Maine we have three State Indian 
reservations-the Penobscot Reservation 
on Indian Island in Penobscot County, 
and two Passamaquoddy Reservations in 
Washington County. A total of 1,200 In
dians reside on the three reservations 
under the guardianship of the State. 
Yet these 1,200 Indians are excluded 
from participating in a great many Fed
eral programs because of restrictions 
limiting the programs to Federal Indian 
tribes. For example, the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968-
Public Law 90-351-was amended to al
low Indian tribes to benefit from its 
programs, along with other "units of 
general local government." The defini
tion of these units includes "an Indian 
tribe which performs law-enforcement 
functions as determined by the Secretary 
of the Interior." The Maine Law En
forcement Planning and Assistance 
Agency has indicated that this provi
sion, with its requirement that the Sec
retary of the Interior determine tribal 
law-enforcement functions, excludes 
State Indians from its coverage. This is 
only one of many examples where State 
reservation Indians cannot avail them
selves of beneficial Federal programs. 

Eight States-Connecticut, Maine, 
New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
South Carolina, Texas, and Virginia
have a total of 27,311 Indians residing 
on non-Federal reservations. There are 
approximately 15,000 Indians livin!{ in 
New York State. Out of this number, 
about 10,000 reside on nine State 
reservations. 

The numbers involved he.re are small, 
but the needs of these State reservation 
Indians are urgent and unmet. Like their 
brothers on Federal reservations, our 
State Indians have too often had policy 
imposed from without. They have been 
encouraged to sever their tribal and cul
tural ties. They have faced harassment, 
hostility, and discrimination in the 
world outside the reservation. Within 
the reservation they have faced despair 
and deterioration of the culture they 
hold dear and which gives them distinc
tion as Americans. 

Our American Indians want what so 
many of us have and take for granted
adequate and relevant education, job op
portunities, health care, and decent 
housing. They want dignity. They want 
to be judged as individuals in their own 
right, and they want to maintain and 
nurture their uniqueness. 

The choices most of us make in life, 
such as what career to enter, where and 
how to live, are not always easy to im
plement, but we take for granted our 
right to make these decisions from a 
broad range of alternatives. We make 
such choices, confident that our happi
ness and success are limited only by our 
abilities, our training and our ambition. 

The bill which I introduce today will 
provide a new approach toward filling 
the needs of a unique group of Ameri
cans. It will give State reservation In
dians the right to decide, the opportunity 
to choose, to participate in Federal In
dian programs. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
Will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 3135) to make available 
to certain organized tribes, bands or 
groups of Indians residing on Indian res
ervations established under State law 
certain benefits, care, or assistance for 
which federally recognized Indian tribes 
qualify as recipients, introduced by Mr. 
MusKIE, was received, read twice by its 
title, referred to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 3135 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That in the 
administration of all Federal programs and 
laws providing benefits, care, or assistance, 
financial or otherwise, to Indian tribes or 
members thereof, any organized tribe, band 
or group of American Indians a majority of 
the members of which reside on an Indian 
reservation established under the laws of a 
State, but which has not heretofore been 
recognized as an Indian tribe for purposes 
of such programs or laws, shall, in its discre
tion, be entitled to receive such benefits, 
care, and assistance for which Federally rec
ognized Indian tribes or members thereof 
qualify as recipients. 

S. 3137-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO BE KNOWN AS THE "SAINT 
LAWRENCE SEAWAY AMEND
MENTS OF 1969" 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I in

troduce for appropriate reference for 
myself and Senators BAYH, BURDICK, 
GRIFFIN, HART, HARTKE, MCCARTHY, Mc
GoVERN, NELSON, PERCY, PROXMIRE, 
SAXBE, SMITH of Dlinois, YOUNG of North 
Dakota, and YoUNG of Ohio a bill to put 
the St. Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation on a sound financial basis. 
The bills sponsors include Senators from 
both parties from all of the States in 
the upper Midwest. 

This bill should not be regarded 
merely as a regional measure. The sea
way has clearly benefited the entire Na
tion. The Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
waterway system permits extremely eco
nomical water transport serving one of 
the world's richest agricultural regions 
and leading industrial complexes. 

In the year before the seaway opened 
less than 12 million tons of cargo moved 
through the St. Lawrence. This jumped 
to over 20 million tons in 1959 and has 
continued to grow to almost 50 million 
tons last year. As we will document in 
testimony, much of this growtl: in volume 
represents an increase in the United 
States share of world trade. 

There are only five countries compet
ing in the world wheat market. The sea
way has helped to secure a significant 
portion of that market for U.S. farmers. 
It has provided an excellent low-cost 
route for exportin~ surplus agricultural 
production. And so it is for other com
modities and industrial products, such as 
automobiles, locomotives, gasoline en
gines, farm equipment, turbines, earth 
mov-ing equipment and heavy machin
ery. 

Manufacturers and processors have 
also found that the seaway provides ef-
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:ficient and economical access to raw 
materials from Canada and abroad. 
Here too, the benefits of increased U.S. 
production are shared by the entire Na
tion. 

According to a study by the Maritime 
Administration, the additional income to 
the Great Lakes area in a single year, as 
a result of the waterborne commerce, is 
estimated at $300 million. This represents 
a return of mo~e than 200 percent per 
year on the total U.S. investment in the 
seaway. 

The bill differs in a number of ways 
from legislation which I introduced in 
the 89th and 90th Congresses with bi
partisan sponsorship. Two years ago, 
while the earlier legislation was pending, 
we were successful in securing a 4-year 
moratorium on toll increases on the St. 
Lawrence Seaway. Two years have passed 
without the action which is necessary to 
prevent new proposals for toll increases. 

It is abundantly clear that the finan
cial projections underlying the original 
Seaway Act are unsound. The time to put 
the seaway on a solid financial footing 
is now. The United States will soon have 
to agree with its Canadian partner on 
new toll rates to be effective in 1971. Ac
cordingly, I urge prompt action on this 
bill. 

The St. Lawrence Seaway Act of 1954 
requires that the Corporation pay, out 
of toll revenues, the entire cost of con
struction by the year 2009. In addition, 
toll revenues must cover fully the cost of 
operation and maintenance. 

This self-sustaining requirement is 
unique for waterways in the United 
States. The Federal Government has de
veloped and maintained waterways and 
ports throughout the United States en
tirely out of general revenues. 

For example, the United States has 
spent over $56 million for the develop
ment of the Gulf Intercoastal Waterway 
and an additional $50 million for opera
tion and maintenance. The same region 
has been benefited by an expenditure of 
$62 million for the 76-mile Mississippi 
River-Gulf Outlet and close to $11 mil
lion has already been spent on operation 
and maintenance. The 50-mile Houston 
Ship Channel has cost the taxpayers al
most $33 million and more than $37 mil
lion has been paid for operation and 
maintenance. The 96-mile Delaware 
River Channel to Philadelphia was de
veloped at a public cost of $130 million
slightly in excess of the U.S. investment 
in the St. Lawrence Seaway. Moreover, 
$140 million from general revenues has 
gone into operation and maintenance of 
that channel. 

No user charges whatsoever have been 
levied in the case of any of these fa
cilities. For this reason, there is growing 
recognition that the financial frame
work of the St. Lawrence Seaway is un
fair and unreasonable and discriminates 
against the Nation's "fourth seacoast." 

This discrimination in financing an es
sential link in a 2,342-mile waterway 
into the heartland of America is drama
tized by contrasting the Federal trans
portation aid given to other regions, such 
as Appalachia. Up to the end of the last 
fiscal year, the U.S. Government had 
invested $470 million in developing roads 
to serve Appalachia. And much more re-

mains to be spent there. I do not be
grudge those expenditures and I am sure 
that my fellow Senators from the Great 
Lakes area do not either. But we are 
compelled to wonder why this unequal 
treatment for the seaway. 

The seaway and the Great Lakes have 
been short-changed in a number of ways. 
For many years, the Great Lakes have 
been deprived of Federal assistance under 
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936. As a 
result, the lakes have had very little 
American-flag service. In turn, this has 
prevented the use of the Great Lakes
St. Lawrence system for the shippin& of 
Government cargo because of statutory 
requirements for shipping in U.S. bot
toms. 

Virtually no cargo financed by the Ex
port-Import Bank, AID, or the General 
Services Administration has moved in re
cent years through Great Lakes ports. 
The Department of Defense, which alone 
exported 30 million tons last year, 
shipped only 2,000 tons, or less than 1/100 
of 1 percent, via Great Lakes ports even 
though 35 percent of the cargo was made 
in the Great Lakes area. 

Similar discrimination can be docu
mented with respect to rail charges for 
shipments to Great Lakes ports, as com
pared to sometimes lower charges to 
more distant coastal ports. In addition, 
under section 22 of the Interstate Com
merce Act, free or reduced rates are 
often given for Government cargo mov
ing to coastal ports. But such rates are 
seldom offered on traffic to Great Lakes 
ports. 

For all of these reasons, I was quite 
distressed to learn that the President 
had, unaccountably, omitted the Great 
Lakes shipping industry from the ad
ministration's proposed 10-year program 
to rebuild the U.S. merchant fleet. I 
pledge to work for fair treatment for the 
Great Lakes under any new maritime 
program. 

Perhaps, when the Congress author
ized this historic project, there was rea
son to believe that the seaway could, in
deed, bear the unprecedented financial 
burden which was placed upon it. But 
this belief has proved unfounded. Since 
the seaway was opened in 1959, it has 
not been able to make any significant 
payments toward reduction of the 
bonded debt. Although it has made sub
stantial interest payments to the Treas
ury, it had fallen in arrears $12% million 
in interest charges. 

Thus, the original debt of $124 million, 
plus $7 million in interest during the . 
construction period, and $5 million for 
lock rehabilitation, has grown to a total 
of $148.3 million. Based on present traffic 
projections and current toll revenues, the 
debt of the St. Lawrence Seaway Cor
poration will not be eliminated by the 
year 2009. In fact, it will grow to $821 
million if corrective action is not taken. 

Raising toll revenues is not the solu
tion. Those who propose this easy rem
edy may be unaware of what the toll 
rates are. Perhaps, when they think of 
tolls, they have in mind the $1.75 for an 
automobile to drive the length of the 
New Jersey Turnpike. Or perhaps they 
think of the $5 a truck might pay. How 
many realize that, for example, a ship 

named Andwei, carrying 22,636 tons of 
iron and steel, paid a toll of $21,225.28 on 
October 12, 196'9, to use the St. Lawrence 
Seaway? 

The existence of competitive modes of 
transportation which were once, them
selves, heavily subsidized, would draw 
off the necessary traffic if the tolls were 
significantly raised. But the existence of 
the seaway has already served a very 
useful purpose in keeping the rates on 
other transportation down. 

A principle was laid down in 1954 
that transportation facilities should be 
self-supporting. As already noted, no 
other waterways have been built or 
operated in accordance with this princi
ple. Air transport is also subsidized by 
the Federal Government. Should the 
seaway be forced into bankruptcy in the 
interest of preserving this principle? 

Under existing law, the current break
even point would be some 56 to 58 million 
tons of seaway traffic annually. In con
trast, only 48 million tons were handled 
in 1968. Thus, it can be seen that in
tensive traffic-building efforts would 
still fall far short of making the seaway 
self-supporting under present statutory 
provisions. 

Based on existing practice with re
spect to all other federally assisted 
waterways and ports, it would be en
tirely reasonable to propose that the 
bonded debt of the seaway be written 
off and that operating and maintenance 
costs, henceforth, be paid out of general 
revenues. We do not make that proposal, 
however. We merely propose to relieve 
the seaway of the crushing burden of 
debt service so that it can pay its fair 
share by fully covering its operating and 
maintenance costs, maintain reasonable 
toll levels, and continue to return sub
stantial funds to the Treasury. 

The bill would cancel the existing debt 
of the seaway to the Treasury. It would, 
however, require the seaway to pay op
erating and maintenance costs, and pay
ments in lieu of taxes, out of toll reve
nues. Any money remaining would be 
returned to the Treasury. 

The Corporation has already returned 
more than $33 million to the Treasury in 
the form of interest on the original 
bonded debt. Based on probable toll 
rates, which will be set by agreement 
with Canada, and estimated traffic 
growth, the seaway would have a sur
plus after paying operating and main
tenance costs. Under our bill, and in light 
of existing Canadian law and interna
tional agreement, this surplus would re
sult in payments to the Treasury at ap
proximately the current rate. Such 
payments, if continued for the next 40 
years, would approximate the cost of 
building the seaway. If this were done, 
the effect ~f the bill would be substan
tially the same as converting the original 
bonds to an interest-free loan. 

It does not seem unreasonable for the 
United States to pay out of general rev
enues the approximately $5% million an
nual interest cost on the U.S. investment 
in the seaway. This seems very small in 
relation to the billions of dollars in Fed
eral revenues which have been paid for 
the construction and operation of other 
waterways. Considering the extensive 
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public interest and national defense value 
of the seaway, it is clearly appropriate to 
have general revenues assume this mod
est portion of seaway expenses. 

I wish it were possible for the U.S. 
Congress to require that seaway tolls 
be substantially reduced and, eventually, 
eliminated. But we own only two of the 
seven locks. Accordingly, I will merely 
state at this time the objective of the 
sponsors that everything possible be done 
by the United States to prevent any toll 
increase and to move as rapidly as possi
ble toward reduction in tolls. 

I suggest that, in hearings on this bill, 
the committee explore possibilities for 
reducing toll charges on the seaway. If 
a formula could be devised to assure such 
reductions, I would like to see it incor
porated in the bill. If not, I would hope 
the committee would express its intent 
about toll rates in its report on the bill. 

Perhaps enactment of the bill will en
courage our Canadian partner to con
sider changes in the financial structure 
of its seaway authority. If Canada 
adopted similar legislation, then surely 
there could be significant toll reductions. 

Mr. President, if action along the lines 
of this bill is not taken, the seaway will 
be forced to consider toll increases in 
the order of 30 to 60 percent in the near 
future. That would cle,arly be disastrous. 

I believe that the national benefits 
already realized from the construction of 
the St. Lawrence Seaway are fully ap
preciated by my colleagues in the Senate. 
It has been estimated that seaway traffic 
could be doubled over the next 20 years, 
with vastly increased contributions to 
the security and well-being of America. 
I hope that the bill will be enacted 
speedily so that it will be unnecessary 
for the United States to agree to an in
crease in tolls, which would seriously 
jeopardize the seaway's potential. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 3137) to amend the act 
creating the Saint Lawrence Seaway De
velopment Corporation in order to can
cel the indebtedness of the Corporation 
to the United States, introduced by Mr. 
MoNDALE <for himself and other Sena
tors), was received, read twice by its 
title, referred to the Committee on Com
merce, and ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

s. 3137 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Saint Lawrence Sea
way Amendments of 1969". 

SEC. 2. Section 5 of the Act of May 13, 1954, 
creating the Saint Lawrence Seaway Devel
opment Corporation (33 U.S.C. 985) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"CANCELLATION OF INDEBTEDNESS" 

"SEc. 5. Effective as of the date of enact
ment of the Saint Lawrence Seaway Amend
ments of 1969 all indebtedness of the Corpo
ration to the United States pursuant to this 
section prior to such Amendments is can
celled subject to the condition that the Cor
poration shall pay annually into the Treasury 
of the United States any revenues determined 

by the Corporation to be in excess of those 
needed for operating and maintaining the 
works under the administration of the Cor
poration, including administrative costs and 
payments in lieu of taxes." 

SEc. 3. Section 12(b) (4) of the Act of May 
13, 1954 (33 U.S.C. 988(b) (4)) is amended 
by striking out "depreciation, payment of in
terest on the obligations of the Corporation, 
and" -

SEC. 4. Section (b) (5) of the Act of May 
13, 1954 (33· U.S.C. 988(b) (5)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

" ( 5) That for the purpose of any such 
negotiations for the division of any tolls due 
consideration shall be given to the total in
vestment of the United States in the Seaway 
project." 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND A JOINT RESOLUTION 

s. 2983 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the next 
printing, the names of the Senator from 
Nebraska <Mr. HRUSKA) and the Senator 
from South Dakota <Mr. MuNDT) be 
added as cosponsors of S. 2983, to amend 
the Federal Meat Inspection Act to give 
any State an additional year to develop 
and enforce an effective inspection pro
gram for meat and meat food products 
that are distributed wholly within such 
State, and for other purposes. 

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

s. 3068 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the next 
printing, the names of the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. McCARTHY) and the Sen
ator from Ohio <Mr. YouNG), be added 
as cosponsors of S. 3068, the Agricultural 
Stabilization Act. 

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

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 163 

tion 39, relating to the withdrawal of U.S. 
forces from Vietnam. 

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

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 
1969_;_AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 277 

Mr. DOMINICK submitted an amend
ment, intended to be proposed by him, 
to the bill <S. 2218) to amend the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 and related acts, and for other 
purposes, which was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON JUDICIAL 
ETHICS AND FINANCIAL DIS
CLOSURE 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, as 

chairman of the Judiciary Committee's 
Subcommtttee on Improvements in Judi
cial Machinery, I wish to announce hear
ings for the further consideration of S. 
1506, 1507, 1509, 1510, 1511, 1512, 1513, 
1.514, 1515, and 1516. The hearings are 
designed to review the activities of the 
Judicial Conference of the United States 
in the sensitive areas of judicial ethics 
and financial disclosure to which these 
bills are related. 

The hearings will be held on November 
24 and December 8, 1969. The hearings 
on November 24 will begin at 11 a.m. in 
room 6226, New Senate Office Building. 

Any person who wishes to testify or 
subm:Lt a statement for inclusion in the 
record should communicate as soon as 
possible with the Subcommittee on Im
provements in Judicial Machinery, room 
6306, New Senate Office Building. 

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATION 
Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON 

unanimous consent that, at the next THE JUDICIARY 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. PROUTY) be added as a co- Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the fol
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 163, - lowin~ nominatior~ has been referred to 
to supplement the joint resolution mak- and IS now pendi?g before the Com
ing continuing appropriations for the mittee on the Judiciary: 
fiscal year 1970 in order to provide for Lloyd H. Grimm, of Nebraska, to be 
carrying out programs and projects, and U.S. marshal for the district of Nebraska 
for payments to State educational agen- for the term of 4 years, vice D. Clive 
cies and local educational agencies, in- Short. 
stitutions of higher education and other On behalf of the Committee on the 
educational agencies and organizations Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all 
based upon appropriation levels as pro~ persons interested in this nomination 
vided in H.R. 13111 which passed the to file with the committee, in writing, 
House of Representatives July 31 1969 on or before Wednesday, November 19, 
and entitled "An act making app;opria~ 1969, any representations or objections 
tions for the Departments of Labor, and they may ~ish .to pre~ent concerning the 
Health Education and Welfare andre- above nommatwn, With a further state
lated agencies for' the fiscal ye~r ending ment whether it is their intention to ap
June 30, 1970,' and for other purposes. pear at any hearing which may be 

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

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 39 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
New York (Mr. GOODELL) be added as a 
cosponsor of Senate Concurrent Resolu-

WE MUST ACT NOW IF THE BIG 
THICKET IS TO BE SAVED 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, on 
October 15, 1969, the Fort Worth Star
Telegram published a thoughtful and 
penetrating letter written by Mr. B. W. 
Hallmon, of Dallas, Tex. Mr. Hallmon's 
letter con·ectly points out the danger 
that confronts the scenic Big Thicket 
area of southeast Texas. 
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Once, the Big Thicket covered more 

than 3.5 million acres. Today, it has been 
reduced in size to approximately 300,000 
acres. With each day that goes by, an
other 50 acres disappear as a result o·f 
the actions of large lumber and real 
estate companies. Unless something is 
done soon, future generations will not 
have the benefit of this unique wilder
ness. 

To save the Big Thicket, I have in
troduced S. 4, which would establish a 
100,000-acre Big Thicket National Park. 
The bill has received the enthusiastic 
support of conservation and civic groups 
throughout the country. I am hopeful 
that the Senate will soon take action on 
s. 4. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Mr. Hallmon's letter be printed 
1n the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SAVE BIG THICKET 
Last weekend I drove through Texas' famed 

Big Thicket. Everywhere large openings were 
scraped out of this last pocket of primeval 
Wilderness. Because of public apathy the 
Thicket is being systematically reduced by 
lumber companies and land speculators. Once 
the Big Thicket covered 3,350,000 acres; to
day its scattered stands total 300,000 acres
less than one-tenth of the original. 

This area northwest of Beaumont has been 
the home of many plant and Wildlife species. 
It is representative of East Texas pine and 
hardwood forests; certain trees such as mag
nolia attain record size there. 

The Thicket lies near centers which are 
destined for heavy population growth, with 
increasing recreational and tourist require
ments. 

Senator Yarborough is supporting a Big 
Thicket bill. The Department of the Interior 
had considered feeble action toward a na
tional park at the urging of the Big Thicket 
Association. East Texas is lacking in repre
sentative parks. Our rate of commercial and 
technological progress virtually guarantees 
the elimination of this region's unprotected 
primitive areas within a few years. The peo
ple of Texas must act soon if they are to 
preserve the Big Thicket for this and future 
generations. 

B. W. HALLMON. 
DALLAS. 

DEATH FROM THE NATION'S Affi 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, in the 
past few weeks the States have begun· to 
submit the proposed regional air quality 
standards for particulates and sulfur 
oxides required by the Air Quality Act 
of 1967. The provisions in that act which 
called for strong public participation in 
the determination of those standards, 
based on criteria issued by the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare, have paid off in strict standards 
proposed by most of those regions. Never
theless, many industries which will be 
affected by these strict standards have 
complained that the levels required can
not bernet. 

Yet the proceedings of the American 
Public Health Association's meeting in 
Philadelphia yesterday show that they 
must be met. There can be no excuse 
which will compromise the Nation's 
health. The reports at the meeting 
showed definite relationships between 
excess concentrations of pollutants in 

the air and sickness and death, rebutting 
the claims made by those who would 
prefer to lag behind in the fight against 
air pollution that there is no proof of 
harm. 

I hope that Americans all over the 
country will take these findings to heart 
and participate as much as possible in 
the conferences which will determine 
the air quality standards in their com
munities. Their health and their chil
dren's health is at stake. 

I ask unanimous consent that an 
article concerning the Philadelphia 
meeting, written by Stuart Auerbach, 
and published in this morning's Wash
ington Post be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

REPORTS TIE Am POLLUTION TO DEATHS, 
ASTHMA, ECZEMA 

(By Stuart Auerbach) 
PHILADELPHIA, November 11.-Badly pol

luted air frequently causes 10 to 20 deaths 
a day in New York City. In Buffalo, the 
number of children hospitalized With asthma 
and skin infiarnrnation increases significantly 
when the air is particularly dirty. 

These reports today at the American 
Public Health Association's meeting bol
stered the view of many scientists that pol
lution is one of the nation's greatest health 
hazards. 

The report also underscored complaints 
made at the meeting about the lack of prog
ress in the fight against pollution. 

"Every year pollution has grown worse," 
said Charles C. Johnson Jr., head of the fed
eral agency that deals with environmental 
health. "Every year there is more evidence of 
self-damage from environmental contam
inants. Every year our cities have become less 
liveable, our highways more death-dealing. 
Every year, the barrage of chemicals, physio
logical, biological and psychological stresses 
to human health has increased. 

"Yet we seem to have thought that we 
had to wait until we count the corpses in 
the streets before we could mobilize our 
forces in defense of human health," he told 
the nation's public health leaders. Johnson 
is head of the Consumer Protection and En
vironmental Health Service of the Depart
ment of Health, Education and Welfare. 

The New York study found a direct rela
tion between the amount of sulfur dioxide 
and smog-major components in polluted 
air-and excess deaths in the city over a 
five-year period. 

"For the first time we are satisfied that 
we have some definite relations between sul
fur dioxide in the air and excess deaths
almost like the relation between smoking 
and cancer deaths," said Leonard Green
burg, a pioneer student of air pollution and 
health. 

He did the study at the Albert Einstein 
College of Medicine in New York with Dr. 
Marvin Glasser, a statistician. 

Other studies of deaths and pollution have 
concentrated on periodic episodes of ex
tremely dirty air. But Glasser and Greenburg 
showed that deaths started to rise sharply 
when there was as little sulfur dioxide filtered 
outside into the air as .2 parts per million. 

The number of excess deaths varies from 
10 to 20 a day when the level of sulfur dioxide 
is between .2 parts per million and .4 parts 
per million. 

The air pollution level was that high on at 
least 10 per cent of the days during the five
year period of the study. 

Sulfur dioxide is caused by the burning of 
gases and other fuels in industrial plants. 
The smog is a measure of solid particles in 
the air. 

In Buffalo, Doctors Harry A. Sultz, Joseph 
G. Feldman, Edward R. Schlessinger and 
William E. Mosher measured the number of 
children under 16 hospitalized with asthma 
and eczema, a skin infiainmation, against air 
pollution levels. 

They found 32.4 hospitalized asthma cases 
for 100,000 children when there was little air 
pollution. The rate jumped to 50.7 cases per 
100,000 at the highest pollution level. 

The figures for eczema were even more 
striking. The low pollution rate of 2.9 hos
pitalized cases per 100,000 children jumped 
under conditions of high pollution to 10.2 
per 100,000. 

The study found "a striking association" 
between air pollution and the hospitalization 
of boys under five with asthma or eczema. 

"These figures do not take into account 
the effect of air. pollution on the vast ma
jority of asthma and eczema patients who 
never require hospitalization," the study said. 
"If air pollution affects the incidents of the 
more severe cases among children, as is 
strongly suggested, there are important and 
Widespread implications in terms of medical 
costs, physician and hospitalization utiliza
tion and personal suffering." 

A study at the University of Rochester by 
Drs. David Rush and Walter W. W. Holland 
strengthened reports given by Sir G~orge 
Godber of increased respiratory illness among 
smokers. Sir George is chief medical officer 
of the British Ministry of Health. 

High school students who smoke more than 
15 cigarettes a day have 10 times as many 
coughing attacks and production of sputum 
as nonsmokers. And, the study said, this was 
true of children as young as 13. 

NEW TECHNOLOGIES FOR 
MASS TRANSIT 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I count 
myself as one of the many advocates of 
a balanced and efficient transportation 
policy. This policy will require that we 
employ all modes of transportation: car, 
air, water, and mass ground transit. It is 
this last area that we are most lacking. 
If we are to meet the needs for rapid, 
safe, and expensive mobility in our 
urban areas, we must develop new tech
nologies to provide new transportation 
systems. 

For our dense urban areas, such as the 
northeast corridor, more superhighways 
are too costly because of the land they 
would require. Our rail facilities cannot 
provide the speed that we need in the 
future. Our airways are too overcrowded 
already, making them inefficient for all 
but long haul travel. 

In the search for a new way to travel 
in high density areas, farsighted engi
neers and planners have been exploring 
the area of high-speed travel through 
underground tunnels. Such mass travel 
could offer almost perfect safety, huge 
capacity, near to jet-plane speeds, no 
pollution, no surface land use, and city
center to city-center travel. This picture 
of travel by tunnel is attractive indeed, 
except for one catch; the cost of tunnel 
excavation. Of course, when comparing 
the costs of other modes, we realize that 
the sums of money that any transit sys
tem would require is great. For example, 
to double the interstate highway capacity 
from New York to Washington-which 
we must do in some way if not with 
more roads--car:;:-ies a price tag of almost 
$5 billion. 

Most encouraging is the fine work that 
private industry and Government, espe-
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cially the Office of High Speed Ground 
Transportation, has done to stimulate 
research into tunnel boring technology. 
New techniques, involving high fre
quency, high pressure water, and lasers, 
are now underway. All this and more was 
discussed at the second symposium on 
rapid excavation held at Sacramento, 
Calif., this October. I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point a paper on the future of tun
neling techniques that was presented at 
the conference. I do this to alert the 
Senate to the problems that must be 
overcome and to attract attention to the 
fine work that is at present being done 
in this field. 

There being no objection, the paper 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
SOME COMPLICATIONS IN THE FUTURE IM

PROVEMENT OF TuNNELING TECHNIQUES 

(By A. A. Mathews) 
INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, the need to improve our 
tunnel excavation technology has been wide
ly recognized, and a concerted effo.rt toward 
this end is being organized. Our Federal 
Government, through many of its agencies, 
is actively pursuing a program of study and 
research. Many of our technical societies 
have joined the effort through the collection 
and dissemination of knowledge and in
formation. Some of our institutions of higher 
learning have sponsored symposiums to fur
ther stimulate interest in the subject. Others 
have contributed through research and de
velopment programs in their laboratories. 

The announced objectives of this collec
tive effort are a substantial increase in the 
speed and a reduction in the cost of per
forming underground excavations. Many of 
the shortcomings of our present methods 
have been examined, and the development 
of a continuous system for tunnel construc
tion has been deemed to offer the greatest 
promise of success. 

In order to systematically approach the 
problem, the following aspects have been 
defined: 

1. Determination of Geological Conditions. 
2. Utilization of Rock Mechanics Theory 

and Practice. 
3. Rock Disintegration. 
4. Materials Handling. 
5. Ground Control. 
6. Environmental Control and Safety. 
It is then proposed to attack each of these 

items specifically and more or less indi
Vidually. 

The purpose of this paper is to point out 
some of the problems which are likely to arise 
from this approach and to suggest areas of 
study or research for meeting them. 

HIGH SPEED VERSUS COST 

Most of the publications on this subject 
imply that the final cost of the tunnel is 
inversely proportional to speed at which it is 
excavated. It is true that with a given size 
of crew and complement of equipment, the 
unit cost of performing the work will de
crease as the productivity, or speed at which 
the work in completed increases. However, one 
should not ignore the fact that at a given 
productivity or speed the unit cost will de
crease as the labor, material, and equipment 
requirements decrease. 

For a given tunnel which can be excavated 
at the rate of 70 ft. per day but where the 
final lining installation progresses later at 
the rate of 100 ft. per day, the average over
all progress is only 41 ft. per day. This value 
could be doubled by means of excavating at 
the rate of ~40 ft. per day and lining at the 
rate of 200 ft. per day. However, the same 
overall speed could be achieved by increasing 

the driv-ing rate by only 15% if the final lin
ing were installed simultaneously with the 
excavation. Of course in this latter case the 
total costs might be quite different from 
those in the former. 

Another example might be a tunnel where 
50,000 lin. ft. is driven in 100 days at the 
rate of 500 ft. per day. If the next 500 lin. ft. 
is difficult ground and requires another 50 
days, the total costs a.re increased by a;bout 
50 %. On the other hand, suppose that a 
much more efficient but slower system were 
used so that the 50,000 lin. ft. required 200 
days but the total costs were the same as for 
the faster system. Now, the 500 ft. of difficult 
ground, which still requires 50 days, increases 
the total costs by only 25 %. 

While it is certainly commendable to mar
shal an all-out effort to speed up all phases 
of the tunneling system, the overall efficiency 
and the ultimate cos·ts must always be 
considered. 

CONTINUOUS VS. INTERMITTENT SYSTEMS 

It is certainly true that in any endeavor, 
potentially productive time is lost when one 
phase of the work must be stopped before 
the next can begin. Again, however, it is 
the ultimate efficiency which is important. 

For example, our material handling tech
nology is certainly capable of developing a 
continuous system for batching and mixing 
concrete. Yet, it is doubtful that any such 
system would be competitive with our pres
ent batch system for most applications. 

Another example is found in our pro
cedure for hoisting ore from deep mines. 
We are capable of developing a continuous 
system, but our present practice of hoisting 
individual loads is not likely to be supplanted 
soon. 

The advent of the mole, or tunnel boring 
machine, has probably magnified the ad
vantages to be gained from continuous proc
esses. As a matter of fact, the mole itself 
is not a truly continuous machine. At its 
present stage of development, its gripper 
plates, thrust rams, or pulling anchor must 
be reset intermittently, and the machine 
cannot excavate while this is being done. 

Obviously, we should not arbitra.rily assume 
that all steps in the tunneling operation 
should ultimately be continuous jus·t because 
one is. 

DETERMINATION OF GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS 

The accurate prediction of geologic con
ditions is one of the most important aspects 
of any tunnel project. And as the speed of 
tunneling in predicted conditions increases, 
the importance of anticipating unusual or 
anomalous conditions multiplies. 

By the same token, the obtaining of ade
quate subsurface information in advance 
becomes increasingly difficult. For a tunnel 
advancing at the rate of 500 ft. per day, any 
information which cannot be obtained from 
a distance of several hundred feet away 
would be of very little benefit. Obviously, any 
present methods of physically obtaining sub
surface information would be of ILttle benefit 
in this problem. Research should be directed 
toward seismic and electronic solutions. 

ROCK MECHANICS 

The recently developing science of rock 
mechanics is proving to be a tremendous 
aid to the tunnel designer and builder. With 
a better knowledge of the physical properties 
of the rock mass and its state of stress, we 
are able to predict more accurately the be
haviour of the ground during and after ex
cavation as wel.l as the loading pattern on the 
support system. We can also better evaluate 
the performance of methods and equipment 
for breaking and excavating the rock. 

The need for improving our techniques for 
testing and measuring the physical proper
ties of Intact rock and rock masses is well 
recognized. We also see an urgent need for 
developing better methods and procedures for 
determining the state of stress in rock, par-

ticularly at points distant from human ac
cess. 

There is one aspect of rock mechanics 
which has received far too little attention. 
That is the effect of the excavation method 
upon the behaviour of the ground. 

Recent theory states that when a deep ex
cavation is made in rock, a zone of loosening 
develops around the opening. If this loosen
ing process results in a failure or disintegra
tion of the loosened rock, then such rock 
must be supported or it will fall into the 
excavated cavity. 

If no loosening, no change in the in situ 
state of stress, and no movement in the rock 
mass were permitted, the excavated opening 
would require supports capable of resisting 
all of the forces represented by the in situ 
stress pattern in the rock. In deep excava
tions, a support system having such capabili
ties would be impractical if not impossible 
to achieve. Consequently, we permit the 
loosened zone to develop and we provide 
whatever support is required for the par
ticular set of conditiohs. 

The extent of the loosened zone which 
ultimately develops depends upon the 
amount and flexibility of the support which 
is provided, as well as upon the time at 
which it is installed. In excavations made by 
means of drilling and blasting, the loosen
ing, and the associated stress redistribution, 
is encouraged by the disturbance of the blast
ing. The supporting system is installed 
shortly thereafter, and as the loosening proc
ess continues, the supporting system assumes 
a load and resists further loosening. Eventu
ally, equilibrium is attained. 

In the tunneling fraternity, it is gen
erally felt that the earlier the supports are 
installed, the smaller will be later problems 
and the lower will be the ultimate loads. In 
other words, if the first small fragment of 
rock is restrained from falling out, succeed
ing fragments will be supported and the ulti
mate demand on the supporting system will 
be reduced. 

Practically, this principle is valid for most 
tunneling methods and techniques which 
are used today. But it is apparent that its 
validity has some limit. As we have noted 
before, if the time interval, after ground 
disturbance, for installing a perfectly rigid 
support were zero, the support requirement 
would be m·aximum. However, if the support 
were somewhat flexible so that some loosen
ing could take place, the ultimate support 
requirement would be reduced. 

When a tunnel is excavated rapidly by 
means of a mechanical method, such as a 
boring machine, the disturbance to the sur
rounding ground is minimized. However, the 
stress redistribution must still take place 
and the zone of loosening must still de
velop. Without the encouragement of the 
shocks of blasting, this process may con
sume considerable time and the mfllnifesta
tions of the loosening process may appear 
some distance behind the heading. Correc
tive measures initiated at that time are likely 
to be inconvenient, expensive, and unsat-
isfactory. . 

Today we are contemplating vast projects 
where we will tunnel thousands of feet be
low the ground surface and at phenomenal 
speeds. The mode of stress relief and redistri
bution to which we are accustomed will not 
prevail, and we may be in for some surprises. 
There is an urgent need for research and 
the collection, correlation, and dissemina
tion of data so we can relate the mode of 
stress relief to the method and speed of 
tunneling. 

The foregoing discussion applies particu
larly to deep tunnels, or to those in ground 
having high in situ stresses. Obviously, it 
would have little application in very shal
low tunnels. We then confront the question 
of what are the depths or pressures where 
the problem becomes critical. No doubt these 
would depend on the physical properties of 
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the rock mass as well as the size of tunnel 
contemplated. Again, we are in need of study 
and data in order to develop criteria for an
swering this question. 

BOCK DISINTEGRATION 

This is recognized as the key to the ex
cavation process, and the fa<:tor that ulti
mately limits the rate of advance. Of all of 
the aspects of the high-speed tunneling 
problem, this one has probably received the 
most attention and achieved the greatest 
results. 

It is obvious that we are on the threshold 
of perfecting ma<:hines and methods to rap
idly and continuously break in the heading 
the hardest of rock. As this dev·elopment con
tinues, there are two principal factors which 
will emerge. These are cost, and the effect 
on other aspects of the problem. 

MATERIALS HANDLING 

The removal of excavated material from 
the heading and transferring men and ma
terials into the heading are critical elements 
in the tunneling process and they are re
ceiving well-deserved attention in studies to 
improve our tunneling methods. 

Because the trend in rock d~sintegration 
methods is toward a continuous process, it is 
natural to look for an associated method of 
continuous removal of excavation from the 
tunnel. While such attempts should cer
tainly not be discouraged, it should not be 
taken for granted that a continuous muck 
removal system is either necessary or eco
nomical for a high speed excav.ation system. 

At the present stage of development of 
our materials handling processes, it can 
be shown that railroad cars on steel ralls 
offer the most efficient means for transport
ing large quantities of bulk materials for 
long fixed routes over relatively level grades. 
Belt conveyors, while apparently very effi
cient after the initial investment, are noto
rious consumers of power and maintenance 
when compared to a railroad. Therefore, 
they can usually be justified only on the 
basis of extenuating circumstances, such as 
terminal conditions, terrain to be traversed, 
or grades to be overcome. 

While other methods should, of course, 
be given every consideration, the possibili
ties for tremendous improvement in cur
rent railroad practice in tunnels should be 
exploited. Speeds of more than 100 m.p.h. 
are practical on operating railroads and 
should not be barred from the field of tun
nel construction. Hydraulic and pneumatic 
pipelines offer the possibility of occupying 
less of the tunnel space than a railroad, but 
do not offer a practical means for transport
ing men and construction materials into the 
tunnel. 

GROUND CONTROL 

Ground control, or the system for main
taining the shape, size, and integrity of the 
excavated tunnel, is intimately related to 
the speed with which the tunnel can be con
structed. Much attention is being given to 
improving our procedures for designing sup
port systems and for devising systems which 
are compatible with high-speed driving. 

As discussed earlier, the mode of stress re
lief and redistribution as the tunnel is con
structed is influenced by the method of con
struction and by the nature of the sup
porting system. In turn, this affects the ul
timate demand on the supporting system. 
This is particularly true for supporting sys
tems utilizing a maximum of soil-structure 
inaction, such as shotcrete or rock bolts. 

Since both of these supporting systems 
are particularly adaptable to rapid excava
tion methods, they are likely to receive in
creasing attention. Consequently, we must 
increase our knowledge of soil-structure in
teraction as developed by these systems. 

We know thalt a surprisingly small thick
ness of shotcrete, when properly applied a;t 
the right time, will safely support tunnels 
where we would ordinarily use much stronger 

support of conventional types. Yet, we have 
no rational method for designing the thick
ness of shotcrete for a given tunnel. Gen
erally, the practice has been to utilize rule
of-thumb, or pure judgment, and then 
observe the results. 

To help meet this problem which will be
come more important as our tunnel driving 
techniques improve, we are in urgent need 
Of further work in two areas. These comprise 
the collection and correlation of information 
from actual projects and the performance of 
experimental studies in our laboratories. 

Our interested governmental agencies 
should actively support a program to prop
erly instrument and monitor every shotcrete 
tunnel job available, and classify the result
ing information into usable form. The in
strumentation program should measure the 
stresses and strains in the shotcrete, the ap
parent pressures on the shotcrete-rock in
terface, and the stress redistribution pattern 
in the surrounding rock. The resultlng in
formation should be correlated with the ge
ology of the site, the method of tunnel con
struction, the size of the tunnel, the physical 
properties of the shotcrete and the surround
ing ground, the depth Of the tunnel, and 
other related factors. Only in this manner 
can we really evaluate the possibilities of this 
supporting system. 

The same need applies to the system of 
support by means of rock bolting. Presently, 
our method for designing a rock bolt support 
system is based mainly on rule-of-thumb. 
Some designers try to maintain a given ratio 
of rock bolt length to tunnel width. Others 
relate rock bolt length to the spa<:ing, which 
in turn may be chosen arbitrarily or with 
reference to the orientation and distribution 
of defects in the rock. Grouting of rock bolts 
is commonly specified in order to attain 
long-term corrosion resistance. However, the 
grouting may provide important structural 
benefits to the bolt and the surrounding 
rock. 

Again, the need is two-fold. We must 
obtain more information from the field as to 
the actual behaviour of the bolts and the 
rock. We must obtain more data on the 
build-up of stress in the bolts and the de
flections or movements of the rock mass, both 
for grouted and ungrouted bolts. 

In our laboratories, we must perform more 
experiments to measure the effect of the rock 
bolts on rock mass behaviour under 19ad. 

All of the data obtained must be classified 
and correlated so that a more rational design 
theory than any now in use, can be devised. 

Another item which will demand increas
itlg attention as our capability for high speed 
tunnel driving increases is the effect of small 
areas of bad ground or different ground. As 
pointed out earlier, the greater the driving 
speed, the greater is the percentage effect of 
a slowdown to cope with different conditions. 

One obvious answer is ground beneficia
tion, or the advance improvement of ground 
conditions. Various techniques and material 
for grouting adverse ground conditions have 
been used, and no doubt substantial im
provements will be made in the future. Like
wise, the technique of freezing difficult, 
water-bearing ground has been successfully 
used for many years. 

Nature has utilized many other methods 
for consolidating loose materials. Heat and 
pressure are nature's most common tools, but 
electricity and seismic forces have also been 
used. Some of our research institutions could 
profitably study the possibility of utilizing 
some of these means for ground beneficiation. 

Compressed air has long been utilized for 
ground control during tunnel driving under 
certain conditions. As our capability for driv
ing at high speeds and with reduced man
power increases, it is quite possible that com
pressed air would be beneficial over a greater 
range of conditions. For example, at our pres
ent state of knowledge of the medical fac
tors involved, it would be entirely feasible to 
utilize pressures well over seven atmospheres. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL AND SAFETY 

Many of the effects of the tunr:..el con
struction method upon its environment are 
obvious. The generation of explosive fumes 
associated with the drill and blast method 
and dust with the mechanical mole are well 
known. Good ventilation and dust collection 
equipment are the standard answers, and 
these are being improved as our excavation 
rate increases. 

As driving speeds continue to rise, it is 
quite likely that new concepts will be nec
essary in order to cope with greatly in
creased volume of air pollutants. At the 
same time, it wm be necessary to eliminate 
the pollution at its source whenever possible. 
Locomotives having the power and flexibil
ity of the diesel, but without its fumes, must 
be developed. 

One environmental hazard, although well
known, deserves special attention. That is 
heat. As our tunnels go deeper, the natural 
rock temperatures increase. Even with our 
current excavation methods, air tempera
tures in the tunnel frequently reach very 
high levels. 

As we increase our tunneling speed, we 
must introduce tremendous increments of 
power into the tunnel and expend vast 
amounts of energy. This results in substan
tial increases in the temperature of the tun
nel atmosphere. Even today, in some of our 
machine-mined tunnels, air temperatures 
rise above 90 degrees fahrenheit and the rel
ative humidity is also high. 

While refrigeration is the obvious answer, 
it is quite likely that in the future, this may 
not be sufficient. It may be necessary to ex
haust the hot air from the heading through 
an insulated pipe and conduct fresh, re
frigerated air in through another. It is even 
conceivable that sometime in the future, 
the air will be taken into the heading in 
liquid form, where its evaporation wm ab
sorb the heat generated by the equipment. 

As far as the tunnel environment and 
safety are concerned, it must be remembered 
that as excavation rates increase, these prob
lems wm also increase, and probably at an 
accelerating pact. To develop the corrective 
measures after the conditions become un
bearable wm be too late and such procras
tination could effectively block the progress 
of the entire endeavor. 

AUTOMATION 

One answer to many of the problems out
lined above is automation. If we could elim
inate the people from the heading, the en
vironment there becomes less important. 
And delays due to bad ground become less 
costly. In fact, even extremely high speeds 
become less urgent. 

One can conceive of the tunnel building 
process of the future almost completely 
automated, and monitored by closed-circuit 
television. The labor force, other than the 
controllers, would be the trouble-shooters 
and maintenance crews. These people would 
be highly trained and equipped to deal with 
unexpected situations and to keep the system 
working. 

Regardless of the problems which our rapid 
tunnel driving system of the future must 
face , their effects will be greatly ameliorated 
by automation. 

AREAS OF NEEDED WORK 

It is obvious that as we solve the problems 
of rapid and more economical tunnel driv
ing, related complications will arise. The 
method of rock disintegration affects the be
haviour of the ground and this affects the 
ground control problems. The methods for 
coping with many of the production prob
lems affect in turn, the tunnel environment. 

As each aspect of the rapid excavation de
velopment program is attacked, its effect on 
the other aspects must constantly be kept 
in mind. In order to anticipate as many of 
these complications as possible , work is re
quired now in the following areas: 
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1. The development of remote sensing 

methods for geologic exploration. 
2. The correlation of rock behaviour with 

excavation methods. 
3. Further research on son-structure inter

act ion as specifically applied to actual tunnel 
support systems. 

4 . Development of automation for all 
phases of tunnel construction. 

Compared with other industries, and other 
branches of the construction industry, the 
problem of improving tunneling techniques 
is unique in that the focus of the work is 
centered at one point-the heading. There 
is only one way to get to it-through the 
completed work; and once there, there is no 
way to move aside to permit diversification 
of effort. 

However, as long as the intimate inter
relationship of each aspect of the problem is 
recognized, and a.s long a.s preconceived 
notions and conclusions are avoided, there 
1s no reason why the challenge cannot be 
met. 

CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS OF 
THE MENTALLY ILL 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the Sub
committee on Constitutional Rights, un
der the chairmanship of the senior Sena
tor from North Carolina <Mr. ERVIN), 
has been holding a series of very impor
tant hearings on the rights of mentally 
111 persons. Senator ERVIN is to be com
mended for taking the leadership in this 
most important area which the subcom
mittee has been studying for the past 
several years. 

Recent decisions by State and Federal 
courts have focused increasing attention 
on the legal rights which should be ac
corded those unfortunate members of 
our society who become victims of men
tal lllness. Evidence seems to be abun
dant that in many instances the laws, 
administrative standards and procedures, 
and judicial decisions have not always 
treated such persons on a completely 
equal basis with the majority of other 
citizens. 

Recently an article was brought to my 
attention which highlights some of the 
representative difficulties and problems 
experienced by mental patients in one 
State. The New York Civil Liberties 
Union and the American Civil Liberties 
Union have sponsored a 2-year study 
of the denial and deprivation in New 
York of rights of the mentally ill. The 
director of this project. Mr. Bruce J. En
nis, has written a very informative and 
interesting description of the study and 
has spelled out a number of specific 
examples of treatment where there is 
doubt that the individuals concerned re~ 
ceived full constitutional protection. Be
cause this article, which was published 
in the October 1969, issue of Civil Lib
erties, is timely and presents first-hand 
knowledge about a question of national 
significance, I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the RECORD. · 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

(From Civil Liberties, October 1969] 
MENTAL COMMITMENT 

(By Bruce J. Ennis*) 
In 1966, a. federal circuit court announced 

two decisions that reflected serious concern 
for the civil Uberties of the mentally Ul. In 

Footnotes at end o! article. 

Lake v. Cameronl the court ruled that be
fore an indigent person can involuntarily 
be committed to a. mental hozpital, the state 

. must explore alternatives less drastic than 
full-time hospitalization. And in Rouse v. 
Cameron,2 the court ruled that a mental 
patient must either be given adequate treat
ment, or be released. There were, of course, 
dissents in both Lake and Rouse. The dis
senting opinion in Lake was written by a 
judge who, in a subsequent case, adopted the 
dissent in Rouse 8• His name is Warren E. 
Burger. For advocates of increased civil lib
erties for the mentally 111, Judge Burger's 
appointment as Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court may be a disappointment, but it 
should not be a surprise. 

Judge Burger has been both praised and 
condemned for his criticism of the Supreme 
Court's liberal ''law and order" rulings. But 
in the law of mental illness, Judge Burger is 
not a reactionary; he is very much in the 
mainstream. And that is what is disappoint
ing. The majority opinions in Lake and 
Rouse are clearly the exception, not the rule. 
They are more honored in the breech than 
in the observance. 

I, for one, believe that most, and perhaps 
all, mental patients should not involuntarily 
be confined. But challenges to the philosoph
ical justification for their confinement, as 
in Lake and Rouse, and challenges even to 
the short-cut procedures by which they are 
confined, are difficult. They are difficult pre
cisely because decisions to confine persons 
to mental hospitals are made, for the most 
part, by responsible men who, like me, are 
concerned with the dignity of human life. 

There are, of course, exceptions. 
For example, I know of a legal aid lawyer 

in Westchester County, N.Y., who was told 
he could not leave a mental hospital unless 
he surrendered a petitio _ for a. writ of habeas 
corpus signc .. : by a patient of the hospital. 
He finally surrendered the petition, left the 
hospital, and filed a new petition, explain
ing to the judge why it was not signed by 
the patient. One week later, after a hearing, 
the judge found the patient was not men
tally ill and ordered her release. 

That type of experience is rare. Less rare, 
indeed di.:;tressingly common, are the myriad 
deprivations of civil liberties motivated not 
by malice but by concern. Let me give you 
a brief example. 

PATERNALISM 

In New York, a "voluntary" mental pa
tient is not, as you might suppose, free to 
leave the hospital when he pleases. He must 
first give written notice of his desire to 
leave. The hospital can then hold the patient 
for 10 days, at the end of which it must 
either discharge him or convert him to in
voluntary status. (After conversion the pa
tient can request judicial review.) The law 
provides no alternative. 

I received a call one Wednesday afternoon 
from a. voluntary patient at Brooklyn State_ 
Hospital. Twice he had requested release 
and twice the hospital had simply ignored 
his request. I spoke to his psychiatrist, who 
told me that he personally would prepare 
the papers authorizing the patient's dis
charge the following Tuesday. Tuesday came 
and went and, on a hunch, I called the psy
chiatrist to learn if the patient had, in fact, 
been released. He had not. The psychiatrist 
thought it would be better for the patient to 
remain in the hospital. Apparently, however; 
the patient was not sufficiently disturbed to 
warrant involuntary hospitalization. I called 
the hospital administrator and told- him r 
was coming out to investigate the matter. 
By the time I arrived, the patient had been 
discharged. 

It was clear the patient had been illegally 
held as a "voluntary" patient for many 
months. The reasons given for ignoring his 
request to be discharged were no doubt well 
intentioned: "first you have to get a job," 
"you have no place to live," "you're too 

sick." But those reasons do not justify abro
gation of a clear legal right. 

Because New York's Commissioner of Men
tal Hygiene is deeply concerned with civil 
liberties, I brought this case to his attention. 
After an investigation, he replied, " ... there 
is a good possib111ty that [the patient's] 
rights were abrogated. It seems quite clear, 
however, that there was no malice involved 
and that the violation was motivated by a 
benign paternalism. This makes the problem 
more difficult since we must try to eliminate 
the paternalism without diluting the con
cern." ' 

Let me tell you a little of what the Civil 
Liberties Union is doing in this very difficult 
area of the law. 

TEST CASE PROGRAM 

The tax-free foundations of the ACLU and 
the New York CLU recently began a two
year litigation project designed to expand 
the civil liberties of the enormous number 
of persons alleged to be mentally ill. In the 
United Stat es today, the number of persons 
involuntarily confined because of mental 
illness is three times the number of all 
prisoners, state and federal. If statistics did 
not lie, I could with confidence announce 
that every tenth reader of this article has 
been, or soon will be, an involuntary mental 
patient.s But statistics do lie. Very few in 
this audience are black, or poor, or both. 
And the population of our mental hospitals 
is notably devoid of white, middle-class 
Americans.6 

The abuses in this area have prompted 
many scholarly and thoughtful criticisms. 
Much has been written, little has been done. 
The CLU project hopes to achieve through 
litigation, reforms which should long ago 
have been achieved through legislation. 

Space permits discussion of only a very 
few of the issues the project has been and 
will be litigating. 

Last May, in a habeas corpus proceeding, 
the project challenged the constitutionality 
of two sections of New York's civil commit
ment law. Most citizens would be surprised 
to learn that the standard civil commitment 
procedure in New York does not require or 
authorize a judicial hearing prior to com
mitment. Commitment for 60 days is gen
erally based on the certificate of two physi
cians, who do not have to be psychiatrists. 
And emergency commitment for 30 days can 
be based on nothing more substantial than 
the unsworn and perhaps fraudulent allega
tion of a iayman, unsupported and uncon
firmed by any doctor, and unexamined, either 
prior or subsequent to commitment, by any 
court. The emergency commitment with 
which I am here concerned does not require 
any allegation that the prospective patient is 
dangerous to himself or others, only that 
he is "in need of immediate observation, care 
or treatment for mental illness." 

The emergency, or 30-day, patient has very 
few rights. If he requests release, he can be 
held for 10 days and then administratively 
converted from emergency to non-emergency 
status and held for an additional 60 days. 
Only after he has been converted does he 
have the right to request judicial review, 
and that review, when it comes, will be 
limited to the need for his retention. It will 
not examine the legality or properiety of his 
emergency commitment. 

NO NOTICE 

I should mention, too, that patients com
mitted for 30 days are not given any notice 
of their "right" to request release or con
version. And they are not given any notice 
of their ultimate right, after conversion, to 
request judicial review. Even if the emer
gency patient promptly initiates all the re
quired steps, the time period between ad
mission and judicial review can be, at a 
minimum, three weeks. 

In the test case, I am arguing that a depri
vation of liberty for a minimum of three 
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weeks without notice or hearing is not con
sistent with due process of law. I argue also 
that, absent emergency, non-judicial com
mitment proceedings are impermissible under 
the equal protection clause. The irrationality 
of medical commitment of the non-dangerous 
mentally ill is evident when we consider that 
mental defectives, epileptics, narcotics addicts 
and persons afflicted with communicable dis
eases cannot involuntarily be deprived of 
liberty until after they have been heard in a 
court of law. 

These arguments are so deeply rooted in 
American law that there should be no need 
to make them. 

An entirely different type of problem is 
presented by the incompetent defendant. 

The project is now working on two cases 
in which we are trying to secure for allegedly 
incompetent defendants substantially all the 
procedural protections they would receive if 
they were treated as civilians, as in fact they 
are, rather than as criminals. Specifically, we 
will assert that a defendant should have the 
right to have the factual question of his 
competence to stand trial decided by a jury, 
as it was at common law.7 

People v. Lally 8 held that the present 
mental condition of a man acquitted of crime 
because of insanity at the time of the offense 
must be tried by jury. And the recent case 
of Schuster v. Herold o, argued by NYCLU 
board members George Alexander and Faith 
Seidenberg, held that the mental condition 
of a prisoner serving an unexpired sentence 
must be tried by jury. Thus, before they can 
be committed to a mental hospital, persons 
acquitted of crime and persons convicted 
of crime have the right to demand a jury 
trial. No less· protection should be given a 
person only charged with crime. 

EX-PATIENT'S RIGHTS 

Of course, the project is primarily con
cerned with the process of commitment and 
retention. But even after the patient is re
leased, he is not free. I think it can be said 
without exaggeration that it is better to be an 
ex-felon than an ex-mental patient. 

In May I argued a case which points up 
rather clearly the burden former mental pa
tients bear. 

In the first week of April, I received calls 
from three ex-mental patients who had been 
denied hack licenses. Each of the three had 
submitted current reports from psychiatrists 
attesting to his present mental soundness. 
But the New York City Hack Bureau has a 
written policy against licensing former 
mental patients. 

The case involves a 30 year old man 'who 
was committed, with his father's consent, 
when he was 13, just after his mother's 
death. Following her death he h&d begun 
to act up in school and the father didn't 
know what to do with him. At the hospital 
his diagnosis was "primary behavior disorder 
in children, conduct disturbance." He was 
certainly not "mentally ill" as that term is 
commonly understood. And his diagnosis is 
not even listed in the American Psychiatric 
Association's glossary of psychiatric terms. 

Shortly before he was 18, he was dis
charged. He finished high school and has 
worked steadily for the same employer for 
11 years. For seven years he was a nurse's aid 
and for the last four years has been an am
bulance attendant. Both jobs require better 
than average inte111gence and mental and 
emotional stability. There is literally no 
doubt that he is, at present, competent to 
drive a cab, and six psychiatrists have so 
stated. But ex-mental patients don't get jobs, 
largely because of the incorrect assumption 
they are dangerous. The little evidence there 
is suggests the opposite.1° For example, a 
five and a half year study of 5,000 patients 
discharged from New York mental hospitals 
showed that "patients with no record of prior 
arres

1
t have a strikingly low rate of arrest 

after release . .. Their over-all rate of arrest 
is less than lA2 that of the general popula
tion and the rate for each separate offense 
is also far lower, especially for more seri
ous charges." 11 

Society is becoming increasingly aware first, 
that mental patients are no more danger
ous than the average citizen, and second, 
that predictions of future dangerous be
havior are incredibly inaccurate.lll This 
awareness no doubt played an important 
part in the passage of California's revolu
tionary new Mental Hygiene Law, the Can
terman-Petris-Short Act, which became effec
tive July 1 of this year. The California law 
establishes three classes of persons: thoSe 
who are "gravely disordered" and whose care 
can be entrusted to a conservator, those who 
are imminently suicidal, and those who are 
imminently dangerous to others. 

Under that law, a person who is immi
nently suicidal can be confined for two suc
cessive 14-day periods. At t.he end of that 
time, even if he is still suicidal, he must be 
released. A person who is "imminently dan
gerous" to others and who has actually at
tempted or infiicted physical harm to an
other can be confined, after a hearing, for 90 
days. Thereafter, he can be confined for an 
additional 90 days but only if he has threat
ened attempted or actually inflicted physical 
harm on another during his initial 90-day 
confinement. 

In effect, except for persons for whom con
servators are appointed, Callfornia has 
abolished long term hospitalization and has 
abolished commitments based solely on pre
diction of future dangerous behavior. 

The NYCLU Board of Directors last Jan
uary ·adopted this resolution: "Mental ill
ness can never by itself be a justifiable reason 
for depriving a person o: liberty or property, 
against his objection. Even when such dep
rivations are accompanied by fair proce
dures, they are unjustified except on a basis
for example, a violation of the criminal law
that would be equally applicable in the ab
sence of mental illness." 

The California law and the NYCLU resolu
tion represent different but constructive ap
proaches to expanding the civil liberties of 
the mentally ill. Hopefully, the current litiga
tion project can contribute to that goal. 
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REDS DOMINATE VIETNAM PEACE 
MOVEMENT 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, on October 
15, I issued a statement explaining why 
I refused to participate in the Vietnam 
moratorium. 

I said that the moratorium's demand 
for an immediate withdrawal was, in 
fact, a demand for immediate surrender. 
I pointed out that some of the chief 
spokesmen for the moratorium commit
tee had called for a Vietcong victory in 
Vietnam, and that the New Mobilization 
Committee, with which the moratorium 
committee was working, had a steering 
committee packed with Communists and 
known Communists. 

I said that the demonstration was 
bound to give massive aid to Hanoi, and 
that the majority of the demonstrators, 
despite their sincerity, were being used 
for purposes which they did not approve 
or understand. 

There were some at the time who con
sidered my characterization of the peace 
movement harsh and unfair. But the evi
dence that this movement is controlled 
by Communists and other extremists is 
now so conclusive that no reasonable per
son can dispute it. 

Today's Washington Post contains an 
article written by the liberal columnists 
Rowland Evans and Robert Novak to 
which I invite the attention of Senators. 
It is entitled "Liberals Capitulate to Ex
tremists, Reds Dominate 'Peace' Move
ment." 

The article is all the more remarkable 
because Evans and Novak have been any
thing but hawks on the Vietnam war and 
because they obviously lament the fact 
that the liberal opponents of the Vietnam 
war have permitted the far left to take 
control of the movement. 

The article says that: 
The tens of thousands of well-meaning war 

protesters set to converge on Washington Sat
urday will be joining a demonstration 
planned since summer by advocates of violent 
revolution in the United States who openly 
support Communist forces in Vietnam. 

Responsible liberals have been enlisted as 
foot soldiers in an operation mapped out 
mainly by extremists-testimony to the pres
ent ineffectiveness of nonviolent, liberal 
elements in the peace movement. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Evans and Novak column 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the column 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Nov. 12, 1969] 
LIBERALS CAPITULATE TO EXTREMIS'l'S , REDS 

DOMINATE "PEACE" MOVEMENT 

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak) 
The tens of thousands of well-meaning war 

protesters set to converge on Washington 
Saturday will be Joining a demonstration 
planned since summer by advocates of vio
lent revolution in the U.S. who openly sup
port Communist forces in Vietnam. 

Accordingly, whatever happens here Sat
urday, the Nov. 15 march on Washington will 
mark a postwar highwater mark for the 
American far left. Responsible liberals have 
been enlisted as foot soldiers in an opera
tion mapped out mainly by extremists-testi
mony to the present ineffectiveness of non
violent, liberal elements in the peace move
ment. 
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Moreover, heavy-handed Nixon adminis

tratLon reaction by Deputy Attorney General 
Richard G. Kleindienst assures that any vi
olence on Saturday will be blamed by lib
erals on the government, and the avoidance 
of violence wm be credited by these same 
liberals to the self-restraint of the far left. 

Although liberals belatedy spent this week 
in frantic eleventh-hour efforts to co-opt Sat
urday's march, they had plenty of advance 
warning. The New Mobilization Committee 
to End the War in Vietnam (New Mobe), 
sponsors of the march, was formed last July 
in Cleveland with an executive committee 
dominated by supporters of the Vietcong. 

The executive committee is moderate when 
compared with the 60-member steering com
mittee, studded with past and present Com
munist Party members (including veteran 
party functionary Arnold Johnson). Far 
more important than representation by the 
largely moribund American Communist 
Party, however, is inclusion on the steering 
committee of leaders in its newly invigorated 
Trotskyite movement. 

The steering committee began eclipsing the 
executive committee in recent weeks under 
the leadership of the Trotskyite Socialist 
Workers Party and its fast growing youth 
arm, the Young Socialist Alliance. Fred Hal
stead of the Socialist Workers Party took over 
planning for a march calculated to end in 
violent confrontation; 

Participating in planning sessions were 
elements even more violence-prone than the 
Trotskyites: extreme SDS factions calllng 
themselves the revolutionary brigade. Wild 
scenarios for storming the White House, the 
Justice Department, and the South Viet
namese Embassy were prepared. 

Furthermore the New Mobe was in closer 
contact with Communist Vietnamese official 
circles than Is generally realized. Ron Young, 
a member of the New Mobe steering commit
tee, journeyed to Stockholm Oct. 11-12 for a 
meeting attended by representatives of the 
North Vietnam government and the Viet
cong. Reporting on plans for Nov. 15, Young 
urged a worldwide propaganda campaign to 
boost the demonstration. 

The link between Hanoi and elements of 
the New Mobe was again demonstrated Oct. 
14 when Premier Pham Van Dong of North 
Vietnam sent greetings to American antiwar 
demonstrators. Halstead, the Trotskyite lead
er, drafted a friendly reply to Hanoi ap
proved by a majority of the New Mobe's 
steering committee. Its transmission was 
blocked only by the intervention of Sewart 
Meachem of the American Friends Service 
Committee, one of the New Mobe's mod
erates. 

Thus far-left orientation of the New Mobe 
for weeks has worried liberal doves, includ
ing the youthful leaders of the peaceful Oct. 
15 Moratorium. Sen. Charles Goodell of New 
York, emerging as a leading congressional foe 
of the war, attempted-without success-to 
reduce extremist influence inside the New 
Mobe and argued against including far left
ists on the steering committee. 

But the liberals, having forgotten the fate 
of popular front movements a generation ago 
and unwilling to repudiate any antiwar 
forces, would not actually break with the 
New Mobe. Any chance of that was elimi
nated by President Nixon's relatively hard
line speech Nov. 3 and government strategy 
laid down at the Justice Department by 
Kleindienst. 

Goodell and Sen. George McGovern of 
South Dakota, after much deliberation, ac
cepted invitations to address the demon
stratton in hopes of moderating it. Simi
larly, moratorium leaders this week have 
tried to insinuate themselves into control of 
the march. But the march remains essen
tially a project of the far left, constituting a 
tragic failure of leadership by liberal foes of 
the war. 

SENATOR TOWER'S ADDRESS CAPS 
SUCCESSFUL FREEDOM RALLY 
Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, yester

day on the grounds of the Washington 
Monument, thousands of people were 
stirred to a great outpouring of patriot
ism by the distinguished Senator from 
Texas, JOHN TowER. 

Many distinguished Americans were 
there for the occasion. I only regret that 
my own previously scheduled Veterans 
D~y speaking engagements in Arizona 
kept me from attending. 

Members of. my staff who were there, 
and who talked with the U.S. Park Po
lice, said they ettimated the crowd to 
be at least as large as, possibly larger 
than, the Octcber 15 gathering, when 
press reports put estimates of the crowd 
a 'i above 20,000. 

The Senator from Texas made one 
of the most rheered speeches of the af
ternoon. I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of his remarks be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no 0bjection, the speech 
was ordered printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
ADDRESS BY SENATOR JOHN TOWER, REPUBLI

CAN, OF TEXAS, AT WASHINGTON MONUMENT 

"FREEDOM RALLY/' NOVEMBER 11, 1969 
It's an inspiring sight to see you here 

'today as a manifestation of the !act that 
the silent majority has now become very 
vocal indeed. I trust this will not be the 
last such gathering. I am hopeful that we 
will have continuing demonstrations of the 
fact that we still love liberty more than 
life itself. 

We are all rational people. I think we all 
know that war is ugly. War is a detestable 
means by which men resolve their differ
ences. I think we recognize, too, that we 
Americans do not sta:-t wars, we only finish 
them. War is a tPrrible instrument of na
tional policy. WP. Amc,ricaru do not initiate 
war as an instrument of national policy. 
We have gone into four wars in this century 
reluctantly and ill prepared, but we are 
determined that if there is to be peace in 
this world we must convince the enemies of 
freedom that war is too costly an instru
ment of national policy for them to employ. 

We today maintain the greatest military 
establishment th<> world has ever seen. We 
are indeed the strongest nation in the world 
militarily. We did not ask to become a great 
military power. After World War II we were 
on the way to dis~Jrr..lament. It was the Com
munist aggressors who .started the arms 
race and don't let anybody forget that. And 
so today we maintain military superiority 
not just to defend our own shores against 
aggressive nations, but to try to create a 
climate in this world in which all people 
can aspire to self determination, to peace, 
and to security and have some reasonable 
hope of realizing that aS'piration. 

Today we have a commitment to South
east Asia and should we unilaterally with
draw; should we accept a camouflaged sur
render; should we do as the advocates of 
the moratorium and accept Hanoi's demand 
for unconditional withdrawal, we will de
stroy the credibility of the United States as 
a leader of the free world. 

Generations of Americans have laid down 
their lives in the defense of liberty. I think 
that we would certainly break faith with 
those who created this great land for us 
and those who fought for it if we decided 
to surrender and to withdraw to fortress 
America and to let what will happen happen 
to the rest of the world and endanger any 

prospects for the continuing freedom of' gen
erations in this country yet to come. 

There was a moving poem that came out 
of World War I and I think it expressed the 
sentiment that we must all accept as our 
own. The last stanza says: 

"Take up our quarrel with the toe 
To you from faiUng hands we throw the 

torch 
Be yours to hold it high. 
If you break faith in this, we die 
We shall not sleep, 
Though poppies grow in Flanders Field." 

Let us today raise our voices so loudly that 
they are heard all the way over to Vietnam 
where our gallent lads are daily risking their 
lives and too often losing them. 

Believe me this is a dirty filthy war. I've 
been through the field hospitals and I've 
seen our boys maimed and torn. I've seen 
the life ebbing from their bodies and I want 
this war to end as desperately as anyone, but 
I want this war to be the last war we have to 
fight. 

So let us make sure our boys know the vast 
majority of Americans believe in them. This 
is the finest generation of American fighting 
men we have ever seen and I say that in the 
presence of my old buddies who fought in 
World War II. This is the greatest generation 
of American fighting men we have ever seen. 
He fights with guts and with intelligence. He 
does more than is required of him. He is a 
little bit puzzled by the attitude of some 
people in public 1ight in this country who 
should know better. 

So let's let him know without a doubt that 
those who have already died will not have 
died in vain, and those who make sacrifices 
will not have sacrificed in vain; that we be
lieve in them, that we support them, and 
that this generation of Americans, as have 
all other generations of Americans, still know 
that freedom !s our greatest gift and that 
we would rather die as free men than lives 
as slaves. 

AMERICANS HAVE A DUTY 
TO SPEAK 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, Amer
icans, as members of a democracy, have 
a duty to speak out courageously on con
troversial issues. In doing so, they hon
or their country's past and offer hope 
for its future. There are those, apparent
ly, who do not understand that diver
gency and dissent are an integral part 
of democracy, and are in fact essential 
to the workings of democracy. There are 
those who apparently feel that the per
missible limits of debate are the narrow 
limits of their own opinions. Unity that 
is forced is a false unity. Unity based on 
fear and intolerance is the unity of tyr
anny, not of democracy. 

In yesterday's New York Times, Her
bert Mitgang discussed the second mora
torium. I believe that Mr. Mitgang, with 
his customary insight, raised important 
questions and suggested significant his
torical parallels. I ask unanimous con
sent that his article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SECOND STAGE OF THE VIETNAM 

MORATORIUM ROCKET 

(By Herbert Mitgang) 
Speaking out strongly for a moratorium, a 

Congressman who could be called a prema
ture "effete snob" stood up ln the House and 
said that the wa.r was "unnecessarily and 
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unconstitutionally commenced." As for the 
President's speech to the nation asking for 
allegiance and patience, the Congressman 
said the big omission was the fallure to fix 
a date when the war could be expected to 
end. 

"The President is wandering and indefi
nite," continued Representative A. Lincoln 
(Whig, lll.) in criticism of the Mexican War. 
At the time President Polk was strongly un
der the influence of the Southern wing of his 
party. But Lincoln wanted to cut the losses 
and leave what he considered an lllegalllttle 
war. For daring to stick to his antiwar guns, 
the future President was branded a traitor 
to his country. 

MORATORIUM PLANS 

So will many thousands of Americans be 
maligned-perhaps by the Administration's 
phrasemaker, Vice President Agnew himself
for participating in the second Vietnam 
Moratorium this week. The plans call for a 
"march against death" in towns and cities 
Thursday and Friday, culminating in a huge 
rally in Washington Saturday. 

The leaders of the Vietnam Moratorium 
have let the word go forth that participants 
should be nonviolent and nonexclusive. One 
of the venerable groups, the War Resisters 
League, stresses that the marches should be 
conducted p-eacefully with "non-violence, 
individual war resistance and individual re
sponsibility!' But some of the more leftist 
groups may choose not to be dignified dem
onstrator.s, especially if restricted by march
ing limitations. 

WHAT .MAY CAUSE DROPOUTS 

Words can be more eloquent than night
sticks. If the marches are as educational as 
they were last month, fence-sitting public 
officials will Join in and give them the 1m
pact of respectability. :f unrully the so-called 
"silent majority"-which Mr. Nixon claims is 
his but which participated n.s a visible con
stituency in the first Vietnam Moratorium
will become dropouts. This will not mean 
that they are any less against the war; only 
that they will be embarrassed or afraid to 
take to the streets openly. 

Two fundamental questions about the 
Vietnam Moratorium persist: Does the right 
of petition and assembly exist in 1969 as it 
did when inserted in the Constitution in 
1791? Does another outpouring o! people help 
to wind down the war sooner? 

The first question would hardly have to be 
raised-the answer is found in the First 
Amendment-were it not for the fact that 
Attorney General Mitchell is putting road
blocks in the way of a direct march from the 
Capitol to the White House on grounds of 
possible violence and interference with the 
flow of normal traffic. But tying up the United 
States in an unwanted war in Vietnam for at 
least two more years seems more serious than 
a traffic tie-up on the way home to George
town for one day. 

HOOPES'S TESTIMONY 

The answer to the second question is not 
as ephemeral as it appears. A remarkable in
side view of the effect of demonstrations has 
been given by Townsend Hoppe.s, who served 
President Johnson as Under Secretary of the 
Air Force. In his new book, "The Limits of 
Intervention," l:.e tells how a small civilian 
group tn the Pentagon and in other Govern
ment offices persuaded the President to halt 
the bombing of North Vietnam and scale 
down the war because (among other reasons) 
the American public was no longer behind 
him. 

ANTIWAR ELEMENTS 

The effect of demo'nstrations upon the de
cision-making process are cited by the form
er Pentagon Under Secretary. He quotes ex
Secretary of Defense Clifford heeding the 
anti-war crescendo: "What seeinS not to be 
understood is that major elements of the na
tional constituency-the business com-

CXV--2132-Part 25 

munity, the press, the churches, the profes
sional groups, college presidents, students, 
and most of the intellectual community
have turned against the war." 

Nobody believes that President Nixon is less 
of a political animal than President John
son. Silent or vocal majorities in this country 
all vote. From civil rights demonstrations to 
anti-war demonstrations, there is precedent 
for the belief that the White House watches 
the numbers-especially in that middle con
stituency that makes or breaks Presidents. 

DRAFT REFORM 
Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, as a 

member of the Committee on Armed 
Services, I am delighted that the com
mittee and the Senate will be proceed
ing in the immediate days ahead to ta~e 
up the administration's proposal to re
peal the language of the Selective Serv
ice Act of 1967 which prohibits a lottery 
form of draft selection. 

As sponsor of S. 1433, the Draft Re
form Act of 1969, I share the strong feel
ing of many Senators that comprehen
sive draft reform is essential. I look for
ward to the hearings which the chair
man of the committee (Mr. STENNIS) 
will schedule early next year, and will 
work actively within the committee to 
help bring about the draft reform we 
all seek. 

However, since lottery selection is a 
significant part of the reform package 
needed, removing the statutory impedi
ment to the administration's ability to 
implement the lottery selection system 
President Nixon proposed in his May 13 
message to Congress, is an important 
first step. The passage of the repealer 
bill at this time is an opportunity for 
progress which must not be missed. 

Mr. President, in my newsletter for 
this month I wrote at length to my con
stituents about the prospects for draft 
reform. I ask unanimous consent that 
the article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DRAFT REFORM 

Draft reform has moved from a good ab
stract idea to a concrete possibility because 
of the personal commitment and leadership 
President Nixon is giving it. Since many 
Pennsylvania parents and young people are 
interested in these developments, I want to 
devote most of this newsletter to the draft. 

The President's leadership.-In May, Pres
ident Nixon outlined many recommendations 
in a message to Congress on the draft, in
cluding a youngest-first order of call, a lot
tery form of random selection, continuation 
of undergraduate deferments, and a policy 
review of guidelines and standards for defer
ments and exemptions. 

When no Congressional action resulted, 
the President, on October 10, wrote Congress 
that "I see no reason why this vital piece 
of legislation cannot be enacted now,'~ and 
he warned, "We have the administrative 
power-and we will exercise it if Congress 
fails to act-to make far-reaching re.forms 
in the Selective Service System." The Presi
dent was referred to a number of steps he 
can take by executive order, without Con
gressional approval, including drafting 
youngest first, implementing national stand
ards, revising the deferment and exemption 
system, modernizing the selective service ad
ministrative system, and reforming the ap
peals process within the selective service. 

One thing the President can not do, how-

ever, is to institute a lottery selection system. 
The 1967 Selective Service Act contained lan
guage requiring Congressional action to 
change the mode of selection within age 
groups from the oldest-first system then in 
effect. However, the President sent a bill to 
repeal this prohibitory clause to the House, 
which has already been approved by the 
House Armed Services Committee, and I am 
hopeful that full House and Senate approval 
will take place soon. As a member of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, I will be 
doing everything I can to speed passage on 
the Senate side. 

Student advisory committees.-One posi
tive step which the President and current 
Selective Service Director Lewis B. Hershey 
have taken is set up student advisory com
mittees in the various States to discuss the 
draft system, and to make recommendations 
for improvements and changes. As I said in a 
letter I wrote in September to General Her
shey commending him for his student ad
visory plans, I am confident these commit
tees will be fruitful. By the end of October, 
more than 30 states and territories have in
stituted these committees, and although 
Pennsylvania unfortunately was not in
eluded in this list, I hope the State Selective 
Service System will follow suit in the near 
future. 

A new director.-The President recently 
announced that General Hershey, who has 
served. long and well as Selective Service Di
rector, will become a Manpower Advisor, and 
that a soon-to-be-announced Deputy Direc
tor will take over the Selective Service. I have 
long felt that new blood is needed to bring 
about the many needed draft reforinS, and 
I look forward to working actively with the 
new director. 

Comprehensive reform.-Early next year, I 
wlll take part in Senate Armed Services 
Committee hearings on the subject of de
tailed and wide-spread review of the entire 
draft system, and I look on these hearings 
as an outstanding opportunity for Congress 
and the President to work together on vital 
and meaningful change. 

Uniformity.-One of my main efforts wlll 
be to bring about mandatory national uni
form standards. For too many years, men of 
equal background and experience have been 
treated differently merely because of the 
geographical location of their draft boards. 
In a day when we have national civil service 
examinations, national tax laws, and na
tional communications of all issues through 
the various media, there is no reason why we 
do not have a truly national army. My bill, 
the "Draft Reform Act of 1969.'' includes this 
idea, as well as the idea of a computerized 
national pool of draft eligible men, and the 
idea of wider educational deferment policies, 
including vocational education, with the 
proviso that every deferred man spend a year 
in the prime eligible group. 

I first became actively interested in the 
draft in 1965 when I discovered that Penn
sylvania, which had 6% of the nation's draft
eligible men, was providing 10% of the 
draftees, and I will never forget my shock 
when in response to my complaints, a Selec
tive Service officer came to my office with 
scribbled notepad figures, representing the 
draft "formula" in use since World War II. 
As a result of my inquiries, the formula was 
revised so that no State would have a dis
proportionate share of draftees, and Pennsyl
vania's quota dropped markedly. 

My concern with this antiquated formula 
led to investigation in other areas of the 
draft, and I concluded that the entire Selec
tive Service System needed drastic revamp
ing. In 1967, I submitted a mandatory na
tional standards amendment to the House 
draft bill in the Armed Services Committee, 
which passed both the committee and the 
full House, but which was watered down by 
the Senate-House Conference Committee to 
merely authorize national standards. Unfor-
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tunately, nothing has been done ·to imple
ment these standards. 

President Nixon's leadership should prove 
to be the ingredient to enable us to have an 
equitable and efficient draft system, and I 
hope to be able to report significant progress 
in the near future. 

TENNESSEE WALKING HORSE 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the sor

ing of Tennessee walking horses, whereby 
the front feet of the horse are deliber
ately made sore in order to induce the 
desired gait, is a cruel practice. It is also 
unnecessary, because these horses can 
be trained to walk in their distinctive 
fashion. 

I have introduced a bill to prohibit this 
practice and have been joined by 11 
Senators. Hearings have been held on 
the bill, and I am hopeful of favorable 
consideration by both the Committee on 
Commerce and the Senate. 

In the October, 1969, ' issue of Horse 
Show, the official publication of the 
American Hors'e Shows Association, a 
steward wrote of the cruelty practiced on 
th.e Tennessee walking horse. The article 
is vivid proof of both the cruelty in
volved in soring and its undeniable ex
istence. I ask unanimous consent that 
the article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WALKING HORSE CRUELTY 
The following is taken from a Steward's 

Report with the names of those persons in
volved deleted. 

During inspection of Walking Horses, ten 
minutes before the start of this class on 
Wednesday evening, the Veterinarian, and I, 
AHSA Stewart, found a mare had an open 
sore which was bleeding. This sore had been 
covered by some medication but had cracked 
open and blood was seeping out. I excused 
the mare from competition, and then was 
asked by the Trainer, if the lady could go 
into the class just for the ride. This seemed 
to me an odd request as all of his horses 
appeared to be "sore" and in no condition 
to show. I told the trainer to put the mare 
back in the barn and not to show her again 
for the duration of the show. 

The following I did not witness. Thursday 
morning early, six horsemen came to the 
Horse Show Office ·very much incensed by 
this same Trainer's treatment of all of his 
horses. They claimed he had to beat them 
to even get them out of their stalls. One 
mare fell fiat after having been forced out 
of her stall. Then the Trainer and his grooms 
got her on her feet, put a rider on her, and 
she took three steps and fell again. She had 
to be helped back into the stall. 

The Show Manager called me and I went 
over to the stable area and found the mare 
in serious condition; she looked to me as 
though she had been beaten all over. I told 
the Trainer he could not show any of his 
horses for the duration of the show. 

The Manager then called the State Hu
mane Officer who arrived a few minutes be
fore the first class Thursday night and re
mained on the grounds until 1:00 a.m., 
checking on the Trainer and the horses un
der his care. He gave him three hours to get 
his horses off the grounds and he left the 
grounds just before 10 a.m. Friday morning. 

What further action will be taken by the 
State Humane Officer, I do not know. I gave 
him my card and he said he would let me 
know, and I will so inform the Association. 
I expect to be called to attend a hearing on 
this matter. 

THE UNITED STATES-THAI 
CONTINGENCY PLAN 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, for some 
months the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions has been asking the executive 
branch to provide the committee with a 
copy of a plan prepared in 1964-65 for 
the combined use of American and Thai 
forces for the defense of Thailand, one 
of the members of SEATO. Neither the 
committee nor the Senate had knowledge 
of this document at the time of its prep
aration or subsequently. The committee 
discovered its existence by chance when, 
in connection with some of its work, there 
was received a top secret document pre
pared in the Department of Defense. 
That Defense Department document 
purported to summarize the activities 
which the United States and its Armed 
Forces would undertake upon the hap
pening of certain events. 

After referring to the Rusk-Thant un
derstanding of March 6, 1962, which as
sured the Thais that the United States 
viewed the SEATO obligation as of bi
lateral significance-as well as multi
lateral-the official document in the 
committee's possession outlined plans 
that went far beyond anything approved 
directly or indirectly by Congress. In
deed, after many references to the com
mitment involved in the plan, it went so 
far as to assert that the plan had special 
political significance because its bilateral 
charter represented more concrete evi
dence of a U.S. commitment to Thailand. 

As might have been suspected, 
language of this kind in an official docu
ment aroused the interest of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, and it 
sought opportunilty to examine the 
''agreement," "contingency plan," or 
"understanding"-whatever it might be. 

On July 14, 1969, in a public session of 
the committee, Secretary of State Rogers, 
in answer to a specific request, stated 
that he would procure the plan for the 
commi-ttee. 

When the plan was not forthcoming 
within a reasonable period, the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations in executive 
session on July 29 unanimously in
structed Chairman FuLBRIGHT to renew 
the committee request that the agree
ment be delivered to the committee for 
its examination. 

On August 4, Acting Secretary of State 
Richardson described the document 
sought by the commi·ttee as a "military 
contingency" plan "for ThaUand, de
veloped in connection with the SEATO 
Treaty" and stated that the Department 
of Defense was ''extremely reluctant to 
allow the full text to get out of its own 
hands." Secretary Laird, continued the 
letter, had indicated that he would be 
happy to provide the committee with an 
extensive briefing on these plans by 
"officers from the Joint Staff" at the con
venience of the committee. 

When that briefing took place on Au
gust 12, 1969, the agreement was not 
made available to the committee. In fact, 
the representatives of the joint staff were 
quite explicit in stating that they were 
without authority to show the agreement 
to the committee. Some committee mem
bers received an oral summary of what 
were alleged to be its contents. 

The chairman stated that such a pro
cedure was "not satisfactory" to him. 
I stated, with respect to the document 
bl3ing withheld, that the committee was 
"entitled to have it, to examine it, to 
determine whether or not it does, in fact, 
extend our comrpitment beyond the 
treaty that the Senate ratified." I added 
that I "was not going to be a party" to 
just another briefing when the commit
tee was entitled to the document. I left 
the meeting. 

Two days later, on August 14, I held a 
press conference to elucidate my view 
that the administration's refusal had 
implications far deeper than a test of 
strength between a congressional com
mittee and a Cabinet department. I ask 
unanimous consent that my statement 
opening that news conference be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 
[A news release from FRANK CHURCH, U.S. 

Senator from Idaho, Aug. 14, 1969) 
THE PEOPLE HAVE THE RIGHT TO KNOW 
What is the Pentagon concealing? WhaJt is 

it in the basic nature of the m1litary con
tingency plans drawn up between the United 
States alld Thailand that cannot be re
vealed? Why has the Pentagon repeatedly 
refused to submit the plans, behind closed 
doors, to the Sena-te Foreign Relations Com
mittee? 

We are told from all sides that there is 
nothing to worry about. The Pentagon as
sures us that the plans involve no commit
ment of any kind, Ieas·t of all a commitment 
which goes beyond our formal obligation 
under the SEATO treaty., The President as
sures us that he has no intention of order
ing American combat troops into another 
Asian country to put down a new insurgency 
like that which occurred in Vietnam. Even 
Thailand hastens to expl.atn that it wants 
no foreign troops. Indeed, Foreign Minister 
Thanat Khoman has asserted that "local 
people" should fight "revolutionary wars," 
because foreign troops are unsuited "physio
logically, psychologically and morally" for 
fighting wars of internal subversion. These 
are strange words from a government which 
for so long has served as the lustiest cheer
leader for our mammoth millta.ry involve
ment in Vietnam. Strange words they are; 
but I hope we will hold our Thai friends to 
them. 

If our contingency plans with Thailand 
are as innocent as portrayed, why hide them? 
Why should their examination be so long 
denied to a Senate Committee which is try
ing, against stubborn resistence from the 
Executive, to discharge its basic constitu
tional responsibilities? 

The Pentagon's refusal to submit these 
plans to the Foreign Relations Committee 
has given rise to a crisis in confidence which 
extends far beyond this Capital. No longer 
is the question confined to a contest be
tween the Senate and the Pentagon, nor can 
it be resolved on the basis of whether the 
Committee has a Constitutional right to see 
the plans in its own chambers or must go 
to the Pentagon, hat in hand, for a peek at 
them. The issue is much larger: it lies be
tween the American people and their gov
ernment. 

Presumably this Republic is founded upon 
the sovereignty of the people. But, more and 
more, the Executive Branch of the govern
ment behaves as though it were the master
not t .he servant--of the people. Our last two 
foreign wars have been fought by conscript 
armies, without benefit of a declaration of 
war by Congress, as the Constitution pre
scribes. We have been involved by Preslden-
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tial decision, implemented on the spot by 
a huge military machine which feeds on com
pulsory service. The draft has become a 
permanent fixture in American life. 

An elementary civics lesson should hardly 
be necessary at the highest levels of govern
ment, but the Pentagon apparently needs 
to be reminded that it is the Congress which 
is supposed to declare wars and ratify foreign 
commitments; that it is our young people 
who pay with their lives for these wars in 
distant lands, and our people at home who 
bear the burden of war taxes and war
inflicted inflation. 

Under these circumstances, the people 
have the right to know the general nature 
and the basic commitment involved in any 
military arrangements their government has 
entered into with the government of Thai
land. Spedfically, with regard to these con
tingency plans, the people are entitled to be 
told: 

(l) If the contingency for which the plans 
are drawn is an insurgency in Thailand like 
that which developed in Vietnam. 

(2) If, in case of such a contingency, the 
plans contemplate the use of American com
bat forces in Thailand. 

(3) If, under such conditions, the plans 
provide for placing the American troops 
under the overall command of the Thai Gov
ernment. 

These questions do not relate to military 
tactics, troop levels or deployment, or to any 
other military matter that should properly 
remain confidential. These questions have to 
do with two fundamental issues. One is 
whether we are embarking, once again, upon 
a road that could lead to another Vietnam. 
The other is whether we are going to make 
these decisions through constitutional proc
esses or through the devious and surrepti
tious means which have become all too fa
miliar in recent years. 

The American people have a right to know. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in view 
of these developments, and at the urging 
of other members of the committee, 
Chairman FuLBRIGHT once again sought 
to have the original agreement sent to 
the committee for its examination. 

On August 19, Secretary of Defense 
Laird wrote the committee, stating that 
"any member of your committee is wel
come to come to my office and review the 
document." 

This procedure, it seemed to me and to 
other members of the committee, was 
not only demanding, but a denigration of 
the constitutional responsibilities of the 
Senate and its agent, the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Negotiations on making this document 
available to the Committee on Foreign 

. Relations have been continued since that 
time. With the permission of the chair
man of the committee <Mr. FuLBRIGHT), 
and in order that the historical record 
may be complete, I aslt unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a letter dated September 6, 
which the chairman sent to the Secre
tary of Defense~ 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Han. MELVIN R. LAIRD, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

SEPTEMBER 6, 1969. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: With further refer.: 
ence to our conversation on Friday and to 
your letter of August 19, 1969 responding to 
my request on behalf of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations for a copy of the 1965 
agreement between Thailand and the United 
States relating to United States-Thai mill-

tary actions on the happening of certain 
events. 

Your letter to me states that "any mem
ber of your Committee is welcome to come to 
my office and review the document." This 
is in essence the same position taken ver
bally by officers of the Department of De
fense in connection with this Committee's 
request for a copy of the Institute of Defense 
Analyses study of the Tonkin incident. 

In the case of the· Thai document, copies of 
which are presumably in the possession of 
that government, I believe the Committee on 
Foreign Relations .• on behalf of the Senate, 
is entitled to know what is in the document 
and related instruments. Any arrangement, 
plan, or agreement signed or approved by offi
cials of the United States and a foreign gov
ernment and which stems directly or in
directly from a treaty approved in accord
ance with our constitutional processes 
should, without question. be made readily 
available to properly constituted authorities . 
of the United States Senate. 

The Committee does not request perma
nent possession of these documents. Rather, 
we seek opportunity to examine them with 
the care they deserve and in order inde
pendently to confirm for the benefit of the 
Committee your Department's determina
tion that the arrangements with Thailand 
are within the scope authorized at the time 
the Senate approved the SEATO Treaty. 

It is not satisfactory to the Committee 
that this examination be undertaken by 
Members themselves in your office. It is es
sential, because of their volume, that these 
documents be examined by a trusted and 
cleared member of the Committee staff who 
would report to the Committee calling mem
bers' attention to portions of particular in
terest or significance. 

If your Department's main concern is that 
custody of these documents should not be 
removed from security control, I suggest the 
Department of Defense bring the documents 
to the Committee rooms under such con
tinuous guard as the Department believes is 
necessary, but with the understanding that 
the documents would be available here to 
Members at fixed times and for staff analysis 
as indicated above. 

As you know from our public hearings, I 
expected the Department of State to make 
this document available to the Committee, 
and, of course, if this can be arranged, it 
would still be satisfactory. 

The Committee's long-standing request 
for access to the Tonkin study is of a differ
ent category in that it does not relate to 
communications to which a foreign govern
ment is privy. It would be my expectation, 
however, that should my suggestion for ac
cess and study of the Thai documents be 
satisfactorily arranged, similar arrangements 
might be made for study of the Tonkin doc
ument. 

In conclusion, I express the hope that 
these irritants to our relations with the De
partment of Defense may be removed along 
the lines I have suggested. We have both had 
experience in the Executive and Legislative 
branches of our Government and respect the 
constitutional doctrine of the separation of 
powers. It does seem to me that the requests 
discussed in this letter are not of a nature 
to justify a claim of executive privilege which 
I am pleased to note you have not suggested. 

I hope you will find this proposal accept
able. thus enabling the Members of this 
Committee, on behalf of the Senate, effec
tively to discharge their responsibilities. 

May I again thank you for a good lunch 
and a very interesting exchange of views. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. W. FULBRIGHT, 

Chai-rman. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I have 
gone to this length in discussing the 
efforts of the Committee on Fllreign 
Relations on behalf of the Senate to ex-

amine the agreement between the Thais 
.and ourselves because this is an event 
that should at least be footnoted in the 
history books. 

On last Friday, November 7, the Thai 
plan was finally brought to the rooms of 
the Commitee on Foreign Relations and, 
with the assistance of the committee 
staff, examined at length and in depth 
by members of the committee. 

Secretary of State Rogers and Secre
tary of Defense Laird, after months of 
footdragging, have taken the proper ac
tion, and for this they should be com
mended. I regret, however, that the 
document was not forthcoming earlier, 
because much acrimonious debate and 
needless speculation .might have been 
avoided. 

It is my view that agreements, plans, 
or understandings-whatever they may 
be called-which involve arrangements 
between governments, and which give 
foreign governments expectations of 
what may happen in certain contin
gencies, are documents to which the ap
propriate bodies of Congress are entitled 
to have access. 

This is a subject which needs explo
ration in much greater depth than I 
wish to undertake at this time. But it 
should be examined most carefully. 

Mr. President, I should like to con
clude by asking unanimous consent that 
a portion of my September newsletter to 
the people of Idaho---in which I attempt 
to put this issue into its political per
spective-be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the news
letter portion was ordered to be printed 
in the REcORD, as follows: 
THE STRANGE STORY OF THE SECRET UNITED 

STATES-THAI WAR PLANS 
As one of the first Senators to protest the 

American take6ver in Vietnam, I often have 
wondered whether we might have escaped 
our deep involvement if Congress had been 
told, at the start, what it later discovered 
in the course of its own investigations. 

The lesson is that Congress must insist, 
from the outset, on having all the facts. I 
decided never again to accept the assurances 
of others, but to hold out for the actual evi
dence itself, if ever we faced the threat of 
engulfment in another Asian war. 

So, when secret military contingency plans 
between the United States and Thailand 
were withheld from the Senate Foreign Re
lations Committee last month, despite our 
repeated requests to examine them behind 
closed doors, I was determined that we should 
not acquiesce in the Pentagon's insistence 
that there was nothing to worry about, nor 
even in tha President's declarat.Jon of 
his good intentions to avoid another Viet
nam. After all, the road into the original 
Vietnam was paved with good intentions. 

"If our contingency plans with Thailand 
are as innocent as portrayed, why hide 
them?" I asked. But Lt. General Stillwell 
came to the Committee with definite orders 
not to divulge the plans; he was to offer 
the customary "briefing" instead. When this 
became clear, I registered my objection and 
walked out of the meeting. 

Later, at a crowded press conference, I said 
I no longer regarded the issue as confined 
to a contest between the Senate and the 
Pentagon. "This issue is much larger; it lies 
between the American people and their gov
ernment." 

"Specifically, with regard to these con
tingency plans, the people are entitled to 
know: (1) if the contingency is an insur
gency in Thailand like that which developed 
in Vietnam; (2) if, in such event, the plans 
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contemplate use of American combat forces 
in Thailand; and (3) if, under such condi
tions, the plans provide for placing Ameri
can troops under the overall command of 
the Thai government." 

Once raised, such questions couldn't be 
ignored. The following day, a State Depart
ment spokesman acknowledged that the plans 
did call for use of American combat troops 
in Thailand and, furthermore, that they were 
t':l be placed under Thai command! 

Such an admission, I felt, would compel 
a repudiation. It was not long in coming. 
Secretary of State Rogers announced the 
plans would not be invoked without "con
sulting" Congress. Then, Defense Secretary 
Laird completed the de facto repeal of the 
whole arrangement, declaring it "does not 
have the approval of this Administration." 

The Thai government retaliated by calling 
for the withdrawal of the 45,000 American 
troops now in Thailand. Foreign Minister 
Thanat Khoman explained that "local peo
ple" should fight "revolutionary wars," be
cause foreign troops are unsuited for fight
ing wars of internal subversion. It was a 
surprising statement, coming from the lus
tiest cheerleader of our mammoth military 
intervention in neighboring Vietnam. But 
I hope we have the good sense to hold him to 
it. 

As the month ended, it looked as if the high 
tide of American penetration into Thailand 
had been reached. At long last, the grim 
prospects of another Vietnam began to fade. 

ALASKA RESOURCES AND THE 
JONES ACT 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished former Senator from Cali
fornia, Tom Kuchel, has made a most 
significant contribution to Alaska's fu
ture. He has clearly pointed out the im
pact of the Jones Act on the cost of 
transporting Alaska resources to market. 
For years, the Jones Act has caused 
Alaskans to pay higher prices for goods 
brought to Alaska by waterborne freight. 
Now, the resource consumer-oriented in
dustries recognize that the Jones Act 
must be reckoned with. 

We are indebted to former Senator 
Kuchel for his help. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
statement by former Senator Kuchel 
made before the Subcommittee on 
Minerals, Materials, and Fuels be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY MR. KUCHEL 

Mr. Chairman and members of the sub
committee, my name is Thomas H. Kuchel. 
I am a partner in the firm of Wyman, 
Bautzer, Finell, Rothman & Kuchel, with 
offices in California and Washington, D.C. I 
am appearing today as an attorney for the 
Pacific Lighting System which, through its 
constitutents, Southern California Gas Com
pany, Southern Counties Gas Company of 
California and Pacific Lighting Service Com
pany, serves the greater part of Southern 
California including the City of Los Angeles. 
All of these companies are subsidiaries of the 
Pacific Lighting Corporation. 

The Pacific Lighting companies constitute 
the country's largest and fastest growing 
natural gas distribution system. The two 
distribution companies, Southern California 
Gas Company and Southern Counties Gas 
Company, provide natural gas service to more 
than three million retail customers, and sell 
gas at wholesale to supply another 470,000 
customers in Southern California. These 

sales represent a reliable and dependable 
supply of natural gas to more than 12 mil
lion people at a regulated, reasonable price. 
The gas operations of the Pacific Lighting 
System trace back over 100 years, and for at 
least 40 years, Southern Californians have 
been heavily dependent upon natural gas 
as an energy source. In Southern California 
this dependence has manifested itself in the 
investment of billions of dollars in gas
energized appliances and equipment. 

For over 20 years, production of natural 
gas in Southern California has been inade
quate to supply the needs of the Pacific 
Lighting System and its customers. This cir
cumstance has prompted the Pacific Light
ing Companies to look to out-of-state sources 
for their natural gas supplies. The major 
portion of their needs traditionally has been 
met by interstate pipeline companies ... in 
particular, El Paso Natural Gas Company 
and Transwestern Pipeline Company. 

The purpose of these hearings is to study 
the situation respecting supplies of natural 
gas and to make appropriate recommenda
tions. You have invited parties concerned 
with production and distribution of natural 
gas to appear and testify. I appreciate this 
opportunity to present the facts with respect 
to the gas supply problems in Southern 
California. 

In order to provide this Subcommittee 
with a perspective from which to view the 
gas supply problems of Southern California, 
I shall relate some of the recent history and 
future prospects of the natural gas market in 
Southern California. In 1960, the Pacific 
Lighting System supplied an average of 1% 
billion cubic feet of natural gas per day to 
Southern California. Today, the Southern 
California market consumes more than 3 
billion cubic feet of gas per day. The Pacific 
Lighting companies anticipate that by 1978 
the consumers they serve will require an 
average daily supply of about 4¥2 b1llion 
cubic feet of gas. Stating it another way, the 
users of natural gas in Southern California 
will on the average require an additional 58 
billion cubic feet of gas each year. 

The Pacific Lighting companies are pres
ently engaged in a search for the most fea
sible means of satisfying this phenomenal 
increase in demand. 

There is deep concern today about a com
ing national gas shortage. Such a shortage 
would be an economic, rather than a physi
cal one. Potential gas supplies exist in the 
ground in large quantities, but must be 
found and brought to market at reasonable 
prices to be useful to the gas consumer. It 
is most important to bring to bear all the 
resources we can command to assure that 
adequate, reasonably priced supplies of nat
ural gas continue to be available to meet 
the country's growing needs. 

The Federal Power Commission has ad
dressed itself to this problem. It is studying 
the role that incentives might play in bring
ing forth greater domestic gas supplies. Gas 
distributors-the Pacific Lighting companies 
among them-are investigating the possi
bility that imports from Canada might help 
meet their supply needs. 

The Pacific Lighting Companies are also 
carefully canvassing the possibilities of 
utilizing Alaska gas supplies. The American 
Gas Association and the American Petroleum 
Institute estimate that the proven gas re
serves in Southern Alaska alone totaled ap
proximately 51Ji trillion cubic feet of gas as 
of December 31, 1968. Some of these South
ern Alaska reserves have been committed to 
a project to supply natural gas to Japan. 
This Subcommittee is aware of the recent oil 
and gas discoveries on the North Slope of 
Alaska. It is estimated that the potential 
supplies from all of Alaska will exceed 400 
trillion cubic feet. 

The essential problem with utilizing Alaska 
gas in the "lower 48" United States stems 
from the fact that Alaska is noncontiguous 
a.nd remote from the market. While it is 

theoretically pol3sible to move gas from the 
proven reserves of Southern Alaska to United 
States centers of population by conventional 
pipelines, such pipelines would be extremely 
expensive since they would traverse some of 
the most difficult terrain possible for pipe
line purposes. There is, however, another 
means of moving this valuable resource to 
the market place: specifically, the movement 
by sea of Alaska gas in liquefied form. Exist
ing liquefied natural gas, or LNG, technology 
is such that natural gas can be transported 
by ship from one part of the world to an
other. Natural gas in liquefied form takes 
less than 1/600th of the space it would 
occupy in its natural state. It i!> shipped in 
tankers especially designed to maintain 
liquefied gas at the required temperature of 
minus 258 degrees Fahrenheit. These cryo
genic vessels are essentially floating thermos 
bottles. 

A substantial amount of commerce in LNG 
has already developed between North Africa 
and market!> in Western Europe. Closer to 
home, El Paso Natural Gas Company has re
cently announced plans for the importation 
of LNG from Algeria to the East Coast of 
the United States. Still closer to home, Alaska 
gas is being exported now to Japan by this 
means. No Alaska LNG is being transported 
to any other state of the Union. The pros
pects for tuch commerce are materially 
handicapped by the operation of a federal 
statute. That statute-known as the Jones 
Act-prohibits the transportation in for
eign-built vessels of goods between American 
ports. 

It is estimated that LNG vessels con
structed in the United States would cost 50 
to 75 percent more than vessels. built abroad. 
This difference in costs imposes a serious 
handicap on the ability of Alaska gas to 

·compete in the domestic market. This con
struction differential is not offset under 
existing federal law. The law does authorize 
offSetting construction subsidies for U.S. 
vessels built for the foreign trade. 

Other cost differentials arising from the 
Jones Act, such as the requirement for Amer
ican crews, would not impede this LNG com
merce. 

The natural gas industry is faced with a 
para.dox. The "lower 48" states are experi
encing a rapid growth in the demand for 
natural gas, while generous supplies remain 
untouched in Alaska. Gas consumers in Japan 
and other countries may ultimately reap the 
benefit of these valuable Alaska reserves, since 
Alaska LNG can be transported to those 
countries in lower-cost, foreign-built ves
sels. On the other hand, American gas com
panies may find it economically advantageous 
to import LNG from foreign countries because 
such supplies can be carried in lower-cost 
tankers. 

Mr. Chairman, Alaska Natural Gas should 
be available to the American consumer. We 
urge Congress to explore every reasonable 
means to achieve this goal. One way would 
be to provide that vessels built in the United 
States for the domestic LNG trade be eligible 
for construction differential subsidies. An
other would be to provide appropriate tax 
incentives for construction of such vessels 
in domestic yards. A third alternative is ap
propriate modification of the construction re
quirements under the Jones Act. There may 
be other alternatives. The national interest 
requires that steps be taken now to assure 
an adequate supply of this important fuel
natural gas-for the growing domestic mar
ket. 

I want to express my appreciation for the 
opportunity to appear before this Subcom
mittee. 

A FITTING TRIBUTE TO A 
DESERVING COLLEAGUE 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on October 
20, the distinguished senior Senator from 
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West Virginia was singularly honored by 
the Davis and Elkins College when the 
library of that college was named "Jen
nings Randolph Hall." To my mind, this 
was a most fitting tribute, for, as a 
young man, the Senator served on the 
faculty of the school, and in his work as 
a Representative and a Senator he has 
championed the cause of education in 
Congress. I was honored when asked to 
speak at the dedication, but already 
committed to be out of the country. 

Senator RANDOLPH remains one of the 
chief supporters of education programs. 
In the Subcommittee on Education of 
the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, his counsel is most valued. He 
is, along with the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. MoNTOYA), the Senator 
from New York (Mr. JAVITS), and 
myself, a principal sponsor of Senate 
Joint Resolution 163, which would fund 
education programs at a level substan
tially above either last year's appropria
tion or this year's administration budget 
request. 

I ask unanimous consent that an 
article published in the Elkins Inter
Mountain newspaper, describing the 
honor bestowed upon Senator RAN
DOLPH, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Elkins (W. Va.) Inter-Mountain, 

Oct. 11, 1969) 
LIBRARY AT DAVIS AND ELKINS WILL BE NAMED 

"JENNINGS RANDOLPH HALL" OCTOBER 20 
On Monday, Oct. 20, the Davis and Elkins 

College Library w111 be named "Jennings 
Randolph Hall" to honor the U.S. Senator 
who left D&E campus 36 years ago as a 
30-year-old college professor who had just 
won an election as a member of Congress. 

Senator Randolph, who was once a faculty 
member and athletic director at Davis and 
Elkins, w111 be given the Founders Award 
at a convocation prior to the library dedi
cation. Dr. James E. Allen, Jr., U.S. Com
missioner of Education and assistant secre
tary for Health, Education and Welfare wm 
be the speaker at the convocation at 10:30 
a.m. in the Memorial Gymnasium. 

The library dedication will take place in 
front of the library at approximately 11:45 
a.m. Following the dedication a reception 
will be held in Hall1ehurst Hall. College of
cials have extended an invitation to area 
residents to attend all the activities. 

A photograph of Senator Randolph and a 
bronze plaque listing his achievements will 
be placed in the vestibule in the library. 

The library is a two and one-half story 
brick structure which was built in 1959. An 
addition to the second floor was completed 
in August at a cost of $140,000. 

Senator Randolph was a member of the 
faculty at Davis and Elkins from 1926 to 
1932. He taught public speaking and journal
ism, coached the debating team, and served 
as adviser of the student newspaper, "The 
Senator." 

In addition to his other duties, he served 
as athletic director and was responsible for 
scheduling games with leading teams from 
coast to coast. It was during his tenure as 
athletic director that the "Scarlet Hurri
canes" gained nationwide recognition for 
their exploi·ts in basketball and football. 

Senator Randolph was employed at Davis 
and Elkins during the time that James E. 
Allen served as president. His son, the present 
U.S. Commissioner of Education, was a stu
dent in one of Senator Randolph's classes. 

Dr. Allen and Senator Randolph have 
maintained a warm friendship through the 
years. When Dr. Allen appeared before the 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee at the 
time of his nomination for U.S. Commissioner 
of Eduoation, Senator Randolph spoke in his 
behalf. 

Both Dr. Allen and Senator Randolph have 
served on the Board of Trustees of Davis and 
Elkins. 

College officials are expecting a large num
ber of West Virginia college presidents, 
newsmen, industrial executives and personal 
friends of Senator Randolph and Dr. Allen 
to attend the Founders Day activities. 

TITLE V OF MOTA SHOULD BE 
FUNDED 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, last year 
I offered, and the Senate accepted, an 
amendment adding a new title to the 
Manpower Development and Training 
Act. This new program, supplementary 
State programs, was designed to give the 
States flexibility and freedom so that 
they may develop imaginative programs 
in the manpower area. 

I ask unanimous consent that my 
statement before the Appropriations 
Committee in support of $20 million, the 
amount requested in the administration's 
budget, be printed in the RECORD. 

In addition, I ask unanimous consent 
that a description of the bipartisan pack
age of bills enacted by the California 
State Legislature in 1968 be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment and description were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
TITLE V, SUPPLEMENTARY STATE PROGRAMS OJ' 

THE MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING 
ACT AS AMENDED 

(Statement of Senator MuRPHY before the 
Senate Appropriations Committee) 

As the author of the Supplementary State 
Program of the Manpower Development and 
Training Act, I urge the Committee to ap
propriate the $20 million budgeted by the 
Administration to implement this promising 
new manpower program. 

Members will recall that we considered the 
extension to the Manpower Development and 
Training Act in the closing days of the la.st 
session. As a result, there was considerable 
pressure to extend the Act without any 
amendments. Notwithstanding this pressure 
and the time problem, the Congress adopted 
my amendment adding the new Supplemen
tary State Program to the Manpower Act. 
This, incidentally, was the only major new 
amendment added last year. I believe this 
indicates the importance of the program. The 
Supplementary State Program is designed to 
encourage State initiative, creativity, and co
ordination in an effort to improve manpower 
programs. Under this program, a state may 
receive federal matching funds not to exceed 
75 per cent "for the purpose of supplement
ing, coordinating and improving the effec
tiveness of, or correcting imbalances among, 
the services available from all federal man
power and related programs seeking to im
prove the ability of disadvantruged persons to 
move into productive employment". 

Although enacted late in the last session, 
states have responded enthusiastically to the 
new program. Thirty states have already ex
pressed interest in the program. Of those 
expressing an interest, twenty-four have said 
that they have state matching funds avail
able. H.R. 13111, the Labor-HEW appropria
tion bill, passed by the House, fails to fund 
this important program. The reason given 
was "tha·t grant programs in this area should 

be consolidated rather than proliferated ... " 
Mr. Chairman, no one has been more con
cerned than I with the twin problems of 
program proliferation and inadequate coor
dination. As the ranking Republican on the 
Senate · Labor and Public Welfare Subcom
mittee on Manpower, Employment, and Pov
erty, these problems have received my con
tinued attention. When I introduced the 
Supplementary State Program amendment 
I spoke in some detail on the proliferation 
of programs and lacks of ooordina tion. 

Concern over program proliferntion and 
inadequate coordination has been a recurrent 
theme sounded by experts, advisory com
mittees and congressional committees. In 
the Senate Report accompanying the 1968 
Manpower Amendments, the Senate Labor 
and Public Welfare Committee sharply criti
cized the "plethora of different and largely 
uncoordinated federal manpower programs" 
which "do not result in any comprehensive 
manpower policy." Instead, the Committee 
said "individual acts were written, consid
ered and amended in rapid succession to 
meet current crises, real or imagined, with 
little attention to their interrelations." Al
though very critical of program prolifera
tions and inadequate coordination, the Sen
ate Labor and Public Welfare Committee and 
the full Senate adopted my amendment ob
viously feeling that the supplemental state 
program wouJd help pull together and im
prove the total manpower effort. The 1969 
report of the Department of Health, Educa
tion and Welfare on the Manpower Develop
ment Act also spoke of the program's po
tential. I quote: 

"The new Title V program in the 1968 
Amendments to the Manpower Development 
and Training Act provides potential to the 
states to strengthen their capabilities to plan 
and ooordina.te manpower programs". 

Thus the Title V program in the judg
ment of the Congress, the Department Off 
Labor, the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and the states has a great 
potential in helping to remedy some of the 
existing defects in the present manpower 
programs. Title V encourages state initia
tive and innovation towards meeting these 
defects. Under the Title V program, we should 
see: 

Better coordination as states move to tie 
together manpower programs at the state 
and localleve·ls; 

Improved services for the program's par
ticipants as existing program gaps are filled 
and imbalances corrected; 

New ideas and approaches by the states 
based on local and state experiences as the 
states move out and chart new directions 
in the manpower field. 

No greater example of the program's po
tential can be found than my State of Cali
fornia where we have attempted to put to
gether the various pieces of the manpower 
effort in a logical coordinated manner. In 
California, last year, the State Legisla.ture 
passed a package of bipartisan measures de
signed to deal with the problems of the 
disadvantaged in an imaginative way. This 
legislation has been signed into law by Gov
ernor Reagan. I want to emphasize the bi
partisan nature of this effort. Some have 
remarked that the cooperation by the two 
political parties in California during last year, 
an election year, was almost a "miracle". I 
personally attribute this meeting of the 
minds to the realization of the importance 
of the problems confronting California in 
the country and determination by the State 
Legislature and executive branches to shape 
programs to match the dimensions of the 
problems. California rightly has placed the 
problems of the people before the politics 
of the parties. This bipartisan effort is a 
tribute to the high level of state government 
in California. 

One of the bills in the bipartisan package, 
Assembly Bill 1463, established a new state 
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Department of Human Resources and Devel
opment designed to coordinate the various 
state programs aimed at the disadvantaged. 
Th~ State of California hopes to provide the 
hard core unemployed with a. "unbroken 
sequence of services from intake through 
placement in a job and periodic followup and 
evaluation" so that we will know exactly 
what is being done and what progress is being 
made. It is the intent of all of us to try to 
break the barriers of the bureaucracy that 
tie up the g~tting of needed services to our 
peopl~. Presently, we too often force people 
into existing programs. California hopes to 
make the individual the focus and tailor pro
grams to fit the individual for employment 
rather than force an individual into a pro
gram. In other words, California hopes to 
personalize programs so they serve the needs 
of the individuals rather than force the in
dividual to conform to the requirements of 
the program. To do this, a new civtl servant, 
a "job agent" would be created and assigned 
the task of securing the necessary training 
needed by his disadvantaged unemployed 
client in order to make him employable. To 
accomplish this, California needs a little 
flexibility in the use of highly categorical fed
eral aid funds. The Title V program would 
provide this fi~xibility and thus encourage 
California and oth~r states to be creative. 

I would also point out that many other 
states have started to reorganize their state 
structures to create departm~nts similar to 
the California Departm~nt of Human Re
sources and Devel-opment. 

Too often, llowever, creative state efforts 
are thwarted by restrictions and regulations 
of federal laws. On July 15, 1968, I outlined 
in some detall the problems that California 
was having in implementing its program. 
Other states have relayed to me similar frus
trations as they attempted to embark on 
a new course in the manpower field. 

Mr. Chairman, the problems of our coun
try are so immense and diverse that- initia
tives and cooperations by all levels of gov
ernment as well as the private sector is 
needed. We hear, Mr. Chairman, a great deal 
of criticism regarding the states. I realize 
that all the criticism is not Without justi
fication. Yet, I know too well that all the 
brainpower in this country is not central
ized in Washington. 

If there is one thing that is becoming 
clear, it is that Washington cannot pre
package "canned solutions" to solve all the 
local and state problems. There are too many 
local communities and the distances from 
Washington to them are too great for fed
eral foresight to make a federal program 
work everywhere. Hindsight and experience 
clearly show us this. 

The same is also true of program frag
mentation and inadequate coordination. 
Steps taken at the federal level toward con
solidation and coordination must be ac
companied by similar strides at the state 
and local level or we will not accomplish 
our purpose. For program proliferation, mul
tiplicity of funding, and lack of coordination 
are not problems solely peculiar to Wash
ington. To the contrary, these problems 
seem to multiply at the local level. Secretary 
Shultz and the Administration recognize 
that "making sense" out of the present 
"manpower maze" requires leadership at all 
levels. The Secretary of Labor•s reoTganiza
tion of the Labor Department and the Ad
ministration's manpower proposals evidences 
such leadership at the national level. The 
Secretary also recognizes that planning, co
ordination and reorganization att the state 
and local levels are even more important for, 
after all, this is the action level where in 
the final analysis the success or failure of 
our programs will be determined. 

Mr. Chairman, for the Congress to slam 
the door on the enthusiastic response made 
by the states to Title V's invitation to them 
to be creative in the manpower field would 

be a big blow to all our efforts to not only 
improve our manpower programs, but also 
to strengthen the states• roles and their 
responsibiUties. I, ther~f.ore, strongly urge 
that the committee provide the •20 million 
recommended by the Administration to 
support this program. 

BIPARTISAN JOB DEVELOPMENT AND TRAINING 
PACKAGE--SUMMARY 

PREFACE 

These bipartisan bills, which represent the 
most comprehensive effort developed by any 
state to deal with the problems of job train
ing and development in economically dis
advantaged areas, are supported by Governor 
Reagan, Lieutenant Governor Finch as well 
as legislative leaders of both parties. 

AB 109-(CAMPBELL)--cALIFORNIA JOB 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION LAW 

This bill authorizes the creation of re
gional non-profit California Job Development 
Corporations to provide loan capital and 
management assistance to create small busi
ness opportunities and create jobs in eco
nomicaiiy disadvantaged areas. 

1t would: 
1. Set up a Stat~ Executive Board to set 

guidelines for the operation of regional 
corporations. 

2. Provide that members (flnalllcial insti
tutions, businesses, non-profit corporations) 
commit loan capital or other resources to the 
corporation as a condition of membership. 

3. Provide $1 million for "start-up" loans 
for regional corporations and for regional 
guarantee funds to back up loans. 

4. Require that persons who receive sma-ll 
business loans maintain a consulting· rela
tionship with the corporation for two years, 
to avoid business failures. 

AB 1.463-(UNRUH) CREATES DEPARTMENT OF 
HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT 

This measure: 
1. Fixes responsibility for the delivery of 

services to the chronically unemployed, by 
establishing a single agency (the Department 
of Human Resources Development) to pro
vide a full-range of needed services to the 
hard-core unemployed on an individualize 
basis. 

2. Creates a new kind of civil servant--a 
"job agent"-who is held responsible for 
getting the necessary services to each client 
and following through until his client is on 
a job. The job agent develops a "plan" for 
each client and a timetable for providing 
those services. He may contract with public 
or private agencies in providing these serv
ices, be they education or vocational train
ing, medical services or housing for the 
client. 

3. Consolidates a number of existing state 
agencies dealing with employment and pov
erty problems into the new agency, includ
ing the Department of Employment, the 
Multi-Service Center program, and the State 
Anti-Poverty Office. The several scattered 
funds supporting these programs are con
solidated within one "Manpower Develop
ment Fund". 

4. Designates target areas within the state 
with the most serious unemployment prob
lems and requires the department to focus 
its prime attention on those areas and their 
unemployed residents. 

AB 1777-(MONAGAN) POOLED MONEY 

INVESTMENT FUND 

This bill would: 
1. Provide an incentive for banks to make 

high risk loans in urban poverty areas as 
members of a California Job Development 
Corporation. 

2. Permit the Pooled Money InvestmenJt 
Board, consisting of the State Controller, 
Treasurer, and Finance Director, to increase 
the amount of state surplus money avail
able for time deposits and place the money 

in banks whicih are members of OAL-JOB 
corporations and have made loans to such a 
corporation or to corporation-approved bor
rowers. 

3. Declare the intent of the Legislature 
that the Pooled Money Investment Board 
give due regard to assisting such efforts as 
the CAL-JOB program established by AB 
109 in adrn:inisterin.g its investment program. 

It is anticipated that utilization of re
serve funds to provide incentives could also 
bolster the entire state economy, as any new 
money made available to banks would be 
used and reused, having a "multiplier ef
fect" of roughly two and one-half times the 
amount deposited. 
AB 1046-(UNRUH) SM.ALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAM LAW 
This bill: 
1. Creates a two-year pilot program, to be 

administered through the CAL-JOB Execu
tive Board formed by AB 109, whereby the 
state will contract with private non-~ofit 
associations to provide technical business as
sistance to small businessmen who live in and 
desire to locate thefr enterprises in speci
fied disadvantaged urban areas. 

2. The bill appropriates $150,000 and re
quires the C~OB Executive Board tore
port to the 1970 Legislature on the effective
ness of the program. 
AB 1966- (VENEMAN) TAX INCEN'riVE FORI J.OB 

TRAINING' 
This bill would: 
1. Provide a tax inoentive on a ~ year 

pilot basis for employers to hire long-term 
unemployed persons, with priority to recip
ients of publiC' assistance. It is limited to 
2,500 certified trainees per year or a r~v

enue loss of no more than $3.00,000 per 
year. 

2. Permit an employer to deduct from his 
gross income an amount equal to 50 percent 
of the training costs and wages paid an ap
proved trainee, providing the term of em
ployment is at least six months. It is antici
pated that the resulting loss of tax revenue 
to the state would be offset by savings in 
public assistance expendituxes on a lll!inimum 
three to one dollar ratio. Employers would 
realize a tax saving up to seven percent of 
wages and training costs ~xpended. This 
should enoourage smali and medium size em
ployers, who account for most of the Cal
ifornia labor force, to participate in training 
unskilled and unemployable workers. 

3. Protect against potential abuse by pro
viding that both the employer and trainee 
would have to be certified by the Adminis
trator of the Health and Welfare Agency be
fore the tax incentive could be claimed. 

4. Appropriates $50,000 for administrative 
costs. 
AB 1464-(RALPH) ELIMINATION OF DISCRIMINA

TION IN APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAMS 

This bill requires the Joint Apprentice
ship Council, which sets guidelines for ap
prenticeship programs, to insure that selec
tion procedures are impartially administered 
without discrimination. It requires that com
plaints alleging discrimination be filed with 
the Fair Employment Practices Commission, 
but that the Division of Apprenticeship 
Standards investigate the complaint, hold
ing at least one open hearing and act upon 
it withdn 60 days. Gases may be reassigned 
to FEPC upon their request at which time 
they would act upon it within 30 days. 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY: 
PESTICIDES 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, it is 
reported by Frank Mankiewicz and Tom 
Braden in today's Washington Post that 
Secretary Finch has signed an order ban
ning the domestic sale of DDT, one of 
the best known and most persistent 
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pesticides. The story goes on to say that 
Secretary Finch's order has been sent to 
the White House for apprQVlal and will 
be made public shortly. 

It is my hope that this story is correct, 
for I have long believed that both the 
Department of Agriculture and the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare have unwisely permitted the wide
spread and indiscriminate use of DDT 
and other poisonous chemicals. 

Last summer I introduced wide-rang
ing legislation providing protection for 
our environment from these pesticides. 
The bill, S. 2747, is unlikely to be en
acted, but it has contributed to the 
momentum now evident regarding these 
poisons. My bill, among other things, 
places a 4-year moratorium on DDT and 
three other particularly persistent pesti
cides. Such stringent action is necessary 
to protect our environment and I fully 
support Secretary Finch's reported ac
tion to ban the use of DDT here in the 
United States. 

As Dr. Charles Wurster of the State 
University of New York at Stony Brook 
has stated, non-persistent alternatives to 
DDT exist. A Nation such as ours, with 
a growing population and an increasing 
concern over the deterioration of our 
environment, must now use these if we 
are to pass on to the next generation of 
Americans an environment that is both 
healthy and sale. 

RURAL AFFAIRS COUNCIL 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, if the next 

generation of Americans is · to enjoy a 
true freedom of opportunity and selection 
of a place to live, then the Nation must 
take urgent steps to see that rural Amer
ica is prepared to provide a good life for 
most of them, in terms of jobs, services, 
and environment. 

By the year 2000, America's population 
is expected to increase by 100 million. 
Since some 65 percent of Americans now 
live within metropolitan areas, most of 
the increase will probably be born in the 
cities, where conditions have already be
come intolerable for too many. 

America's course lies in preparing both 
the cities and the countryside for the 
newcomers. It would be a grave mistake 
to prepare just the cities. 

Recognizing this, the President took a 
vital step last Thursday ~ help rural 
America meet the challenge. He created 
the Rural Affairs Council. 

On Monday of this week, Secretary of 
Agriculture Hardin outlined the goals of 
that Council and what the Department 
plans to do to help implement them. 

The President's statement in announc
ing the Rural Affairs Council and Secre
tary Hardin's address to the 83d annual 
meeting of the National Association of 
State Universities and Land-Grant Col
leges, in which he describes the Council 
and the departmental efforts, are both 
landmark documents in the history of 
this country. 

I invite all Senators, both from rural 
and urban America, to examine them 
carefully. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the President's statement and the 

address by Secretary Hardin be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objectior.., the state
ment and address were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the office of the White House Press 

Secretary, Nov. 6, 1969] 
STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

Shortly after I became President, I estab
lished a new Cabinet-level Urban Affairs 
Council to help me develop ·an overall strate
gy for meeting the problems of the cities and 
to coordinate the wide variety of government 
efforts in this area. It is a fact of our national 
life that the concerns of rural America also 
deserve more careful consideration and more 
effective coordination at the highest levels 
of government. 

We are a nation of cities, to be sure, but 
we are also a nation of small towns and vil
lages, farms and forests, mines and ranches, 
mountains and rivers and lakes. The people 
who live in rural America have urgent prob
lems which deserve our attention. More im
portantly, they represent a great resource 
upon which all of us can draw. 

It is for these reasons that I am announc
ing today the establishment of a new Rural 
Affairs Council at the Cabinet level. The 
Council will meet next week for the first 
time. The following officials will . join me as 
members of the Counc:il. 'The Vice President, 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secret.ary 
of Interior, the Secretary of Commerce, the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment, the Director of the Office of Economic 
Opportunity, the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation and Welfare, the Secretary of Labor, 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget and 
the Chairman of the Council of Economic 
Advisors. · 

Is is to this Council that the Task Force 
on Rural Development will submit its report 
and recommendations. 

As I announce the formation of the Rural 
Affairs Council, I would note several facts 
which underscore the importance of its work. 
It is shocking, for example, to discover that 
at least one-third of the housing in rural 
America is presently substandard. It is dis
turbing to realize that more than 3 million 
rural Americans have not completed five 
years of school. It is disheartening to see 
that one-third of our rural communities with 
a population over 1,000 have no public 
sewage facilities. 

It is also _important to note that the popu
lation of our country is likely to grow by 50 
percent in the next thirty years. Where these 
next hundred million persons locate is a 
tremendously important question for our 
society. After an era in which people have 
moved steadily from the countryside to large 
arid crowded cities, we must now do what 
we can to encourage a more even distribution 
of our population throughout our country. 
The Rural Affairs Council can help our na
tion to meet this challenge by helping rural 
America, once again, become an area of 
opportunity. 

REMARKS OF SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE CLIF
FORD M. HARDIN AT THE EIGHTY-THIRD 
ANNUAL MEETING OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIA

TION OF STATE UNIVERSITIES AND LAND

GRANT COLLEGES, LASALLE HOTEL, CHICAGO, 

ILL., NOVEMBER 10, 1969 
For several reasons I welcome this oppor

tunity to meet with old friends and col
leagues in the National Association of State 
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges. I 
continue to view my own Involvement in the 
affairs of the Association with pride and a 
touch of nostalgia. 

Today I will touch principally on a topic 
which is not new, but which is becoming 
urgent. I am referring to the development of 
rural America-that part of our great nation 

that lies outside of the metropolitan areas
that part which encompases most of our 
geography and around a third of our people. 

The further development of rural America 
must proceed with speed and dispatch be
cause of the people and the problems that 
exist there, and also, because of the utter 
necessity of relieving the population pres
sures that are growing daily in our large 
cities. 

While rural America is the home for 
around a third of our people, it contains 
approximately 60 percent of the sub-stand
ard housing and nearly half of the nation's 
poor people. These facts, and the conditions 
associated with them, have accounted for a 
significant part of the large scale rural
urban migration that has occurred during 
the past two decades. 

It is not enough that we think in terms 
of improving conditions and opportunity for 
the people living today in rural America, and 
thereby stemming the fiow of people to the 
cities. We must do much more. We must 
make it a matter of urgent national policy 
that we create in, and around, the smaller 
cities and towns sufficiently good employ
ment opportunities and living environments 
that large numbers of families will choose to 
rear their children there. 

. ~e are not talking about making the huge 
ctttes smaller, but in establishing conditions 
that will make it unnecessary for the great 
urban centers to have to somehow absorb 
most of the 100 million or so new Americans 
who will arrive during the next 30 years. And 
that most certainly will happen unless strong 
positive steps are taken to prevent it. 

During the past 20 years the total popula
tion has grown by 54 million, and all of the 
growth has taken place in the metropolitan 
centers. Think of the problems and the ex
penses involved 1f that pattern should con
tinue and an additional 100 million persons 
were crowded into the existing urban centers 
in the short span of 30 years. 

These are some of the things President 
Nixon had in mind several weeks ago when 
he appointed a Task Force for Rural America 
and requested them to "review the effective
ness of present rural assistance programs, 
and make recommendations as to what might 
be done in the private and public sectors to 
stimulate rural development." 

It was recognition of this same set of con
ditions that prompted the President to an
nounce just four days ago the creation of a 
Rural Affairs Council within the Cabinet. 

In making these moves, the President 
hopes to establish a national rural policy 
that will be coordinated with the drive for a 
new national urban policy that has been 
underway for several months. 

The options are as varied as the face of 
America. But development of the magnitude 
that is necessary can come about only with 
the most energetic and innovative efforts on 
the part of State and local governments 
working in close cooperation with persons 
and corporations in the private sector. The 
Federal departments and agencies can pro
vide assistance, and hopefully more in the 
future, but initiative must invariably come 
from the communities themselves. 

And this is where the State universities 
land especially the Cooperative Extension 
Service comes in. ·These institutions played a 
vital role in an earlier movement, from East 
to West as Americans tamed the frontier 
and built a thriving nation. The acceptance 
of the mandate to educate the sons and 
daughters of the working classes may have 
been the most important component in our 
country's development and leadership. 

In any event, the institutions represented 
here have long experience in working effec
tively with people in the private sector and 
with people in government at all levels. You 
have great competence in many areas and 
you enjoy the well-earned confidence of the 
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public. And tbis is why we call on you now 
to accept a position of leadership and to lend 
your efforts and know-how toward a mobili
za-tion of the, people and the resources of 
rural America. 

Development can occur in many direc
tions. For example, the National Committee 
on Urban Growth policy-a non-government 
group-recommends Federal assistance in the 
creation of 100 new cities of 100,000 each and 
10 new cities of a million each. That's a 
large vision! Yet even an effort as enormous 
as this would provide for only 20 percent of 
the additional people we expect in the next 
30 years. 

Perhaps community development can and 
should be based principally around existing 
towns and cities, thus gaining the economic 
advantages of existing institutions and serv
ices, existing history, culture, identity, 
character, and continuity. 

In any case, the decisions must be made by 
people living within the communities and 
within the States. State and local policies 
!or urban suburban and rural growth must 
be decided and promoted at the State and 
local level. 

Communities which have already exhibited 
strong growth potential should be helped to 
development. When local community leader- -
ship and private enterprise have shown the 
inl.tiative necessary for sound development, 
government at all levels should be willing 
to help. 

This is in line with a philosophy expressed 
by President Nixon. He has stated many times 
his desire for the enhancement of the role 
and influence of State and local government 
and he has urged the Federal departments 
to cooperate fully toward this end. Addi
tionally he has recommended to the Congress 
the sharing of Federal funds with States and 
local governments. 

While the initiatives are expected to come 
!rom the State and communities, it is im
portant that the resources and services o! 
the Federal establishment be properly 
ordered and directed. The role of the Rural 
Affairs Counclr is to provide this sense of di
rection and to bring with it the dedicated 
support of the President. 

In announcing the Rural Affairs Council, 
President Nixon said: 

"It is a fact of our national life that the 
concerns of rural America also deserve more 
careful consideration and more effective co
ordination at the highest levels of govern
ment. 

"We are a nation of' cities, to be sure, but 
we are also a nation of small towns and vil
lages, farms and forests, mines and ranches, 
mountains and rivers and lakes. The people 
who live in rural America have urgent prob
lems which deserve O.Ul' attention. More im
portantly, they represent a great resource 
upon which all of us can draw. 

"After an era in which people have moved 
steadily · from the countryside to large and 
crowded cities, we must now do what we 
can to encourage a more even distribution of 
our population throughout our country. The 
Rural Affairs Council can help our nation 
to meet this challenge .... " 

Those words refiect the President's per
sonal support of a program that goes beyond 
the idea of "mailing rural America a better 
place to Iive"-and looks, toward major 
changes in the distribution of population in 
America-toward giving Americans a real 
choice. as to where they want to live. 

The Rural Affairs Council includes those 
officers of Cabinet level whose agencies can 
make a significant contribution to commu
nity development. The Council includes: 

The President, the Vice President, the Sec
retary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, the Secretary o! the 
Interior, the Director o! the Office o! Eco
nomic Opportunity, the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development, the Secretary of 
Labor, the Secretary of Commerce, the Di-

rector of the Budget and the Chairman of 
the Council of Economic Advisors. 

The Rural Affairs Council will ensure that 
the government is a full partner, that all 
the programs that have applic!lltton to rural 
America will be brought to bear-BUD's 
housing and planning money, Labor Depart
ment's training programs, HEW's educational 
rand assistance programs, Commerce Depart
ment's economic development projects, the 
Small Business Administration's funds and. 
guidance, these and many others. 

The Council will carry on the closest co
operation with the Urban Affairs Council, and 
other Federal agencies. 

Specifically, the Rural Affairs Council will 
see to: 

Achieve coordination between Federal de
partments in all matters that may affect 
rural Americans. 

Encourage decentralization of government 
and coordination of programs between the 
Federal and State and local governments. 

Encourage the effective utilization of vol
untary organizations. 

Secure up-to-date comprehensive informa
tion on the problems that confront rural 
America. Then identify the causes af those 
problems and develop solutions, either 
through existing programs or by initiating 
new programs. 

Encourage action on a regional, State and 
local basis. 

We will seek to improve the effectiveness 
an<l timeliness of delivery of public services 
to rural America. Still, program responsibili
ties must remain vested to the greatest pos
sible extent in State and local government. 

. The recommendations of the President's 
Task Force on Rural Development should 
provide guidelines for this work. 

Immediately, we will get to work on such 
problems as: 

The best means of creating new jobs and 
new economic opportunity to rural America. 

How best to adapt extensive manpower 
training programs to small towns and rural 
areas. 

How best to ensure decent housing for 
more rural people. Within the Department o! 
Agriculture, we are moving in several ways 
to meet the challenge that the President has 
put before us. 

We are asking the Federal Extension Serv
Ice to work closely with the State Extension 
directors. In turn we are hoping that the Co
operative Extension Services will assume a 
leadership role in organizing and promoting 
community interest. 

In urging this role for Extension, we are 
in no way reducing the responsibility of the 
other agencies of the Department. 

Every agency in the Department with a 
contribution to make to rural development 
has been directed to provide aggressive lead
ership in its area, assigning appropriate re
sources and personnel to the effort. 

We plan to . choose a few special project 
areas in which to concentrate all Federal 
activities-areas that represent specific prob
lems in rural America. We expect to learn 
a lot in those areas that will be useful in 
the rest of America, both urban and rural. 

You know the programs of the Depart
ment that are especially important in rural 
development: the housing, water and sewer 
loans of the Farmers Home Administration; 
the small watersheds and resource conserva
tion and development programs of the Soil 
Conservation Service; the credit potentials 
of REA and the resource surveys and de
velopment programs o! the Forest Service. 
They are most effective when employed in 
coordination with all other available re
sources. 

The administrators of these agencies, the 
FHA, SCS, REA, Forest Service, along with 
the Federal EXtension Service, are meeting 
now as the Departmental Rural Develop
ment Committee. As a group, their assign
ment is to develop the vital policies, pro-

grams and priorities necessary for the De
partment to carry out its rural development 
mandate. 

Dr. Tom Cowden, Assistant Secretary for 
Rural Development and Conservation, is 
chairman of this group. He will have a spe
cial rural development staff to assist him in 
program coordination and leadership. 

Each member of this committee will be 
assigned specific liaison responsibilities with 
oth~r departments of the Federal govern
ment, on a similarity-of-service basis. For 
example, the Farmers Home Administration 
will assign key men to coordinate with Hous
ing and Urban Development. 

Each agency also will be maintaining liai
son with national organizations to help make 
their programs and services more available 
to rural people and their communities. 

One of the key elements of USDA's rural 
development organization will be the com
mittees set up in each State by the Director 
of that State's Cooperative Extension Serv
ice. These committees wUI maintain liaison 
with State governments, other agencies and 
whatever organizations are involved in the 
development of our countryside. 

Department members on these committees 
in each State will be representatives of the 
Forest Service, Soil Conservation Service, 
Farmers Home Administration and Rural 
Electrification Administration. They will 
provide whateve.r staff services are needed 
to support activities of the committee. 

These committees will decide what kind 
of USDA rural development organization 
should be established on a local basis. 

Rural development begins at home. It is 
the responsibility of State ..and l~cal orga
nizations, groups and leaders. They will pro
vide the channel through which the people 
may improve their situations: analyzing their 
local needs, assessing their local potentiali
ties, matching their community's potential 
with private and public programs at all 
levels of government. 

The work o! the Cooperative Extension 
Services in these basic activities is obvi
ously essential. 

The effective development of America de
pends upon the Cooperative Extension Serv
ice working with public and private agen
cies at the State, regional and local levels. 
The Service is invaluable in developing an 
understanding of the nature o! development, 
and in helping Federal agencies to assist 
in State and local development activities. 

To quote from "A People and a. Spirit," our 
joint report: "Extension can bring eohesive
ness into many community development pro
grams through its role in educational lead
ership. It can help people obtain the right 
kind of planning, financing and technical 
aid from other agencies." 

The role of Extension, which is significant 
now, will become more so as it trains new 
personnel to meet modern demands; as it 
reorganizes to provide a wider variety of ex
perts to serve more people; as the great 
State Colleges and Land-Grant Universities 
become even more active in community de
velopment. 

Again, from "A People and a Spirit": "Ex
tension's ability to extend the modern land
grant university to the people is limited 
only by the breadth of the university an11 
Extension's willingness to function univer
sity-wide." 

Each American has a role to play in de
termining the destiny of his country-in 
creating a fulleJ' more attractive life for 
everyone--in both rural and urban Amer-ica. 

Beyond the boundaries of metropol1tan 
America lies a fertile land of beautiful land
scape. open space, rich resources and an 
energetrc, proud people. 

This rural and small town Anlerica offers 
opportunity and hope for a better life for all 
of us and our children's children, !or those 
who prefer to live in the country and !or 
those who prefer the city. 
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We can achieve this better life by join

ing together in common effort to reach our 
common and realistic goals. 

STAND UP FOR AMERICA 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, in our Na

tion is a small faction of anarchists, 
terrorists, and Communists who have set 
out deliberately to disrupt and hopefully, 
for them, to destroy our country. 

Unfortunately, thousands of other fine 
young Americans who are concerned 
about the war in Vietnam and wars gen
erally and who wish to make their voices 
heard may be :.u:.wittingly aiding the 
cause of those mentioned above. 

Washington, :J.C., is bracing now for 
a weekend of demonstrations which, it is 
hoped, will not end in violence leading to 
loss of life. personal body injury, or de
struction of property. It should· be clear, 
however, that there is widespread con
cern, not only by those who oppose any 
demonstratior1, but even by many of 
the responsible leaders of the so-called 
peace march itself. They know what has 
happened in California, in Chicago, in 
our Nation's Capital, and on many col
lege campuses in the past, and there are 
some who are fearful it could happen 
here again before the week is out. 

Those who are not concerned about 
the best interests of America have at
tacked policemen and innocent civilians, 
they have spit on the American flag and 
trampled it under foot and burned it. 
They have set out to disrupt governments 
and institutions. They have offered no 
tolerance or toleration :>f other points of 
view or of others' rights. They have lifted 
strident voices i~ shouts of pig, fascist, 
nazi, warmonger. We have heard them 
shout: 

Hey, hey, L. B. J., how many babies have 
you killed today? 

We have heard them speak out for 
victory for Hanoi and we have seen them 
carrying the Communist flag and heard 
their battle cry: 

Ho, Ho, Ho Chi :dinh. 

We have seen and heard all these 
things and more. But only a few indig
nant voices have been raised in protest. 
Only a few have dared to point out who 
these people are and what they are and 
what their purpose is and what they are 
doing to our America. 

One Df these is the Vice President of 
the United States. He has dared to label 
these hatemongers for what they are. He 
has dared to attack those who use the 
word "peace" as they set out to foster 
revolt and inflame violence. He has dared 
to call on decent Americans "to raise 
our voices in spirited defense of the most 
successful society the world has yet 
known." 

He has not, despite reports from a 
biased media, included all young Ameri
cans who dissent in his criticism because 
he recognizes this right is basic to the 
foundation of America's principles. 

He has dared to stand up for the United 
States of America. And for this courage 
we see not only the far left and the new 
left, but others-loyal patriotic Ameri
cans who have differing political views
use the Vice President's statements to 
insult him. 

In the name of fighting McCarthyism, 
we have seen them stoop to McCarthyist 
tactics against the second highest rank
ing elected official in our land. 

And we have seen them blame him for 
dividing a nation because he has the 
courage to defend the institutions that 
have made that nation great. 

Mr. President, there are those among 
us who decry a Vice President with the 
courage of his decent convictions, yet 
condone the convictions and actions of 
those who seek to divide and destroy us, 
who seek to drag the United States down 
to defeat. 

Mr. President, those who are so eager 
to criticize the Vice President may be 
out of tou~h with the great majority of 
Americans. Again, despite the efforts of 
the liberal and biased media in America, 
who too often report only what might 
inflame Americans, the great majority 
has rallied behind the Vice President. He 
is fast becoming a symbol for the "for
gotten" American, the man who works 
and pays his taxes, goes to church and 
thanks God he is an American. He does 
not profess to have the answers to all 
America's ills; he may not be satisfied 
with every governmental decLion or pol
icy, but he still has respect for his Gov
ernment and is not hoodwinked by the 
self-appointed zealots who say they 
speak for America. These Americans, and 
countless others--by and large-are 
grateful to Vice President AGNEW for re
flecting their views. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an editorial .pub
lished in the Washington Post today. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
LIBERALS CAPITULATE TO EXTREMISTS, REDS 

DOMINATE "PEACE" MOVEMENT 

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak) 
The tens of thousands of well-meaning war 

protesters set to converge on Washington 
Saturday will be joining a demonstration 
planned since summer by advocates of vio
lent revolution in the U.S. who openly sup
port Communist forces in Vietnam. 

Accordingly, whatever happens here Sat
urday, the Nov. 15 march on Washington will 
mark a postwar highwater mark for the 
American far left. Responsible liberals have 
been enlisted as foot soldiers in an opera
tion mapped out mainly by extremists
testimony to the present ineffectiveness of 
nonviolent, liberal elements in the peace 
movement. 

Moreover, heavy-handed Nixon administra
tion reaction by Deputy Attorney General 
Richard G. Kleindienst assures that any vio
lence on Saturday will be blamed by liberals 
on the government, and the avoldance of 
violence will be credited by these same lib
erals to the self-restraint of the far left. 

Although liberals belatedly spent this week 
in frantic eleventh-hour efforts to co-opt 
Saturday's march, they had plenty of ad
vance warning. The New Mobilization Com
mittee to End the War in Vietnam (New 
Mobe), sponsors of the march, was formed 
last July in Cleveland with an executive 
committee dominated by supporters of the 
Vietcong. 

The executive committe is moderate when 
compared with the 60-member steering com
mittee, studded with past and present Com
munist Party members (including veteran 
party functionary Arnold Johnson). Far more 
important than representation by the largely 
moribund American Communist Party, how
ever, is inclusion on the steering committee 

of leaders in its newly invigorated Tro~kyite 
movement. 

The steering committee began ecllpsing 
the executive committee in recent weeks 
under the leadership of the Trotskyite So
cialist Workers Party and its fast growing 
youth arm, the Young Socialist- Alliance. 
Fred Halstead of the Sociallst Workers Party 
took over planning for a march calculated 
to end in violent confrontation. 

Participating in planning sessions were 
elements even more violence-prone than the 
Trotskyites: extreme SDS factions calllng 
themselves the revolutionary brigade. Wild 
scenarios for storming the White House, the 
Justice Department, and the South Viet-
namese Embassy were prepared. . 

Furthermore, the New Mobe was in closer 
contact with Communist Vietnamese official 
circles than is generally realized. Ron Young, 
a member of the New Mobe steering commit
tee, journeyed to Stockholm Oct. 11-12 for a 
meeting attended by representatives of the 
North Vietnam government and the Viet
cong. Reporting on plans for Nov. 15, Young 
urged a worldwide propaganda campaign to 
boost the demonstration. 

The link between Hanoi and elemen~ of 
the New Mobe was again demonstrated Oct. 14 
when Premier Pham Van Dong of North 
Vietnam sent greetings to American antiwar 
demonstrators. Halstead, the Trotskyite 
leader, drafted a friendly reply to Hanoi ap
proved by a majority of the New Mobe's 
steering committee. Its transmission was 
blocked only by the intervention of Stewart 
Meachem of the American Friends Service 
Committee, one of the New Mobe's moderates. 

Thus far-left orientation of the New Mobe 
for weeks has worried liberal doves, including 
the youthful leaders of the peaceful Oct. 15 
Moratorium. Sen. Charles Goodell of New 
York, emerging as a leading congressional foe 
of the war, attempted-without success-to 
reduce extremist influence inside the New 
Mobe and argued against including far left
ists on the steering committee. 

But the liberals, having forgotten the fate 
of popular front movements a generation ago 
and unwilling to repudiate any antiwar 
forces, would not actually break with the 
New Mobe. Any chance of that was eliminated 
by President Nixon's relatively hardline 
speech Nov. 3 and government strategy laid 
down at the Justice Department by Klein
dienst. 

Goodell and Sen. George McGovern of 
South Dakota, after much dellberation, ac
cepted invitations to address the demonstra
tion in hopes of moderating it. Similarly, 
moratorium leaders this week have tried to 
insinuate themselves into control of the 
march. But the march remains essentially a 
project of the far left, constituting a tragic 
failure of leadership by liberal foes of the 
war. 

THE MEANING OF PEACE 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, the news 

media tell us that on this coming Satur
day there will be a mass demonstration 
in Washington against the war in Viet
nam. 

According to what we read, the demon
stration will focus upon a demand for 
immediate withdrawal of American 
forces in Vietnam. I am sure that many 
of those who make such a demand sin
cerely believe they are advancing the 
cause of peace. 

Now, Mr. President, I do not question 
in any way the right of Americans to 
protest and dissent peacefully-a right 
which is not enjoyed by those who live 
under Communist domination. 

But I believe it would be well if those 
who are about to demonstrate were also 
aware of another important difference 
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between the free world and the Com
munists. I refer to the meaning and 
purpose of "peace." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
article written by Keyes Beech, the dis
tinguished foreign correspondent of the 
Chicago Daily News, and published in the 
Philadelphia Inquirer of November 4, 
1969. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
HANOI DEFECTORS WARNED UNITED STATES OF 

DUPLICITY, "PEACE" BLOODBATH 
(By Keyes Beech) 

SAIGON .-One year ago four senior Com
munist defectors from North Vietnam with 
a total of 89 years as loyal party members 
were interviewed on what they thought of the 
U.S. bombing halt over North Vietnam. 

In the light of what has happened since 
then their comments make interesting read
ing. Here are excerpts: 

Lt. Col. Phan Viet Dung, former Commu
nist regimental commander: "Hanoi wants 
this bombing stop and the apparent peace it 
will bring only so that she can better prepare 
to gain her ends . . . Even after the bombing 
is halted the Paris talks will yield nothing 
for the U.S. because Hanoi will then claim 
the halt proves the Americans were guilty. 
This will be just what they need to boost 
morale in the north." 

Lt. Col. Huynh Cu, 23 years a party mem
ber: "You must take a lesson from what hap
pened in Laos in .1962. When our North Viet
namese forces attacked we could easily have 
taken Vientiane. Then Ho (Chi Minh) or
dered the troops to pull back rather than risk 
any real military intervention by the U.S. 

"Now, if North Vietnam moves some troops 
out of the South in an apparent move to de
escalate, the South must not be fooled but 
must go and take back the land regardless of 
what Hanoi or anybody else says. 

"But I don't really understand what the 
Americans hope to gain. This is like any 
other kind of trading. If you give something, 
you must get something. But what are you 
going to get in exchange? Nothing but 
words ... 

"I want to remind you what an important 
Japanese Communist has said. The Westerner 
believes war and peace are two different 
things. The Westerner thinks it is right to 
deceive people in wartime but not in peace
time. 

"The Communist believes that it is also 
right to deceive people in peacetime when 
making agreements with the enemy because 
the Communist believes war and peace are 
the same thing. 

"Mao (Tse-tung) said the closer to peace, 
the greater the danger. Now is the time to be 
most alert. The idea of peace may blind 
you." 

Lt. Col. Le Xuam Chuyen, 21 years a party 
member: 

"·Stopping the bombing is only going to 
lengthen the war and eventually you will 
suffer greater, not lesser casualties. Also you 
will see the antiwar movement in the U.S. 
become greater. You will encourage the dem
onstrators by convincing them they are right. 

"When I first heard of the bombing halt 
I thought it must be a joke and I laughedr 
But when I realized the U.S. was serious I was 
dumfounded by their stupidity. 

"Of course your people want peace, but 
if a cease-fire comes don't be happy. There 
will be really nothing to be happy a;bout, for 
it will be sure to lead to great suffering 
here and many, many deaths • • • 

"You will see, the deaths here in the South 
will be at least one thousand times greater. 
But by that time your Western press will 
have believed that peace is here and they will 
have gone home and won't be around to see 
it happen. 

"Only the Vietnamese will be left for there 
is nowhere for them to go this time. There 
are 3 million people on the blood list and 
you will have condemned them;" 

Col. Tran Van Dac, 24 years a party mem
ber, who led 8000 men in an attack on Saigon 
during the 1968 Tet offensive: 

"It will be impossible to get Hanoi to keep 
her promises. The only promise they will keep 
is the one they have made to themselves that 
nothing can keep them from eventually con
quering South Vietnam. 

"If there is a cease-fire many people will 
think that peace h&c; really come and let 
their guard down. Then the Communists will 
act suddenly. You must be warned that when 
it seems like peace has come, then it will be 
the most dangerous time of all." 

BRIEFING OF SENATORS ON SALT 
NEGOTIATIONS 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that a memorandum to 
the Foreign Relations Committee from 
my Subcommittee on International Or
ganization and Disarmament Affairs be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

November 12, 1969. 
Memorandum to: All Members of Foreign Re

lations Committee. 
From: Albert Gore, Chairman, Subcommittee 

on International Organization and Dis
armament Affairs. 

The meeting in Executive Session of the 
Subcommittee on Disarmament, which was 
to be held at 4 o'clock this afternoon, is can
celled. As the notice sent to all members of 
the Committee yesterday inviting them to 
attend the meeting stated, the purpose of 
the Executive Session was to receive a brief
ing from the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency on the forthcoming SALT talks. 

An authorized official of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency informed a mem
ber of the Committee Staff yesterday after
noon that the Agency had been instructed 
to refer all requests for briefings on the SALT 
talks, and all congressional liaison matters 
relating to the talks to the Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs or to 
the Congressional Liaison office of the White 
House as the Agency had been directed not 
to conduct such briefings itself. 

No one from the Office of the Assistant to 
the President for National Security Affairs, 
the Congressional Liaison office of the White 
House, or the Department of State (which 
has statutory responsib111ty in this field) has 
responded to the aforedescribed Subcommit
tee request for a briefing on the talks to 
begin on November 17th. 

This is the first time to my knowledge that 
an Agency charged with a responsibility in 
the field of foreign affairs has not been will
ing, or, as in this case, free, to meet with the 
Disarmament Subcommittee on a subject on 
which the Subcommittee has had jurisdic
tion. 

The reason for the prohibition upon the 
Agency's freedom to meet with and brief 
the Disarmament Subcommittee is beyond 
my understanding. It is particularly mystify
ing and disturbing in this case since mem
bers of the Subcommittee have been in the 
forefront in not only urging the necessity 
of this conference but have been in the fore
front in both cooperation with previous Ad
ministrations and in securing approval of 
treaties and agreements in this field of arma
ment limitation and control. 

Inasmuch as the SALT talks will hopefully 
produce an agreement for some limitations 
regarding nuclear weapons, it is regrettable 
that officials charged with conducting these 

negotiations are prohibited from briefing re
sponsible Members of the Senate so that the 
Senate will be in a position oonscientiously 
to discharge its Constitutional responsibili
ties. 

THE ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the St. 
Lawrence Seaway system is without 
doubt a major engineering accomplish
ment and has stimulated the economic 
development and prosperity of the Great 
Lakes region. Although at present unable 
to support regularly scheduled U.S.-flag 
vessel service, the seaway is indeed en
titled to its description as the "fourth 
coast" of the United States. 

At the present time the seaway is $148 
million in debt. This includes $129 mil
lion of outstanding 50-year bonds and 
$19 million of accrued interest debt. 
Lately, however, some proposals have 
been advanced stating that the seaway's 
debt should be assumed by the Federal 
Government. Proponents of seaway re
financing contend that it is the only fed
erally supported waterway that is re
quired to be self-supporting. They feel 
that this is discriminatory. 

Such a position·was recently stated in 
the Senate. The question was posed: "If 
the Great Lakes are free and open to all, 
why should the seaway linking the lakes 
even have toll charges?" 

This is an important question. The 
answer is quite simple: the legislation 
authorizing the St. Lawrence Seaway De
velopment Corporation was accepted by 
the Senate in 1954 on the basis that the 
seaway would pay its own way. Let me 
for a moment refresh the memory of 
Senators and point out a statement made 
on the floor some 15 years ago by the 
late Senator Alexander Wiley. On Jan
uary 13, 1954, Senator Wiley, one of 
the seaway's most forceful advoOOJtes, 
upon calling up the seaway legislation 
summarized the five reasons why he felt 
it should be passed. The No.3 reason was 
that "the project would pay for itself, 
and the pending bill would not put an 
additional burden on the Treasury." 

Senator Wiley no doubt felt then, as 
I do now, that the U.S. Treasury already 
has enough burdens without imposing 
additional and unnecessary ones. 

The basic point to stress is that the 
Senate authorized the St. Lawrence Sea
way on the condition and with the un
derstanding that the seaway would pay 
for itself. Any proposal to have the Fed
eral Government assume all or a part of 
the $178 million debt, thus permitting 
the seaway to forfeit its obligation, 
would constitute a breach of terms and 
have very serious implications indeed. 

OIL POLLUTION SETTLEMENT 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, as the 
conference between the Senate and the 
House approaches on the Water Quality 
Improvement Act of 1969 <S. 7 and H.R. 
4148), I invite the attention of Members 
of both Houses of Congress to an article 
published today concerning the settle
ment of oil pollution claims arising from 
the Torrey Canyon disaster in 1967. 

Although the Governments of France 
and England brought suits against the 
owners of the tanker for $22 million, 
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the settlement was made in the amount 
of $7.2 million. As the article points out, 
Britain alone was estimated to have 
spent more than the amount of the set
tlement in clean up costs, and no esti
mate was available from France. 

This settlement comes at an auspicious 
time, as our conference approaches and 
as the International Maritime Consulta
tive Organization meets in Brussels to 
consider changes in international mari
time law. I hope that both of tbese bod
ies will aecept the principle which the 
Senate approved in passing S. 7 last 
month; that is, that the responsibility 
for cleanup of oil spill should not be 
borne by the public, but must instead be 
considered to be a risk of doing busi
ness. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle, published in the Washington Post, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be _Printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FIRM PAYS TWO NATIONS $7.2 MILLION FOR 
TORREY CANYON'S OIL DAMAGE 

LoNDON, November 11.-The American own
ers of the oil tanker Torrey Canyon paid 
$7.2 million today to Britain and France 
in an out-of-court settlement for oil pollu
tion claims filed after the giant ship ran 
aground off southwest England in March, 
1967. 

The payment, split evenly between the 
two nations, came from the Barracuda Tank
er Corp. in Bermuda, a subsidiary of the 
Union Oil of California. The 119,000-ton ves
sel was under charter to Union Oil when it 
broke apart and spilled about 35 million 
gallons of crude oil. 

The joint government announcement also 
said the owners had agreed to set aside an
other $60,000 to compensate any claims from 
persons not already reimbursed by the gov
ernments for their losses. 

' BIGGEST SETTLEMENT 
British Attorney General Sir Elwyn Jones 

told the House of Commons it was "full and 
final settlement of the claims of the two 
governments." Lloyd's insurance brokers 
said they believed it was the biggest settle
ment in marine history for oil claims. 

Britain virtually assured itself of legal 
satisfaction recently when it caught the Tor
rey Canyons sister ship, the Lake Palourde, 
in Singapore harbor when its captain put 
in for some minor supplies. 

In order to gain the ship's release, the 
Barracuda. firm was required to post a bond 
of $7.2 million-the precise amount of to
day's settlement. _ 

$22 MILLION SOUGHT 
In the aftermath of the Torrey Canyon 

spillage, the two governments sued the tank
er owner for $22 million. But the owners 
claimed that under maritime law they were 
liable only for a certain value per ton of the 
ship's weight, which would have been $4.2 
million. 

In addition, there was a jurisdictional 
problem: the ship ran aground on the 
Seven Stones rocks off Land's End, which is 
British. But its cargo damaged 40 miles of 
French beach as well as 120 miles of English 
coastline. 

In view of the "uncertainties, inevitable 
delays and expense of litigation, complex and 
unique points of law involved in proving 
liability, and finally the difficulty in quali
fying and proving damages," Sir Elwyn told 
Parliament "this settlement is eminently fair 
and satisfactory to a.ll parties." 

Britain was estimated to have spent more 
than $7.2 million in 1967 to save beaches and 

·wildlife from the oil. An estimated 50,000 sea 
birds perished and more than 25 million 

gallons of detergent were used to emulsify 
the crude oil so the beaches and birds could 
be cleaned. No French estimate was available. 

The British also wanted the payment to 
cover the cost of the Royal Air Force bonib-
1ng runs that finally destroyed the ship and 
sent it to the bottom. The ship reportedly 
was insured for $14 million. 

Because the ship was registered in Liberia, 
a Liberian Board of Inquiry investigate..: and 
found Capt. Pas.trengo Rugiati of Genoa, 
Italy, guilty of "a high degree of negligence." 
He is reportedly a broken man, his career 
and health shattered. 

The settlement came while international 
lawyers are meeting in Brussels to consider 
revisions to maritime law cove.rtng oil tanker 
accidents. 

The Union Oil Co. also faces claims involv
ing an offshore rig in the Santa Barbara 
channel of Califorrua that leaked in January, 
creating an 800-square-mile oil slick that 
polluted mo.re than 25 miles of coastline. 

LEROY G. AUGENSTEIN 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I invite 

attention to the unfortunate death of 
Dr. Leroy G. Augenstein, a personal 
friend and the distinguished chairman 
of the Biophysics Department at Mich
igan State University. He was killed 
Saturday, November 8, 1969, in the crash 
of his private plane. 

Dr. Augenstein served ably and with 
imagination as a member of the State 
board of education. 

His interests and pursuits were wide 
and varied. He was considered an expert 
in several fields of scientific endeavor. 
Regarded as a national authority in the 
field of genetics, he authored a book on 
the science of genetic manipulation en
titled "Come Let Us Play God." 

He had served as a research admin
istrator for the Atomic Energy Commis
sion. He was a national lecturer for the 
AEC, and was a consultant to the Amer
ican Institute of Biological Sciences. He 
had served as science coordinator for the 
Seattle World's Fair. 

Dr. Augenstein was also a theologian, 
serving as adjunct professor at the San 
Francisco Theological Seminary. 

A devoted family man, he was a con
cerned, compassionate human being with 
a driving desire to improve the world in 
which we live. 

His outstanding work touched the lives 
of millions who are living, and will serve 
generations yet unborn. 

A great loss was suffered by his wife, 
Elizabeth, and their children, David and 
Kimberly. Mrs. Griffin joins me in ex
tending to them our deepest sympathy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD news
paper articles reporting the death of Dr. 
Augenstein. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Detroit (Mich.} News, Nov. 10, 

::.969] 
AUGENSTEIN RITES SLATED-VICTIM OF 

CHARLOTTE Am CRASH 
EAST LANSING.-Funeral services for Dr. 

Leroy G. Augenstein, St!i!>te Board of Educa
tion member and a nationally known scien
tist and lay theologian, will be held at 2 p.m. 
tomorrow in the Peoples Church in East 
Lansing. 

Dr. Augenstein, 41, chairman of the bio
physics department at Michigan State Un1-

versity, was killed Saturday when his twin
engine plane crashed in the fog about two 
miles from Beech Airport at Charlotte, Mich. 

Dr. Augenstein was returning home from 
Richmond, Ind., where he had given a speech 
Friday night at Earlham College. 

He vanished after checking area landing 
conditions at 12:24 a.m. Saturday. 

Eaton County sheriff's deputies found Dr. 
Augenstein's body and the wreckage of the 
plane about 8 p.m. Saturday, ending a 20-
hour search by Civil Air Patrol volunteers 
and friends of Dr. Augenstein. 

Sheriff Elwyn Smith said the apparent 
angle of the aircraft where it crashed indi
cated Dr. Augenstein may have lost his wa,y 
in fog and low clouds and veered away from 
the airport. His plane was not equipped for 
instrument landings. 

William Walbeck, president of the Eaton 
Flying Service at the Charlotte airfield, said 
Dr. Augenstein had complained to him on 
Friday of a defective gyroscope in the plane. 
Walbeck said the defect could lead to a 
pilot becoming disoriented on his directions 
during fog or clouds. 

Dr. Augenstein, prominent in Republican 
politics, was elected to the State Board of 
Education in 1966. He campaigned for the 
GOP Senate-nomination in 1966 until the 
party picked Senator Robert P. Griffin, who 
had been named by Gov. George Romney to 
the seat vacated by the death of Patrick 
McNacara. 

Dr. Augenstein had been expected to try 
again in 1970 for the GOP nomination for 
the Senate. 

Gov. William Milliken said Dr. Augen
stein's death "stills a vital voice. It is par
ticularly tragic that his death occurred so 
t'<~.rly in an already outstanding career." 

The governor said that Dr. Augenstein 
"embodied in that career the best tradition 
of public service-working in the public in
terest with energy, imagination and determi
nation." 

Dr. Augenstein's term on the State Board 
of Education was to run until the end of 
1974. The law states that the governor is to 
fill any vacancy on the board by appoint
ment. 

The MSU professor's death leaves only one 
Republican on the eight-member board, 
James O'Neil, of Livonia. 

The state board was to meet tomorrow and 
Wednesday in East Lansing. The meetings 
have been canceled as a measure of respect 
for Dr. Augenstein, officials announced. 

Dr. Ira Polley, former superintendent of 
public instructions, said Dr. Augenstein's 
life "was characterized by excellence, high 
ethical values and ceaseless efforts to achieve 
a better life for all." 

Dr. Walter Adams, acting president oif 
Michigan State University, said Dr. Augen
stein "lived an active and exciting life, com
bining a fervid interest in education and 
politics." 

"Both as a faculty member at Michigan 
State and a member of the State Board of 
Education, he worked untiringly for what 
he believed to be the public good," Adams 
said. 

• 
He also was known as a lay adjunct profes

sor at the San Francisco Theological Sem
inary. 

In 1968 he said he received 1,200 requests 
for speaking engagements and estimated he 
was able to accept an astounding 500 during 
the year after he bought his 1955 Piper 
Apache to help whisk him about the state 
and nation. 

Before 1962, when he joined MSU to be
come chairman of the biophysics depart
ment, he led research projects in biology at 
Brookhaven National Laboratories on Long 
Island, N.Y., and served with the Atomic 
Energy Commission in Washington. 

Dr. Augenstein reqeived his Ph.D. from 
the University of Illinois in 1956 after earn-
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ing a master's degree at the University of 
Chicago. 

He was a member of the People's church, 
where h~s funeral services will be held. Dr. 
Wallace Robertson, pastor of the church, 
will officiate. 

Dr. Augenstein's family will receive friends 
in the church parlor following the service 
tomorrow. 

There will be a private burial service 
Wednesday in Evergreen Cemetery · near 
Lansing. 

The body will lie in state at Gorsline-Run
ciman Funeral Home in East Lansing today. 
Friends may call between 2 p.m. and 4 p .m. 
and 7 p .m . and 9 p.m. 

He is survived by his wife , Elizabeth; a 
son, David Leroy; a daughter, Kimberly Beth; 
his parents, Mr. and Mrs. Roy H. Augenstein, 
of Decatur, Ill., and a brother David, also of 
Decatur. 

Michigan State Universit y announced it 
has estabHshed the Leroy G. Auge.nstein Me-:. 
morial Scholarship Fund and that donations 
may be made directly to the university. 

[From the Grand Rapids (Mich.) Press, Nov. 
10, 1969] 

TRIBUTES SWELL FOR AUGENSTEIN 
CHARLOTTE.-Politician-scholar Dr. Leroy 

G . Augenstein, killed early Saturday when 
his private plane crashed near here in heavy 
fog, will be buried at East Lansing Wednes
day, a Michigan State University spokesman 
reported. 

Augenstein, 41, a member of the State 
Board of Education and possible candidate 
for the U.S. Senate next year, had been re
turning home from a dinner speech at Earl
ham College in Richmond, Ind., when his 
twin-engine Piper Apache missed a landing 
here and smashed into a stump in a marshy 
area about two miles from the airport. 

Funeral services were scheduled Tuesday 
at Peoples Church, East Lansing. A Leroy G. 
Augenstein Memorial Scholarship Fund has 
been established. 

The biophysicist was flying alone in the 
plane. He did not have an instrument rating, 
although he had been flying about three 
years. 

Kenneth Briggs, a farmer, discovered the 
wreckage some 18 hours after Augenstein 
was scheduled to have returned to the Char
lotte airfield. 

Sheriff Elwyn Smith of Eaton County said 
the apparent angle of the aircraft where it 
crashed indicated Augenstein may have lost 
his way in fog and low clouds and veered 
away from the airport. 

Gov. William G. Milliken, like Augenstein, 
a Republican, said Augenstein "pursued pub
lic service with wannth, wisdom and com
passion." Dr. Walter Adams, acting president 
of MSU, said he "lived an active and exciting 
life, combining a fervid interest in educa
tion and politics." 

Dr. Peter Oppewall, president of the State 
Board of Education, and acting superintend
ent Dr. John Porter said Augenstein "per
sonified the questing mind of the scientist 
together with a compassionate concern for 
people." Former superintendent Dr. Ira Pol
ley said his life "was characterized by ex
cellence, high ethical values, and ceaseless 
efforts to achieve a better life for all peo
ple." 

James F. O'Neill, treasurer of the State 
Board of Education, canceled a scheduled 
Monday news conference "out of respect for 
my fallen colleague." 

"Society is a better place because of Leroy 
Augenstein and those associated with him 
are better people as a result of having known 
and worked with Leroy Augenstein," O'Neil 
said. 

There had been speculation O'Neil would 
announce his intentions of running for U.S. 
Senator against Philip Hart at the news 
conference. 

A biophysicist with a wide reputation in 

the fields of genetics and brain function, he 
was the author of "Come Let Us Play God," 
a study of genetic manipulation. When as
tronauts reached the moon last summer, 
Augenstein gained national attention by 
protesting the precautions taken to prevent 
contamination from whatever might be found 
on the moon. 

He also was known as a lay theologian and 
had served as adjunct professor at the San 
Francisco Theological Seminary. 

In 1968 he said he received 1,200 requests 
for speaking engagements and estimated he 
was able to accept an astounding 500 during 
the year. It was in 1968 that he bought his 
1955 Piper Apache to help whisk him about 
the state and nation. 

Before 1962, when he joined MSU to be
come chairman of the Biophysics Depart
ment, he led research projects in biology at 
Brookhaven National Laboratories on Long 
Island, N.Y. , and served with the Atomic 
Energy Commission in Washington. 

Augenstein received his Ph.D. from the 
University of Illinois in 1956 after earning 
a master's degree at the University of Chi
cago. 

He was elected to the State Board of Edu
cation in 1966. He campaigned for the GOP 
Senate nomination in 1966 until the party 
picked then-Rep. Robert P. Griffin to head off 
a primary battle. Augenstein had been ex
pected to challenge Sen. Philip A. Hart, D
Mich., next year. 

He is survived by his widow, Elizabeth; a 
son, David Leroy, 4; a daughter, Kimberly 
Beth, 1; his parents, Mr. and Mrs. Roy H. 
Augenstein of Decatur, Ill. , and a brother, 
David, also of Decatur. 

VETERANS DAY REMARKS BY THE 
HONORABLE DON E. JOHNSON, 
ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS' 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, many 
speeches were given yesterday to honor 
our veterans. One of the most thoughtful 
was that delivered by the Honorable Don 
E. Johnson, Administrator of Veterans' 
Affairs, at Arlington National Cemetery. 
I ask unanimous consent that his re
marks be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SPEECH OF DON E. JOHNSON 
President Nixon has given me the high 

honor of representing him at this Veteran.:: 
Day National Ceremony. 

President Nixon's Veterans Day proclama
tion ... and the separate Veterans Day mes
sage which he sent to all of our hospitalized 
veterans . . . bespeak more eloquently than 
any words of mine his great esteem for Amer
ica's veterans . . . his constant concern for 
their welfare ... and his firm resolve that 
their government shall care for them and for 
their widow and their orphan. 

I do not bring you President Nixon's mes
sage. And I do not presume to speak for him. 
However, I do know how dedicated he is to 
the task of achievin:: the theme of Veterans 
Day 1969 .. . peace with honor. 

And we all know of his fervent hope for the 
understanding, the support, and the prayers 
of the American people. 

Thus . .. as we pause today to remem
ber . . . and to thank America's veterans of 
all wars for their service and sacrifice that all 
of us might live in freedom ... let us ask 
ourselves: 

What can we do . . . we citizens, Americans 
all ... what can we do to help achieve peace 
with honor? 

We can begin by recognizing the truth. 
No American can quarrel with the noble 

and eternal goal of peace with honor. 

But some of our people disagree today over 
the means ... the strategy, if you like ... 
of achieving this goal in Vietnam. 

To those who may think ... or would have 
others think . . . that they alone understand 
and abhor the suffering and savagery of war 
... to them I say now that they do an in
justice to America 's 40 million veterans, liv
ing and dead. 

And they deceive themselves. 
For America 's veterans ... there has never 

been a "popular" war . . . nor a cause for 
which they eagerly sought to die. 

Our honored war dead desired and de
served to live just as much as any citizen 
of our nation. 

And our disabled veterans would welcome 
moratorium in the pain and illness and in
juries they now endure. 

But they answered freedom's call because 
they understood freedom's cost. 

In his inaugural address ... President 
Nixon said that the greatest honor hist ory 
can bestow is the title of peacemaker. 

He is right. , 
However, on this day when we recognize 

and applaud honor and courage and dut y 
• . . as exemplified by our veterans . . . on 
this day I would call the attention of all 
Americans to an inspiring inscription. 

It is engraved on the Confederate War 
Memorial a short distance from this amphi
theater in Arlington National Cemetery. 

"Not for fame or reward 
Not for place for for rank 
Not lured by ambition 
Or goaded by necessity 
But in simple obedience to duty 
As they understood it 
These men suffered all 
Sacrificed all 
Dared all · 
And died." 

We, the living, also have a duty. 
A duty to unify America. A duty to bring 

together our great and good people. 
The unity that has always been the bed

rock of America needs expression today more 
than at any time in the past century. 

Not as a facade ... but as the firm foun
dation for the future America of freedom and 
opportunity and justice which we must build 
for ourselves and for our posterity. 

As we build this future ... on a founda
tion of unity ... not unanimity ... in our 
land ... our citizens. Americans all, can 
learn from the veterans we honor today. 

In battle ... our veterans freely admitted 
the toughness of their enemy. 

But they summoned forth the courage to 
attack him. 

And they gained the confidence to defeat 
him. 

We, too, need candor and courage and con
fidence. 

Candor to admit the toughness of the 
problems we face at home and abroad. 

Courage to do the difficult, to bear the 
costs . . . in understanding and fortitude as 
well as in money . . . demanded by these 
problems. 

And confidence that peace will be won . . . 
and the wrongs that make us a less perfect 
union will be righted . . . it we but carry on. 

It is precisely because America's veterans 
have demonstrated their love of our coun
try . . . their understanding of the cost of 
freedom . . . and their leadership as respon
sible citizens ... that we can use this day 
set aside to honor them to call for a new 
depth . . a new era ... of unity. 

Unity to save the America for which they 
have sacrificed so much . . . and which they 
have served ... and still serve ... so well. 

OUr veterans need no spokesman. For 
nearly two centuries . . . their valor has 
been their valedictory. 
· But it is gratifying ..• indeed inspir
ing ... to note that today ... in Veterans 
Day ceremonies throughout our land • • • 
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thousands of Americans are speaking up 
proudly proclaiming their unashamed love of 
America . . . and urging the overwhelming 
silent majority of their fellow-Americans to 
join them in this declaration of love for ... 
and faith in ... our great country. 

I believe sincerely that our honored war 
dead ... to whom we pay special tribute 
today . . . would approve of this use of their 
"DAY." 

The America they felt was worth fighting 
for is not a perfect America. 

But only a united America can win the 
peace for which we all yearn . . . and for 
which we should all pray. 

Only a united people will have the Will and 
strength and the determination to curb in
flation ... combat crime .. cleanse our 
water and our air . . . alleviate. poverty . . . 
end discrimination ... train the underedu
cated .... provide meaningful work for the 
underemployed . . . and cure the other ills 
that beset us. 

On this Veterans Day, then, let us pledge 
and let us act to make our beloved coun
try . . . in fact as well as in name . . . the 
United States of America. 

To succeed in this difficult but vital task 
will be to insure that no veteran shall have 
served in vain. 

FAILURE OF AUTOMOBILE ~D 
TIRE EQUIPMENT 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the Na
tional Highway Safety Bureau on No
vember 10, 196£, disclosed that compli
ance testing in the last several months 
indicated a failure rate of about !0 per
cent of automobile and tire equipment. 
This rate will continue to undermine the 
confidence of the consumer in the man
ufacturing process of the automotive and 
tire industries. 

I commend the National Highway 
Safety Bureau for its efforts to enforce 
the Federal tire safety standards. Con
stant vigilance is the price of insuring 
that the tire industry meets minimum 
standards. The tire industry, as the Wall 
Street Journal article I am submitting 
indicates, has made notable adjustments 
to the mandatory standards and is cate
gorically not dragging its feet in the 
matter. Nevertheless, testing and pro
duction procedures by the tire industry 
are in need of notable improvement be
fore an equitable balance is struck be
tween public and private interests. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle be printed in the REcORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
· was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
(From the Wall Street Journal, Nov. 11, 1969] 
UNmOYAL TOLD TmES FAILED SAFETY TESTS; 

UNITED STATES SEEKING PENALTIEs-OTHER 
MAKERS MAY BE ACCUSED; BUREAU BEGINS 
RELEASING DATA ON AUTO, TIRE STANDARDS 
TRIALS 
WASHINGTON .-The Transportation Depart

ment is seeking penalties against Uniroyal 
Inc. for alleged violation of the 1966 Federal 
auto and tire safety laws, and is considering 
whether to do the same to some other un
named tire makers. 

The department, on Friday, mailed a letter 
to Uniroyal, asking the tire maker to show 
cause why the Government shouldn't t;eek 
civil penalties for the alleged violations, 
David Wells, chief counsel for the depart
ment's Federal Highway Administration, said 
after a press conference here. 

In New York, a Uniroyal official said the 
company couldn't "comment meaningfully" 
Dn its "alleged failure" to meet Federal tire 

safety standards because the Transportation 
Department's letter hadn't yet arrived. But 
he added that Uniroyal "believ~ that it has 
complied fully with the law." 

At the press conference, officials of the Na
tional Highway Safety Bureau disclosed that 
three Ford Motor Co. cars, one General Motors 
Corp. car and a Checker Motors Corp. car, 
all 1968 models, had failed Government
financed tests run by outside contractors, 
involving seat-belt and other standards. The 
Bureau is a unit of the Highway Administra
tion. 

One Ford case and the Checker case have 
been closed, however, because of testing or 
standards technicalities, while the other 
cases are still under evaluation. All five in
volved the first test run on the vehicles. 

The five failures were among 91 reports re
leased by the Safety Bureau, dealing with 
tests to gauge compliance with Government 
standards under the 1966 law. The other 86 
reports dealt with both failing and passing 
tires produced by General Tire & Rubber Co. 
and Mohawk Rubber Co. 

The bureau also said all compliance testing 
from the program's start in May 1968 through 
September 1969 showed that vehicles, or car 
and tire equipment failed tests about 10 % of 
the time. The tests dea lt with such stand
ards as tire performance, brake systems, seat 
belts, brake hoses and door latches. 

The failures in the General Tire and Mo
hawk tests led to previously announced out
of-court settlements in the Government's 
first move toward ci vii penal ties under the 
1966 law. General Tire recently agreed to pay 
$50,000 in settlement of the tire-safety vio
lation charges and Mohawk settled for $25,-
000. In a separate part of that civil-penalty 
move, Italy's Fiat Motor Co. agreed to settle 
for $15,000 on charges that rear-view mir
rors on some 1968 Fiats violated Federal 
safety standards. 

The alleged Uniroyal violations involve the 
Bonanza line of tires made by Uniroyal for 
Mohawk, and Uniroyal's own Laredo and 
Tiger Paw tire lines. 

Mr. Wells said that in tests of the Bonanza 
line, one of 21 tires first tested failed to meet 
Government standards, and five of 49 failed 
in a second test. Three of 84 Laredo tire 
tests produced failures, then 46 of 100. Ini
tial Tiger Paw failures totaled four of 48 
tests, with subsequent testing turning up 
seven failures out of 42 trials. 

In the past 30 days, the Safety Bureau has 
handed the Highway Administration 12 tire
test cases for possible action, Mr. Wells said. 
Three involve the Uniroyal tires, he said, and 
three were closed as being ins,ignificant. An
other three are likely to be closed, he said, 
but penalty-action may be decided on for 
remaining three in the next 10 days. 

During the press conference, Mr. Wells 
mentioned the show-cause action against 
Uniroyal without naming the company; 
he was responding to charges made 
over the weekend by auto critic Ralph Nader 
that Mr. Wells has delayed in taking legal 
action against tire manuf.acturers, despite 
test failures of many tires. 

Government tire tests deal with minimum 
requirements for endurance, strength, di
mensions and high-speed performance. Un
der the 1966 law, violators of standards can 
be subjected to civil penalties of up to $1,000 
for each violation, or a maximum of $400,000 
for a related series of violations. 

The 91 initial compliance-test reports are 
the first released by the Safety Bureau under 
a new policy of making public the results of 
all tests administered by outside contractors. 
The Transportation Department recently an
nounced the new policy after coming under 
pressure from Congressional committees to 
drop its previous stance of secrecy. 

They said the Government currently is in
vestigating 70 cases of possible nonconform
ance, arising from compliance-test !.allures, 
accident reports, letters from vehicle owners 

or consumer magazine articles. The 91 re
ports are the first in a backlog of 800; the 
next group of 150 to 200 will be released in 
two weeks, Robert Brenner, acting bureau 
director, told newsmen. 

The five 1968-model vehicle test failures 
were a Ford Mercury Cyclone hardtop, which 
failed a seat-anchorage test; a Mercury 
Colony Park, a Ford Mustang hardtop and a 
GM Chevy II Nova, all of which failed seat
belt assembly anchorage tests and a Checker 
Marathon sedan, which failed a fuel-tank 
test. 

The Mustang seat-belt case was closed be
cause of "ambiguities" in the standard, Mr. 
Brenner said. The Checker fuel-tank case 
was closed because the car was driven at 31.6 
miles per hour, while the Federal standard 
requires adequate performance at 30 miles an 
hour. Safety Bureau officials said that the 
Checker fuel-tank connections ruptured dur
ing the test and spilled gasoline onto the 
road, but added that Checker has corrected 
the problem. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INDIAN EDUCA
TION-FINAL REPORT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today 
the final report of the Senate Subcom
mittee on Indian Education was made 
public. For more than 2 years the mem
bers of this subcommittee have been gag
ing how well American Indians are edu
cated. We have traveled to all parts of 
the country, including Alaska; we have 
visited Indians in their homes and in 
their schools; we have listened to In
dians, to Government officials, and to 
experts; and we have looked closely into 
every aspect of the educational oppor
tunities this Nation offers its Indian cit
izens. 

We are shocked at what we discovered. 
Others before us were shocked. They 

recommended and made changes. Others 
after us will likely be shocked, too-de
spite our recommendations and efforts 
at reform. For there is so much to do
wrongs to right, omissions to fill, un
truths to correct-that our own recom
mendations, concerned as they are with 
education alone, need supplementation 
with other recommendations covering 
all aspects of Indian life. 

We have developed page after page 
of statistics. These cold figures mark a 
stain on our national conscience, a stain 
which has spread slowly for hundreds of 
years. They tell a story, to be sure. 

Let me cite just a few of these statis
tics: 

Drop-out rates are twice the national 
average in both public and Federal 
schools. Some school districts have drop
out rates approaching 100 percent; 

Achievement levels of Indian children 
are 2 to 3 years below those of white stu
dents; and the Indian child falls pro
gressively further behind the longer he 
stays in school; 

The BIA spends only $18 per year per 
child on textbooks and supplies, com
pared to a national average of $40; 

Only 18 percent of the students in ::'ed
eral Indian schools go on to college; the 
national average is 50 percent; 

Only 3 percent of Indian students who 
enroll in college graduate; the national 
average is 32 percent; 

There is one Bureau of Indian Affairs 
employee for every 18 Indians; 

If the BIA budget were divided up 
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among the Indian families, it would raise 
the average Indian family income from 
about $1,500 to about $5,500. 

But these statistics cannot tell the 
whole story. They cannot, for example, 
tell of the despair, the frustration, the 
hopelessness, the poignancy, of children 
who want to learn but are not taught; 
of adults who try to read but have no 
one to teach them; of families which 
want to stay together but are forced 
apart; or of 9-year-old children who 
want neighborhood schools but are sent 
thousands of miles away to remote and 
alien boarding schools. 

We have seen what these conditions 
do to Indian children and Indian fam
ilies. The sights are not pleasant. 

We have concluded that our national 
policies for educating American Indians 
are a failure of major proportions. They 
have not offered Indian children-either 
in years past or today-an educational 
opportunity anywhere near equal to that 
offered the great bulk of American chil
dren. Past generations of lawmakers and 
administrators have failed the American 
Indian. Our own generation thus faces a 
challenge--we can continue the unac
ceptable policies and programs of the 
past or we can recognize our failures, 
renew our commitments, and reinvest 
our efforts with new energy. 

It is this latter course that the sub
committee chooses. We have made 60 sep
arate recommendations. If they are all 
carried into force and effect, then we 
believe that all American Indians, chil
dren and adults, will have the unfettered 
opportunity to grow to their full poten
tial. Decent education has been denied 
Indians in the past, and they have fallen 
far short of matching their promise 
with performance. But this need not 
always be so. Creative, imaginative, and 
above all, relevant educational experi
ences can blot the stain on our national 
conscience. This is the challenge the 
subcommittee believes faces our own 
generation of lawmakers, administrators 
and private citizens alike. 

It is heartening that all the members 
of the subcommittee share this view, 
and have done so under the chairman
ship of Senator Robert F. Kennedy, Sen
ator Wayne Morse, Senator RALPH YAR
BOROUGH, and myself-all of whom have 
served as chairman at various times dur
ing the subcommittee's existence. Of 
particular importance in the develop
ment of this report were subcommittee 
members, Senator WALTER MONDALE and 
Senator PETER DOMINICK, the ranking 
minority Member. Both of them come 
from States with appreciable Indian pop
ulations, and both contributed their 
knowledge and experience to our delib
erations. 

We reacted to our findings by making 
~ a long series of specific recommendations. 

These recommendations embrace legisla
tive changes; administrative changes; 
policy changes; structural changes-all 
of which are geared to making Indian 
education programs into models of ex
cellence. not of bureaucratic calcification. 

We have recommended that the Na
tion adopt as national policy a commit
ment to achieving educational excellence 
for American Indians. We have recom-

mended that the Nation adopt as na
tional goals a series of specific objectives 
relating to educational opportunities for 
American Indians. Taken together, this 
policy and these goals are a framework · 
for a program of action. Clearly, this ac
tion program needs legislative and exec
utive support if it is to meet its promise. 
Most of all, however, it needs dedicated 
and imaginative management by those 
Federal officials, and State and local offi
cials as well, who have the principal re
responsibilities for educating American 
Indians. 

One theme running through all our 
recommendations is increased Indian 
participation and control of their own 
education programs. For far too long, the 
nation has paid only token heed to the 
notion that Indians should have a strong 
voice in their own destiny. We have 
made a number of recommendations to 
correct this historic paternalism. 

We have recommended programs to 
meet special, unmet needs in the Indian 
education field. Culturally-sensitive cur
riculum materials, for example, are seri
ously lacking; so are bi-lingual education 
efforts. Little educational material is 
available to Indians concerning nutrition 
and alcoholism. We have developed pro
posals in all these fields, and made strong 
recommendations to rectify their pres
ently unacceptable status. 

The scope of this subcommittee's work 
was limited by its authorizing resolution 
to education. But as we traveled, and lis
tened, and saw, we learned that educa
tion cannot be isolated from the other 
aspects of Indian life. These aspects, 
too, have much room for improvement. 
This lies in part behind the recommen
dation for a Senate Select Committee on 
the Human Needs of American Indians. 
Economic development, job training, 
legal representation in water rights and 
oil lease matters-these are only a few 
of the correlative problems sorely in need 
of attention. 

It also lies behind the recommendation 
for a White House Conference on Amer
ican Indian Affairs, to be planned and 
run by the Indians themselves. It is time 
the Nation heard the Indians talk, and 
talk from a position of high national 
attention. No longer should we sweep this 
national disgrace under the rug. 

Mr. President, let me say that this re
port is a strong indictment of the way 
we have, as a nation, treated the 600,000 
American Indians who live in the United 
States. It traces a history of promises 
made, then broken; of good intentions 
developing, then falling idle; of hopes 
raised, then dashed; and of spirits of 
trust building, then breaching. It pic
tures a national failure of major propor
tion. 

This is why we view it as a national 
challenge. 

Mr. President, last week the Citizen's 
Advocate Center of Washington released 
a volume entitled "Our Brother's Keep
er," analyzing Federal Indian policy and 
the implementation of that policy by 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs. I commend 
this book to all who are interested in the 
Indians' view of the programs affecting 
them, as it is the product of an Amer
ican Indian Task Force called together 

by the Center and reflects the sensitivi
ties of the Indians to their problems, 
viewed from a grassroots level. 

This week the Indian Task Force came 
to Washington to discuss with Senators 
and Congressmen and representatives of 
the administration a number of issues 
and problems raised by the book and ot 
pressing concern to the Indians and 
Alaskan natives. On Monday the Task 
Force met with the Vice President and 
White House staff, and on Wednesday 
with Congressmen and congressional 
staffs. I ask unanimous consent that the 
statements released by the Task Force 
on these two occasions including the 
names and addresses of· the Task Force 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 
THE TASK FORCE'S STATEMENT PRESENTED TO 

VICE PRESIDENT SPIRO AGNEW AND WHITE 
HOUSE STAFF, MONDAY, NOV. 10, 1969 
We speak as Indians who care about what 

has happened to our people. We speak out 
because every individual must and there 
must be some who are willing to start a proc
ess. We do not view ourselves as "chosen 
leaders" or an "Indian elite", though we 
come from various backgrounds and diverse 
tribes. But we do claim to be a cross-section 
of concerned non-establishment Indians. 

We came together initially to assist in 
providing information for the book "Our 
Brother's Keeper" and to state whether, 
within our own personal knowledge it 
spoke the truth. 

The national concern aroused by "Our 
Brother's Keeper" cannot be allowed to dis
sipate. One of the main points made by this 
book is that, unlike most Americans, the 
Indians have little or no forum !or redress 
of grievances and wrongs committed against 
them. The Task Force believes that there 
must be a direct channel of communication 
so that Indian voices are not lost in the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Department of 
Interior, the Bureau of the Budget, Con
gressional Committees, or other parts of the 
bureaucratic and political maze in whioh 
Indians are now trapped. We are, therefore, 
proposing a process which could provide a 
way in which Indians could speak directly 
to the government of the United States, 
both to seek a redress of grievances and to 
initiate and shape Indian policy. 

The Task Force has always and consistently 
been opposed to the idea of becoming an
other Indian organization. The membership 
has remained open and fluid. The length of 
time the Task Force will be in existence is 
limited in duration and consistent with this 
thought, that it views its objective to serve 
as a catalyst in beginning a process of dia
logue for American Indians, and by Ameri
can Indians, to have real input into the 
national decisions that affect our collective 
fates and national reality. We do not intend 
to supplant Indian organizations. We want 
this catalyst to be limited in scope of time 
to some definite period. We want the idea 
of an Indian controlled process to be one 
that transcends the limitations of various 
organizational agendas and is open to all. 
Today provides a forum to begin this process. 

The Task Force proposes that a process of 
dialogue be initiated in all areas which shall 
coincide with the eleven area offices of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

Each of these eleven areas is partially rep
resented by individual members of the Task 
Force but it would be the responsibility of 
the entire Task Force, working with others, 
to expand tn each area to insure that it in
chided a broad spectrum of representation 
from numerous tribes, tribal chairmen, local 
organizations, individual spokesmen involved 
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in issues, and representatives of urban In
dians from cities within each area. Thus, the 
Task Force will establish separate and broad
ly representative Boards of Inquiry which 
would conduct hearings, receive grievances, 
and generate recommendations in the man
ner set forth below. 

1. That a working meeting of the Task 
Force, with NCIO, be convened to determine 
the best way to present the idea of confer
ences and hearings. 

2. That further area conferences be held 
to explain the need to begin the hearing 
process with each area's representatives to 
the Task Force and NCIO to discuss ways to 
expand the concept and lay groundwork for 
the hearings. 

3. That there be hearings in each of the 
eleven areas-these hearings are to take testi
mony in open meetings from groups, tribes, 
and individuals about the needs and situa
tions of the various people and to call for spe
cific recommendations from the people. We 
urge federal agencies to attend the hearings 
as observers. 

A. After the hearings, there will be con
tinued input into the process through com
plaint and evaluation process by having a 
local center or person to take complaints in 
each local community. A "circuit rider" is to 
be hired by the local Board of Inquiry who 
will take the complaints and make recom
mendations about solutions. 

B. Red ribbon "grand juries," composed en
tirely of Indians, should be convened in order 
to investigate and report upon deprivations 
of rights, charges of inaction or unrespon
siveness by officials, lack of effectiveness of 
educational, health and other services--and 
that where the facts appear to warrant it, the 
red ribbon "grand jury" shall not only come 
forward with findings of fact, but should also, 
by prior arrangement with the U.S. Attorney, 
present an "indictment" which the U.S. At
torney, or (in the event of conflict of inter
est) a lawyer provided by the government 
shall be called upon to investigate such 
charges and represent Indians in such a man
ner as to protect their rights and make gov
ernment programs genuinely responsive to 
the desires and needs of Indians. 

4. The Boards of Inquiry in the eleven areas 
are to meet again to evaluate the first round 
of hearings, include the continuing com
plaints, consider the circuit rider's findings, 
and take recommendation from another 
round of testimony to deal particularly with 
proposals and recommendations. 

5. From each of the hearings and Boards of 
Inquiry, there is to be a National Board of 
Inquiry, composed of three members from 
each of the eleven areas to meet and make 
national recommendations. These members 
are to be chosen by an elective process by In
dians. Finally the entire process will result in 
the creation of a permanent ongoing local 
watchdog on bureaucratic programs. 

We make this proposal because as Indians, 
we choose to go beyond talking about process 
and dialogue and consultation and to try to 
think through what would be a process that 
would be honest and would give Indians a 
genuine opportunity to be heard, to seek a 
redress of grievances and to take the initia
tive in shaping government policy. 

We propose that the Task Force, supple
mented by additional Indians from addi
tional tribes and organizations, form a core 
of a group which would contract to imple
ment this proposal. We believe that the time 
has come, not only for Indians to be con
sulted, but for them to design and imple
ment a process of consultation whereby they 
can speak out their own grievances as they 
know them, articulate their problems, shape 
proposals, draft recommendations, circulate 
proposed legislative or administrative action 
for widespread discussion among Indian peo
ples. We believe that such functions should 
be performed by Indians-that there is no 
question here as to whether qualified In-

dians exist when this proposal has come 
from Indians--and we believe there is a clear 
statutory duty to contract this function to 
Indians under 36 Stat. L. 861. We submit 
that this is not only desirable-but thalt it 
would be a major symbolic break with the 
past practice where no Indians have been 
the ones paid to become Indian experts, 
while Indians served as volunteer educators 
for non-Indians.· 

We do not come here to blame this ad
ministration for the failures of the past--it 
is our hope that by implementing a listen
ing process, that another group like this, in 
some future time, will not be needed be
cause this administration failed to hear the 
Indian peoples. 

PRESS STATEMENT TO CONGRESS MADE BY 
AMERICAN INDIAN TASK FORCE, NOVEMBER 

12, 1969 
I 

We, the first Americans, come to the Con
gress of the United States that you give us 
the chance to try to solve what you call the 
Indian problem. You have had two hundred 
years and you have not succeeded by your 
standards. It is clear that you have not 
succeeded in ours. 

On Monday, we asked the Vice President 
of the United States to set into motion a 
process which would insure that our people 
could secure redress of grievances and could 
shape the government programs that affect 
and control their lives. 

We know that a request to the Executive 
Branch-even if heeded-is not sufficient. We 
know that there are three branches-the 
Executive, the Legislative, and the Judiciary. 

We come here today to ask you to do three 
things: 

1. To serve as watchdog on the Executive 
Branch; 

2. To facilitate-and certainly, not to 
bar--our access to the judicial branch; and 

3. To use your legislative powers to make 
it possible for Indians to shape their own 
lives and control their own destinies. 

We have asked the Vice President of the 
United States for Indian boards of inquiries 
which would hold hearings throughout the 
areas where Indians live, for area confer
ences, for red ribbon grand juries, for circuit 
riders to take complaints and for a National 
Board of Inquiry to meet and make national 
recommendations based upon the complaints 
and recommendations received on the grass 
roots level. 

.And we ask you to help us see that the 
:process we proposed to the Vice President 
somehow becomes a reality. We hope that he 
will be willing to do it on his own. But we 
ask you, as the representatives of the people 
of the United States to serve as our repre
sentatives too--to help us see that assur
ances do not become empty promises. And, if 
necessary, to enact legislation which will 
create such a process where Indians can 
really shape government policy and control 
their own lives and destinies if that is not 
done by the Executive Branch. 

II 

We come to you with a sense of impending 
betrayal at a moment when we wish to seek 
redress of grievances to ask you to broaden 
our access to the courts to protect the rights 
guaranteed us by your treaties and statutes. 
And we find, with a sense of sorrow, and 
impending doom, that instead, the Congress 
of the United States is on the verge of pass
ing an Amendment to the Economic Oppor
tunity Act which would effectively diminish 
the slight access to the courts we have gained 
in recent years through the advent of the 
OEO Legal Service Program. And, it is an 
even greater irony that we find this to be 
the case when the Governor's veto in at 
least one state has already killed a legal 
service program for Indians. What rigbt do 
the Governors have to interfere with what 
goes on on the reservation. What right do 

&tate governors have to interfere with the 
solemn promises made to us by the federal 
government in statutes and treaties which 
can only be enforced by resort to the courts. 
What right do you, or any generation of 
Americans, have to rip u~the solemn prom
ises of the past--promises made to us both 
by the Constitution a.nd by the President of 
a nation which still holds and enjoys the land 
received in exchange for those treaties. There 
are none am.ong you who would suggest that 
rights-and above all the right to petition 
one's government--can have any meaning at 
all without lawyers and without access to the 
forum where the people traditionally peti
tion their government. 

m 
We come to you today to ask that you set 

your own house in order. We say that until 
the congressional committees which control 
nearly all Indian legislation cease to be hos
tile to the interests of the Indian, that we 
have been deprived of one of the three 
branches of what we have been repeatedly 
told is our government as well as yours. 

The present committees have pushed for 
termination, and have fostered on Congress 
seemingly neutral and technical legislation, 
under the guise of Indian expertise, which 
has taken .away our land, our water rights, 
our mineral resources and handed them over 
to the white man. 

You have been duped-as we have been 
duped. These committees have created a 
monstrous bureaucracy insensitive to In
dians which trembles and cringes before 
them. The Indian suffers-and the nation 
pays the bill. Nothing will change so long as 
this unholy alliance exists between the BIA 
and these Congressional Committees. 

On Monday we asked the Vice President 
to seek a new arrangement within the Execu
tive Branch of Government--one whoich will 
bypass those channels which are hostile and 
insensitive to our interests. We asked him to 
set in motion a process by which our voices 
could be heard on our needs within the Ex
ecutive Branch of Government. 

Today, we come to seek .a new arrange
ment with the Congress. We have come to 
seek a change in the committees that deal 
in Indian aff8iirs. We ask that the commit
tees of Congress not be dominated by in
terests which are hostile to our own sur
vival. We ask that these committees act as 
a watchdog on federal programs which are 
passed especially for our benefit but which 
do not in fact benefit us because of the way 
the BIA runs them. And, we ask that these 
committees insure that we get our fair share 
of general legislation passed to help all citi
zens-highway legislation, health legislation, 
education legislation, economic development 
legislation. We do not get our f·air share of 
these programs now. And we do not have any 
means to seek redress when the very pro
grams that are passed to help us in fact are 
used as means to enslave and oppress us. 

We come here today t0 remind you that 
you are not just the representatives of local 
districts or of states. You are members of 
the Congress of the United States. You have 
national obligations. We know you are high
ly conscious of your national obligations 
when you deliberat~ on such problems as 
the war in Vietnam. We know that you 
have even taken those obligations seriously 
enough to go to Vietnam in order to per
sonally inform yourself on how the Execu
tive carries out the commitments of the 
United States. 

We ask that you do no less at home-for 
the United states has made older and more 
sacred national commitments to the people 
who have occupied these shores for twenty
five thousand years. The United States has 
made national commitments in the form 
of treaties, legislation and the Constitution, 
itself, to our peoples. We ask you to come 
to our homes-in the cities and on the res
ervations. We ask that you soeek with equal 



33860 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE November 12, 1969 
vigilance to determine whether national 
commitments have been kept to us. Guided 
tours by bureaucrats will only serve to ham
per you in your search for truth. 

You, the Congress of the United States, 
are being asked td'come to see how we really 
live and to try to understand the valueS', 
the culture and the way of life we are 
fighting to preserve-an American '!"ay .of 
life. A way of life which we believe IS built 
upon respect for differences, a tolerance of 
diversity. 

we cannot come to Washington. We are 
not rich. And we cannot afford the high 
price of democracy. 

In essence, we ask the restoration of 
what you claimed at the founding of your 
nation-the inalienable right to pursue 
happiness. We cannot fail worse than the 
experts and the bu.reaucra;ts. We do not lack 
for knowledge-and we are not ashamed to 
hire experts and technicians. But our peo
ple do not lack tor leaders, for sensitivity, 
for talent and ability. We ask for the right 
to pursue our dream-and we ask for you 
to respect that dream. That is the American 
way. We claim our birthright. 

CITIZENS ADVOCATE CENTER 

INDIAN TASK FORCE 

D. J. Banks, 1315 E. Franklin Street, Min
neapolis, Minnesota 55404. 

Thomas Banyacya, Sr., P.O. Box 112, Oraibi, 
Arizona 86039. 

John Belinda, Executive Director, National 
Congress of American Indians, 1346 Con
necticut Avenue, N.W., Room 1010, Wash
ington, D.C. 20036. 

Paul Bernal, Taos Pueblo, Taos, New 
Mexico. 

H. Miles Brandon, 1535 Nelchina Street, 
Anchorage, Alaska. 

E. Ray Briggs, 814 Lemmon Avenue, Rapid 
City, South Dakota. 

Wendell Chino, Tribal Chairman, Mescalero 
Apache Trtbe, Mescalero, New Mexico (for
mer President, NCAI) . 

Mary Cornelius, Little Shell Tribe, Bel
court, North Dakota. 

Mrs. Lucy Covington, P.O. Box 451, Nes
pelem, Washington. 

Mrs. Rose Crow Flies High, New Town, 
North Dakota, 701-627-4878. 

Kesley Edmo, Box 138, Fort Hall, Idaho. 
AI Elgin, Intertribal Friendship House, 

523 East 14th Street, Oakland, California 
94606. 

Mrs. Martha Grass, Route 1, Marland, 
Oklahoma 74044. 

George Groundhog, Tahlequah, Oklahoma. 
Mrs. Viola Hatch, P.O. Box 448, Canton, 

Oklahoma 73724. 
Ted Holappa, P.O. Box 248, Skanee Road, 

L'Anse, Michigan. 
Johnson Holy Rock, Oglala Sioux Tribe, 

P.O. Box 425, Pine Ridge, South Dakota. 
Simon Howard, P.O. Box 42, Cass Lake, 

Minnesota. 
Roger A. Jourdain, Red Lake Band of 

Chippewa Indians, Red Lake, Minnesota. 
Archie J. LaCoote, Princeton, Maine. 
Angelo LaMere, Great Lakes Intertribal 

Council, Community A<:tion Program, Bowler, 
Wisconsin. 

Charles H. Lohah, P.O. Box 141, Hominy, 
Oklahoma 74035. 

Janet McCloud, Route 1, Box 709, Yelm, 
Washington 98597. 

Peter M8icDonald, Exe<:utive Director, Office 
of Navajo Economic Opportunity, Fort De
fiance, New Mexico. 

Dr. Taylor McKenzie, Shiprock, New Mex
ico. 

Francis McKinley, 344 East Palmcroft Drive, 
Tempe, Arizona. 

D'Arcy McNickle, 508-4545 Rae Street, 
Regina. Saskatchewan, Canada. 

Cipriano Manuel, 1115 South Lebanon 
Street, Tempe, Arizona. 

Mrs. Margaret Nick, P.O. Box 432, Bethel, 
Ala.ska. -

Earl Old Person, Chairman, Blackfeet Tri
bal Council, President--NCAI, Blackfeet In
dian Reservation, Browning, Montana. 

William Pensoneau, 802 South Sixth Street, 
Ponca City, Oklahoma 74601. 

David Risling, 1349 Crawford Road, Mo
desto, California. 

Douglas L. Sakiestewa, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, 5301 Central Avenue N.E., P.O. Box 
8327, Albuquerque, New Mexico 87108. 

Bernard Second, Mescalero Apache, Gen
eral Delivery, Mescalero, New Mexico. 

Jess Six Klller, American Indians-United, 
1630 West Wilson Street, Chicago, Illinois. 

Ernie Stevens, Intertribal Council of Cali
fornia, 2015 J Street, Suite 18 A, Sacramento, 
California. 

Seferino Tenerio, 1901 Las Lomas, Univer
sity of New Mexico, Albuquerque, New Mex
ico. 

Cato Valandra, Rosebud Sioux, St. Francis, 
South Dakota. 

James Vidovich, Chairman, Pyramid Lake 
Paiute Tribe, Nixon, Neva.da. 

James Wahpepah, P.O. Box 214, McLoud, 
Oklahoma 74851. 

Monroe M. Weso, Keshina, Wisconsin. 
Peterson Zah, DNA Legal Services, Window 

Rock, Arizona. 

SUPPORT BUILDS FOR RATIFICA
TION OF HUMAN RIGHTS TREATIES 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, re
cently I received from the Milwaukee 
chapter of the Federal Bar Association 
a letter supporting the ratification of the 
three human rights conventions cover
ing genocide, forced labor, and the po
litical rights of women. The suppport of 
the Milwaukee chapter is most welcome 
and is now added to the growing num
ber of groups and individuals favoring 
ratification of these treaties. 

Mr. President, we cannot afford to ig
nore these treaties any longer. I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
Milwaukee chapter's resolution be print
ed in the RECORD. The time for action 
on these treaties is now. Let us begin 
working toward ratification immediately. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE FEDERAL BAR ASSOCIATION, 

Mn.WAUKEE CHAPTER, 

Milwaukee, Wis. 
DEAR SIR: Please be advised that the Mil

waukee Chapter of the Federal Bar Associa
tion has approved the folloWing resolution: 

"Whereas the United Nations Conventions 
on the Prevention and Punishment of the 
Crime of Genocide, the Polltical Rights of 
Women, and the Abolition of Forced Labor 
are pending before the United State Senate 
for advice and consent to ratification, and 

"Whereas the United Nations treaty on the 
elimination of all forms of racial discrimina
tion has been signed by the United States but 
not yet presented to the United States Sen
ate for its advice and consent to ratification, 
and 

"Whereas the ratification of these treaties 
by the United States would be in keeping 
with the tradition of our country and in the 
interest of the United States, 

"Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Mil
waukee Chapter of the Federal Bar Associa
tion that it favors ratification of these trea
ties, and be it resolved further that copies of 
this resolution be forwarded to the U.S. Sen
ators from Wisconsin, to the President of the 

. American Bar Association, and to the Sec
retary of State and to such other persons as 
the President of the Chapter now deems 
desirable. 

"Be it further resolved that the Chairman 
of this Chapter, and such other persons as 

the Chairman may designa.te be authorized to 
appea-r before the appropriate committee of 
the Congress to present the views of this 
Chapter in support of ratification." 

Very truly yours, 
FRANKLYN M. GIMBEL, 

President. 

THE PROLONGED WAR IN VIETNAM 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, our 

country is nearing the end of the fifth 
year of combat involvement in what has 
become the longest war since the Revo
lution. Despite the continuing efforts of 
our Government to find a realistic and 
honorable solution to the conflict, one 
that will enable the people of South Viet
nam to rebuild their lives in peace and 
under a government of their own choos
ing, an irresponsible segment of our pop
ulation is raising a clamorous cry against 
our Nation's policies and leadership. In
spired by persons who would take pleas
ure in the downfall of our Government 
and encouraged by the leaders of North 
Vietnam, these voices call for peace-but 
only give nourishment to the tragic war 
that still goes on in Vietnam. 

It might be well to ponder the factors 
which have drawn out the war over so 
many years. David Lawrence has stated 
them well in his editorial published in 
U.S. News & World Report for Novem
ber 17. I ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WHO Is PROLONGING THE WAR? 

(By David Lawrence) 
The United States is militarily the most 

powerful nation in the world. Certainly a 
tiny country like North Vietnam would never 
have been able to deprive an American army 
of victory if the commanders of our forces 
had been permitted to use military strategy 
and air power in the customary ways. 

Who interfered with our own military 
operations? Who in this country prevented 
our armed services from using their maxi
mum strength? Who, indeed, must accept 
the responsibility for the long list of casual
ties? This would never have been so large if 
American forces had been authorized to em
ploy the military means necessary to attain 
victory. 

But ever since we went to the aid of the 
South Vietnamese, there have been pressures 
inside the United States. These have been 
called "political." Basically they were influ
ences which catered to pacifiSit elements and 
sought to sway the uninformed citizens who 
never really knew how or why the war was 
being lost. 

General William C. Westmoreland, who 
commanded U.S. ground forces in Vietnam 
for four years and now is Chief of Staff of 
the Army, revealed in an interview in this 
magazine on Sept. 29, 1969, some of the 
frustrations of our military commanders. He 
said: 

"One of the interesting things about this 
war is that responsibility has been divided. 
I had the U.S. ground war in the South, 
Admiral Sharpe had the air war in the North. 
The political, psychological, economic factors 
implicit in this entire equation were vested 
1n the Ambassador in Saigon and the Secre
tary of State. A.loo, operations were conducted. 
in the territory of an ally who exercised sov
ereign authority over his land and his people 
and control of his troops. 

"No U.S. authority short of the President 
had cognizance over the entire conflict. 
Therefore, the President had to get into all 
sorts of details. And he had many pressures 
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brought to bear on hun-numerous factors 
to consider: international opinion, domestic 
opinion, as well as the military situation. The 
war has been more than military. I'm not 
unaware of the many complex factors that 
had to be considered." 

Psychological warfare is in some respects 
as important as military operations. The 
newspapers, radio and television are filled 
with pronouncements from persons, inside 
and outside of Congress, who have publicly 
denounced the foreign policy of their Gov
ernment in the middle of a war. 

In Hanoi, everything said in this country 
is studied carefully day by day. The Red 
Chinese and the Soviets also note that the 
United States seems to be wavering and 
apparently is unwilling to pursue the war to 
a military decision. 

When President Johnson acceded to the 
wishes of the "anti-war'; elements and an
nounced that he would halt the bombing of 
North Vietnam in the hope of initiating 
peace negotiations, the enemy was sure that 
the critics of the Vietnam war within the 
United States were making headway. Hanoi 
concluded that it was just a question of 
time before America would have to acknowl
edge a humiliating defeat and withdraw from 
Asia altogether. 

For more than a year now the United 
States has made every effort to get a con
structive peace settlement. But North Viet
nam has refused to negotiate meaningfully. 
Encouraged no doubt by both Peking and 
Moscow, Hanoi feels that it needs only to 
wait. a year or two and all American troops 
will be withdrawn. Then the Saigon Gov
ernment could be ousted and a Communist
controlled regime would take over. 

Many people in America think that the 
Vietnam war is a remote affair and that the 
United States "has no business" in Asia. 
This is an erroneous concept because the 
underlying issues can make the difference be
tween world war and world peace. 

The safety of nearly every country-in 
Asia, Europe and Latin America-is at stake 
and will be threatened if Communism 
achieves a victory in Vietnam. 

Speeches and statements being made day 
after day in the United States decrying 
American policy are giving "aid and com
fort" to the Hanoi Government and are 
prolonging the war. 

The demonstrations by so-called "peace" 
groups are helping to prolong the war. 

The carping c.ritioisms by politicians who 
mistakenly think they are currying favor 
with the public are also prolonging the war. 

The war could be ended honorably by the 
President if he were given the wholehearted 
support of the American people. 

If we could develop right now a united 
America, the fighting in Vietnam would be 
promptly terminated. We could, for instance, 
announce the date of a cease-fire. If it were 
not respected, we would be able to retali
ate immediately with maximum military 
power. 

When the enemy becomes convinced that 
the United States means what iJt says and 
that the dissenters in this country are a 
small minority, peace will come soon in 
Vietnam, and we might well avoid World 
War III. 

TRAGEDY IN NIGERIA AND BIAFRA 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wish 

to speak to the Senate on the tragedy in 
Nigeria-Biafra. . 

The civil war continues-and so does 
human suffering-and the death rate 
from starvation and disease steadily 
climbs. As the situation deteriorates even 
more, the active sense of urgency which 
is needed among governments to help 
bring peace and relief to a troubled area, 
seems further away than ever before. 

CXV--2133-Part 25 

The United Nations chooses silence 
over leadership. 

Most governments stand paralyzed in 
selfish political concern. Our own Gov
ernment, which earlier this year showed 
promise of moving on this issue, has con
veniently pushed it aside. There is, today, 
little public or private evidence to sug
gest that we are really much concerned
let alone inclined to take some truly 
meaningful action. 

It should be clear by now, however, 
that the war and the massive suffering 
of the people on both sides of the battle
but especially in Biafra-will not dis
appear by waiting a while longer for a 
final push by federal forces. 

For our own Government, at least-if 
not for others-stalemate and death is 
the reality to which policy must be ad
justed. 

What does this mean for the United 
States? First of all, Mr. President, it 
means that we must do more to help 
save a starving people. We must attach 
more urgency-at the highest level of 
Government in helping to implement and 
support the maximum relief effort pos
sible. 

For months, the survival of some 3 
million persons, mainly women and chil
dren in Biafra, has depended on the 
mercy airlifts operated by the Interna
tional Committee of the Red Cross and 
joint church aid, an international con
sortium of religious groups. Since early 
June the Red Cross airlift has been un
able to function, and efforts by Red Cross 
officials to renegotiate a mercy agreement 
with the combatant leaders have failed. 

As a result the death rate from starva
tion and related causes has steadily 
climbed. It now stands at nearly 2,000 
per day, according to some reports. 

When this number is added to the esti
mated 1,500,000 persons who have lost 
their lives through starvation since early 
1968, it is easy to see that we are in the 
midst of one of the greatest nightmares 
of modern times. 

Admittedly, the situation is difficult 
and complex. 

Political pressures from all sides seek 
to influence the concern and work of the 
relief agencies. 

But should we be less concerned be
cause our action to help might offend the 
political sensibilities of those who show 
too little human sensibilities? 

Are we as a na.tion so morally bank
rupt that the threatened death of thou
sands more-on both sides of the bat
tle-can be swept under the rug and into 
the pages of history without an effort 
to save them by the United States? 

Perhaps this massive starvation of 
people is not in our vital interest. 

But it is in our. conscienc·e. And that is 
reason enough for this Nation to act. 

The United States is great and power
ful, and we freely use our influence and 
power in many ways, and for many ends. 

But the power to heal, to salvage, and 
rehabilitate the hapless victims of con
flict is not being exercised in a measure 
commensurate with other uses of our 
power, or the needs of our time in Ni
geria-Biafra, and elsewhere. 

Perhaps this is true, because, in purely 
political terms, humanitarian causes lack 
the strong lobbies and constituencies 

backing other interests. But great power 
creates and carries with it great re
sponsibility. 

In the continuing impasse over a re
sumption of the Red Cross airlift into 
Biafra, it is easy to shift the blame from 
one side to the other. It is easy to pass 
the buck. It is easy to take refuge in ques
tioning the feasibility of what might be 
done-and so we hesitate. But starving 
.people remain an unmistakable fact
and by the Department of State's own 
admission, the situation for hundreds of 
thousands is desperate, and the future 
is bleak. 

Cannot our Government speak out on 
this issue in the United Nations and else
where-in terms of human values and 
lives? I think we can. 

Cannot we move more decisively and 
strongly in using our diplomatic skills 
and influence to support the efforts of the 
Red Cross to resume its airlift? Again, I 
think we can. 

Can we not lift the ceiling on what we 
are prepared to do in supporting the con
tinuing airlift of joint church aid? 

Again, Mr. President, I think we can. 
In this connection, I am distressed to 

learn that what we are prepared to do is 
apparently measured more by what the 
Federal Nigerian Government is willing 
to tolerate, than by the maximum ca
pabilities of joint church aid in delivering 
food and medicine into the Biafran en
clave. 

This is not a satisfactory situation. 
And I know I speak the view of many in 
the Congress and elsewhere, in suggest
ing that nothing should be lacking in the 
commitment of the United States to meet 
the overriding demands of humanity, on 
both sides of the battle. 

Mr. President, in addition to a more 
energetic posture on the question of
meeting the urgenrt relief needs produced 
by the war, I think the United States 
must finally move, as well, in taking a · 
more active role in promoting a cessation 
of hostilities and a deesoalation of great 
power involvement. 

The overriding need today, as it has 
been for many months, is the honoring 
of a truce by both parties to the conflict, 
followed by negotiation under interna
tional auspices. 

It is true that the conflict can be fi
nally settled only by the Nigerians and 
Biafrans themselves. Nevertheless, third 
party diplomacy can contribute a great 
deal by helping both sides to understand 
their own interest in an early peace, and 
by assisting them to find formulas for a 
settlement. 

As the only great power not involved 
in the military objectives of either side, 
the United States has a unique opportu
nity to lend Lts good offices, directly or 
through others. 

I am skeptical of the administration's 
view that we lack influence with both 
sides-unless it is because of our con
tinuing political support of British goals 
and action in the area. 

The administration should not only 
review its policy in this regard, but 
change i.t. 

For the evidence suggests that the de
gree of political and diplomatic support 
which we are giving to the campaign 
against Biafra-however passive this 
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support may be-is a decisive factor pro
longing the conflict. 

To help bring peace to Nigeria-Biafra, 
and better serve our humanitarian ob
jective, the United States should use 
every tool of diplomatic leadership to 
help set the stage for a cessation of hos
tilities and the reconciliation of both 
sides. 

I urge again that the President appoint 
a special representative to pursue the 
question of peace, as a complement to 
the activities of Ambassador C. Clyde 
Ferguson, Jr., the Department of State's 
special coordinator in relief to the civilian 
victims of the Nigerian civil war. 

We should move as well in taking ini
tiatives for early consultations among 
the Ambassadors to the United Nations 
from the United Kingdom, the Soviet 
Union, France, the United States, and 
perhaps others, on the question of an 
arms embargo and a general deescalation 
of great power involvement in the Ni
gerian conflict. 

Mr. President, in conclusion let me add 
that I am deeply troubled by some of the 
projects in the current aid request for 
Nigeria. The aid presentation for fiscal 
year 1970 mentions, among others things, 
the rebuilding of key road sections as 
part of short-term rehabilitation assist
ance to Federal Nigeria. 

I understand that a substantial amount 
of this so-called rehabilitation assist
ance is apparently slated for areas im
mediately adjacent to the Biafran en
clave. I understand, as well, that part of 
this assistance has already been imple
mented. 

In my own mind, it raises the question 
as to whether or not this assistance has 
military significance. 

If it does, I strongly feel it should be 
withdrawn. I find it difficult to believe 
that our policy interests get a benefit 
commensurate with the risk of such in
volvement, including Biafran attacks on 
AID projects and the possible loss of 
American personnel. 

Hopefully, the foreign relations com
mittee will be able to pursue this matter 
before it reports the foreign aid author
ization bill to the Senate floor. 

Mr. President, today's Washington 
Post contains a relevant editorial on the 
Nigerian civil war. I ask unanimous con
sent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

HOW To END THE NIGERIAN WAR 

The situation now in the Nigerian war is 
grotesque. Biafra, reduced to an enclave of 
valor and suffering, is putting out a,mbiguous 
stgnals of compromise. Nigeria, gripped by a 
heady vindictiveness, insists on surrender in
stead. The Biafran signals come down to an 
indicated willingness to accept something 
les's than fuH sovereignty if guarantees of 
security can be put into effect. This is a 
reasonable condition, given the massacres 
Biafrans have previously incurred at Ni
gerians' hands and given, too, the passions 
of their 2V2 -year war. Lagos has offered se
curity guarantees, but even a's it offers them 
it applies military pressure, tightens the food 
noose and demands that Biafra renounce 
sovereignty at once. These are unreasonable 
conditions. Biafra cannot be expected to re
turn to the federal union other than by 
gradual means allowing it to preserve respect 
as well as security. 

The immediate political question is how 
to bring Nigeria to the understanding that 
its own best chances for national union lie 
in relaxing the pressures on Bia.fra. The 
United States, which supplies the bulk of 
Biafran relief but no arms to either side, 
could help most by assuring continued relief, 
so as to remove from Nigeria's hawks the sul>
taining e~pectation that Biafra can be 
starved into submission. Washington could, 
for instance, publicly criticize such Nigerian 
acts as the destruction of yet another relief 
aircraft just the other day. Washingon 
should also !>how more alarm and urgency 
about the failure of the International Com
mittee of the Red Cross to arrange daylight 
relief flights to Biafra. That Biafra bears its 
own measure of blame for this failure is ir
relevant. The central consideration should be 
to get more food into an area where thou
sands of humans are dying every week. 

On Britain, however, falls the chief re
sponsibility for bringing Nigeria to its ~>enses. 
The British seem to have counted on Biafra 
being starved or shot into surrender. This 
has not happened, and Biafran fortitude 
makes it unlikely that it will happen. Lon
don should now recognize the bankruptcy of 
its previous policy. It should accept an ob
ligation to urge accommodation upon Lagos. 
The best way to pursue this policy il> in 
league with the French, who still-despite 
de Gaulle's exit-support Biafra. Certainly 
the British should be as insistent about 
urging negotiation as they are about selling 
arms. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 1s 
there further morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further business? If not, morning busi
ness is concluded. 

PUBLIC WORKS FOR WATER, POL
LUTION CONTROL, AND POWER 
DEVELOPMENT AND ATOMIC 
ENERGY COMMISSION APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1970 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the un
finished business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The BILL CLERK. A bill (H.R. 14159) 
making appropriations for public works 
for water, pollution control, and power 
development, including the Corps of En
gineers-Civil, the Panama Canal, the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Admin
istration, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
power agencies of the Department of the 
Interior, the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
the Atomic Energy Commission, and re
lated independent agencies and commis
sions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1970, and for other purposes. 

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

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Appropriations with amendments. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 
10 A.M. TOMORROW-UNANIMOUS 
CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the previous 

order under which the Senate was to 
convene at 12 noon tomorrow be 
vacated; that at the completion of busi
ness today, the Senate stand in adjourn
ment until 10 a.m. tomorrow; that upon 
the disposition of the Journal, the Sena
tor from South Carolina (Mr. THUR
MOND) be recognized for not to exceed 30 
minutes; that after the completion of 
the statement by the Senator from South 
Carolina, there be a brief period for the 
transaction of routine business, not to 
extend beyond 10:40 a.m., with state
ments limited to 3 minutes therein; that 
if the pending business is completed to
day the Senate proceed to the considera
tion of Calendar No. 510, S. 2577, a bill 
to provide additional mortgage credit; 
that the debate on that bill be limited to 
1 hour, and on any amendments to 1 
half-hour on each amendment, the time 
to be equally controlled and divided be
tween the Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. 
PROXMIRE) and the Senator from Utah 
<Mr. BENNETT) with respect to the bill, 
and by the proponent of the amendment 
and the Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. 
PROXMIRE) with respect to amendments; 
and that no amendments not germane to 
the bill be considered. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this 
matter has been worked out, and it has 
been agreed to on all sides. The only 
kicker in the pot is that if we do not 
finish the Public Works appropriations 
bill which is now the pending business; 
it will remain the order of business 
rather than the bill to provide additional 
mortgage credit. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished majority leader yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, it is my 

understanding thaJt the ranking Republi
can member, the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
BENNETT) is aware of the time arrange
ment. Is that correct? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; and it meets 
with his full approval. 

The unanimous-consent agreement, 
later reduced to writing, is as follows: 

Ordered, That, effective on Thursday, No
vember 13, 1969, at the conclus·ion of rou
tine morning business, during the consid
eration of the bill S. 2577, to provide addi
tional mortgage credit, and for other pur
poses, if the bill is then before the Sen
ate, debate on any amendment, motion, or 
appeal, except a motion to lay on the table, 
shall be limited to 30 minutes, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the mover of any 
such amendment or motion and the Senator 
from Wisconsin (Mr. PRoxMIRE): Provided 
further, That no amendment that is not 
germane to the provisions of the said bill 
shall be received. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
the final passage of the said bill debate 
shall be limited to 1 hour, to be equally di
vided and controlled, respectively, by the 
Senators from Wisconsin and Utah (Mr. 
PROXMIRE and Mr. BENNETT): Provided, That 
the said Senators or either of them, may, 
from the time under their control on the 
passage of the said bill, allot additional 
time to any Senator during the considera
tion of any amendment, motion, or ap
peal. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, does the 
distinguished majority leader have any 
indication of whether we might consider 
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this afternoon the continuing resolution 
with reference to educa;tion appropria
tions? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would be in a bet
ter position to answer the question of the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas 
around the hour of 3:30 or 4 o'clock, be
cause the full Appropriations Committee 
has been called into session at 2:30p.m. 
by its distinguished chairman, the Pres
ident pro tempore, the senior Senator 
from Georgia, for the purpose of discuss
ing the continuing resolution to which 
the Senator has referred. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be resc,inded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Before the Senator from Louisiana 
begins, would aides and attaches of Sen
ators be seated. There will be order in 
the Senate. 

The Senator from Louisiana is recog
nized. 

PUBLIC WORKS FOR WATER, POL
LUTION CONTROL, AND POWER 
DEVELOPMENT AND ATOMIC 
ENERGY COMMISSION APPROPRI
ATIONS, 1970 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 14159) making appropri
ations 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. 
COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS AGREED TO EN BLOC 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
amendments be considered and agreed to 
en bloc, and that the bill as thus amended 
be regarded as original text for the pur
pose of amendment, provided that no 
point of order shall be considered to have 
been waived by reason thereof. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments agreed to en bloc are 
as follows: 

On page 2, at the beginning of line 19, 
strike out "$1,884,269,000" and insert 
"$1,840,269,000". 

On page 4, line 3, after the word "aircraft", 
strike out "$343,500,000" and insert 
"$377,525,000". 

On page 5, line 22, after the word "con
struction", strike out "$40,600,000" and in
sert "$41,760,000". 

On page 6, line 14, after the word "con
struction", strike out "$671,982,000" and in
sert "$740,469,000"; and, in line 15, after 

the word "expended", insert a comma and "of 
which $75,000 shall be available for the prep
aration of preconstruction planning for the 
fiood control project at Minot, North Dakota, 
and such preconstructlon planning is hereby 
authorized:". 

On page 7, line 23, after "(33 U.S.C. 702a, 
702g-l", strike out "$74,600,000" and insert 
"$87,040,000". 

On page 8, line 14, after the word "navi
gation", strike out "$245,700,000" and insert 
"$253,000,000". 

On page 9, line 3, after the word "Investiga
tions", strike out "$22,600,000" and insert 
"$22,980,000". 

On page 9, line 18, after the word "exceed", 
strike out "$175,000,000" and insert "$178,-
000,000". 

On page 14, at the beginning of line 10, 
strike out "$85,382,000" and insert "$86,482,-
000". 

On page 14, line 15, after the word "ex
pended", strike out "$600,000,000" and insert 
"$1,000,000,000". 

On page 15, line 4, after- the word "ex
pended", strike out "$16,000,000" and insert 
"$16,060,000"; and, at the beginning of line 
15, strike out "$14,900,000" and insert "$14,-
960,000". 

On page 15, at the beginning of lin~ 22, 
strike out "$146,381,500" and insert "$149,-
381,500". 

On page 17, line 14, after the word "ex
pended", strike out "$26,110,000" and l:nsert 
"$30,240,000"; and, in line 15, after the word 
"which", strike out "$23,610,000" and insert 
"$27 ,740,000". 

On page 18, line 8, after the word "Act", 
strike out "$1,000,000" and insert "$1,200,-
000". 

On page 24, line 25, after the word "ex
pended", insert a colon and "Provided that 
not more than $100,000 of the funds ap
propriated herein shall be available for pre
liminary engineering required by the Bonne
ville Power Administration in connection 
with the proposed agreements with the Port
land General Electric Company and the 
Eugene Water and Electric Board to acquire 
from preference customers and pay by net 
billing for generating capability from non
federally financed thermal generating plants 
in the manner described In the Committee 
report.". 

On page 30, at the beginning of line 3, 
strike out "$50,600,000" and insert "$50,300,-
000". 

On page 30, line 12, after the word "l!nclud
ing", strike out "$760,000" and insert "$795,-
000"; and, in line 15, after the word "Act", 
strike out "$790,000" and insert "$755,000". 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, we 
have under consideration H.R. 14159, a 
bill making appropriations for public 
works for water, pollution control, and 
power development, including the Corps 
of Engineers-civil, the Panama Canal, 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Ad
ministration, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
power agencies of the Department of the 
Interior, the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
the Atomic Energy Commission, and re
lated independent agencies and commis
sions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1970, and for other purposes. 

Mr. President, the hearings on the bill 
started on March 19 and continued 
through October 15. The subcommittee 
held 45 sessions for the purpose of taking 
testimony, and an executive session for 
the purpose of marking up the bill. The 
subcommittee heard 1,215 witnesses, 
which included representatives of vari
ous organizations and local communities. 

The hearings comprise seven volumes. 
The volumes are so voluminous we could 
not put them on each Senator's desk so 

we have stacked them under each Sena
tor's desk and they are there for use. The 
hearings contain 7,194 pages of testi
mony. Heretofore the Subcommittee on 
Public Works was divided into three spe
cial panels of the subcommittee. One 
panel was handled by my good friend, the 
former Senator from Alabama, Senator 
Hill, who dealt with TV A and atomic 
energy. Then, we had reclamation hear
ings conducted under the supervision of 
Senator Hayden, who was chairman of 
the panel on the Department of the In
terior and related agencies and chairman 
of the whole committee. 

Mr. President, during this session of 
Congress the Subcommittee on Public 
Works held all hearings pertaining to 
public works, all surveys, construction 
items of the Corps of Engineers, and the 
Bureau of Reclamation, as well as the 
TV A and other independent agencies. 

The hearings contained the basic in
formation upon which the subcommittee 
based its recommendations to the full 
committee. 

Mr. President, the amount of the bill 
as passed by the House totaled $4,505,-
446,500. The Senate Committee on Ap
propriations made net increases in the 
amounts approved by the House of $487,-
982,000. Therefore, the total in the bill as 
reported to the Senate is $4,993,428,500. 

The amount of the budget estimates 
considered by the Senate committee for 
fiscal year 1970 was $4,203,978,000. 

The bill as reported to the Senate is 
over the budget estimates by $789,450,-
500, of which $781,100,000 is for con
struction grants for waste treatment 
works, and for administration of these 
grants; and over the appropriations for 
1969 by $310,443,500. 

Mr. President, I have been a member 
of this subcommittee for over 20 years 
and its chairman for over 15 years, and 
the bill as recommended is inadequate to 
meet the water resource needs of the 
country. 

I mentioned previously the increase 
recommended over the budget for con
struction grants for waste treatment 
works. The other major increases in the 
bill are for the construction program 
for the Corps of Engineers and the Bu
reau of Reclamation. 

When President Johnson submitted 
his budget for construction for the Corps 
of · Engineers and the Bureau of Recla
mation of $1,037,920,000 it was repre
sented as an austere request. Construc
tion schedules for most projects were 
delayed. Subsequently, President Nixon 
reviewed the budget estimates and re
duced the requests for these programs 
by $180,365,000. The House approved in
creases in these programs of $61,518,500 
and the Senate committee recommended 
further increases of $88,057,000 for a 
total increase of $149,575,000 over the 
revised budget. The Senate bill as re
ported for these programs is still $30,-
789,500 below the austere budget recom
mended by President Johnson. Many 
additional worthy projects were pre
sented to us which, unfortunately, we 
could not incorporate in the bill because 
of the fiscal situation. 

Many of these projects were author
ized anywhere from one to as long ago 
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as 20 years and many of them should 
have been included in the program. 

The committee report explains the 
committee action. However, I will sum
marize the major changes recommended 
by the committee. 

TITLE I. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

The committee recommended a net 
reduction of $44 million. 

The committee added $4 million to 
provide for full operation of the two K 
reactors at Richland, Wash. 

The committee recommended a re
duction of $2 million for the advanced 
systems research and development pro
gram which the House committee di
rected to be closed out; and an overall 
reduction for anticipated slippage of 
$46,000,000. 

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

The committee :recommended an in
crease of $1,500,000 for waste storage 
tanks at Richland, associated with the 
full operation of the two K reactors re
stored under operation and mainte
nance; an increase of $25 million for 
the 200 Bev accelerator near Chicago; 
and an increase of $7,525,000 for capital 
equipment. 

TITLE II.-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, CORPS 
OF ENGINEERS 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

The committee increased navigation 
studies, $300,000; :flood control studies, 
$350,000; beach erosion studies, $25,000; 
the San Francisco Bay study, $30,000; 
and International Hydrologic Decade to 
$445,000, for a total of $1,150,000. 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

PLANNING 

There were 21 new starts, $2,355,000; 
with four increases, $660,000; and the 
restoration of three House cuts, $1,422,-
000. There were two decreases in plan
ning, $1,000,000-a decrease of $500,000 
for Gaysville; and for Union Reservoir 
the committee allowed $1,050,000 for con
struction in lieu of $500,000 for plan
ning-the final planning total was $3,-
437,000. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Louisiana yield right 
there? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. What is that item the 

Senator is reading? 
Mr. ELLENDER. For Gaysville. 
Mr. AIKEN. That is in Vermont. I · 

thought that was stricken out. 
Mr. ELLENDER. There are two sep

arate projects, Gaysville and Union Res
ervoir. 

Mr. AIKEN. Where is Union Reservoir? 
Mr. ELLENDER. In Missouri. 
Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator from 

Louisiana. 
CONSTRUCTION 

Mr. ELLENDER. Continuing reading 
the figures, Mr. President, 26 new starts, 
$15,788,000; 52 increases, $43,902,000; 
and seven miscellaneous, $5,350,000; 
total, $65,040,000. 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRmUTARIES 

Increases: Investigations, $358,000; 
nine construction, $9,510,000; restora
tion of House cut, $172,000; and mainte
nance, $2,400,000; total, $12,400,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Increase of $7,300,000 for additional 
maintenance required as a result of Hur
ricane Camille. 

GENERAL EXPENSES 

Restoration of House cut of $380,000. 
TITLE III. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, FED

ERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ADMINIS

TRATION 

POLLUTION CONTROL OPERATIONS 

Increase_ for Great Lakes demonstra
tion projeet, $800,000. 

Increase for administration of con
struction grants for waste treatment 
works, $300,000. 
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FOR WASTE TREATMENT 

WORKS 

Increase of $400 million. 
I have for months been working 

toward an appropriation very much 
above the administration's request of 
$214 million, as well as an increase over 
the $600 million approved earlier this 
year by the House. I was, therefore, very 
pleased that the Appropriations Com
mittee approved the full billion dollars 
which I and my able subcommittee felt 
was necessary. I feel certain that the 
Senate will support the committee rec
ommendation. 

Unless we take positive action now, 
our great country will smother and 
drown in its own waste matter. Even 
dumb animals have enough sense to 
avoid that sort of ignominious end. 

I propose to fight vigorously for the 
Senate position when this bill goes to · 
conference with Members of the House 
of Representatives. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

General investigations: Increase of 
$60,000. 

Construction and rehabilitation: three 
increases, $3,000,000. 

UPPER COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT 

One new planning, $130,000; and one 
increase in construction, $4,000,000. 

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 

No change in the amount allowed. 
However, the committee approved a re
programing of the amount allowed by 
the House of Representatives as set forth 
on page 50 of the committee report. · 

That, by the way, simply authorizes 
Bonneville Power Administration to act 
as an agent for preference customers in 
obtaining power from non-Federal Gov
ernment generating plants. 

TITLE IV. TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

The committee has recommended a net 
decrease of $300,000 ras follows: Decrease 
of $1,300,000 for Duck River project. In
crease of $1,000,000 for Mills River Reser
voir. 

Mr. President, in my opinion, the de
velopment of our land and water re
sources requires a substantial number 
of new starts each year if we are to pro
tect and preserve these priceless re
sources for future generations. Last year 
the budget estimates provided for the 
completion of 42 Corps of Engineers proj
ects and the initiation of six new proj
ects; a.nd the Congress added three 
additional new starts. This year, the 
budget provides for the completion of 21 
Corps of Engineers projects and the 

initiation of only seven new construction 
starts. 

Unless we assign a higher priority to 
water resource projects, in a few years 
we will have 1a water crisis similar to the 
one we are now facing in connection with 
water pollution. To adequately satisfy 
our water needs, we must have both the 
quantity and the quality available when 
and where the need arises. To meet these 
needs, both the House and Senate com
mittees recommended some new starts 
for fiscal year 1970. 

Mr. President, in its report, the com
mittee set out reasons why we should 
continue, and expand, the programs au
thorized by the Congress for the future 
good of the Nation. 

As all of us know, it takes almost 10 
years from the surveying stage through 
the planning and then construction of 
many of our major conservation projects. 
It strikes me that we should not neglect 
our two precious resources of land and 
water. 

It has been my privilege to see, with 
my own eyes, what happened in coun
tries that neglected the protection and 
preservation of those two most impor
tant.resources,land and water. 

At one time, old Persia, in Asia, was 
capable of feeding a population of 100 
million. The great area of Mesopotamia, 
between the Tigris and the Euphrates 
Rivers, sustained the lives of 50 million 
people. Today, that whole region can 
barely sustain the lives of 14 million peo
ple. The neglect of the great water re
sources of that area brought that about. 
The Tigris and the Euphrates Rivers 
were permitted to overflow year after 
year; and carry precious top soil into the 
Persian Gulf. The great port of Bushire, 
which I have visited, was at one time lo
cated on the Persian Gulf. Today it is 
20 miles inland. A once fertile region 
has become largely desert. 

It has been estimated that by the year 
2000, which is just 30 years off, we will 
need 10 times more electricity than we 
now produce and 2% times more water 
than we now have. The way to obtain it 
1s simply by protecting and preserving 
the resources that we now have. 

Land is a finite resource to which we 
cannot add. We lose from 2 to 2% mil
lion acres a year by erosion, and by the 
expansion of cities and roads. It seems to 
me every effort should be made to retain 
this great resource of ours, land, which is 
so often taken for granted but which has 
been protected for the last few years by 
means that were not known more than 
40 years ago. 

We have been able to harness many 
rivers in our country. Take, for instance, 
the great Mississippi Valley. At one time, 
the waters that dropped from the skies 
into that great valley, which constitutes 
almost 40 percent of our territory, went 
down the Mississippi River in the space 
of 3 months. Great ftoods were caused 
throughout the area. Now we have har
nessed most of the rivers that :flow into 
the Mississippi, so that today we can 
control the ftow and let the water come 
down that great river system in 12 
months instead of three, thereby pre
venting :floods and ensuring and thereby 
providing a constant supply, 
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It is true that in many areas in the 

valley there are still flash floods, for 
which we have found no remedy as yet. 
But, Mr. President, what I am advocating 
with this bill is not for my time or the 
time of Senators here on the floor. We 
must think in terms of decades ahead, in 
order to sustain the vitality and the 
economy of our great Nation. 

.Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield very briefly if it is con
venient? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. I just wanted to thank 

the Senator, because he obviously reads 
his mail and pays very serious attention 
to what Senators submit to him. On three 
occasions I wrote the Senator from 
Louisiana concerning five projects of 
great importance to the State of New 
York including the New York Harbor 
anchorages program, the Fire Island
Montauk Point beach erosion prevention 
program, the Lake Erie-Lake Ontario 
Waterway study, the Port Jefferson Har
bor dredging project, and the Great 
Lakes research and demonstration pro
gram. 

The New York Harbor anchorages 
project in the port of New York to deepen 
the harbor's anchorages is one of the 
most critical needs of the port, and will 
benefit not only New York State, but the 
entire Nation. I have supported this on
going project and am grateful to Sena
tor ELLENDER and his subcommittee for 
recommending the Senate appropriate 
$2,900,000 for this program. 

The beach erosion prevention program 
between Fire Island and Montauk Point 
on Long Island is of crucial importance 
to the preservation of one of the State's 
priceless natural resources. I requested 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
consider reinstating the administration's 
cutback for this program, and the com
mittee responded most responsibly and 
thoughtfully by increasing the appro
priation to a total of $880,000. In view of 
the necessity for completion of this pro
gram at the earliest possible time, and in 
light of the new capability offered by the 
corps and the State's indication that 
sufficient State funds are available, I hope 
the House conferees will now see fit to 
concur with the Senate's support of this 
program. 

With respect to the Lake Erie-Lake 
Ontario Waterway study, I requested an 
appropriation to permit the completion 
of this report which will 'permit the con
tinued development of the St. Lawrence 
Seaway system so important to the mari
time economies of this Nation and Can
ada. I am pleased to note the Senate 
Appropriations Committee has recom
mended $100,000 for this study. 

I requested $50,000 to permit the Army 
Corps of Engineers to commence a pre
construction study for the dredging of 
the Port Jefferson Harbor on the north 
shore of Long Island and this amount 
was recommended by the committee. 
This study involves a reexamination of 
the plan of improvement and project 
economies. 

The Great Lakes research and demon
stration program is of great import to 
the abatement of pollution -of the Great 
Lakes, and it is most gratifying to know 
that the Appropriations Committee bas 

recommended the full $5.1 million capa- As I have stated to the Senate on many 
bility of the Federal Water Pollution occasions during my tenure on the com
Control Administration for this program. mittee-for more than 20 years, now-

ExaminaJtion of the work done by Mr. and as chairman of the subcommittee, 
ELLENDER and his subcommittee indicates with the assistance of Senators who have 
that serious attention and satisfaction served on that committee devotedly, we 
were given to the needs of New York have recommended many unbudgeted 
State. . items, which we felt at the time should 

I would like to express to Senator EL- be considered at once, I do not believe 
LENDER what I know to be the thanks of that we should wait for the White House 
the people of New York for his courage, to tell us how much to provide for the 
and that of the Senator from North - good of the Nation. I am proud, Mr. 
Dakota <Mr. YouNG), and my other col- President, of the work this subcommit
leagues on the Appropriations Commit-. tee has accomplished in the past. Taking 
tee, in directly meeting the problem of as an example the Ohio Valley, in the 
water pollution. I commend them for ap- past 20 years we have reconstructed many 
propriating $1 billion for water pollution of the locks and dams that make possible 
control construction projects, and I as- the navigation on that great river. We 
sure them that they have my suplJ()rt for have made it possible by these works to 
that appropriation. The appropriation is carry heavy loads of freight as far up the 
of tremendous importance to us in New Ohio River as Pittsburgh and on down 
York where we have a great number of the Mississippi River to the Gulf of 
ongoing and planned projects. New York Mexico. 
State, by voting for a $1 billion pure If we had not started this program 20 
waters bond issue in 1965, has taken years ago, and if we had not provided 
upon itself the initial task of cleaning u'p the moneys even though they were not 
its waters, and I am proud to say that budgeted, today our national economy 
the Federal Government, under the dis- would be lacking in transportation fa
tinguished leadership of the Senators cilities. Our railroads can no longer cope 
from Louisiana <Mr. ELLENDER) and with the transportation requirements 
North Dakota <Mr. YouNG), is now fac- that exists in our great country today. 
ing up to the Nation's needs for clean Take, for example, the bulk transpor
waters also by this appropriation of $1 tation of oil, coal, or steel. The railroads 
billion. do not usually make money by trans-

! think it is a splendid example of what porting these heavy loads; but by water, 
can be done by dedicated men when they it has been made possible to carry huge 
see the great national issues involved. amounts of these commodities at a much 

I thank Senator ELLENDER and the greater saving than would be the case 
members of the Appropriations Commit- otherwise. If it were not for the fact 
tee for their diligent efforts in 'preparing that we have spent many millions of dol
recommendations for the public works Iars to provide adequate navigation on 
.appropriations. I know they and their the Ohio, on the Missouri, and on the 
able assistants have weighed each appro- Mississippi, today our country would be 
priation according to its need. They de- caught short of means for meeting our 
serve the thanks of the Senate. transportation requirements. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. We have built the intracoastal canal, 
Mr. ELLENDER. I wish to thank my starting at Brownsville, Tex., and fol

friend from New York. I also wish to add lowing the Gulf Coast across Florida and 
that we have a very hard-working sub- on up the Atlantic coast to New Jersey 
committee. When one has to sit behind in the Northeast. There is now only one 
a table or desk and listen to as many as missing link in it, the great Florida Ca-
1,200 witnesses, as we have done, and nal, for additional work on which the 
have 45 sessions in which to hear those committee has provided money in the bill. 
witnesses, either verbally or as a result The justification for the construction of 
of putting their statements in the hear- that canal has been shown by the large 
ing record and then taking all that in- tonnages that have been carried over 
formation' and putting it together and that waterway. We said originally that 
then trying to distribute the small it would be advisable to build the Gulf 
amount we have available for those proj- Intracoastal Waterway when the tonnage 
ects, it becomes quite a tedious task to was estima~ed at around 8 to 10 million 
try to develop ways and means of taking tons. Now m excess of 80 million tons 
the amount of money that can be pro- annually are being transported on that 
vided and spreading it around so that no waterway. 
important area will be neglected. What we have tried to do in the past 

The subcommittee and the whole com- has been not only to protect ·and pre
mittee were proud to do what we did for serve the water, but to make it work for 
the great State of New York, and I am us. In the case of the Ohio Valley, the 
only sorry we could not have done more. record shows that we have constructed, 
We shall have to wait for another occa- or have almost completed, 14 new mod
sian. But I can assure the Senator from ern locks; and behind each of those locks 
New York, as well as Senators represent- great · pool~ ~f fresh water have been 
ing all the 50 States, that, with the· aid formed. This Improvement has attracted 
of the Senator from North Dakota (Mr industry. In the Ohio Valley area, the 
YouNG) and the other members of th~ estimates are that more than $30 b1llion 
committee, we worked diligently to try, of new industry has been developed be
not necessarily to solve entirely the prob- cause of the presence of fre.sh warter and 
lems in the various States but to do low-cost water transportat10n. 
something to maintain the ~ork already Or take the Mississippi River. In my 
done, to try to protect and preserve our own State, between Baton Rouge and 
land and water resources, and to make New Orleans, it is now possible to con
the water more useful. trol the fiow of water~ In the upper river, 
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and in all of the tributaries that flow 
into it, it is now possible, through control 
facilities, to maintain a constant flow of 
fresh water down that great river. As a 
result, several large chemical plants have 
recently been constructed in that reach 
of the river. I attended the dedication 
of the Union Carbide plant just a few 
weeks ago. That great organization 
startzd out intending to spend about $50 
million there. When I visited their fa
cility 2 weeks ago, they had spent $200 
million, and propose to spend $200 mil
lion more. 

Why? Because of the availability of 
deep water navigation, as well as a large 
supply of fresh water. That could not 
have' be€n done, Mr. President, except 
that for the past 20 y-ears we have been 
working to make the waters of the Mis
sissippi and its tributaries flow down 
more or less evenly during a space of 12 
months of the year, rather than only the 
3 months when the spring floods come. 

Through the methods that are now in 
effect, it is possible to control even salt 
water intrusion. Salt water had invaded 
the Port of New Orleans on occasions, 
but now the flow of water can be so 
regulated that it is possible to allow 200 
million gallons a second to pass, let us 
say, Baton Rouge and New Orleans. All 
this has come about through the fore
sight of some of us in Congress and of 
the Corps of Engineers, who have worked 
on this program. 

I want to see that this progress con
tinues. There would be a shortage of fa
cilities in many areas of this great coun
try if the subcommittee of which I now 
have the honor to be chairman had not 
provided in the pasij for the construction 
of many facilities that have made these 
benefits possible. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I want 

to give credit where credit belongs. Many 
persons have done much to develop the 
water resources of this Nation, as the 
Senator from Louisiana has just ex
plained. But one of the most powerful 
advocates of the better use of water and 
the better conservation of soil and water 
resources is the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana <Mr. ELLENDER) . No one 
has given more consideration to any ap
propriation bill than he has to this public 
works bill. 

In fact, the Subcommittee on Public 
Works Appropriations probably heard 
more witnesses than did the other 12 
subcommittees on appropriations to
gether. 

I know something about the many long 
hours of work that the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana and his able as
sistant, Mr. Kenneth Bouquet, devoted 
to the bill. The fair and thorough han
dling of the bill year after year by the 
Senator from Louisiana has won for him 
the high confidence of the Committee on 
Appropriations and of the Senate as a 
whole. 

The work of the full subcommittee this 
year encompasses more agencies than 
ever before. For example, it includes the 
appropriation for the Atomic Energy 

. Commission, with all its difficult, compli-

cated problems. But the chairman held 
hearings on this item for days. He dug 
into it thoroughly, and for that he won 
the respect and admiration of the 
Atomic Energy Commission and of all 
others who witnessed those hearings. 
The Senate is deeply indebted to the dis
tinguished Senator from Louisiana for 
his able and fair handling of the public 
works appropriation bill for many years. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, it is 
music to my ears to hear that commen
dation from my distinguished friend 
from North Dakota. But let us not over
look the fact that, as a whole, we have 
a good committee, one that works to
gether. 

The fact that we have the courage to 
speak out and advocate these projects, in 
the light of our present fiscal condition, 
is, to me, a tribute to all the members 
of the committee. I am hopeful that Pres
ident Nixon will see to it that all the 
funds we are now appropriating will be 
spent for the purposes that we intend. 

As I said, any new program of any 
consequence we initiate now will require 
at least 10 years to complete. And when 
we consider that the people of this coun
try are now short .of water and that we 
will have to spend billions of dollars to 
correct air and water pollution-since 
these things are handmaidens and go to
gether-we realize that unless we take 
care of the situation now, tomorrow will 
be too late. 

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I asked the 

Senator to yield to me at this point be
cause what I am about to say largely 
echoes what the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota has just said so very 
well. 

I rise to pay tribute, as did the Senator 
from North Dakota, to the distinguished 
chairman of the committee. I recognize 
that many people work in the field of 
conservation, protection, and develop
ment of our water resources. However, 
I am frank to say that I cannot think of 
anyone who works harder or more dili
gently or puts in longer or more tedious 
hours than does the Senator from Loui
siana, the chairman of the subcommittee. 
I also want to commend the able staff 
work of Ken Bousquet, the able staff as
sistant assigned to this bill. 

I note that the Senator started hear
ings on the bill back on March 19. He 
was still hard at work on October 15. He 
did not work every single one of those 
days, of course. However, he did work at 
45 sessions, and almost invariably the 
Senator sat as chairman and presiding 
officer of the committee, with perhaps 
one or two exceptions. 

I think, as was commented on, Sena
tors only have to look under their desks 
to see the record that has been compiled 
from those hearings, some 7,194 pages. I 
think that is living testimony of the hard 
work involved in hearing more than 1,200 
witnesses, either in person or through 
their written statements which were sub
mitted to the committee. This is all im

.mensely time consuming. It takes long 
hours and diligence and great patience. 

If the distinguished senior Senator 

from Louisiana is not the foremost lead
er in this field, he is at least one of the 
foremost leaders. I commend the Sena.tor 
for it. 

I heard much of the Senator's opening 
statement. I am not sure that I heard it 
all. I hope that the Senator will develop 
the many benefits that flow from these 
projects. The Senator may have covered 
that before I came to the Chamber. If 
not, I think it is a message that should 
be told time and t ime again to the peo
ple of this country because the benefits 
that flow from flood control projects and 
reclamation projects save lives and dol
lars and build economy. 

I do not know that we can reduce those 
things to dollars, but it certainly means 
that many billions of dollars worth of 
property has been saved by reason of 
projects that go to fruition. 

Additionally, and I think this point 
should be underscored. I could not agree 
more with the statement the Senator 
just made urging the President of the 
United States to get on with these proj
ects. I know that if they are delayed it 
will cost far more money. I do not know 
what figure that delay would occasion if 
translated into actual dollars. 

I was very happy and very proud to 
support the Senator from Louisiana in 
his efforts to get a higher funding level 
and to get on to the work of water con
servation and preservation. 

I think that is an important point, be
cause every year of delay is a costly year. 
And in the long run, we will pay very 
dearly for it. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
thank my good friend, the Senator from 
Nevada. 

It would require much more time than 
we have for me to stand here to tell 
the people of America what the protec
tion and preservation of the two most 
important resources, land . and water, 
have meant. I do not say this boastfully, 
but I have been working with the prob
lem since I was a teenager. I lived on a 
farm. My father managed a large sugar
cane farm. Even at that age I could nee 
what could happen if we did not try to 
alleviate the conditions which existed at 
the time. 

I saw the tragedies which happened in 
our country because of our neglect in 
permitting the rich topsoil to go out into 
the sea instead of trying to retain it. 

As I began to look around, even as a 
teenager, I did some of the things that 
are now being done for soil conservation. 
I did these things to try to protect and 
retain this precious topsoil in our area. 

I can well remember advising my 
father that we had to place lateral drains 
at a distance of about 150 feet apart to 
carry off the water. We had these drains 
from 2% to 3 feet deep. 

After plowing the land in between the 
drains, big rains would come. And I have · 
seen these drains completely closed and 
clogged because the rains would carry 
the topsoil on into the bayous of south 
Louisiana. 

I wondered why it was that we could 
not try to stop this. As time went on, 
we found ways and means to alleviate 
the situation . 

I later became a farmowner. I bought 
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a farm on credit. There I practiced a lot 
of the soil conservation techniques which 
are today being practiced all over the 
Nation. And I am proud of that. 

When I see some of these columnists 
writing article after article about this 
bill being a pork barrel, and the money 
being wasted and being used for the po
litical advantage of Representatives and 
Senators, I could sometimes use a whip 
on them. I am sure that many of the peo
ple who write such columns do not under
stand the problems that are facing our 
Nation. 

Today, the amount of land we have 
for cultivation is limited, and we cannot 
produce land as we can produce other 
matter. Unless we protect and preserve 
what we have now, with our population 
increasing at the rate of approximately 
2 percent a year, I wonder what will 
happen, in 30, 40, or 50 years, when we 
will need more food and more fiber. 

It has been my purpose all my life to 
try to protect and preserve these two 
great resources. To me, they are the 
greatest wealth the Nation has. You can 
have all the gold, diamonds, emeralds, 
and whatnot, but unless you protect 
your land resources and your water, so 
that food and fiber can be produced in 
order to sustain your population, all those 
things will amount to nothing. 

I wish that some of the people who 
cry "pork barrel" would take the time 
to go out in the country and study these 
problems and see what is happening and 
see the efforts that are being put forth 
to prevent the wasbing away of our top
soil. In my opinion, if they have any 
sense at all, they will change their minds. 
To me, there is no doubt that unless we 
continue to protect and preserve these 
resources, the time will come when our 
land will be almost barren in many areas. 

I have seen that happen all over the 
world, as I said earlier, one can trace 
back conditions that exist there now to 
neglect by the people of those areas to 
the protection and preservation of their 
land and water resources. I do not want 
that to happen in our country. It should 
not happen. That is why I have been in
sistent on seeing that as much money 
as possible be provided, so as to build 
these programs to protect our water 
resources and to make the water serve the 
needs of the Nation, instead of being a 
destructive force. 

I could be more specific with respect to 
the good that has resulted. 

Take the great Northwest, specifically 
the area drained by the Columbia 
River: We have been building programs 
there for many years, and I am proud 
that I was here to help and to vote for 
funds in order to develop the great dams 
that have been constructed to aid in the 
production of electricity. In the pending 
bill, funds are provided to develop more 
electricity at these great dams, because 
we were able to enter into an agreement 
with Canada whereby we could prevent 
the swift flow of wa·ter into the Columbia 
and could store it, so that more and more 
water could be used in order to produce 
more and more electricity at the facilities 
already built. 

Take the Grand Coulee Dam. We are 
now producing there about 1,900,000 kilo-

watts. Because we entered into this 
agreement with Canada, we will be able 
to double the installed capacity there
all with the same dam-this additional 
power will require only the installation 
of new generators and powerhouse. This 
will be possible because we are able to 
hold back more water up the Columbia 
River in Canada and on its tributaries, 
so that a more regulated flow of water 
can be released down the Columbia. This 
higher regulated flow makes possible the 
installation of more generating facilities. 

All these things can be done as we go 
along. We can add to the generating fa
cilities at Grand Coulee, at Bonneville, 
at Chief Joseph, at McNary, and the 
other great projects that have been built 
on the main stem of the Columbia. It will 
take time. It cannot be done overnight. 
Let us begin now, while we can. 

I am hopeful that President Nixon is 
going to adhere to a letter that I mailed 
to him on August 26, 1969-I have not 
yet received an answer-in that letter I 
pointed out the necessity for the ex
penditure of the funds in order to main
tain these programs and develop them 
now, for future generations. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this letter, which I wrote to 
President Nixon almost 3 months ago, 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, COMMITTEE ON 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 

Washington, D.C., August 26, 1969. 
Ron. RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The President, 
The White Ho·use, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: During the past sev
eral weeks, the nation has witnessed several 
natural disasters and near-disasters which 
have worked extreme hardship on our people. 
For example, note the following: 

The brutal hurricane Camille that wrecked 
the Gulf Coast and resulted in more than 250 
known deaths and perhaps half a billion dol
lars of property damage in Mississippi and 
Louisiana alone. 

The water shortage that threatened our 
Capital City in midsummer, followed imme
diately by severe floodling in the Washington 
metropolitan area. 

The current floods on the James River in 
Virginia which may result-in as many as 200 
lives lost and missing and $150 million ·in 
property damage. 

Although we do not have the means totally 
to prevent such natural disasters, this great 
and wealthy nation certainly does possess the 
means to fortify our most vulnerable areas 
against these ravages of nature and to mini
mize their toll of damage and human 
suffering. 

We do have the know-how to minimize the 
effects of severe drought on our municipal 
and industrial water supplies. We do have the 
ability to prevent flooding of our great river 
valleys. We do know how to minimize the 
impact of the tidal waves which accompany 
coastal storms. 

The fact is, however, that we are doing far 
too little either of a preventive or of a de
velopmental nature and are in fact annually 
decreasing, rather than increasing, our actual 
effort in the field of water resources and 
flood control projects. 

This unfortunate sitution seems to me to 
call for a reevaluation of our priorities in the 
allocation of Federal funds. In effect, the 
Congress and the Administration must be
come as generous and as urgently concerned 

in our efforts to guard against damage result
ing from hurricanes and floods as you your
self have been in your recent efforts to bring 
relief and rehabilitation to those who have 
suffered so gravely on the Gulf Coast and in 
Virginia. 

Appropriations for water resource develop
ment has been a matter of concern to me for 
a number of years. On April fourteenth of 
this year, the senior Senator from West Vir
ginia, Senator Randolph, discussed on the 
Floor of the Senate a statement which Budg
et Director Robert P. Mayo had made before 
the Senate Committee on Finance, indicat
ing that he was considering a freeze on pub
lic works construction. I joined in the col
loquy that followed Senator Randolph's 
statement, at which time I discussed my 
growing concern over the delays in the com
pletion schedule on most of the going public 
works projects which had been revealed to 
our Committee during the hearings on the 
Public Works appropriation bill I concluded 
my remarks by restating my belief that we 
must do what we can to protect our two most 
important resources, land and water. If we 
failed to do that, our country will sustain 
great losses. 

Subsequently, in May, I addressed the Na
tional Rivers and Harbors Convention at 
which time I pointed out that in 1964 the 
construction program of the Corps of Engi
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation was 
$1,188,428,700, or about 1.09% of the 1964 
budget. I noted that for fiscal year 1970, the 
original budget request for these two agen
cies was $1,038,920,000, or about .49% of the 
budget. 

The request for the Corps of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation was subsequently 
cut by your Administration by $181 million. 
The revised budget represents a dollar reduc
tion in the past six years of about 15.39%. 
When you take into account the rise in the 
cost of construction, the level of appropria
tions in the revised budget for these agen
cies represents a drop in construction ca
pability of about 50% since 1964! 

Similarly, the efforts being made by the 
Federal Government to control air and water 
pollution are completely inadequate to cope 
with the severe damage these problems are 
working on our environment and, in fact, 
on the very health of our citizens. For in
stance, in the last few years that the Fed
eral Water Pollution Control program has 
been under the jurisdiction of the Subcom
mittee on Public Works, I have noticed an 
increased disparity between the authoriza
tion for cons·truction grants for sewerage 
treatment facilities and the appropriations 
requested, as indicated below. 

Fiscal year Authorization 

Appropriation 
requested in 

the budget 

Percent of 
authorization 

request in 
budget 

1968 __ - ----- $450,000,000 $200,000,000 44.4 
1969___ _____ 700,000,000 203,000,000 29.0 
1970 __ _____ _ 1,000,000,000 214,000,000 21.4 

I have received well over 1,000 letters from 
individuals and organizations urging the 
Committee on Appropriations to provide the 
full amount authorized for construction 
grants for fiscal year 1970. Most of these 
letters point out the extent to which the 
states and their political subdivisions have 
approved bond issues to finance the non
federal costs, relying on the Federal Govern
ment's ability to meet its share of the cost. 

In spite of the fact that next to the air we 
breathe, water is our most precious resource, 
it seems the Bureau of the Budget first looks 
to the water resource program for a dispro
portionate share of any contemplated cuts 
whenever there is a need to reduce Federal 
expend! tures. 

If we are to meet the water needs of the 
300 million people that you recently esti-
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mated will occupy our land by the year 2000, 
we must not only support adequate annual 
appropriations for the orderly development 
of these resources, but it is also essential that 
the unrealistic and arbitrary restrictions 
placed on project evaluations be removed. 

For instance, the basis for the benefit-to
cost ratio for water resource projects had its 
origin in the 1936 Flood Control Act, where 
the policy was established that the Federal 
Government should improve or participate in 
the improvement of rivers and other water
ways for flood control purposes in the in
terest of the general welfare if the ben eft ts 
to whomsoever they may accrue are in excess 
of the estimated cost and if the lives and 
social security of people are otherwise ad
versely affected. 

The terms, "benefits" and "costs", have no 
meaning in the abstract. They must be re
lated to objectives in order to give these terms 
meanlng. Since the passage of that Act, the 
technicians have chosen national economic 
efficiency as the sole criteria for project eval
uation and have disregarded the phrases, "in 
the interest of the general welfare" and "if 
the lives and social security of the people are 
otherwise adversely affected". 

The result of such an interpretation has 
been that as far as flood control and hurri
cane protection projects are concerned, we 
have become a "cow society". If, for instance, 
a thousand cows were lost in a flood or hur
ricane, we could consider the economic loss 
involved since a cow had an economic value in 
the market, and the monetary losses sus
tained can be used in the justification of 
protective works. On the other hand, if a 
thousand human lives were lost, it would not 
add one dollar to the all-important economic 
evaluation of the project. The loss of life 
and human suffering associated with the 
havoc wreaked on the Gulf Coast by Hurri
cane Camille transcends the imagination. 

Fortunately, the Water Resources Council 
is attempting to find a way to deal with this 
problem of recognizing loss of life and misery 
associated with disastrous floods, by setting 
up four separate accounts which recognize 
national objectives other than economic ef
ficiency such as regional development, en
vironmental benefits, and the wellbeing otf 
man. The Council's efforts along these lines 
are to be commended and they deserve and 
need your personal encouragement. 

Had the center of Camille been 50 miles 
east, the damage to New Orleans in terms 
of lives lost and property damaged would 
have been incalculable. Yet, despite this near 
miss and in spite of the oons·tant threat of 
hurricane damage to the New Orleans area, 
the hurricane protection project for Lake 
Pontchartrain will continue to drag along 
with inadequate appropriations, unless the 
Adminlstration loosens the purse strings 
and cooperates with the Congress in revamp
ing the national priorities vis-a-vis such 
proJects. 

The budget estimate for this project for 
fiscal year 1967 was $450,000 for planning, at 
a time when the Corps of Engineers had a 
capab1Uty of $1,600,000, which would have 
permitted the initiation of construction. Rec
ognizing the potential danger to New Or
leans, the Congress provided the full capa
bility of the Corps of Engineers. 

For fiscal year 1968, the original budget 
was $2,300,000, which was subsequently re
vised to $3,260,000, at a time when the Corps' 
capability was $4,500,000. Again, recognizing 
the potential loss of life and property, the 
Congress approved the $4,500,000. 

For fiscal year 1969, the budget estimate 
was $7,800,000, compared with a Corps capa
bility of $10,800,000. But in view of the ex
penditure ceiling contained in the Revenue 
and Expenditure Control Act of 1968, the 
Committee, although recognizing the risk 
involved in not moving forward expeditiously 
on this project, did not increase the budgeted 

amount for this project or any other project 
in the bill. 

For fiscal year 1970, the budget estimate 
is only $6 million, compared with the Corps' 
capability of $8,500,000. Neither New Orleans 
nor the nation can afford the gamble of 
procrastination on this project. 

Similarly, the hurricane protection project, 
New Orleans to Venice, proceeds at an alarm
ingly slow rate. Since 1967, the estimated 
completion date for this project has slipped 
from June 1975 to December 1977. 

Two years ago, I secured authorization for 
a study of the Louisiana coastal area, looking 
toward hurricane protection, the protection 
of the physical features of the coastline, and 
reestablishment of the former ecology of the 
area which contributed so much not only to 
the wildlife but to the marine resources of 
the entire Gulf Coast. Naturally, I was dis
appointed this year to find that the budget 
provided only $60,000 for the continuation of 
this study in fiscal year 1970. At least double 
that amount will be required for satisfactory 
progress on the study, and I intend to urge 
my subcommittee and the Congress to ex
pedite the project to this extent, at a mini
mum. 

A few weeks ago, · this nation-indeed, the 
whole world-was thrilled when man first set 
foot on the moon. In reflecting on this ac
complishment, I had occasion to recall the 
hearings which I had recently completed on 
the Public Works appropriation bill, where 
the effect of the budget cuts which your 
Administration made in an already austere 
budget submitted by President Johnson were 
graphically revealed to the Committee. 

Among the most serious cuts that I recall 
were those affecting the Southern Nevada 
Water District, the Folsom South Canal in 
Southern California, the Bonneville unit of 
Central Utah Project, the Chatfield Reser
voir in Colorado, the Newark Bay, Hacken
sack and Passaic Rivers Project in New Jer
sey, the Wynoochee Reservoir in Washington, 
the New Melones Reservoir in California, 
the Lake Kemp Reservoir in Texas, and many 
more. 

In a number of cases, we are finding that 
the expenditure ceilings imposed on the 
Corps will not permit contractors to pursue 
their work in accordance with the terms of 
the existing contracts, even though in many 
cases the funds are available or requested. 
Failure to provide funds and expenditure 
cemngs adequate to permit accomplishment 
of existing contracts inevitably will increase 
costs on all Government contracts and could 
even result in legal actions being taken by 
the contractor against the Government. I 
cannot help but feel that our priorities are 
out of balance. 

These thoughts led me to a review of the 
requests for research and development ap
propriations re_quested by President John
son for the NASA program, and I found that 
he had requested $3,051,427,000. Further re
search revealed that in the review of the 
1970 budget, your Administration recom
mended a reduction of $45 million in this 
program, or about 1 7'2 %. In contrast, the 
"Construction, General" appropriation re
quest of $769,420,000 for the Corps of Engi
neers was cut $142,415,000, or about 18Y:z %. 
I realize that our space program is based on 
a national objective--but so is our water 
resource program. 

It would ' require a good deal of imagina
tion to attempt to identify the tangible bene
fits that will result froD1. man's fiight to the 
moon. Any attempt at a monetary evaluation 
of those benefits would be almost impossi
ble. If, however, these benefits could be iden
tified and evaluated, the realization of most 
of the benefits would be projected far lnto 
the future. 

If we applied the same economic principles 
to the benefit-cost evaluation of our space 

program as are required in our water re
source program (where future benefits are 
discounted at a rate of 4% percent) the 
benefits expected to result from the space 
program would shrink drastically. For in
stance, benefits evaluated at $1 million to 
be realized 25 years from now would be worth 
only $304,200 in terms of economic justifica
tion for a project under today's regulations. 
A $1 million benefit to be realized 50 years 
from now would provide justification for the 
expenditure of only $92,600 today. Such a sys
tem would probably kill the space program, 
just as it is now strangling our vital water -
resources, flood control and hurricane pro
tecti-on programs. 

I am enclosing a list of selected hurricanes 
and their damages, compiled from informa
tion provided by the Office of Emergency 
Preparedness. It should be recognized that 
many hurricanes of earlier years are not 
listed. In fact, during the recorded history 
of Louisiana alone at least 150 hurricanes or 
tropical storms have battered or threatened 
the coast of my state. 

I think it is interesting to note that, based 
only on the partial statistics available to us, 
the average damage from hurricanes since 
the turn of the century is over $85 million 
per year. During the last 30 years, the dam
age averaged $185 million. During the last 
20 years, the damage averaged $200 m1llion 
and during the 10-year period from 1958 to 
1968, the damage averaged about $320 mil
lion. If this progression continues, we can 
expect average damages of $500 million a year 
(or a total of $5 billion) over the next decade. 

Such damage tabulations a.re always on the 
conservative side because, by their nature, 
they tend to exclude many categories of 
physical and economic loss. As I have already 
mentioned, the loss of human life is a factor 
that is incalculable in monetary terms. In 
addition, there are the inaccuracy of com
plete inventory estimates, the impossibility 
of fixing replacement costs, the loss of busi
ness and trade to local enterprises and to the 
local economy in general, the loss of employ
ment income, the loss of earning ability by 
those who are too old to "get started" again 
and who instead become public charges. All 
of these factors and many others add sub
stantially to the damage estimates that are 
ascribed to various hurricanes. 

Yet, even these staggering figures tell only 
part of the story of the "cost" of hurricanes, 
for they generally do not include the multi
million dollar rehabilitation expenditures by 
Federal, State and local governments follow
ing the disaster. In the case of Camille, the 
Army, Navy, Air Force, NASA, SBA, HUD, 
HEW, GSA, USDA, OEP, and numerous other 
federal agencies are spending large sums to 
assist in the recovery effort. Also, in terms 
of the federal costs, over the next several 
years both individual and corporate tax pay
ers wlll be deducting from their income 
taxes considerable sums to which they are 
eligible as a result of the hurricane damages 
suffered. 

All things considered, we might properly 
double the so-called "damage estimates." 
In order that you might see the disparity 
between these enormous damages and the 
feeble efforts being made to provide protec
tion, I am also enclosing a status report of 
the authorized hurricane protection projects 
for your review. 

In view of the magnitude of the floods 
that this nation has experienced this yea.r, 
the recent hurricane, and the lack of ade
quate progress being made in meeting the 
water resource needs of our expanding pop
ulation, I expect that our Committee will 
respond to the needs of the Country. I can
not help but feel that you also will want 
to take another look at your recommenda
tions for water resource development proj
ects, particularly those relating to health, 
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safety and the protection of human life, prior 
to the time the Congress acts on the Public 
Works appropriations requests you have sub
mitted, and I urge that you do so. 

I would welcome the opportunity to dis
cuss this matter with you personally, or with 

a small bipartisan group of concerned mem
bers of the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 

Chairman, 
Subcommittee on Public Works. 

RECfNT HURRICANES AND TROPICAL STORMS 

Estimated 

Name Date Areas affected Deaths 
damage 

(millions) 

Carol _________________________________ August 1954 ________ North Carolina to Maine _______ _ 60 $461 Edna ________________ _________________ September 1954 _____ New Jersey to Maine __________ _ 21 7 
Haze'------------------------------- -- October 1954 ________ South Carolina to New York ___ _ 95 252 
Connie ________________________________ August 1955 ________ North Carolina to New York ___ _ 25 46 Dianne ___________________ _________________ do _____________ North Carolina to New 184 832 

. England. 
7 88 

390 150 
50 500 

~~drey_-::===== ============ = = = = ====== = r~~!em~~~~~~~== === ~~~~ ~~d
0

~~~fsiana== == == ===== Donna ___________ _____________________ August 1960 ________ Florida to New England ________ _ 
Carla _________________________________ September 196L ____ Texas and Louisiana __________ _ 46 408 
Great Atlantic coast storm _______________ March 1962 _________ Florida to New England _______ _ 33 200 

~\?3a============ ==:================= = ~~~bse~ \
9

9
6

6\-_~====== [~o~i~:na~===== ====== == ====== = 
~r~sl================= = = = == == ==== == = == f~~eu~1~~~~~== ===== ~~~~~~:-~~~ -~~~i~~~~~= == ===== = = 

3 
38 
75 
7 

129 
100 

1, 420 
7 

15 500 
5 7 

Beulah ________________________________ September 1967 _____ Texas _______________________ _ 
Gladys ________________________________ September 1968 _____ Florida _______________ ~_-.-: __ _ 
Camille ____________________ ___________ August 1969 ________ Central gulf coast and V1rgm1a __ 500 750 

AUTHORIZED HURRICANE PROTECTION PROJECTS 

Year 
authorized 

Total cost, Appropriation 
estimated Federal cost to date 1970 budget 

Capability 
of corps Project 

Freeport, Tex ____________________ 1962 $19, 000, 000 
Port Arthur, Tex_ ---------------- 1962 59,900,000 
Texas City, Tex __________________ 1958, 1968 44,714,000 
Lake Pontchartrain, La ____________ 1965 166, 000, 000 
Morga.n.City and vicinity, 

1965 6, 067,000 LOUISiana _____ - ___ -------------
New Orleans to Venice, La ________ 1962 43,400,000 
Grand Isle and vicinity, 

1965 11,310,000 Louisiana ________ ---------- ___ 
Hillsborough Bay, Fla _______ _____ _ 1968 13,088,200 
North River dike, North Carolina ___ 1966 500,000 
Top Sail Beach and Surf City, 

1966 2, 500,000 North Carolina ___________ _____ _ 
Brunswick County beaches, North 

1966 24,400,000 Carolina ____ -------------- ____ 
Hyde County dike, North Carolina __ 1966 3, 272,000 
Neuse River barrier, North 

1965 15,900,000 Carolina ____ ------_-----_-----
Ocracoke Island, North Carolina ___ 1965 2, 150,000 
Bodie Island, North Carolina ______ 1966 16,400,000 
Fire Island Inlet to Montauk 

Point, New York _______________ 1960 68,600,000 

,_Awaiting action by local interests. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I am going to ask the 
President again to look into this matter 
and be sure that the money we are ap
propriating today, and what we have ap
propriated in the past, wm be used for 
the purposes that Congress intends. 

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. BIBLE. I repeat my commenda

tion of the Senator for his great leader
ship and his vigorous chairmanship of 
this committee in moving this bill for
ward. I subscribe to what he has said
be is the true leader in this field-be
cause it does take money to get these 
projects going. 

I am still interested in just rough fig
ures as to the amount of money spent, 
and the benefits that have resUlted. The 
Senator has already mentioned the 
benefits that come back to the people in 
terms of property saved by virtue of 
flood control projects. That must be 
measurable in billions of dollars, I would 
think. 

Mr. ELLENDER. As the Senator will 
recall, we had two great floods on the 
Missouri River 8 or 9 years ago. We had 
them in 2 successive years, as I recall
perhaps one in 1 year and one 2 years 

$13, 300, 000 
41,600,000 
31,200, 000 

113, 562, 000 

$4,637, 000 
8, 557,000 

15, 132, 000 
12,498, 000 

$2,200, 000 
5, 000,000 
1, 100,000 
6, 000,000 

$2,200,000 
5, 000,000 
1, 100, 000 
8, 500,000 

4, 180,000 347,000 150,000 200,000 
25, 885, 000 1, 654, 000 950, 000 1, 400, 000 

~: ~U; ~~~ ======~::=:::===============--------15;og~ 
1, 430,000 ---------------------------- (1) 

14,400,000 ----------------------------
2,290,000 ----------------------------

11,100, 0()0 ----------------------------
1,880,000 109,000 --------------
8,800,000 ----------------------------

33, 900, 000 3, 578, 000 500, 000 

110,000 
60,000 

100,000 
500,000 

(1) 

500,000 

later. The estimate of the loss sustained 
in that area alone, which was over $2 
billion, would have at least paid for the 
construction of all the projects that 
were then authorized. 

Mr. BIBLE. That was the additional 
question I was asking. I did not expect 
the Senator to total them all together, 
but he is just naming two projects. 

Mr. ELLENDER. When Hurricane 
Camille occurred, the eye of the hurri
cane passed approximately 60 miles east 
of New Orleans. We had started a proj
ect there 4 years before, and we had 
spent $11 or $12 million on it. The En
gineers told me that if those projects had 
not been started and the work that was 
then done had not been there, the loss 
in that area would have been over $91 
million-almost as much as it will cost to 
complete the protection program. 

I say that it is shortsighted on the part 
of the President-not only President 
Nixon but also President Johnson. Presi
dent Johnson did not spend all the 
money that was appropriated, but it is 
my belief that the expenditure of that 
money in order to protect and preserve 
these resources for future generations is 
as important to us as to win a war any
where. Without those resources, our 

country would simply die on the vine. 
That is what would happen. 

Mr. BIBLE. I agree with the Senator. 
Is it not also true that every year 5 

percent is added to the construction cost 
of these projects? 

Mr. ELLENDER. At least 5 percent. As 
to some of the projects, the increase may 
be as much as 7% to 8 percent. And that 
is a cost that continues to increase. In 
other words, on a project that could have 
been constructed 10 years ago for a mil
lion dollars, the amount might have to 
be doubled today. 

Mr. BIBLE. I certainly agree with the 
Senator from Louisiana and I salute him 
for his able leadership in this field. 

I have one last observation. Coming 
from the West, I am interested in rec
lamation. There are 18 reclamation 
States. The Senator commented on the 
benefits from these projects. Largely, I 
think they pay their own way. I think 
it is safe to say that reclamation projects 
in the West, when they pay out with in
terest, pay about 90 percent of the in
vestment. Of cour.s·e, there are nonreim
bursables, such as flood control, naviga
tion, and wildlife, but over and above 
that they will pay about 90 percent of 
their way. 

I want to underscore that as far as it 
deals with reclamation projects, those 
are necessarily an adjunct of the over
all water conservation and preservation 
program. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Without those proj
ects--and the Senator knows because he 
lives there and he has seen it-the econ
omy of States such as Nevada, Wash
ington, Oregon, and California, where 
there are huge deserts and where water 
is brought to the land, and the land has 
been made to bloom, never would have 
been developed except for the fact that 
we built these projects to preserve and 
protect the water and bring it to those 
areas. 

In some instances, I might say to my 
good friend from Nevada, we have gone 
a little far in providing Federal funds. 
I do not wish to be critical by any 
means but a few years ago I found some 
instances in the reclamation program 
where the cost to the Government was 
as much as $2,500 per acre to bring wa
ter to the thristy ground. That is a lit
tle excessive, but examples of that kind 
are rare. 

Mr. BIBLE. They certainly are. 
Mr. ELLENDER. We have a lot of 

them, though, in which the Government 
puts up as much as 30 to 40 percent of 
the cost. In some instances this money 
is put up from the profits that are made 
from a generating plant that was estab
lished in the area to be irrigated. Those 
are all right. 

I want to continue that process, and in 
order to continue that process we have 
to ·have a minimum amount of money 
each year. Here we have provided a good 
deal of money for 1967, 1968, and 1969, 
which we voted on, in order to continue 
this great work. But we are doing now 
about 50 percent of what we did 6 years 
ago. That is unconscion&ble. We can 
afford to let that decline in appropria
tions go on as it has been in the past 
3 years. 
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Mr. BIBLE. It is also true is it not 
that the population is growing? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Certainly. 
Mr. BIBLE. We have more people now. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Certainly. 
Mr. BIBLE. So that creates more de

mand for water, as well as food and fiber. 
I salute the distinguished chairman of 

the committee. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point in connection 
with the questions asked by my good 
friend from Nevada, some of the lan
guage in the report of the Subcommittee 
on Public Works of the Committee on Ap
propriations of the House of Representa
tives that is specific on some of the bene
fits that have been derived from these 
water resource projects. 

There being no objection, the ma
terial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

PROJECT BENEFITS 

The present value to the Nation of com
pleted projects for flood control, pollution 
control, navigation, water supply, reclama
tion, power development, and recreation is. 
evident from the following: 

Flood control.-Benefits realized to date, 
compared with expenditures for construction 
of flood control facilities by the Corps of 
Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, and 
the Tennessee Valley Authority are as 
follows: 

(In millions of dollars) 

Estimated Expenditures 
flood for flood 

damages control 
prevented facilities 

Corps of Engineers__ ___ ___ __ ____ __ 18,000 5, 400 
Bureau of Reclamation__ _____ __ ___ 674 576 
Tennessee Valley Authority_ __ ___ __ 500 200 

----------------
TotaL __ ______ ___________ _ 19,174 6,176 

Water pollution control benefits.-From 
the inception of the program 12 years ago, 
more than 9,500 grants have been made to 
local communities to assist in the construc
tion of waste treatment works. These facili
ties, in providing or upgrading the treat
ment of waste from approximately 75 million 
persons residing in the areas served, are 
helping to prevent or abate pollution of the 
Nation's waters. The total Federal cost has 
been $1.36 billion with State and local in
vestment totaling nearly $4.7 billion. 

Navigation benefits.-The navigation sys
tem of harbors and waterways constructed 
by the Oorps of Engineers now carry almost 
1.4 billion tons of traffic annually, principally 
in those commercial items which do not re
quire rapid movement, but which are essen
tial to the growing industrial economy of 
the Nation. Prominent among these com
modities are 504 million tons (about 148 
billion gallons) of petroleum and its prod
ucts, 221 million tons of coal and coke, 152 
million tons of iron ore, iron and steel, and 
110 million tons of sand, gravel and stone. 
The waterways now carry annually about 281 
billion ton-miles of freight traffic, continuing 
their increasing trend, and account for the 
movement of approximately one-sixth of the 
total ton-mileage of the Nation's intercity 
traffic. 

Water supply benefits.-Storage in the res
ervoirs constructed by the Corps of Engi
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation 
furnishes about 2,516 billion gallons of mu
nicipal and industrial water to about 18 
million people annually. 

Annual power benefits.-Power benefits 
arising from hydro-electric projects con-

structed and operated by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, Corps of Engineers, and Ten
nessee Valley Authority annually provide the 
following: 

Installed generating capacity, 36.4 million 
kilowatts. 

Net generation, 179.4 billion kilowatt 
hours. 

Gross revenues, $700 million. 
Reclamation benefits.-The 201 completed 

reservoirs and facilities constructed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation now irrigate about 
8 million acres producing annually crops 
valued at over $1.8 billion. 

Federal income tax payments on reclama
tion projects since 1940 of about $8.3 billion 
exceed the total appropriations (since 1902) 
of $7.4 billion for project facilities, of which 
89 percent will be repaid by the immediate 
beneficiaries. 

Visitors 
Recreation benefits- days annually 

Corps of Engineer projects _____ 227,000,000 
Bureau of Reclamation projects_ 49, 500, 000 
Tennessee Valley Authority 

projects-------------------- 45,400,000 

TotaL __________________ 321, 900, 000 

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I wish to 

call to the attention of the distinguished 
chairman page 47 of the report. On page 
47 I find this language: 

The committee has no objection to the 
Secretary of the Interior, pursuant to section 
303(b) of the Colorado River Basin Project 
Act (Public Law 90-537), entering into an 
agreement, including provisions for indem
nification and liability, with non-Federal in
terests to acquire thermal generating capacity 
required to provide pumping power for the 
Central Arizona project. The committee al
lowance includes provision for payment of 
the Government's share of the costs to be in
curred in fiscal year 1970 for initiating con
struction of the Navajo steam-electric plant. 
The committee has no objection to the ad
vance of funds by local interests to expedite 
planning on the Central Arizona project. 

I am well aware of the fact that studies 
undertaken by the Secretary of the In
terior have led him to conclude that the 
best way to provide water for the central 
Arizona project is to build a thermal gen
erating plant and to pump water from 
the river onto the higher elevations, 
which would be typical of the central 
Arizona project. 

I assume that this language in there
port deals only with the determination 
as to a practical way to bring the water 
up. Am I right about that? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor
rect. We have, of course, a similar situa
tion, as the Senator will recall, at Grand 
Coulee. 

Mr. HANSEN. Yes. 
Mr. ELLENDER. We raise water there 

from the Columbia River about 250 feet 
above the level of the river so as to create 
a lake in the old bottom of the Columbia 
River and by use of that water we have 
been able to irrigate there some 2 million 
acres of land. The Senator is familiar 
with that. 

Mr. HANSEN. Yes. 
Mr. ELLENDER. There is much of 

that which is going to be done in the Ari
zona vroject. 

Mr. HANSEN. I wish to ask another 
question of the distinguished chairman 
of the committee. 

We have two basic compacts which 
constitute the law of the river on the Col
orado. One is the Colorado River com
pact, and the other is the Upper Oolorado 
River compact. The co.mmittee, in the 
language used here, is not trying to make 
any determination insofar as the amount 
of water that would go to Arizona. 

Mr. ELLENDER. No. 
Mr. HANSEN. Nor to invalidate in anY 

way those two compacts. Am I right 
about that? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor
rect. In other words, that is fixed al
ready. 

Mr. HANSEN. Yes, it is fixed according 
to those compacts. 

Mr. ELLENDER. This would not 
abrogate those compacts by any means. 

Mr. HANSEN. And it is not intended 
to in any manner change or abrogate 
them. · 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I wish 

to congratulate the distinguished chair
man of the Subcommittee on Public 
Works of the Committee on Appropria
tions for his responsible and forward
looking action with respect to the appro-

. priation for the construction of water 
quality treatment facilities. This partic
ular appropriation was increased $400,-
000 over the House figure to t'he full 
Clean Water Restoration Act authoriza
tion of $1 billion. 

There are few actions by Congress 
which will meet with greater response 
and aoclamation, at least among the citi
zens of my State, than this action by 
the committee. In my judgment, the 
committee has met a critical problem 
in the United States; namely, the prob
lem of water pollution, with foresight 
and understanding. 

The pollution of our waterways is a 
national disgrace. Every major river sys
tem in the country is in part polluted. In 
Maryland, the Potomac, Patapsco, Se
vern, and Patuxent Rivers have all been 
fouled. The fact is that our Nation is no 
longer a land of clean and sparkling 
waters. We have permitted these re
sources to be abused and are now, indi
vidually and collectively, paying the price 
for our foolish, wasteful, and costly ways. 

In order to clean up our waters, sub
stantial funding of Federal programs is 
required. The programs already exist. 
The technology is available. All that is 
lacking is the money and the action of 
the committee, if accepted by the Senate 
and then the House, will do much to al
leviate this. I congratulate again the 
Senator and the committee for the lead
ership in taking that very forward
looking position. I fully support this 
appropriation recommendation and urge 
the committee to accept it. 

Mr. President, three other items in· 
H.R. 14159 are of particular interest to 
me. The first is the Chesapeake Bay 
Basin study which includes the hydraulic 
model of the bay to be constructed on 
the Eastern Shore of Maryland. 

In 1965 Congress recognized the 1m-
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portance of the Chesapeake by authoriz
ing a special study made necessary by 
the fragile ecology of the basin, the 
great growth of the area, and our basic 
lack of knowledge about this great body 
of water. In the River and Harbor Act 
of 1965, $6 million was authorized for 
the study and model. In June of this 
year the two Maryland Senators, ad
vised that the costs had escalated, in
troduced legislation, S. 2356, increasing 
the authorization to $15 million. 

In this present bill, only $330,000 .is 
provided for the Chesapeake Bay Basin 
study. This, really, is sufficient only to 
keep the preliminary planning alive. 
While disappointed in this appropriation, 
I recognize the financial restrictions un
der which the committee operated. I wish 
to call attention to the Bay study and 
model and express both my hope and the 
urgent necessity of next year providing 
the appropriate level of funding for this 
most important project. 

The second item of interest is the 
Chesapeake & Delaware Canal. This 
c2.nal is vital to the economic prosperity 
of Baltimore and the entire State of 
Maryland. Presently, it is being enlarged 
by the corps in order to accommodate the 
larger ships, particularly container 
ships, now coming into service. The 
project was authorized in 1954 with ac
tual construction begun in 1962. Fifteen 
miles of the canal's 46-mile length have 
yet to be enlarged. Already the project 
has been delayed 42 months, and I feel 
it is imperative that these 15 remaining 
miles be completed at the earliest pos
sible date. The action of the committee, 
in recommending a $7 million appropria
tion, which is a full million dollars above 
the administration's budget request and 
$750,000 above the House appropriation, 
will do much to accelerate the comple
tion of the canal. I thank and congratu
late the distinguished Senator from Lou
isiana for his consideration of this proj
ect. The Chesapeake & Delaware Canal 
is essential to Maryland's well-being and 
the funds appropriated are urgently 
required. 

The third item concerns our national 
coastal erosion program. 

Mr. President, I wish to ask the dis
tinguished chairman whether or not he 
would now consider an amendment in
creasing the appropriation for the na
tional shoreline study by $100,000. If I 
may for a moment refresh the Senator's 
recollection, in 1967 Congress enacted 
my legislation authorizing a 3-year study 
by the Corps of Engineers to determine 
the extent of coastal erosion on the 93,-
000 miles of our tidal and Great Lakes 
shoreline. A third of this, approximately 
33,000 miles is probably eroding at a 
rather uncomfortable and rapid rate, re
sulting in well over a loss of $50 million 
per year. The legislation provided for a 
3-year authorization of $1 million. Funds 
were to be appropriated in fiscal year 
1969, fiscal year 1970, and fiscal year 1971. 

However, the _Appropriations Commit
tee had already passed out the fiscal year 
1969 appropriations before the legisla
tion authorizing the study was passed 
on in 1968 so that, in effect, this is the 
first year we wlll be appropriating for 

that study. The corps, thus, has to com
press 3 years of work into 2. The Bureau 
of the Budget requested, the Hou.se ap
propriated, and the committee recom
-mended $150,000 for this, the second year 
of the study, although actually it is the 
first year funds have been appropriated. 

The additional $100,000 would be used 
to assist the corps in accelerating its 
study, and provide a more balanced 
allocation of funds. 

Mr. President, I am told that erosion 
exists along the coastline of Maine with 
some 3,000 miles: South Carolina, 2,000 
miles; Georgia 1,000 miles: Louisiana 
7,000 miles; Texas 3,000 miles; Washing
ton 3,000 miles; Alaska 5,000 miles; 
Michigan 2,800 miles; :.~assachu.setts 
1,000 miles; and Oregon 1,000 miles. 
Other States have erosion problems also. 

In these areas, we have very little 
actual identification as to just how bad 
the erosion is, or what steps should be 
taken. We do not know the cost of the 
damage or of the required protection 
desired. 

The 1969 Authorization Act directed 
the Corps of Engineers, first of all, to con
duct a basic inventory to determine the 
extent of erosion, to determine those 
areas where significant erosion takes 
place, to describe ~nerally the remedial 
action required and to estimate roughly 
its cost, to provide a set of priorities for 
remedial action, and then to set up shore 
protection guidelines and co,astline man
agement guidelines for proper protection 
and management of our coasts. A final 
report from the Secretary of the Army 
is to be submitted to Congress. 

The $150,000 included in the budgetary 
request this year would enable or would 
begin the fieldwork of the district Corps 
of Engineers in collecting data and ex
amining inventory. The fact that only 
2 years remain before submission of a 
report to Congress means that the 
$150,000 would have to provide that most 
of the fieldwork and much of the inven
tory analysis be completed during fiscal 
1970. This would leave the finishing of 
the inventory analysis, the establishment 
of shoreline protection and management 
guidelines, and the wrap-up and final re
port to fiscal 1971. This is a great deal 
of work for 1 year, regardless of funds 
appropriated. 

However, in view of the fact that the 
authorization runs out next year, I should 
like to request that the distinguished 
chairman accept an amendment increas
ing the amount by $100,000-that is, 
from $150,000 to $250,000, in order, this 
year, to finish up both the identification 
of the erosion areas and the analysis part 
of the inventory in the first year. 

This latter part would cover the gen
eral plans for protective devices and the 
general cost estimates, and leave for 
next year the protection and manage
ment guidelines, the wrap-up, and the 
final report. The additional $100,000 
would enable the corps to complete the 
fieldwork, to cover the data collection, 
and the plans and cost of protective de
vices that together make up the inven
tory. Otherwise I am fearful that we will 
not be able to get the project properly 
completed within the 3 years of the 
original authorization, 

I feel that this problem of coastal ero
sion is of such significant national con
cern that the additional $100,000 is war
ranted. The finding of the study is out 
of balance, considering that only 2 · 
rather than 3 years are left for the 
corps to complete the study. I would like 
to point out that this amendment benefits 
the whole country. Its scope is national 
rather than regional or limited to a 
single State. And the amount, $100,000 
is relatively small. , 

Already, each year, the cost of erosion 
runs into literally millions of dollars, 
particularly when we have hurricanes 
where there are no protective devices to 
begin with. 

We have never had a complete inven
tory on the problem of coastal erosion, 
particularly in regard to priorities and 
guidelines. I should now like to get the 
thinking of the distinguished chairman 
of the committee on my proposed amend-

.m·ent. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, let me 

say to my good friend from Maryland 
that no one appeared before the com
mittee asking for the sum he is now re
questing. It is my belief that there are 
erosion control studies now being made 
in many areas of the country which will 
assist in assessing the overall require
ments which the study referred to is in
tended to provide. The committee has 
had a rule in the past of confining the al
location of increases recommended by the 
Senate to requests for moneys by the 
witnesses that come in and show why 
additional funds are required. There 
are many other studies for which re
quests were made, that we had to pass 
over, as the Senator knows, which are of 
longer vintage than this ona. Because of 
the fact that we have funds here which 
will eventually assist the program that 
the Senator has in mind. I would 
suggest that he postpone action on this 
matter. 

Next year, when the committee meets, 
and that will not be far off now, we will 

·again consider this matter. I have not 
gone beyond the requests made by wit
nesses that appeared before the commit
tee. That was my reason for calling in 
the Corps of Engineers after we heard 
from all the private groups, and the local 
people in the various areas who desired 
certain projects. 

In this case, as I said, there is no testi
mony supporting the increase, I would 
therefore hesitate to accept his amend
ment, particularly in view of the fact 
that there were many others, on which 
we heard a lot of witnesses whose cases 
we did not feel to be justified. 

So far as I am personally concerned, I 
would like to put in all the funds possi
ble. At the same time, we have to meet 
with the House and maintain our re
sponsibility to the Senate here. What 
the subcommittee and committee is try
ing to do is provide for certain areas 
enough moneys to proceed with vital 
projects. This pro~ect covers many more 
States than the State of Maryland. As 
I said, I will be glad to go into the 
matter the next year, and try to comply 
with the Senator's wishes. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I defer 
to the thinking of the distinguished 



33872 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE November 12, 1969 

chairman on it and I will not offer the 
amendment. I appreciate the opportu
nity to engage in this colloquy. 

Mr. ELLENDER. We must consider the 
capabilities of the Corps of Engineers. 
They are so busy with other things that 
we should not overload them but should 
see to it that they carry on as they 
should. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous· consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the Senate 
report, beginning on page 2 and contain
ing all of page 3 down to the last full 
paragraph of the three pages. It covers 
some of the matters we discussed and 
puts it in a succinct form and I think 
it will be very informative for readers of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 

The House committee, in its report, clearly 
set forth the urgent requirements for water 
resource development to meet the needs of 
our expanding popul•ation, and the critical 
funding situation facing the projects which 
are under construction by the Corps of En
gineers aald the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The importance of water and its conserva
tion and development was placed in its prop
er perspective by President Johnson on Sep
tember 30; 1968, on the occasion of his sign
ing of the Colorado River project bill, when 
he asked those present to consider several 
very crucial fa.cts of the time in which we 
live. 

Fact No.1. Next to the air we breathe, water 
is our most precious resource. 

Becau.s.e of i.ts inflexibility as to quantity, 
water is somewhat comparable to real estate 
since it increases in value with increased 
population similar to the increase in land 
values as our population increases aa1d com
petition grows for the land and water. One 
has little value without the other. 

On September 17, 1964, President Johnson 
stated: 

"By the year 2000, more than 300 million 
Americans will need 10 times the power and 
2 ¥2 times the water that we now consume." 

Four years l•ater, President Johnson trans
mitted to Congress the first national assess
ment of the Nation's water resouroes under 
the Wat·er Resources Planning Act of 1965. 
Tha t report showed a population projection 
of 340 miUion by the year 2000 and 468 mil
llon by the year 2020. 

Many areas of the count ry are exp~riencing 
falling ground water levels, necessitating 
deeper wells and increas·ed pumping costs. 
These are just signposts of th·ings to come. 
Testimony before the committee this year 
revealed that in one area the water pumped 
from wells, based on oarbon-14 tests, was last 
e~posed to the atmosphere 6,000 years ago; 
and in another area the subsidence of ground 
levels resulting from the mining of water is 
increasing construction costs about 2 ¥:! per
cent a year. 

When one considers the time required to 
develop a major project-S years or more for 
planning and 8 to 10 years for construction
it is evident that it is none too early to start 
projects needed and justified. They will be
come critically urgent long before they can 
be completed on an economica.l program. 
Crash programs should be avoided if at all 
possible, since they are always more expen
sive than necess·ary, and frequently do not 
provide for the optimum use of the site. 

President Johnson, in his budget message 
on the fiscal year 1970 budget, pointed out 
that between .1964 and 1970 the outlays for 
major social programs increased by 123 
percent. During this same period, there was 

an actual reduction in the funds recom
mended for water resources development. 

The total budget estimate for fiscal year 
1964 was $109 billion, of which the construc
tion programs of the Corps of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation were $1,188,428,-
700, or about 1.09 percent of the budget. For 
fiscal year 1970, the budget estimates total 
$210.1 billion, and the estimate for the con
struction programs of the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation totals $1,-
038,920,000, or about 0.49 percent of the 
budget. In actual dollars, there is a reduction 
of $149,508,700, or about a 12.5-percent 
decrease. 

When one considers the fact that the cost 
of construction has increased about 5 per
cent a year, the estimate is about the equiv
alent of $727,300,000 in terms of construc
tion costs in 1964. From the standpoint of ac
tual construction which can be accomplished, 
t he 1970 program shows a reduct ion of about 
39 percent . 

The budget submitted by President 
Johnson has subsequently been reviewed by 
President Nixon and the construction re
quests of . the Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation were reduced by 
another $181 million. This represents a dol
lar reduction of 15.3 percent, and a drop in 
construction potential since 1964 of almost 
50 percent. 

On September 4, 1969, the President di
rected all agencies of the Federal Govern
ment to put into effect immediately a 75-
percent reduction in new contracts for 
government construction. 

This year has been a year of disaster. The 
months of January and February saw un
usually destructive floods in California; 
the spring floods of the Midwest were par
ticularly damaging and, except for the costly 
emergency work undertaken by the Gov
ernment in Operation Foresight, would have 
been the most destructive floods in the his
tory of that area. In August, the devastation 
resulting from Hurricane Camille along the 
gulf coast and the accompanying heavy 
flood-producing rains as far north as Vir
ginia resulted in damages exceeding any 
other storm of this century. 

For these reasons, the committee feels that 
dut y and responsibility to provide the funds 
for the continuation of the water resources 
program in excess of the budget requests, 
and, notwithstanding the President's direc
tive for a 75-percent reduction, for new con
tracts for Government construction. The 
committee believes that the Congress has the 
duty and responsibility to provide the funds 
necessary to continue these essential pro
grams. If the administration refuses to spend 
the funds appropriated, it will be their re
sponsibility to explain to the victims of flood 
and hurricane disasters the higher priority 
of other Federal programs over the pro
grams for the protection of their lives and 
security. 

In line with the above, the committee has 
provided increases in projects underway and 
for additional new planning and construc
tion starts. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, all 
in all, it is my opinion that we have re
ported a good bill to the Senate. I whole
heartedly support it. I hope that my 
colleagues will join me in supporting 
the bill and voting for it, so that we 
can go soon to conference with the 
House. 
CONGRESS MUST APPROPRIATE NECESSARY FUNDS 

TO PURIFY OUR WATERS 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, a 
new sense of urgency for national en
vironmental quality is embodied in title 
3 of the appropriation bill pending in 
the Senate today. This legislation, very 
importantly reasserts the initiative of 

the Congress in funding the water qual .. 
ity improvement program. 

I commend my colleague, the Senator 
from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER), as I 
commend also all members of the Sen
ate Appropriations Committee, for 
emphasizing, as we do in this measure, 
the need to protect this Nation's water 
quality. 

We have been, until now too timid, 
in that we have not followed the au
thorizations with the necessary appro
priations to come to grips with the con
tamination of the water supplies of this 
country, especially in the metropolitan 
areas of the Nation. 

Those Members of the Senate who 
have worked on this particular mat
ter-that is, the approval of $1 billion 
for water pollution control-have my 
sincere thanks. They have taken another 
and a significant step in what I hope 
will be a united frontal attack on the 
very serious problem of improving wa
ter quality. 

Mr. President, I am not a carping 
critic, but I do remind my colleagues 
that the present administration has re
quested only $214 million for this pro
gram. That amount, of course, was raised 
considerably. in the House, when $600 
million was approved. But now the Sen
ator from Louisiana <Mr. ELLENDER) ably 
presents a well-reasoned argument for 

· the full authorization of $1 billion to 
take care of this imperative need, which 
affects millions and millions, directly or 
indirectly, of the people of this country. 

I call attention to the fact that in the 
House of Representatives, although the 
$1 billion was not contained in the af
firmative action taken there, the figure 
that is now contained in this appropria
tion bill failed by only two votes. So it 
is my hope that, after the measure is 
passed in the Senate and goes to con
ference with the House, the almost even 
vote, as it were, in the House will pre
vail as the conferees of that body meet 
with the conferees of the Senate, hope
fully to agree upon the $1 billion figure. 

I think it is appropriate for me to com
mend by name certain Senators who 
serve on the Public Works Committee, 
the authorizing committee in the Sen
ate. I have the very greatest admiration 
for the pioneering work which is being 
carried forward by the Senator from 
Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) in this field. He 
chairs our Subcommittee on Air and 
Water Pollution. The efforts which he 
and other Senators have made, including 
Senator CooPER and Senator BoGGs, re
gardless of party, have reenforced my 
feeling, as the chairman of that com
mittee, that our work has begun, but in 
no sense has it been completed, and we 
must move forward. 

The members of the Public Works 
Committee, the authorizing committee, 
have been privileged to have had the 
superb leadership of the Senator from 
Louisiana <Mr. ELLENDER) in developing 
the sound basis for the $1 billion appro
priation. If we had not justified it, if it 
had not been needed, then it would be 
another figure. But the need is there. The 
urgency is there. The reasons why we 
should do it now, and not later, are 
apparent. 

As I said, this measure provide·s for $1 
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billion, but I think it is important to 
point out that it is a cooperative effort. 
The program cannot succeed solely by 
the Federal Government's spending 
money. It must proceed with the co
operation of the States and other politi
cal subdivisions. The political subdivi
sions must provide necessary funds. 

So to what use do we put the $1 bil
lion in Federal funds? This is matching 
money. It wm contribute to the con
struction of sewage treatment facilities 
throughout the country. 

It will serve as a stimulus to the States 
as they undertake, with the political 
subdivisions, to do the job which must 
be done. It is a commitment, and Con
gress must not fail in its responsibility 
to provide the necessary moneys after 
authorizing the program. 

Let us think, as this appropriation 
comes before us today, what the back
ground is. I remind my colleagues that 
it was 3 years ago that the Senate 
unanimously passed the bill that came 
from the Committee on Public Works, 
which provided a dynamic new program 
of grant-in-aid to State and local gov
ernments for the construction of these 
facilities, sewage treatment plants, 
which I have emphasized today. 

We remember that the Clean Water 
Restoration Act of 1966 was, in a sense, 
the finalization of our effort. 

I want my colleagues to realize that 
when the Congress enacted the $3.5 bil
lion program in 1966, compromised down 
from the Senate-passed version of $6 
billion, we recognized the time which 
was necessary to move this program for
ward. It was to be a 5-year effort. 

Only slightly more than $550 million 
have been appropriated for the original 
authorization of $3.5 billion. 

I repeat, the administration asked 
only $214 million this year. There are 
only 2 years remaining, I remind my col
leagues, and it is obvious that we have 
fallen far behind the commitment which 
the Congress made in the area of im
proving the environment and purifying 
the water supply for many sources and 
for many needs in the United States. 

The issue is clearly stressed in edito
rial comment in the Morgantown, W.Va., 
Dominion-Post of this past Sun
day, the editorial emphasizes that: 
"clean streams are a lofty ideal toward 
which Americans in general and West 
Virginians in general are proceeding in 
an agonizingly slow manner." I agree 
with that statement. 

We made a promise, Mr. President, in 
1966, to help the States aid their munici
palities to develop clean water programs, 
which would assure benefits not to just 
segments of our population, but to all 
Americans; and we did it not only with 
the thought of partially meeting the im
mediate need-although we were too late 
then-but in terms of realistic programs 
for the future. 

The Federal Water Pollution Con
trol Administration has estimated the 
backlog of projoots for 5 years-that 
would be through 1973-at $8 billion. We 
had $3.5 billion, I repeat, in the meas
ure as finally authorized. So we have al
ready failed in part; how can we con-

tinue to lag in our effort to meet tlie 
responsibility whioh we have set for our
selves by our past authori~ations? 

Some of the States, Mr. President, in 
anticipation of Federal expenditures, 
have set aside sums for construction, in 
anticipation of reimbursement. They ex
pect the Federal Government to help 
them in these areas, in fact, there are 

seven States which have already prefi
nanced construction; and, if the RECORD 
does not show it at anothe,r point, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point a chart show
ing that information. 

There being no objection, the chart 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AllOCATIONS OF REIMBURSEMENT FUNDS UNDER PROPOSED TYDINGS AMENDMENT 

Percentage Possible appropriations 
of total--------------

States 
States' funds 

Advanced prefinancing $300,000, 000 $200,000, 000 $100,000,000 

Connecticut_ ___ __________ ____ _____ _ _ 
New York _________ _________________ _ $60, 900, 000 20. 79 $62,370, 000 $41,580, 000 $20,790,000 

150, 315, 000 51. 31 153, 930, 000 102, 620, 000 51, 310, 000 
Maine ______________ ___ _ ----- - _____ _ 
Massachusetts ______________________ _ 3, 500, 000 1. 19 3, 570, 000 2, 380, 000 1, 190, 000 

8, 500, 000 2. 90 8, 700, 000 5, 800, 000 2, 900, 000 
Vermont_ ______ -------- __ _____ _____ _ 
Pennsylvania ______ ______ ______ _____ _ 677, 000 . 23 690, 000 460,000 230, 000 

16, 095, 000 5. 50 16,500, 000 11,000, 000 5, 500, 000 Maryland __ __ ______ ______ __________ _ 52,957, 000 18. 08 54, 240, 000 36, 160, 000 18, 080,000 

Total prefinancing ___ __________ _ 292, 944, 000 ---- ----------------------- ---------------- ---------- -----------

Mr. RANDOLPH. This legislation, I 
conclude, is a reaffirmation of our com
mitment-a commitment, I think, to all 
the alert citizens of our country. If we 
are to be a responsible Congress, we must 
be responsive to responsible citizens; and 
in this area of legislation, there exists 
an almost unanimous agreement by the 
American people, crossing all party lines, 
that the job must be done, and must be 
done now, to purify the waters of the 
United States and insure to all of our 
people, including the little children, 
fresh, clean water in our rivers and our 
lakes. In West Virginia, the State which 
we call the Mother of Rivers because so 
many rivers originate in our highlands, 
we understand this problem full well. 

Again I commend all those Senators, 
particularly the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. ELLENDER), and the members of the 
Appropriations Committee and the Com
mittee on Public Works, who have 
brought this measure before us today. I 
respectfully suggest that our action on 
this measure will be in the nature of 
underscoring our recognition of the need 
for not partial, but full commitment 
to the effort envisioned by the action of 
Congress in 1966. 

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I am grati
fied that the committee has recom
mended an appropriation of $1 billion in 
fiscal 1970 to provide Federal grants for 
construction Df sewage treatment plants. 

I support the appropriation as an in
dication of my desire to improve the 
quality of the Nation's water resources. 
The Congress committed itself in 1966 
to funding the program at the billion
dollar level in fiscal 1970. 

The urgency of solving the Nation's 
water pollution problems amply justifies 
an appropriation in excess of the $214 
million recommended by the administra
tion. The committee is to be commended 
for its action on this matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will c&.ll the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous c.onsent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I un
derstand that the distinguished senior 
Senator from Tennessee desires to offer 
an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee is recognized. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, on behalf of 
my distinguished colleague (Mr. BAKER) 
and myself, I send to the desk an amend
ment and ask that .it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment w111 be stated for the bene
fit of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 30, line 3, strike out the figure 

$50,300,000 and insert in lieu thereof the 
figure $51,600,000. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the amend
ment would provide for beginning a very 
worthwhile and severely needed develop
ment of the Duck River tributary of the 
Tennessee River. 

This river valley is a populous area. It 
is a rapidly growing area in which the 
need for a fresh water supply is very 
pressing. 

The project has been carefully sur
veyed and several towns and communities 
within the area have formed the Duck 
River Association. They have a close 
working relationship. It is remarkably 
cooperative. They have approached the 
Tennessee Valley Authority for consid
eration of their needs. The TV A in turn 
has surveyed the proposed project. And 
as I understand it, the Tennessee Valley 
Authority has favorably recommended 
the project. 

I am very hopeful that the distin
guished chairman of the committee will 
be willing to accept the amendment. An 
expenditure of this sort would in no sense 
be wasted. The benefits to be realized 
from this development will be lasting and 
will be very substantial. 

I will not take the time of the Senator 
to give a detailed discussion. However, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
into the RECORD a justification for the 
project. 

There being no objection, the material 
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was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to provide 
evidence to show that the benefits derived 
from public investment are more likely to be 
maximized if the investment is made in an 
area where a regional agency as the Upper 
Duck RiYer Development Agency exists. The 
report describes the activities of the Upper 
Duck River Development Agency and Asso
ciat ion and considers its projects in relation 
to the expansion benefits which will result 
from the public investment in the Upper 
Duck River Area. ' 

The Upper Duck River Development 
Agency, Upper Duck River Development As
sociation, and the Upper Duck River Regional 
Planning Commission work together on both 
long range and short range plans for compre
hensive development of the natural and 
human resources of the Upper Duck River 
Valley. The activities include a wholesome 
working relationship with other Agencies and 
groups on local, State, and Federal levels. 

A summary or the history and aims of the 
Agency and Association are given as back
ground information. 

HISTORY 

Leaders in the Upper Duck River Basin 
recognized there were problems and tasks that 
require the unified efforts of several com
munities and several Counties. In July, 1964, 
the Upper Duck River Development Associa
tion was organized for the purpose of plan
ning and executing programs to implement 
development of the resources in the four
County Upper Duck River Basin. In due 
course of time, the Associa tion was chartered 
under the laws of the State of Tennessee as 
a tributary area. The Association's first task 
was an inventory of its resources. Resource 
work groups were organized wl th the cooper
ation of the technical representatives from 
TV A, and resource inventory reports were 
prepared and published in June, 1965. 

The leaders in this area-wide effort rec
ognized the need for legal status and finan
cial assistance. This was accomplished with 
the enactment of legislation .:reat ing the 
Upper Duck River Development Agency, 
which was signed into law on March 3, 1965, 
by the Governor. The Agency Directors were 
appointed in July, 1965, ana the orgamza
ti<>n of the Agency was finally consummated 
in September, 1965. One of the early efforts 
Of the Agency was toward the establishment 
of a junior college to serve a seven-county 
area in the Upper Duck and Elk River Water
sheds. This was undertaken in cooperation 
with the Elk River Development Association 
and Agency. There was complete unity of 
effort toward the establishment of the col
lege to be located in Moore County. 

In order to utillze the assistance available 
!rom various Federal programs, 1t was essen
tial that the Upper Duck River Area have a 
comprehensive Planning Program. Early in 
1966, the four Counties Quarterly Courts and 
the City Councils passed Resolutions urging 
the exploration of a regional planning com
mission. The CommiEsion was organized and 
became a reality in May, 1966. The Commis
sion consists of representatives from each of 
the Quarterly Courts, each of the City Plan
ning Commissions, the Upper Duck River 
Development Association, and the Upper 
Duck River Development Agency. 

The Association represents eome 130,000 
people in the Upper Duck River Watershed. 
The Agency represents the power structure 
of the County, City, and State levels. The 
planning commission is a technical servant 
which assists the Association and the Agency 
in regional planning. With the respective 
functions of these organizations, the area is 
well-equipped to handle a wide variety o! 
regional projects. These organizations are 
supported by the financial participation of 

the Counties, the Cities of the area, the 
State, and an individual participating mem
bership in the Association of $\.00. 

The people of the Upper Duck River Basin 
recognized that its development is multi
purpose and involves an inter-relationship 
of one resource with another. They also rec
ognize the fact that water is our most impor
tant resource as it is basic to industrial 
expansion, economic growth, and develop
ment. 

AIMS 

The hope of our future involves the faith 
o! the individual, the governmentally ind~
pendent individual's right to think, to plan, 
to creat e, to stand on his own feet and to be 
rewarded. The ultimate objectives of the Up
per Duck River Development Agency and As
sociation are to maximum the economic 
development of the watershed, provide gain
ful employment for its people, and to make 
the area in general a better place in which 
to live. We will extend the benefits of our 
invent iveness, ent erprise and skill to our 
people. 

Th e foregoing broad objectives may be 
broken down into several parts as they relate 
to our various resources. 

1. To provide !or adequate water supply 
and fiood control by establiEhing a series of 
dams and a water-control system on Duck 
River. 

2. To up-grade the areas' educational sys
tems with particular emphasis on vocational 
training. 

3. To develop health-education programs 
that will bring about a better understanding 
of the health services available to the areas. 

4. To work with various Agencies at the 
local, State and Federal levels to up-grade 
our environmental conditions and industrial 
climate. 

5. To work with TVA, State Industrial 
Department, Middle Tennessee Industrial 
Development Association, and others to in
terest industrial firms in locating their plants 
and distribution centers in the Upper Duck 
River Area . 

6. To improve transportation facilities 
throughout the basin with the establishment 
of an East-West Highway that will meet pri
mary highway specifications. 

7. To encourage the estalishment of both 
public and private recreational, facllities 
throughout the watershed. 

8. To organize agricultural commodity 
management clubs and to strive for an aver
age gross annual income of $10,000 per farm 
family. · 

PROJECTS 

The above objectives provide a framework 
for an almost limitless resource development. 
The Agency is a leader in coordinating the 
activities of looal government which relate to 
the economic development on an area-wide 
basis. UDRDA has worked closely with vari
ous State Agencies-The Tennessee Valley 
Authority, Housing and Urban Development 
Department and other groups. The Agency 
and the Association have embarked on pro
motional campaigns and work projects de
signed to maximiZe econ01nic growth and 
m ake the valley a better place in which to 
live. 

Duck River project 
The Duck River Project (Normandy and 

Columbia Reservoirs) Planning Report No. 
65-1Q0-1 was submitted to the Bureau of 
Budgets by TV A in October of 1968. 

This project was determined feasible by 
TV A and provides for cons-truction of a water 
control system on Duck River consisting of 
Normandy Dam and Reservoir and Columbia 
Dam and Reservoir at an estimated cost of 
73 .5 million dollars. The re3ervoirs will con
skt of sixteen thousand surface acres of 
water at normal pool. Certainly this project 
Will mean much to the Duck River area and 
to the Stlate as a tool in total resource devel
opment. Recognizing the importance of pub-

lie support for any project, we proceeded with 
the campaJ.gn to mobilize support. Resolu
tions endorsing this project and urging Con
gress to approve and fund it at an early date. 
It was passed by the four Quarterly Courts of 
the a.rea, twelve City Councils, and many 
Civic Clubs and organizations. A House Joint 
Resolution was passed by the Tennessee 
General Assembly in April of 1969. All of 
these Resolutions were forwarded to our 
Congressmen and Senators. On Wednes
day, April 30, 1969, Con.,o-ressman JoeL. Evins 
introduced House Joint Resolution No. 72 
into the Congressional Record : It is signifi
cant what Congressman Evins said : 

"Mr. Speaker: The Tennessee General As
sembly has passed House Joint Resolution 
72 calling for construction of Columbia and 
Nor mandy Dams by the Tennessee Valley Au
thority on the Upper Duck River." 

"The Tennessee Legislature in its resolu
tion urged the appropriation of funds to 
initiate construction of these two most im
portant projects.". 

"Mr. Speaker, the Tennessee Valley Au
thority has recommended these two project s 
to the Bureau of the Budget which has 
denied TVA's request despite the broad range 
of support by the Upper Duck River Develop
ment Association and counties and cities in 
the area." 

"These are needed projects, fundamental 
to the growth and progress of this area, and 
funds to initiate construction should be ap
propriated for the next fiscal year ." 

"Because of the importance of these proj
ects to our people, I herewith place in the 
Record House Joint Resolution 72." 

The Agency designated a special Commit
tee to work with TVA, State and local Gov
ernments in developing contractural ar
rangements with TVA that will depict non
federal participation in the Duck River Proj
ect. The Committee has had two meetings 
with the various Departments of State Gov
ernment a.nd TVA. The Department Repre
sentatives were keenly interested and w1ll
ingly pledged participation and support. 
Progress in this endeavor has been made. 
Subsequent meetings between the State De
partments of Government, local Government 
and TV A will be necessary to finalize this 
arrangement. 

Although Duck River Project was not in
cluded in the President's budget submitted 
to Congress, the people of the area were not 
discouraged. In June, 1969, nine of the Duck 
River leaders appeared before the House Pub
lic Works Sub Committee on Appropriations, 
in behalf of the Duck River Project Report 
No. 65-100-1. Formal statement was filed and 
there was an interchange of questions and 
answers with members of the Committee. 
The Duck River group was encouraged with 
the hearing before the Committee. We are 
hopeful this project wm be approved and 
funded by the Congress this year. 

Water grid system 
During the year very substantiar progress 

has been made in the construction of the 
Water Grid System. The objective of this 
project is to distribute potable water to 
smaller communities and rural areas 
throughout the watershed. 

1. The first phase of the Lewisburg segment 
was completed last year. The second phase 
application of Lewisburg has been filed with 
HUD. 

2. The first phase of the Columbia project 
was completed. Columbia's second phase was 
approved by HUD with a $500,000 grant. Bids 
on the second phase have been received, 
opened, and the contract awarded. 

3. The Shelbyvme first phase has been 
completed. It is contemplated that the second 
phase application will be submitted in the 
next fiscal year. 

4. Tullahoma's first phase 1s complete. 
Their consulting engineering firm 1s work
ing on the second phase application. 
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5. Manchester's first phase got underway 

late in the fiscal year. 
6. Cornersville, a small community serviced 

from the Lewisburg Water Grid System made 
application to up-grade their water distribu
tion. Cornersville received a grant of $75,
ooo.oo and a loan of $90,000.00 from HUD. 

7. The Wartrace community has submitted 
application to HUD, for an expansion of their · 
rural distribution and will provide tie-in with 
the Shelbyville System and ultimately the 
Manchester System at Beech Grove. 

Legislators and State officials 
The Agency and the Association had a 

joint meeting in December to which they. in
vited their Legislators and State Officials. 
The meeting provided a means of communi
cation and exchange of ideas relative to the 
Upper Duck River program. This meeting was 
very worthwhile and it resulted in a better 
understanding between our Legislators, State 
Officials and Duck River Leadership. 

UDRDA brochure 
A brochure entitled "Economic Develop

ment in the Duck River Area" was prepared 
and printed_. The brochure treats three 
phases of our program: the Upper Duck River 
Area, a program of action and partners in 
development. This publication has been ef
fective and has created a great deal of· in
terest among the children in Junior and 
Senior high schools within the Duck River 
area and was helpful in the Duck River 
membership campaig~. 

TVA support 
The Duck River leaders recognize the need 

for public support of TV A, not only in our 
immediate Valley, but throughout the Ten
nessee River Region. We prompted Tennessee 
River Valley Association of Decatur, Ala
bama to hold a series of meetings toward the 
development, organization of public support 
for TVA. We hope these meetings will result 
in far reaching support. 

Transportation center idea 
The Duck River people conceived the idea 

for a Transportation Center which might be 
located within the Northern region of the 
Upper Duck River Watershed. Such a Cen
ter would serve Metropolitan Nashville and 
all of Middle Tennessee. It would enhance all 
modes of transportation, including interna
tional and domestic flights, air freight, rapid 
rail facilities into Metropolitan Nashville, 
rapid automotive transportation, pipelines, 
rail and trucking services for air freight. Pre
liminary studies show there are many pluses 
in favor of such a development. The aircraft 
of the 70's will have to avoid Metropolitan 
areas because of safety factors. FAA has 
indicated that Nashville needs a new airport 
facility. The number of air passengers, trans
portation to and from the airports, indicate 
the need for a Transportation Center. Work
ing with TVA representatives a study of the 
transportation situation is in process. In ad
dition, Duck River is maintaining contact 
with the aviation and transportation leaders 
of Metropolitan Nashville. The Duck River 
people and the Legislators from this rural 
area cooperated with the Metropolitan areas 
of the State in the passing of legislation 
which provides for setting up of an airport 
transportation authority. It is felt that this 
legislation was the initial step in the devel
opment of the Transportation Center idea. 

Planning project 
Late in the year the Upper Duck River 

Planning Commission and Agency entered 
into a contract with the Tennessee State 
Planning Commission to perform the services 
as outlined in Developmental Planning Proj
ect Tenn P-66. This Project includes three 
major phases: 

1. Long range planning (20 or more years). 
2. 5 year planning. 
3. A year to year plan (this phase is de

signed to meet the planning situation for 

any development project that may be initi
ated). 

Tennessee State Planning Commission is 
scheduled to initiate work on July 1, 1969. 

BENEFITS FROM PUBLIC INVESTMENTS 

It is obvious from the nature of the vari
ous projects undertaken by UDRDA that the 
benefits from the Agency's and Association's 
activities extend into all phases of economic 
development in the watershed. The Agency 
and Association offer the organization frame
work through which leaders in the water
shed communities can participate in the de
velopmental work. Past efforts of the area's 
citizens acting through the Agency and As
sociation have demonstrated their ability to 
initiate and follow through with projects 
which have beneficial effects on income in the 
area. The leaders in the Agency and Associa
tion believe that the additional income to 
the region, ·which will be projected as ex
pansion benefits in the Duck River Project, 
(Normandy and Columbia Reservoirs), can 
become a reality through the cooperative 
efforts of UDRDA, the local, State and Fed
eral governments, and the people of the Up
per Duck Watershed. 

The amount of total income to the area's 
residents which will result from the proposed 
project on the Upper Duck is dependent not 
only on the increment income in the form of 
new wages which are directly attributed to 
the projects, but also on the income gen
erated by respending the wages. Total income 
genera ted in a given period of time will de
pend on the frequency of respending which 
in turn will depend on the relative amount of 
economic activity in the watershed. Leaders 
in the Agency and Association believe that 
the generation of new income, called the 
multiplier effect, will be of relatively large 
magnitude in the Upper Duck River area be
cause of the activities of the Agency and As
sociation which tend to promote economic 
development within the watershed and sur
rounding areas. 

Activities to attract new industry and pro- . 
vide support for existing industry will create 
more jobs in the four County area. New gains 
in manufacturing will result in the addition 
of new jobs in trades and service industries. 
Projects to improve education and skill levels 
have the effect of up-grading the area's labor 
force and preparing young people to take 
advantage of better job opportunities within 
the watershed. The Water Grid System will 
affect practically every citizen in the area 
through improved water supply for residen
tial, commercial, and industrial develop
ments. Other activities in the fields of high
way construction, agriculture, recreaJtion, and 
water pollution control will help stimulate 
economic expansion in the four County area 
which will be affected by the proposed proj
ects on the Upper Duck River. This economic 
expansion will, in turn, supply the necessary 
acceleration to maximize the new income to 
the area resulting from the project. 

MEMBERSHIP 

The Upper Duck River Development Asso
ciation has an active membership of 2,548. 
The general public is enthusiastic about the 
Upper Duck River Development Program and 
its several projects. The Agency and Associa
tion, Officers, Directors, and Committeemen 
and Work Group Members have given volun
tarily of their time, talents and energies to 
promote and improve the Upper Duck River 
Watershed. The citizens participation for the 
fiscal year of 1968-1969 was as follows: 

3,217 man hours. 
31,077. automobile miles. 
Other expenses $1,595.00 (to attend the 

regular meetings, work group meetings, com
mittee meetings, and other activities). 

PUBLICITY AND PUBLIC RELATIONS 

Projects and activities of the Agency and 
Association have been Of local and wide 
spread interest. The press, radio, and televi-

sion have been most helpful in publicizing 
our efforts, our dreams, and our accomplish
ments in the development of the Upper Duck 
River Area. A wholesale awareness of our 
program exists through the four County area. 
Some of our projects have attracted interest 
in many areas. The Water Grid System Proj
ect has national recognition. HUD represent
atives speaking before the Governor's confer
ence in Honolulu made numerous reference.:; 
to this project. Several regional and national 
magazines have carried featured stories per
taining to the UDRDA activities. 

The Officers, Directors, and Staff have 
maintained contact with our public officials 
in the State and in Washington. We hav~ 
endeavored to keep them fully apprised of 
the problems and developments in our pro
gram. Congressman Joe L. Evins, Congress
man William Anderson, Senator Albert Gore, 
Senator Howard Baker, Governor Ellington, 
State Senator Reagor Motlow, State Senator 
Ernest Crouch, State Senator Joe Kelley, 
Representative Pat Lynch, Representative 
Joe Majors, Representative W. R. (Spot) 
Lowe, Representative Thornton Taylor, Rep
resentative W. A. Richardson, Representative 
Edward Blank, Offici-a,ls and Staff of TV A, 
HUD; and TSPC have been most helpful wilth 
the many aspects of our Upper Duck River 
Program. To them individually and collec
tively we express our sincere thanks. 

PLANS FOR 1969-1970 

The people of the Upper Duck River Val
ley are dedicated to the goal of total resource 
development of the area. All of our activities 
and projects are designed to obtain maximum 
benefits and optimum economic development. 

An immediate task is to obtain Congres
sional approval and initial funds for con
struction of the Duck River Project (Nor
mandy and Columbia Dams and Reservoirs, 
Report No. 65-100-1). 

The people will continue their efforts on 
the Water Grid System, recruit and expand 
industry, maintain amicable relationship 
with all the Agencies, on local, State and 
Federal levels and pledge unity in our actions. 
Upper Duck River Development Agency 

Financial Repo1't, July 1, 1968 Through 
June 30, 1969 

RECEIPTS 

General account: 
Brought forward ____________ _ 
Town of Spring Hill _________ _ 
Maury County ______________ _ 
Town of Normandy_;_. ________ _ 
Town of Bell Buckle _________ _ 
City of Columbia ____________ _ 
City of Tullahoma ___________ _ 
City of Lewisburg ___________ _ 
Marshall County-------------Coffee County _______________ _ 
City of Shelbyville ___________ _ 
City of Manchester __________ _ 
Town of Wartrace ___________ _ 
State of Tennessee ___________ _ 
Bedford County _____________ _ 
Town of Chapel lim _________ _ 

$1,907.64 
50.00 

1,000.00 
25.00 
30.00 

1,000.00 
750.00 

1,000.00 
750.00 
750.00 
750.00 
750.00 

25.00 
5,000.00 

750.00 
50.00 

-----
Total -------------------

Water account: Brought forward_ 
Planning account: 

Brought forward ____________ _ 
City of Manchester __________ _ 
Coffee County _______________ _ 
Marshall County ____________ _ 
Maury County ______________ _ 
City of Shelbyville __________ _ 
City of Lewisburg ___________ _ 
City of Tullahoma __ _: ________ _ 
City of Columbia ____________ _ 
BedfOI-,l County (cash $1,270.00, 

Rent $480.00) --------------

Total 

14,587.64 

50.54 

8, 751.28 
1,250.00 
1,250.00 
1,750.00 
2,500.00 
1,750.00 
1,500.00 
1,500.00 
2,500.00 

1,750.00 

24,501.23 

Total receipts ____________ 39,139.46 
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Upper Duck River Development Agency 

Financial Report, July 1, 1968 Through. 
June 30, 1969-continued. 

EXPENSES 

General account: 
Salaries ---------------------
Taxes -----------------------Office supplies postage _______ _ 

Printing --------------------
Telephone ---------- ---------
Travel ---- ------------------
Equipment -----------------
Contingency-----------------
Bond -----------------------Travel insurance ____________ _ 

10,500.00 
443.40 
216.79 
129.60 
634.60 

1,256.38 
203.77 

$124.78 
50.00 
55.00 

Total ------------------- 13,614.32 
lVater account--------------- -- 48.73 

Planning account: 
Salaries --------------------
Taxes ----------------------
Travel ----------------------Office supplies and postage ___ _ 

ltent -----------------------

Total 

Total expenses __________ _ 

Balance-General account ___ _ 
Balance-Water account _____ _ 
Balance-Planning account __ _ 

Total balance ___________ _ 

11,000.00 
394.55 

1, 729.52 
21.00 

480.00 

13,625.07 

27,288.12 

973.32 
1.81 

10,876. 21 

11,851.34 

THE TENNESSEE UPPER DUCK RIVER DEVELOP
MENT AGENCY, SHELBYVILLE, TENNESSEE, 
1968-69 REPORT TO THE GOVERNOR 

OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS 

Mr. Hardin Hill, President-Columbia, 
Maury County. 

Mr. Theron Bracey, Vice President-8hel
byv111e, Bedford County. 

Judge Sam Clark, Secretary-Lewisburg, 
Marshall County. 

Judge John W. Ray, Treasurer, Manchester, 
Coffee County. 

Mr. L. B. Jennings, Tullahoma, Coffee 
County. 

Judge Mac Farrar, Shelbyville, Bedford 
County. 

Judge John S. Stanton, Columbia, Maury 
County. 

Mr. Wade Arnold, Shelbyville, Bedford 
County. 

Mr. Kennie Moses, Chapel Hill, Marshall 
County. 

Mr. Clair Eoff, Jr., Tullahoma, Coffee 
County. 

Mr. E. Boyd Garrett, Nashville, State of 
Tennessee. 

Mayor James H. Dowdy, Columbia, Maury 
County. 

Mayor J. A. Biggs, Lewisburg, Marshall 
County. 

Mr. Edwin Allen, Lewisburg, Marshall 
County. 

Mr. Sam Worley, Jr., Maury County. 

THE UPPER DuCK RIVER DEVELOPMENT Asso
CIATION, 1968-69 

OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS 

Mr. L. B. Jennings, President, Tullahoma. 
Coffee County. 

Mr. Hardin H111, Vice President, Columbia, 
Maury County. 

Mr. W. D. Copeland, Secretary, Shelbyville, 
Bedford County. 

Mr. James Stammer, Treasurer, Lewisburg, 
Marshall County. 

Mr. Tom Green, Nashville, Davidson 
County. 

Mr. Theron Bracey, Shelbyville, Bedford 
County. 

Mr. John P. Jewell, Columbia, Maury 
County. 

Mr. Lloyd Payne Shelbyville, Bedford 
County. 

Dr. J. C. Leonard, Lewisburg, Marshall 
County. 

Mr. Floyd Mitchsll, Tullahoma, Coffee 
County. 

Mr. Sam Kennedy, Columbia, Maury 
County. 

Mr. Franklin Yates, Shelbyville, Bedford 
County. 

Mr. c. F. Norman, Manchester, Coffee 
County. 

Mr. Frank Grisard, Manchester, Coffee 
County. 

Mr. Lon McFarland, Columbia, Maury 
County. 

Mr. Doug Rogers, Chapel H111, Marshall 
County. 

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

Mr. GORE. I yield. 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, we are 

dealing with an additional item of $1,-
300,000 for these two projects. That is a 
substantial amount of money. However, 
I point out, as my distinguished senior 
colleague has pointed out, that the proj
ects are well justified by cost benefit 
ratios and the House of Representatives 
has seen fit to include it in its a'ppropria
tions. It is an innovative program 
uniquely suited to the pattern in our area 
for the development of water resources, 
electrical energy, or recreation in indus
trial location. 

I believe these projects are eminently 
worthy of the consideration of the Sen
ate for inclusion in this appropriation 
measure. 

Mr. President, this amendment would 
increase the appropriation for the Ten
nessee Valley Authority from $50,300,000 
as recommended by the committee to 
$51,600,000, an increase of $1,300,000. 

The purpose of the amendment is to 
restore to the pending bill $1.3 million in
cluded by the House for preliminary 
planning and land acquisition for two in
terrelated Tennessee Valley Authority 
projects on the Upper Duck River in Ten
nessee, the Normandy Dam project and 
the Columbia Dam project. 

Mr. President, these two projects are 
vital parts of an overall plan for the de
velopment of a five-county region in the 
south central part of my State. The Up
per Duck River Development Agency, 
chartered by the General Assembly of the 
State of Tennessee, has developed and 
begun the implementation of a bold and 
innovative redevelopment plan that has 
gained national attention. An ambitious 
multi-county water grid system is well 
under way, a system that could well serve 
as a model for rural water supply 
throughout the country. Many other Fed
eral, State, and local programs-includ
ing urban renewal projects and OEO 
community action programs-have been 
developed and coordinated by the Upper 
Duck River Development Association. 

The Columbia and Normandy dams 
and the reservoirs that they will create 
form the heart of this promising experi
ment in local redevelopment. The two 
projects combined have an annual com
bined benefit to the area of nearly $5 mil
lion and a cost benefi-:.; ratio of 1.2 to 1. 
These benefits are allocated to such im
provements as flood control, water sup
ply, water quality control, recreation, 
shoreline development, fish and wildlife, 
transportation, and job expansion. 

The most urgent of these needs is a 
chronic water shortage that grows worse 
every year and which severely limits the 
opportunities for industrial and resi
dential expansion within this area. The 
reservoirs that would be created by these 
two projects are essential to the future 
growth of the region and to the success 
of the water grid system that I mentioned 
earlier. 

Mr. President, $1.3 million is a rela
tively small amount of money. The House 
committee and the House as a whole saw 
fit to include these funds in H.R. 14159. 
The Senate committee, in its wisdom, saw 
fit to delete this modest amount, at the 
same time providing $1 million not in 
the House bill for a very similar series 
of dams on the Upper French Broad 
River in . the great State of North Caro
lina. I am confident that the Upper 
French Broad project is an excellent 
one-it has a benefit cost ratio of 1.4 to 
l-and I am delighted for the people of 
North Carolina that the distinguished 
committee has seen fit to recommend to 
the Senate that this project not funded 
by the House be funded in this body. But 
I am not so happy that the committee 
has seen fit to delete a similar amount 
for a similar project in Tennessee where 
I feel, and the House feels, the need is 
just as great. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I thank my 
distinguished colleague. I am very 
pleased to join in the amendment which 
he drafted and which I cosigned and sent 
to the desk. 

I noticed that the committee has ap
proved an item of some $1 million for a 
project in North Carolina. From my lim
ited knowledge of this project-and it is 
a worthy project-! do not wish to offer 
any criticism of the project or offer any 
hindrance to that project. I suggest to 
my distinguished friend, the able chair
man of the subcommittee, that we re
ceive similar sympathetic treatment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I wish 
to state to the able Senators from Ten
nessee that the subcommittee gave a 
good deal of thought to the projects 
that were submitted by the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. 

In working out a program, as I stated 
earlier, we tried to see to it that the var
ious States were treated similarly. Three 
States in particular benefit a great deal 
from the TVA, and those States obtain 
money for resource development from at 
least three sources of which I know-the 
Corps of Engineers, civil; the Tennessee 
Yalley Authority; and the Appalachia 
development program. 

It will be recalled that I did not speak 
against the Tellico Dam, which is in the 
Tennessee Valley Authority program, but 
at the time it was put in the bill for ap
propriation, I stated that I thought it 
should be postponed. I did the same thing 
with respect to the Tims Ford Dam, and I 
am now doing the same with respect to 
the Duck River project. 

I assure the Senators from Tennessee 
that I do not look with d isfavor -:.~pon 
these projects, by any means, and I am 
all for the TV A. I have been for it ever 
since its lnception. 

It will be recalled, however, that the 
TV A was originally authorized in order 
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to produce electricity from falling water. 
There were great rivers across which 
dams could be constructed, and as long 
as these grer..t water resources could be 
used, I am sure the Senators from Ten
nessee will agree that the TV A had my 
individual support. 

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. I want to affirm the rec

ord of the able Senator as he has stated 
it and to express, on my own behalf and 
on behalf of the people of Tennessee
and I presume on behalf of all the peo
ple who are served by the TV A-our 
gratitude for the support he has steadily 
given for hydroelectric development. 

As the Senator has said, he also has 
consistently questioned the advisability 
of the generation of power by steam, 
by fossil fuels. So, insofar as the devel
opment of the water resources of the 
Tennessee Valley is concerned, the Sen
ator has been a firm champion. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I have never been 
found wanting, I may say to the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

As I have said, the TV A was established 
originally on the assumption that the 
great rivers in that area would be devel
oped to the end that large amounts of 
hydroelectric power would be produced. 
But the power needs grew so fast, that 
it was felt necessary by some to advocate 
that steam plants be constructed in order 
to provide more electricity. I voted for 
steamplants in order to firm the hydro 
power that was then being produced in 
the valley. I never objected to that. 

Later, as time went on, with the greater 
demand for electricity, more steam plants 
were constructed. That is when I began 
to object to the use of money from Texas, 
from California, from New York, and 
from other States in order to construct 
more steam-generation plants. 

I got the last report from the Adminis
trator of the Tennessee Valley Authority 
indicating that, of all the electricity that 
is produced by the TV A, 79 percent comes 
from steamplants; the early steam plants 
were paid for out of the general fund. 
Of course, the cost is ultimately paid 
back, only 21 percent of the power pro
duced is hydroelectric. It was my belief 
at the time that other States would like 
to have the Federal Government con
struct steamplants to produce more 
cheap electricity, to help bring in indus
try. I objected, but to no avail. The Sen
ators from Tennessee, as well as the Sen
ators from Mississippi an<~ other States, 
were all for it, and we proceeded to build 
these plants. Later, as the Senator knows, 
we permitted the bonding of some of the 
revenues in order to produce more power 
from hydroelectric sources. 

It is my understanding that studies are 
being made as to whether more hydro
electric power can be developed. I hope 
they do find it feasible to develop more 
power from this source. 

Three or four years ago we started 
Tellico Dam. We provided the funds for 
it, and there was a great deal of opposi
tion to it from people in the area and 
from all across the country. Those ob
jecting felt it simply was not good for the 
Nation to put dams on those wild rivers 
and cover the wilderness areas with 
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water. Many desired that the region re
main in the natural state. But we were 
overridden with respect to that. 

The Tims Ford Dam 1s another one 
which we started, and it 1s now in the 
process of being constructed. 

I want to tell my good friends from 
Tennessee that we are going to confer
ence with this matter. The Duck River 
project was put in by the House. There 
is no budget estimate for it. 

I would like to find out more about it. 
I would like to find out more about the 
benefits that are reflected in the benefit
cost ratio and things of that nature. 
Then, there is quite a bit of opposition. 
Many letters came in opposing the con
struction of these dams. As a result of 
all of these factors, the subcommittee 
decided to strike it out. We did add an
other item for the area, to take up with 
the House. 

Since the proposal of the Senator is in 
the bill, it is my hope, and I feel reason
ably certain that in conference, we will 
come to some conclusion as to both of 
them. 

We do have language in the bill leav
ing the funds in, but with the under
standing that they are to be used only 
for planning the dredging of the port and 
not for construction of the other facili
ties, because it is my belief, in a case like 
that, that we are going a little too far. 

I know that in New York, New 01·1eans, 
and in all the great cities in the country 
where we have great harbors, all the 
engineers did was to provide the depth of 
water in the main channels, but when 
we came to the construction of ware
houses or railroad tracks necessary to 
operate the harbor, that is usually left 
to the local authorities to provide, and is 
a condition of local cooperation that must 
be met before any Federal funds are ex
pended. We did not examine this project 
in depth, but it appears that all the State 
of Mississippi is going to furnish, as I 
understand it, is some 1,200 acres of land. 
I do not know if that much land is 
needed. The committee agreed to go 
along with the planning and the actual 
dredging of the port. We will look into 
this entire matter later and get our teeth 
into it and decide the extent to which we 
can go along with the project as contem
plated. 

We had another project included by 
the House, a project for the State of my 
good friend from Mississippi, the Yellow 
Creek Port project. I had never heard of 
the Federal Government building a har
bor project, and providing at Federal ex
pense all the facilities necessary for that 
harbor, including railroad tracks, high
way connections, warehouses, pilings for 
the wharves, and so forth. I thought we 
should look into that more thoroughly 
before we agreed to construct it. 

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, first I want 

to thank the able Senator for complying 
with the personal request I made of him 
with respect to the construction of a 
small bridge in Crocket County in west 
Tennessee. It was ultimately to be in the 
plan for Corps of Engineers construction, 
but it has become in such dilapidated 

condition now that a schoolbus must 
stop and the children must walk across 
the rickety bridge, no mater how hard 
it might be raining. 

The Senator kindly provided for the 
construction of this bridge in the bill and 
I want now publicly, on behalf of the 
people of Crockett and Gibson Counties, 
to thank him for so doing. 

I take encouragement with respect to 
what the Senator said with reference to 
the two projects, one on the Duck River 
in Tennessee, and the other in North 
Carolina. 

There is no greater bargainer in the 
Senate than the Senator from Louisiana. 
He is experienced at it and successful. 

If my distinguished colleague · from 
Ten..llessee is agreeable with the under
standing as I interpret it to be, that in 
conference these two projects will be con
sidered together on their merits, if the 
merits indicate a division of the funds, 
that would be a bargaining position. 

Mr. ELLENDER. We can certainly 
come to some agreement, as the Senator 
knows, and we have done that before. 
I do want to be frank and candid in 
saying to my good friend that it is always 
good to have some bargaining power in 
these bills, not only in connection with 
public works or the Tennessee Valley Au
thority but also in other bills. I am very 
hopeful we can come to some conclusion 
which will be satisfactory to both of 
the Senators from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, in view of 
the colloquy, for which I express grati
tude, and seeing a favorable nod from 
my distinguished junior colleague, I wish 
to ask my distinguished colleague if he 
joins me in withdrawing the amendment. 

Mr. BAKER. I am happy to join the 
senior Senator from Tennessee. I think 
the purpose is resolved, and I am per
fectly agreeable. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that I may withdraw the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is withdrawn. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Louisiana has the floor. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Illinois is recognized. 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, in my ex

perience in the Senate there have been 
very few occasions when a committee has 
reported out a bill containing the highest 
appropriation pos~ible for a particular 
program, one that is 100 percent equal to 
the authoriza..tion. There have been even 
fewer instances when a Senate Commit
tee, the Senate itself, or the Congress for 
that matter, has reflected the funding 
levels needed to make a major impact on 
our environmental problem. So my en
thusiasm for the $1 billion appropriation 
approved by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee for matching grants with the 
States for water treatment plants is un
derstandable and great. And it is a cause 
which has the enthusiastic support of 
the American people. 

I have spoken before in the Senate 
regarding what I believe to be the dwin
dling odds of our civilization surviving 
as we have known it in the midst of a 
polluted environment. We have come 
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perilously close to losing this battle; the 
public in past years has remained large
ly unaware of the enormity and impor
tance of the pollution problem; techno
logical advances have been primarily 
academic aceomplishments since funds 
were unavailable for their implemen
tation; and elected officials at every level 
of government have failed to accept the 
initiative in sounding the battle call. 
Thus pollution has flourished while pol
lution control efforts have floundered. 

The immediate problem has been eval
uated in money terms, and Congress has 
committed itself to meeting this amount 
when it authorized the $1 billion appro
priation in 1966. Congress record in ful
filling the $3.5 billion program unani
mously approved in 1966 to extend over 
5 years has been embarrassingly inade
quate: in fiscal year 1968, out of $400 
million authorized only $203 million was 
appropriated; in fiscal year 1969, only 
$214 million was appropriated from the 
$700 million authorized. In fiscal year 
1970, $1 billion was ·authorized and the 
committee has recommended an appro
priation in that same amount. I com
mend the members of the Appropriations 
Committee for their foresight, wisdom, 
and leadership. All that remains is for 
the Senate to make good its earlier com
mitment. The country will welcome Con
gress new resolve to improve and control 
the quality of our environment. 

Had the committee reported an appro
priation less than the full $1 billion 
amount, I was prepared to offer an 
amendment to meet this deficit. I have 
discussed environmental issues with 
numerous experts through the years. 
In closely studying the whole water pol
lution problem, and in taking many oth
er key factors into account, I am com
pletely convinced that we would be do
ing a great disservice to the American 
people were we to appropriate less than 
the full $1 billion amount at this time. 

In I111nois, even with the $1 billion 
appropriation, we would not receive 
enough Federal funds to meet any
where near the existing needs. However, 
that for which we are eligible is substan
tially greater-some $22.3 million more
than would have been available with 
the House-passed appropriation of $600 
million. 

I shall be working hard in the future, 
in league with my colleagues in the Sen
ate, to make sure that we have sufficient 
amounts appropriated to meet the Na
tion!s continuing and critical water pol
lution control needs. 

Once Lake Michigan goes the way of 
Lake Erie and becomes another dead sea, 
one of the Nation's great resources serv
ing Illinois and its sister States will be 
lost to the millions of citizens it serves. 

Today, we have the opportunity to 
further the effort to curb the downward 
course of this country's environment. 
On October 8 the Senate passed the 
Water Quality Improvement Act. This 
legislation offered a good beginning to 
our water cleanup efforts. I am keenly 
aware that by appropriating this $1 bil
lion '¥e are choosing among many na
tional priorities, a choice which is made 
more difficult at this time when every 
effort is being made to control Federal 
spending. But in my judgment, as I have 

stressed so often, there are adequate 
financial resources available if the Con
gress establishes proper priorities to 
meet the public needs. In this case, the 
pollution threat is so grave, and the need 
for remedial action so great, that we must 
support an all-out effort to bring water 
pollution under control. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am 
very glad to note the support given to the 
bill by our good friend from Illinois. As 
I said during the course of debate, it is 
my belief that it will be rather easy for 
us to appropriate the money. Where our 
trouble will be will be in getting the ex
ecutive branch to spend the funds I am 
hopeful that the Senator from Illinois 
will join a little committee, which I hope 
to put together, and go to the White 
House with us to prevail upon the Presi
dent. These needs should be met now, 
without delay. 

I have no doubt that Congress itself 
will support and vote for this program 
of pollution control. The same proposal 
was put before the House and it lost there 
by only two votes. I am quite sure that 
Congress will provide much more than 
the $214 million which is in the budget. 
Thus, with Congress taking favorable ac
tion, I am very hopeful that we can get 
to work and get the executive branch to 
see to it that the money is made available 
for the purpose intended. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Louisi
ana: I would not only be happy to join 
such a committee and call upon the Pres
ident, or whomever he should designate, 
but I would also do so taking into ac
count that inflation is the great haz·ard in 
this country today and that we must live 
within our budget means. Not only must 
we balance the budget but also show a 
surplus in order to combat inflation. In 
the adjusting of national priorities, I 
would even accept the target that we stay 
within the overall budget and find other 
areas of a less critical nature where the 
damage to society, our environment, and 
to humanity in general will be less if we 
deferred expenditures of those funds. 

As to public works, I have supported 
the administration, not even continuing 
the construction of the Federal building 
which is leaving a hole in the middle of 
the downtown area of Chicago right now. 
But there are other and more urgent 
needs that must be put ahead of those 
projects. I woulq be happy to take a 
share out of Tilinois in order to place 
the highest priority on the control of 
water pollution and the stability that 
must be provided to our environment. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I wish to 
state my strong endorsement of the rec
ommendation by the c.ommittee for an 
appropriation of $1 billion for construc
tion grants for waste treatment works, 
As the committee's rep.ort states: 

The urgency of moving forward in the pro
gram of water pollution control fully justi
fies the appropriation of one billion dollars. 

Also, I wish to congratulate and thank 
Chairman ELLENDER and the rr.embers of 
his subcommittee for their lengthy in
vestigation of the needs of this program, 
an investigation that led to what I be
lieve is a very wise decision on the level of 
appropriation. 

Without an appropriation of this 

magnitude, we wi!l see a continued de
terioration in water quality across the 
country, with the States failing to meet 
water quality standards. 

In a recent report to the Congress, the 
General Accounting Office made this 
assessment: 

A serious question exists, however, as to the 
attainability of the water quality standards 
by the dates in the implementation schedules 
because, due to Federal funding in amounts 
significantly less than amounts authorized, 
construction is proceeding at a rate well be
low that which was anticipated. 

The report then arrives at this con
clusion: 

G-A-0 believes that the present level of 
Federal funding will not be sufficient to en
able a significant increase in the effective
ness of the program in abating, controlling, 
and preventing water pollution. 

The message is clear: The Federal 
Government has failed in its pledge of 
support to the States and to the people. 
The Congress must fund this program to 
the level of need, as established in the 
authorizations laid down in the Clean 
Water Restoration Act of 1966. 

In case there is any doubt, it should 
be pointed out that the States are fully 
capable of utilizing the full $1 billion. 
The Federal Water Pollution Control 
Administration has applications on hand 
for projects that require well in excess of 
$800 million in Federal funds. Another 
half a billion dollars has been advanced 
by the States and local communities as 
prefinancing of the Federal share on 
various projects. The States and local 
governments are entitled to reimburse
ment on this money. 

Money spent on water pollution con
trol benefits every single American alive 
today, and every American who will ever 
live. By supporting the $1 billion appro
priation, we are insuring these benefits 
to the Nation. In addition, we are telling 
the States that the Federal water pollu
tion abatement program no longer is one 
of promises met by fractional appro
priation. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to sup
port unanimously the committee rec
ommendation of $1 billion. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
congratulate the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana <Mr. ELLENDER) for his 
great work on this public works bill. He 
has done so much work which has made 
it possible for the bill to come before the 
Senate today. 

Senators will note the seven volumes 
of books stacked on my desk, which I 
placed there to show the tremendous 
amount of work that went into the bill. 
These volumes comprise over 7,200 pages 
of hearings and contain a 93-page index. 

I congratulate the ·senator from Lou
isiana on one of the greatest series of 
hearings on an appropriation bill ever 
held in the history of the Senate. 

I want to say that while I am per
sonally very thankful to the Senator 
from Louisiana for what he has done for 
some of the specific projects that I was 
interested in in my State, and I con
gratulate h1m even more for his job, his 
foresight, and his wisdom, as well as his 
fairness and concern for all concerned. 
Above all, I congratulate him on his great 
leadership in connection with appropria-
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tions for pollution control. He has shown 
great leadership not only in the commit
tee but also in the Senate and for the 
Nation. 

Mr. President, the public works appro
priation bill, as reported by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, represents 
one of the most equitable and effective 
efforts of the Congress to meet the Na
tion's needs for water development and 
pollution control that I have seen since 
becoming a Senator over 12 years ago. 

I strongly urge its passage. The Senate 
reported bill, H.R. 14159, with amend
ments, calls for a total appropriation of 
$4,968,703,500, which exceeds the amount 
appropriated by the House by $463,257,-
000, and the amount in the revised budget 
by $764,725,500. The Senate committee 
increase is vital and badly needed for 
several reasons. 

The increase includes provision for sev
eral new starts for water development 
projects which have been delayed for far 
too long, and individual appropriations 
for each of the new starts is very small 
when compared to the benefits which 
will be received in a few years. In other 
words, for comparatively small addi
tional amounts several new projects can 
be started which are vital to the future 
water needs of different areas of the 
country. 

An example of this is the Millican 
Reservoir, a dam to be built en the 
Navasota River, approximately 7 miles 
north of Navasota, Tex. This dam will 
be the first stage of a two-stage develop
ment consisting of Millican and Nava
sota No. 2 Dams, both of which would be 
units in the overall plan of improvement 
for the Brazos River Basin. 

The appropriations for Millican Dam 
is based on the long-range needs of the 
Texas gulf coast. The Texas Water De
velopment Board has reported that Mil
lican Dam will be needed in the future 
to supply water to portions of Harris, 
Brazoria, and Galveston Counties. I have 
been working for years to secure the 
initial appropriation. I rejoice with the 
people of that area who have waited so 
long for this dam. 

Preconstruction planning money has 
been desperately needed for this project. 
Net only will this dam ease the future 
demand for water, but it will also be of 
tremendous value as a flood control dam 
and as a recreational site, with an antic
ipated 2,800,000 annual visitors. Excel
lent provisions have bee!l made for the 
protection and extension of fish and wild
life. We cannct sit by and flirt with dis
aster. Funding for the project is neces
sary to meet the flood control and water 
needs of the Texas gulf coast. 

Senator ELLENDER and the committee 
recognized that further delay would jeop
ardize the future water needs of the 
Texas gulf coast. It was in response to 
this critical need and the committee in
cluded $200,000 for the Millican Reser
voir. This is a relatively small amount, 
but a big step forward fur the people of 
Texas. 
. Other examples of new starts in Texas, 

where Senator. ELLENDER and the Appro
priations Committee responded to criti
cal situations, were the Aubrey Reser
voir near Dallas, Cedar Bayou on the gulf 

coast, and the Corpus Christi ship chan
nel. In the case of the Aubrey Reservoir, 
the committee allocated the small sum 
of $150,000 in ·preconstruction planning 
money, but here again, this constituted 
a response to a situation that was becom
ing desperate. It is no secret, Mr. Presi
dent, that the construction of an aver
age-:::ize reservoir normally requires 10 
years from preconstruction planning to 
the reality of a full reservoir. The Dal
las Water Survey Committee and other 
studies conducted by the Texas Water 
Development Board demonstrated that 
Metropolitan Dallas, particularly the 
west half thereof, and Denton County, 
will need water from Aubrey Reservoir 
before it is completed. Thus, it is impera
tive to set the pre-construction activities 
in motion and this can be done with the 
Senate committee's :'"'ecommendation of 
$150,000. 

In the case of Cedars Bayou and 
Corpus Christi ship channel, the Senate 
committee allocated $15,000 and $35,000, 
respectively. Again, these small amounts 
have a disproportionate salutary impact 
in enabling vital projects to have a be
ginning. 

Allocations made by the House for 
other projects, including some in Texas, 
were increased by the Senate Commit
tee and in each instance those increases 
were not only wise, but essential. They 
include an additional $300,000 for the 
Sabine-Neches Waterway in the east gulf 
coast area of Texas, $150,000 for the 
Whitney Reservoir in central Texas and 
$250,000 for additional land acquisition 
on the San Gabriel River tributary to 
the Brazos River. 

The Sabine-Neches Waterway is an
other example of how the Senate com
mittee acted to meet critical needs. 

The Sabine-Neches Waterway is ap
proximately 75 miles of navigable chan
nel ranging from 30 to 40 feet in depth. 
Since 1937, the tonnage shipped on the 
wa-terway has nearly doubled, from 41 
million tons to 77 million tons. Industry 
has grown rapidly, thanks to the a vaila
bility of water transportation, but great
er progress would be made, if we had a 
sufficiently deep channel. The presently 
authorized project-including the deep
ening and widening of the channel in 
various places, the construction of three 
turning points and a new shallow-draft 
extension of the Sabine River Chan
nel-is 41 percent completed. The project 
is a proven success and if the Senate 
committee had failed to increase the al
location, the delay could have been crip
pling to the far eastern gulf coast. 

For example, local government would 
be hurt. A large portion of these funds 
for this project were raised by local par
ticipation in a bond issue. These funds 
must be used on a cost-sharing basis 
with Federal funds. This leaves the local 
communities paying large amounts in in
terest for money they cannot spend. 

The petroleum industry would be hurt. 
About 10 percent of the Nation's pe
troleum products are refined by the oil 
companies with re.fine.ries along his wa
terway. The city of Port Arthur has 
modernized its harbor facilities to handle 
the larger vessels which could be accom
modated by the deeper channel. Until 

the deeper channel is completed, vessels 
in and out. of the harbor must reduce 
their capacity load by 10 to 20 percent. 

Our transportation system would be 
hurt if this work is not done. The bridge 
across the Sabine-Neches Canal at Port 
Arthur is the only incomplete U.S. link 
in the "hug-the-coast" highway from 
the Yucatan Peninsula through Louisi
ana. Mexico has completed 95 percent of 
her part of the highway. 

Mr. President. I do not want to infer 
that all the legislative initiative was 
taken by the Senate committee. A great 
deal was taken by the House and I want 
to commend them for it. The House ap
propriated moneys for a great number of 
projects which were entirely omitted 
from the budget or for which the budget 
had allocated too little. Examples of this 
action in connection with Texas projects 
were the Belton Reservoir, which the 
House increased from $100,000 to $200,-
000; the Cooper Reservoir and channel, 
increased by the House from $500,000 to 
$1,580,000; the El Paso project, from 
$300,000 to $350,000; the Highland 
Bayou, from $100,000 to $300,000; the 
Lavon Reservoir modification and chan
nel improvement, from $2,500,000 to $3,-
750,000; the mouth of the Colorado River 
which had been budgeted no money but 
was allocated by the House $75,000; the 
San Antonio Channel, which was in
creased from $900,000 to $1,200,000; Tay
lor's Bayou in which case, again, the 
budget allocated nothing, but the House 
appropriated $250,000; the important 
Trinity River bridges project, which was 
raised by the House from the budget al
lowance of $1,300,000 to $1,400,000 and 
the critically needed Palmetto Bend rec
lamation project, for which the budget 
made no allowance, but the House allo
cated $200,000. In all of these instances, 
these vitally needed increases, made by 
the House. were wisely retained by the 
Senate committee. 

Mr. President, the pollution of our 
water and air threatens the very exist
ence of man. I am not a doomsdayer but 
I am realisti.c and willing to face up to 
facts. The fact is that with the world 
population doubling, from 3.5 billion to 
7 billion by the year 2000, and with the 
accelerating amount of pollution that 
will be produced by these people and 
their industrial and technological activi
ties, we are fast approaching the day 
when the process of the decay of our 
environment will be irreversible. 

Mr. President, I want to report that 
this morning, at 10:30 a.m., a delega
tion of the IPU arrived from Tokyo. 
Tokyo is located on a plain which is the 
main area of Japan. There are some 11 
million people in Tokyo and the pollu
tion problem there is one of the worst in 
the world. 

The problem of air pollution is world
wide. It is threatening the very atmos
phere of the entire earth. It is a world 
problem. The distinguished Senator is 
doing a great job in placing this hazard 
before the Nation. 

We have too much talk a.bout pollu
tion control and too little action. The 
time to act is now. The appropriation of 
money with which to act is proof in the 
pudding. 
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An effort was made in the House to in

crease the amount allocated t;c, construc
tion grants for waste treatment works 
from $600 million to $1 billion. This effort 
failed on a teller vote by only two votes, 
though by a wider margin on a later roll
call vote. 

During the debate in the House, Gov. 
Preston Smith, of Texas, wired that the 
success of the amendment to increase the 
treatment facilities appropriation to $1 
billion "would be significant to control
ling water pollution and to the economy 
of Texas." 

I ask unanimous consent that the tele
gram from Governor Smith to Repre
sentative BoB EcKHARDT, dated October 7, 
1969, be printed in the REcoRD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

the increase for pollution control facil
ities, reported by the Senate committee, 
acting in response to the leadership of 
Senator ELLENDER, is, I am frank to say, 
the most important increase in the bill. 
The Congress must give priority to those 
programs which seek to halt environ
mental deterioration. 

It has been argued by the Secretary 
of the Interior that "no more than $600 
million in Federal grants effectively 
could be used." But a survey of State of
ficials conducted by the Izaak Walton 
League of America, and reported to Sen
ator ELLENDER, revealed that at least 29 
States, including Texas, could utilize 
grants in addition to their respective 
shares of the $600 million allocated by 
the House. There is no question about 
the need for the increase to $1 billion, 
and there is no question about its being 
utilized. 

Mr. President, the battle to save and 
preserve our environment must become 
one of the highest and most urgent pri
orities of our Nation. Time is running 
out. But we can do something about it 
now by adopting the Senate committee's 
recommended increase, and if the execu
tive branch will carry out the mandate 
of Congress. The Executive has said, re
member, that if Congress appropriated 
the money, it would not spend it; in 
other words, that it would defy the Con
stitution of the United States. 

The Constitution vests in Congress the 
duty to levy and vote taxes. It also vests 
in Congress the duty and the power to 
vote appropriations. When we vote the 
taxes and vote the appropriations, it is 
the duty of the executive branch to 
spend the appropriations and not to hold 
them up, or, if given the opportunity, to 
spend them in some other part of the 
world. That is what the Executive has 
been doing for years-both parties. It is 
time for Congress to call a halt to that. 
We are entitled to call a halt to it. If 
the Executive continues to do that, we 
can cut off their salaries. The legislative 
bodies of England and of this Nation 
have done that. That kind of parliamen
tary control is written into the Constitu
tion of the United States. 

Once again, to the distingutshed Sen
ator from Louisiana, I say a great job, 
well done, and I congratulate him. 

· Mr. President, an excellent editorial 
which appeared in this morning's Wash
ington Post, entitled "The Pollution 
Crisis," points up the urgency in ap
proving the increase for pollution funds. 
As the editorial notes: 

The issue in this instance is not so much . 
whether the country can afford. $1 billion 
for clean water as it is whether we can 
afford continued inaction in the face of pro
gressive pollution of our environment. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

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

<See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 

urge adoption of H.R. 14159 as reported 
to the floor by the Senate Appropria
tions Committee. 

EXHIBIT 1 

Hon. BOB ECKHARDT, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

AUSTIN, TEX., 
October 7, 1969. 

When H.R. 14159 for waste treatment fa
cilities construction is considered on floor of 
House tomorrow, October 8, your earnest 
consideration and support respectfully urged 
to bipartisan amendment to increase fiscal 
1970 appropriation to one billion dollars 
which is the amount authorized by the Clean 
Water Restoration Act. Success would be sig
nificant to controlling water pollution and 
to the economy of Texas. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
PRESTON SMITH, 

Govern01· of Texas. 

EXHIBIT 2 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Nov. 12, 
1969] 

THE POLLUTION CRISIS 

The Senate Approprillltions Committee has 
once more raised, the clean-water issue in 
very pointed fashion. Its call for $1 billion in 
the form of matching grants to the states for 
water-treatment plants is in line with the 
demands of many civic, political and con
servation groups that are alarmed by the 
deterioration in our environment. If the 
Senate looks at the problem as carefully as 
its committee has done, it is difficult to see 
how it could reach a different conclusion. 

No one seems to question the need for at 
least $1 billion for clean water this year. That 
goal was set in 1966 when Congress passed 
the Clean Water Restoration Act. But the 
government has been long on promises and 
short on performance. Last year Congress au
thorized the expenditure of $700 million for 
treatment-facility grants but appropriated 
only $214 million. The same figure was kept 
in both the Johnson and Nixon budgets for 
fiscal 1970, but the present administration is 
said to have offered a compromise figure of 
$750 million when the demand for appro
priation of the entire sum authorized was 
being pushed in the House. 

In view of the fact that the $1-billion-for
clean-water proposal failed by only two votes 
in the House, it is difficult to explaiu the 
final acceptance in that body of a compro
mise figure of $600 million. If the Senate now 
takes a strong and positive stand for rescu
ing the country's rivers and lakes from their 
man-made filth, the chance of finding the 
two extra votes needed in the House would 
seem to be excellent. 

Congress must be mindful, of course, of 
excessive spending in this · era of inflation. 
But the issue in this instance is not so much 
whether the country can afford $1 billion for 

clean water as it is whether we can afford 
continued inaction in the face of progressive 
pollution of our environment. It is not a 
question of voting a luxury which the coun
try cannot afford. It is a question of reclaim
ing an asset which the country once had and 
has now loot from neglect. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
again, I congratulate my colleague from 
our neighboring State. 

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP
MENT ACT OF 1969 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a mes
sage from the House of Representatives 
onS. 2864. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendment of the House 
of Representatives to the bill <S. 2864) 
to amend and extend laws relating to 
housing and urban development, and for 
other purposes, which was to strike out 
all after the enacting clause, and insert: 

That this Act may be cited as the "Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1969". 

SEC. 2. Section 305(g) of the National 
Housing Act is amended-

(1) by striking out "$1,000,000,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$2,500,000,000"; 

(2) by inserting "at par" immediately after 
"and to purchase"; and 

(3) by striking out "$15,000", "$17,500", 
and "$22,500" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$17,500", "$20,000", and "$25,000", respec
tively. 

TITLE I-MORTGAGE OREDIT 

EXTENSION OF PROGRAMS 

SEc. 101. (a) Section 2(a.) of the National 
Housing Act is amended by striking out 
"1969~' in the first sentence and inserting in 
lieu thereof "1970". 

(b) Section 217 of such Act is a.mended
(1) by striking out "or title X" and insert

ing in lieu thereof "title X, or title XI"; 
and 

(2) by striking out "1969" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "1970". 

(c) Section 221(f) of such Act is amended · 
by striking out "1969" in the fifth sentence 
and inserting in lieu thereof "1970". 

(d) Section 809 (f) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "1969" in the second sentence 
and inserting in lieu thereof "1970". 

(e) Section 810(k) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "1969" in the second sentence 
and inserting in lieu thereof "1970". 

(f) Section 1002(a) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "1969" in the second sentence 
and inserting in lieu thereof "1970". 

(g) Section 1101 (a.) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "1969" in the second sentence 
and inserting in lieu thereof "1970". 

LOWER DOWNPAYMENTS FOR FHA-FINANCED 
SALES HOUSING 

SEc. 102. (a) Section 203(b) (2) of· the 
National Housing Act is amended by strik
ing out "$20,000" each place it appears and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$25,000". 

(b) Section 220(d) (3) (A) (i) of such Act 
is amended by striking out "$20,000" each 
place it appears and inserting in lieu there
of "$25,000". 

(c) Section 222(b) (3) of such Act is 
a:mended by striking out "$20,000" each 
place it appears and inserting in lieu there
of "$25,000". 

(d) Section 234(c) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "$20,000" each place it ap
pears and inserting ·in lieu thereof "$25,000". 

MOBILE HOMES 
SEc. 103. (a) (1) Section 207(a) of the Na

tional Housing Act is amended-
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(A) by striking out "trailer coach mobile 

dwellings" in paragraph (1) and inserting 
in lieu thereof "mobile homes"; 

(B) by striking out "trailer court or park" 
in paragraph (6) and inserting in lieu there
of "mobile home court or park"; and 

(C) by striking out "trailer coach mobile 
dwellings" in paragraph (6) and inserting 
in lieu thereof "mobile homes•". 

(2) Section 207(c) (3) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "trailer courts or 
parks" and inserting in lieu thereol' "mobile 
home courts or parks". 

(b) Section 207(c) (3) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "$1,800 per space" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$2,500 per 
space". 

(c) The last paragraph of' section 207 (c) 
of such Act (immediately following para
graph numbered (3)) is amended by in
serting after "such term as the Secretary 
shall prescribe" in the first sentence the 
following: "(not exceeding 20 years in the 
case of a mortage for a mobile home court 
or park)". 
MAXIMUM MORTGAGE AMOUNT UNDER SECTION 

220 MULTIFAMILY HOUSING PROGRAM 

SEc. 104. Section 220(d) (3) (B) (i) of the 
National Housing Act is amended to read 
as follows•: 

"(i) not exceed $50,000,000;". 
MORTGAGE INSURANCE ON CONDOMINIUM 

UNITS FOR SERVICEMEN 

SEc. 105. Section 222(b) (1) of the Na
tional Housing Act is amended by inserting 
"or 234(c)," immediately after "221(d) (2),''. 
ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS UNDER SECTION 235 FOR 

PURCHASER ASSUMING MORTGAGE 

SEC. 106. (a) Section 235(c) of the Na
tional Housing Act is amended by striking 
out "subsection (j) (4)" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "subsection (i) or (j) (4) ". 

(b) Section 235(b) (2) of such Act is 
amended by striking out the first proviso 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
": Provided, That if any cooperative member 
who has received assistance payments trans
fers his membership and occupancy rights 
to another person who satisfies the eligi
bility requirements prescribed by the Secre
tary and undertakes the obligation to pay 
occupancy charges, the new cooperative 
member may qualify for assistance payments 
upon the filing of an application with re
spect to the dwelling unit involved to be oc
cupied by him". 
AUTHORIZATION FOR ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS 

UNDER SECTIONS 235 AND 236 

SEC. 107. (a) The second sentence of sec
tion 235(h) of the National Housing Act is 
amended by striking out "by $100,000,000 on 
July 1, 1969" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"by $125,000,000 on July 1, 1969". 

(b) The second sentence of section 236(1) 
( 1) of such Act is amended by striking out 
"by $100,000,000 on July 1, 1969" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "by $125,000,000 on July 
1, 1969". 
INTEREST REDUCTION PAYMENTS UNDER SECTION 

236 ON CERTAIN PROJECTS FINANCED UNDER 
STATE OR LOCAL HOUSING PROGRAMS 

SEc. 108. The proviso in section 236(b) 
of the National Housing Act is amended by 
striking out "with respect to a rental or co
operative housing project" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "with respect to a mortgage or 
part thereof on a rental or cooperative hous
ing project". 
MAXIMUM RENTALS FOR UNITS IN SECTION 236 

PROJECTS AND UNITS QUALIFYING FOR RENT 
SUPPLEMENT PAYMENTS 

SEC. 109. (a) The second sentence of sec
tion 236 (f) of the National Housing Act is 

. amended by striking out "25 per centum of 
the tenant's income" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "20 per centum of the tenant's in
come". 

(b) Section 101(d) of the Housing and 
Urban Development Act of 1965 is amended 
by striking out "one-fourth of the tenant's 
income" and inserting in lieu there.of "20 
per centum of _the tenant's income".-
ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS WITH RESPECT TO EXIST-

ING DWELLINGS UNDER SECTION 235 

SEC. 110. Section 235(h) (3) of the Na
tional Housing Act is amended-

(1) by inserting "and" at the end of sub
paragraph (A); and 

(2) by striking out subparagraphs (B) and 
(C) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

"(B) 30 per centum of the total additional 
amount of contracts for assistance payments 
authorized by appropriation Acts to be made 
prior to July 1, 1971,''. 

SECTION 236 PROJECTS FOR ELDERLY 
OR HANDICAPPED FAMILIES 

SEC. 111. (a) Section 236(a) of the National 
Housing Act is amended by inserting after 
"occupancy by lower income families" the 
following: "(including a project designed pri
marily by occupancy by lower income elderly 
or handicapped families)". 

(b) The second sentence of section 236 
(e) of such Act is amended by striking out 
"at intervals of two years" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "at intervals of five years in the 
case of elderly or handicapped families and 
two years in any other case". 

(c) The second sentence of section 236(f) 
of such Act is amended by striking out "or 
such greater amount" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "or (except in the case of a dwelling 
unit in a project designed primarily for oc
cupancy by lower income elderly or handi
capped families) such greater amount". 

(d) The first sentence of section 236(i) (2) 
of such Act is amended-

( 1) by striking out "shall in no case ex
ceed 90 per centum" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "shall in no case exceed (A) $5,500 a 
year for an individual or $6,600 a year for 
a couple in the case of an elderly or handi
capped family, or (B) 90 per centum"; and 

( 2) by inserting before the period at the 
end thereof the following: "in any other 
case". 

(e) The second sentence of section 236(i) 
(2) is amended by inserting "in any project" 
after "accord a preference". 

(f) Section 236(j) (2) of such Act Is 
amended-

( 1) by inserting "and" after the semicolon 
at the end of subparagraph (A), 

(2) by s~riking out subparagraph (B), and 
(3) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 

subparagraph (B). 
(g) Section 236 of such Act is further 

amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(n) (1) In making and contracting to 
make interest reduction payments and insur
ing mortgages under this section in the case 
of projects designed primarily for occu
pancy by elderly or handicapped families, and 
in administering the provisions of this sec
tion insofar as they involve or relate to such 
projects, the Secretary shall to the maximum 
extent possible apply the same definitions, 
terms, and conditions and utilize the same 
personnel, facilities, and procedures as in 
the case of loans under section 202 of the 
Housing Act of 1959." 

(b) As used in this section, the term "el
derly or handi·capped families" shall have 
the same meaning as in section 202 of the 
Housing Act of 1959. 
10 PER CENTUM INCREASE IN MAXIMUM MORT

GAGE AMOUNTS UNDER FHA INSURANCE PRO

GRAMS 

SEC. 112. (a) (1) Section 203 (b) (2) of the 
National Housing Act is amended by striking 
out "$30,000", "$32,500", and "$37,500" 
Wherever they appear and inserting in l·ieu 
thereof "$33,000", "$35,750", and "$41,250", 
respect! vely. 

(2) Section 203 (h) of suoh Aot is amended 
by strikin·g out "$12,000" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$13,200". 

(3) SOOtion 203(1) of such Aict is a.mended 
by striking out '"$13,500" and insel"ting in 
lieu thereof "$14,850". 

( 4) Section 203 (m) of such ACit is amend
ed by striking out "$15,000" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "$16,500". 

(b) (1) Section 207(c) (3) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "$9,000", "$12,500", 
"$15,000", "$18,500", and "$21,000" wherever 
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$9,900", "$13,750", "$16,500", "$20,350", and 
"$23,100", respectively. 

(2) Section 207(c) (3) of such Act is fur
ther amended by striking out "$10,500", 
"$18,000", "$22,500", and "$25,500" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$11,550", "$19,800", 
"24,750", and "$28,050", respectively. 

(c) (1) SOOtion 213(b) (2) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "$9,000", "$12,500", 
"$15,000", "$18,500", and "$21,000" wherever 
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$9,900", "$13,750", "$16,500", "$20,350", and 
"$23,100", respectively. 

(2) Section 213(b) (2) of such Act is fur
ther amended by striking out "$10,500", "18,-
000", "$22,500", and "$25,500" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "$11,550", "$19,800", "$24,-
750", and "$28,050", respectively. 

(d) (1) Section 220(d) (3) (A) (i) of such 
Act is amended by striking out "$30,000", 
"$32,500", "$37,500", and "$7,000" wherever 
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$33,000", "$35,750", "$41,250", and "$7,700", 
respect! vely. 

(2) Section 220(d) (3) (B) (111) of such Act 
is amended by striking out "$9,000", "$12,-
500", "$15,000", "$18,500" and "$21,000" 
wherever they appear and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$9,900", "$13,750", "$16,500", "$20,-
350", and "$23,100", respectively. 

(3) Section 220(d) (3) (B) (111) of such Act 
is further amended by striking out "$10,-
500", "$18,000", "$22,500", and "$25,500" 
wherever they appear and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$11,550", "$19,800", "$24,750", and 
"$28,050", respectively. 

~4) Section 220(h) (2) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "$10,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$11,000". 

(e) (1) Section 221(d) (2) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "$15,000", "$17,500", 
"$20,000", "$27,000", and "$33,000" wherever 
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$16,500", "$19,250", "$22,000", "$29,700", and 
"$36 ,300", respect! vely. 

(2) Section 221(d) (2) of such Act is fur
ther amended by striking out "$25,000", 
"$32,000", and "$38,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$27,500", "$35,200", and "$41,800", 
respectively. 

(3) Section 221(d) (3) (ii) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "$8,000", "$11,250", 
"$13,500", "$17,000", and "$19,250" wherever 
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$8,800", "$12,375", "$14,850", "$18,700", and 
"$21,175", respectively. 

(4) Section 221(d) (3) (11) of such Act is 
further amended by striking out "$9,500", 
"$16,000", "$20,000", and "$22,750" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$10,450", "$17,600", 
"$22,000", and "$25,025", respectively. 

(5) Section 221(d) (4) (ii) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "$8,000", "$11,250", 
"$13,500", "$17,000", and "$19,250" wherever 
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$8,800", "$12,375", "$14,850", "$18,700", and 
"$21,175", respectively. 

(6) Section 221(d) (4) (ii) of such Act ts 
further amended by striking out "$9,500", 
"$16,000", "$20,000", and "$22,750" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$10,450", "$17,600", 
"$22,000", and "$25,025", respectively. 

(7) Section 221 (h) (6) (A) of such Act ts 
amended by striking out "$15,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$16,500". 

(:f) Section 222 (b) (2) of such Act is 
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amended by striking out "$30,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$33,000". 

(g) (1) Section 231(c) (2) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "$8,000", "$11,250", 
"$13,500", "$17,000", and "$19,250" wherever 
they appear and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$8,800", "$12,375", "$14,850", "$18,700", 
"$21,175", respectively. 

(2) Section 231 (c) (2) of such Act is fur
ther amended by striking out "$9,500", 
"$16,000", "$20,000", and "$22,750" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$10,450", "$17,600", 
"$22,000", and "$25,025", respectively. 

(h) (1) Section 234(c) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "$30,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$33,000". 

(2)) Section 234(e) (3) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "$9,000", "$12,500", 
"$15,000", "$18,500", and "$21,000" wherever 
they appear and inserting in Heu thereof 
"$9,900", "$13,750", "$16,500", "$20,350", and 
"$23,100", respectively. 

(3) Section 234(e) (3) of such Act is fur
ther amended by striking out "$10,500", 
"$18,000", "$22,500", and "$25,500" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$11,550", "$19,800", 
"$24,750", and "$28,050", respectively. 

(1) Section 235 of such Act is amended by 
striking out "$15,000", "$17,500", and "$20,-
000" wherever they appear and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$16,500", "$19,250", am.d "$22,-
000", respectively. 

(j) Section 237(c) (2) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "$15,000" and "$17,-
500" and inserting in lieu thereof "$16,500" 
and "$19,250", respectively. 

INCREASE IN GNMA PURCHASE AUTHORITY 

SEc. 113. Section 302(b) of the National 
Housing Act is amended-

( 1) by striking out "exceeds or exceeded . 
$17,500" in clause (3) of the proviso in the 
first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"exceeds or exceeded $22,000"; 

(2) by striking out "that exceeds $17,500" 
ln the second sentence and inserting in lieu 
thereof "that exceeds the otherwise appli
ca;ble maximum amount"; and 

(3) by striking out "did not e~ceed $17,-
500" in the second sentence a.nd inserting in 
lieu thereof "did not exceed the otherwise 
applicable maximum amount". 

GNMA SPECIAL ASSISTANCE PURCHASES 

SEc. 114. Section 305 of the National Hous-
1n'g Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(j) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, the Association is authorized to 
purchase pursuant to commitments or other
wise mortgages otherwise eligible for pur
chase under this section ast a price equal to 
the Ull!paid principal amount thereof at the 
time of purchase, With adjustments for in
terest and any comparable i terns, and to sell 
such mortgages at any time at a price within 
the range of market prices for the particular 
class of mortgages involved at the time of 
sale as determined by the Association. Mort
gages issued under title V of the Housing Act 
of 1949, except mortgages for above mOderate 
income fam111es issued under section 517(a) 
of such Act, are eligible for purchase under 
thi•s section." 

TITLE II-URBAN RENEWAL AND 
HOUSING ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

URBAN RENEWAL GRANT AUTHORITY 

SEc. 201. (a) The first sentence of section 
103(b) of the Housing Act of 1949 is amended 
by inserting before the periOd at the end 
thereof the following: ", of which increase at 
least $400,000,000 shall be for grants under 
part B, and which amount shall be further 
increased by $2,000,000,000 on July 1, 1970, 
of which increase at least 35 per centum 
shall be for grants under part B". 

(b) The first paragraph of section 103(b) 
of such Act is further amended by adding at 
the end thereof (immediately after the sen
tence amended by subsection (a) of this sec
tion) the following new sentence: "In mak-

ing any grants under this title, the Secretary 
shall give priority to applications for projects 
which are identified and scheduled to be car
ried out as projects or activities included 
within approved comprehensive city demon
stration programs assisted under the provi
sions of section 105(c) of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 
1966." 

NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

SEc. 202. (a) Section 131 of the Housing 
Act of 1949 is amended by striking out "an
nual" in subsections (b) and (c) (1) and in
serting in lieu thereof "twenty-four month". 

(b) Section 132 of such Act is amended
( 1) by striking out "twelve-month periOd" 

in subsections (a) (1) and (b) and inserting 
in lieu there of "twenty-four month period"; 
and 

(2) by striking out "twelve months" in sub
section (a) ( 1) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"twenty-four months". 

(c) Section 133(b) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "twelve-month periOd" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "twenty-four month 
period". 

(d) Section 134(a) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "annual" in paragraphs (3) 
and ( 5) and inserting in lieu thereof "twenty
four month". 

(e) Section 134(b) of such Act is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(b) The approval by the Secretary of fi
nancial assistance for one or more twenty
four-month increments of a neighborhood 
development program shall not be considered 
as obligating him to provide financial assist
ance for subsequent increments; except that 
amounts approved by the Secretary for the 
succeeding twenty-four-month increment 
shall be reserved for obligation out of grant 
funds which may be provided under section 
103(b) for the fiscal year applicable to such 
subsequent increment." 

(f) The amendments made by this section 
shall apply with respect to contracts under 
part B of title I of the Housing Act of 1949 
executed on and after July 1, 1970; and any 
contract under such part B executed prior to 
July 1, 1970, shall, at the request of the 
municipality involved, be amended (effective 
on or after such date) to reflect such amend
ments. 
EXTENSION OF PERIOD OF ELIGIBILITY OF LOCAL 

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR CERTAIN URBAN RENEWAL 
AND NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

SEc. 203. (a) The second paragraph of sec-
tion llO(d) of the Housing Act of 1949 is 
amended-

( 1) by inserting " (except the second sen
tence of this paragraph)" after "any other 
provision of this subsection"; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol~ 
lowing new sentence: "In connection with 
any project for which an application is filed 
not later than the date of the enactment of 
the Housing and Urban Development Act of 
1969 and which has not received Federal rec
ognition (other than a project to which 
clause (2) of the second sentence of section 
133(a) applies), the three-year periOd re
ferred to above shall be extended to a period 
of four years prior to the authorization by 
the Secretary of a contract for loan or capital 
grant for the project." 

(b) Section 112(b) of such Act is 
amended-

(1) by striking out "No expenditure" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "Subject to the sec
ond sentence of this subsection, no expendi
ture"; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new sentence: "In connection with 
any project for which an application is filed 
not later than the date of the enactment of 
the Housing and Urban Development Act of 
1969 and which has not received Federal rec
ognition (other than a project to which 
clause (2) of the second sentence of section 
133 (a) applies) , the seven-year period re-

!erred to in clause (1) of the preceding sen
tence shall be extended to a period of eight 
years prior to the authorization by the Sec
retary of a contract for a loan or capital grant 
for the project." 

(c) Section 133 (a) of such Act is 
amended-

(1) by striking out "For" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "Except as otherwise provided in 
this subsection, for"; 

(2) by striking out "the second paragraph" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "the first sen
tence of the second paragraph"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
loWing new sentence: "In connection with 
any neighborhood development program for 
which an application is filed not later than 
the date of the enactment of the Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1969 and for 
which no contract for financial assistance 
under the program has been authorized by 
the Secretary, the three-year and seven-year 
periods referred to · above shall be extended 
to periods of four and eight years, respec
tively, prior to authorization of (1) the first 
contract for financial assistance under the 
program which includes the urban renewal 
area benefited by the public improvement or 
facility, or the expenditures, for which credit 
is claimed, or (2) a contract for a loan or 
capital grant for an urban renewal project 
authorized after the date of the enactment 
of the Housing and Urban Development Act 
of 1969, in an area which is benefited by 
the public improvement or facility, or the ex
penditures, for which credit is claimed and 
which was included in the neighborhood de
velopment program application." 
INCLUSION OF ENCLOSED PEDESTRIAN MALLS AS 

ELIGmLE URBAN RENEWAL ACTIVITIES 

SEc. 204. (a) Section llO(c) (3) of the 
Housing Act of 1949 is amended by inserting 
after "playgrounds," the following: "pedes
trian malls and walkways (including in the 
case of an enclosed mall or walkway any 
necessary roofs, walls, columns, lighting, and 
climate control fac1Uties) ,". 

(b) The first sentence of the second un
numbered paragraph following paragraph 
(10) of section llO(c) of such Act is amended 
by inserting after "provided" the following: 
"in paragraph (3) with respect to enclosed 
pedestrian malls and walkways and as 
provided". 

REHABILITATION GRANTS 

SEc. 205. Section 115(c) of the Housing Act 
of 1949 is amended by striking out "or (2) 
$3,000" and inserting in lieu thereof "or (2) 
$3,500". 
LOCAL GRANT-IN-AID CREDIT FOR CERTAIN FAICIL• 

ITIES BUILT ON BEHALF OF PUBLIC UNIVERSI

TIES 

SEc. 206. Claul)e (A) (11) of the second pro
viso in section llO(d) of the Housing Act of 
1949 is amended by striking out "by a public 
university" and inserting in lieu thereof "by 
or on behalf of a public university". 

INCOME LIMITATION UNDER REHABILITATION 

LOAN PROGRAM 

SEC. 207. Section 312(a) of the Housing 
Act of 1964 is amended by striking out the 
last sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
the folloWing: 

"In making loans with respect to resi
dential property under this section, priority 
shall be given to a,pplications made by per
sons whose annual income, as determined 
pursuant to criteria and procedures estab
lished by the Secretary, is within the limita
tions prescribed by the Secretary for oc
cupants of projects financed with below
market interest rate mortgages insured (in 
the area involved) under section 22l(d) (3) 
of the National Housing Act." 

SEc. 208. The proviso in the first para
graph of section 102(c) of the Housing Act 
of 1949 is amended by-

(1) striking ", if"; 
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(2) striking ", the interest rate on such a 
loan from a source other than the Federal 
Government is greater than the rate at which 
funds could be made available under the 
Federal loan contract,"; 

(3) striking "from such sources" and in
serting in lieu thereof "from a source other 
than the Federal Government"; and 

(4) inserting "or a supplemental grant in 
an anlount which he determines is necessary 
to enable a local public agency to obtain 
funds from a source other than the Federal 
Government" immediately following "con
tract rate". 

LOANS FOR PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS 

SEc. 209. Section 9 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 is amended by striking 
out the third sentence. 

PUBLIC HOUSING ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS 

SEc. 210. (a) The proviso in section 10(b) 
of the Uni.ted states Housing Act of 1937 is 
amended by inserting after "any contract" 
the following: ", although not limited to 
debt service requirements,". 

(b) The first sentence of section 10(e) of 
such Act is amended by striking out "on 
July 1 in each of the years 1969 and 1970" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "on July 1, 1969, 
and $170,000,000 on July 1, 1970". 

ROOM COST LIMITATIONS FOR PUBLIC 
HOUSING PROJECTS 

SEC. 211. The first sentence of section 15(5) 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 is 
amended by striking out "$2,400", "$3,500", 
"$4,000", and "$750" wherever they appear 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$2,640", 
"$3,850", "$4,400", and "$825", respectively. 

MANAGEMENT AND SERVICES IN PUBLIC 
HOUSING PROJECTS 

SEc. 212. The last sentence of section 
15(10) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 is anlended by striking out "July 1, 
1970" and inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 
1971". 
ELIMINATION OF WORKING PROGRAM REQUmE

MENT WITH RESPECT TO LOW-RENT HOUSING 
IN PRIVATE ACCOMMODATIONS AND OTHER 
LOW-RENT PUBLIC HOUSING, AND WITH RE• 
SPECT TO MORTGAGE INSURANCE UNDER SEC• 

TION 221 (d) (3) PROGRAM 

SEc. 213. (a) Section 101(c) of the Hous
ing Act of 1949 is amended-

( 1) by striking out "or for annual con
tributions or capital grants pursuant to the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
amended, for any project or projects not 
constructed or covered by a contract for 
annual contributions prior to August 1, 
1956,"; 

(2) by striking out "or section 221(d) 
(3) "; 

(3) by striking out "(i)", and "or (ii) sec
tion 221 (d) (3) of the National Housing Act 
1f payments with respect to the mortgaged 
property are made or are to be made under 
section 101 of the Housing and Urban De
velopment Act of 1965,", in the first proviso; 
and 

(4) by striking out "or a contract for an
nual contributions or capital grants was en
tered into pursuant to the United States 
Housing Act of 1937,". 

(b) The second proviso in section 10 (e) of 
the United States Housing Aot of 1937 is 
amended by striking out "no such new con
tract" and all that follows down through 
"Housing Act of 1949, and". 

(c) Section 23(f) of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 is amended by striking 
out all that follows "this Act" where it fir&t 
appears and inserting in lieu thereof "shall 
not apply to low-rent housing assis·ted or to 
be assisted under this section." 

REVIEW OF RELOCATION PLANS UNDER URBAN 
RENEWAL PROGRAM 

SEc. 214. Section 105(c) of the Housing 
Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(3) Within one year after the date of 
enactment of this paragraph, and every two 
years thereafter, the Secretary shall review 
each locality's relocation plan under this sub
section and its effectiveness in carrying out 
such plan." 
REQUIREMENT OF SUBSTANTIAL RESIDENTIAL RE

DEVELOPMENT WHERE PROJECT INVOLVES 
DEMOLITION OR REMOVAL OF RESIDENTIAL 
STRUCTURES 

SEc. 215. Section 105 of the Housing Act 
of 1949 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(h) In the case of any project which in
cludes the demolition or removal of any resi
dential structure or structures and which 
receives Fedeval recognition after the date 
of the enactment of this subsection (whether 
or not it is a project taken into account for 
purposes of applying subsection (f) ) - -

" ( 1) the redevelopment of the urban re
newal area shall include the provision of 
standard housing units for law and moderate 
income families and individuals at least 
equal in number to the total number of 
dwelling units in the structure or structure 
demolished or removed; and 

"(2) the portion of the total cost of such 
redevelopment which is attributable to the 
provision of standard housing units for low 
and moderate income families and individu
als (as determined by the Secretary) shall be 
at least 35 per centum or, if greater, a per
centage bearing the same ratio to 100 as the 
total appraised value of such residential 
structure or structures bore to the total ap
praised value of all the structures in the 
urban renewal area immediately prior to 
their demolition or removal (as determined 
by the Secretary, without regard to any de
crease in such value which may have resulted 
from the imminence of such demolition or 
removal)." 
AUTHORIZATION FOR HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY 

OR HANDICAPPED 

SEC. 216. Section 202(a) (4) of the Housing 
act of 1959 is amended to read as follows: 

" ( 4) There is authorized to be appropri
ated for the purposes of this section not to 
exceed $500,000,000, which amount shall be 
increased by $150,000,000 on July 1, 1969. 
Amounts so appropriated shall constitute a 
revolving fund to be used by the Secretary 
in carrying out this section." 

AUTHORIZATION FOR COLLEGE HOUSING DEBT 
SERVICE GRANTS 

SEC. 217. Section 401 (f) (2) of the Housing 
Act of 1950 is amended by striking out all 
that follows "exceed" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$20,000,000, which amount shall be 
increased by $4,200,000 on July 1, 1970." 
TITLE III-MODEL CITIES AND METRO-

POLITAN DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 
AUTHORIZATION FOR MODEL CITIES PROGRAM 

SEC. 301. (a) Section 111 (b) of the De-
monstration Cities and Metropolitan De
velopment Act of 1966 is amended-

(1) by striking out "and" the third time 
it appears; 

(2) by inserting before the period at the 
end thereof the following: ", and not to ex
ceed $750,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new sentence: "Under regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary, 10 per centum of 
the amounts appropriated pursuant to this 
subsection for the fiscal year ending Jurie 30, 
1970, and for any fiscal year thereafter shall 
be used for assistance to city demonstration 
agencies in smaller cities, and may be so used 
(to the extent specifically provided in such 
regulations) without regard to the limitation 
set forth in the first sentence of section 
105(c)." 

(b) Section 111(c) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "1970" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "1971". 

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE 
PLANNING GRANTS 

SEc. 302. The fifth sentence of section 701 
(b) of the Housing Act of 1954 is amended 
by striking out "and not to exceed $390,000,-
000 prior to July 1, 1970" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "and not to exceed $390,000,000 
prior to July 1, 1971". 

URBAN INFORMATION AND TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE SERVICES 

SEc. 303. (a) Section 701(a) of the Housing 
Act of 1954 is amended-

( 1) by striking out "and" at the end of 
paragraph (10); 

(2) by striking out the period at the end 
of paragraph ( 11) and inserting in lieu 
thereof"; and"; and 

(3) by adding after paragraph (11) the 
following new paragraph: 

"(12) States, including statewide agencies 
or instrumentalities of a State or its political 
subdivisions which are designated by the 
Governor of the State and acceptable to the 
Secretary, for programs focused upon the 
needs of communities having populations less 
than one hundred thousand which provide 
information and data on urban needs and ur
ban assistance programs and activities and 
technical assistance to such communities 
with respect to the solution of local prob
lems." 

(b) Title IX of the Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 
is repealed. 
AUTHORIZATION FOR OPEN SPACE, URBAN BEAU• 

TIFICATION, AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
GRANTS 

SEc. 304. The first sentence of section 
702(b) of the Housing Act of 1961 is amended 
by striking out "and not to exceed $460,-
000,000 prior to July 1, 1970" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "and not to exceed $460,000,000 
prior to July 1, 1971". 

A'UTHORIZATION FOR NEW COMMUNITY 

SUPPLEMENTARY ASSISTANCE GRANTS 

SEc. 305. Section 412(d) of the Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1968 is 
amended by striking out "July 1, 1970" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 1971". 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES GRANTS 

SEc. 306. (a) Section 702 (c) of the Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1965 is 
amended by striking out "1969" in clause 
(2) and inserting in lieu thereof "1970". 

(b) Section 708(b) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "1970" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "1971". 

(c) The second sentence of section 708(a) 
of such Act is amended by inserting before 
the period at the end thereof the following: 
", and not to exceed $100,000,000 for the 
fiscal year commencing July 1, 1970". 

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION 

SEc. 307. (a) The first sentence of section 
4 (b) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act 
of 1964 is amended-

( 1) by striking out "and" the second time 
it appears; and 

(2) by striking out the period and insert
ing in lieu thereof "; and $300,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1971." 

(b) Section 5 of such Act is amended by 
striking out "1970" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "1971". 

TRAINING AND FELLOWSHIP PROGRAMS 

SEC. 308. Title VIII of the Housing Act 
of 1964 is amended to read as follows: 
"TITLE VIII-TRAINING AND FELLOW

SHIP PROGRAMS 
"FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 

"SEC. 801. (a) The Congress finds that 
the rapid expansion of the Nation's urban 
areas and urban population has caused se
vere problems in urban and suburban de
velopment and cveated a national need to 
( 1) provide special trlliining in skills needed 
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for economic and efficient community de
velopment, and (2) support research in new 
or improved methods of dealing with com
munity development problems. 

"(b) It is the purpose of this title to pro
vide fellowships for the graduate training of 
professional city planning and urban and 
housing technicians and specialists, and to 
assist and encourage the States, in cooper
ation with public or private universities and. 
colleges and urban centers and with busi
ness firms and associations, labor unions, 
and other interested associations and orga
nizations, to (1) organize, initiate, develop, 
and expand programs which will provide 
special training in skllls needed for eco
nomic and efficient community development 
to those technical, professional, and other 
persons with the capacity to master and em
ploy such skllls who are, or are training to 
be, employed by a governmental or public 
bOdy which has responsibility for commu
nity development, or by a private nonprofit 
organization which is conducting or has re
sponsibility for housing and community de
velopment programs, and (2) support State 
and local research that is needed in connec
tion with housing programs and needs, pub
lic improvement programing, code problems, 
efficient land use, urban transportation, and 
similar community development problems. 
"FELLOWSHIPS FOR CITY PLANNING AND URBAN 

STUDIES 
"SEc. 802. (a) The Secretary is authorized 

to provide fellowships for the graduate train
ing of professional city planning and urban 
and housing technicians and specialists as 
herein provided. Persons shall be selected for 
such fellowships solely on the basis of ability 
and upon the recommendation of the Urban 
Studies Fellowship Advisory Board estab
lished pursuant to subsection (b). Fellow
ships shall be solely for training in public 
and private nonprofit institutions of higher 
education having programs of graduate study 
in the field of city planning or in related 
fields (including architecture, civil engineer
ing, economi~s. municipal finance, public ad
ministration, and sociology), which programs 
are oriented to training for careers in city 
and regional planllling, housing, urban re
newal, and community development. 

"(b) There is hereby established the Urban 
Studies Fellowship Advisory Board (herein
after referred to as the 'Board') , which shall 
consist of nine members to be appointed by 
the Secretary as follows: Three from public 
institutions of higher learning and three 
from private nonprofit institutions of higher 
education, who are the heads of departments 
which provide academic courses appropriate
ly related to the fields referred to in sub
section (a), and three from national organi
zations which are directly concerned with 
problems relating to urban, regional, and 
community development. The Board shall 
meet upon the request of the Secretary and 
shall make recommendations to him with 
respect to persons to be selected for fellow
ships under this section. Members of the 
Board shall be entitled to receive transporta
tion expenses and a per diem in lieu of sub
sistence as authorized for members of advis
ory committees created pursuant to sect ion 
601 of the Housing Act of 1949. 

"MATCHING GRANTS TO STATES 
"SEC. 803. (a) Subject to the provisions of 

this title and in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by him, the Secretary may make 
m atching grants to States to assist in-

"(1) organizing, initiating, developing, or 
expanding programs to provide special train
ing in skills needed for economic and efficient 
community development to those technical, 
professional, and other persons with the ca
pacity to master and employ such skills who 
are, or are training to be, employed by a gov
ernmental or public bOdy which has respon
sibilities for community development, or by 
a priv!llte nonprofit organization which is 

conducting or has responsibility for housing 
and community development progra.ms; and 

"(2) supporting State and local research 
that is needed in connection with housing 
programs and needs, public improvement 
progrMning, code problems, efficient land use, 
urban tra,nsportation, and similar commu
nity development problems, and collecting, 
collating, and publishing s>tatistics and infor
mation relating to such research. 

"(b) No grants may be made to a State 
under this section unless the Secretary has 
approved a plan for the State which-

" ( 1) sets forth the proposed use Of the 
funds and the objectives to be accomplished; 

" ( 2) explains the methOd by which the 
required amounts from non-Federal sources 
Will be obtained; 

"(3) provides such fiscal control and fund 
accounting procedures as may be reasonably 
necessary to assure proper disbursement of, 
and accounting for, Federal funds paid to 
the State under this section; 

" ( 4) designates an officer or agency of the 
State government who has responsibility and 
authority for the admini·stration of a state
wide research and trailning program as the 
officer or agency with responsibility and au
thority for the execution of the State's pro
gram under this seotion; and 

" ( 5) provides that such officer or agency 
will make such reports to the Secretary, in 
such form, and containing such information, 
as may be reasonably necessary to enable the 
Secretary to perform his duties under this 
section. 

" (c) No grant may be made under this 
section for any use unless an amount at least 
equal to such grant is made available from 
non-Federal sources for the same purpose 
and for concurrent use. 

"STATE LIMIT 
"SEc. 804. Not more than 10 per centum 

of the total amount appropriated for the 
purposes of this title may be used for mak
ing grants to any one State. 
"TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, STUDIES, AND PUBLI

CATION OF INFORMATION 
"SEc. 805. In order to carry out the pur

pose of this title, the Secretary is author
ized to provide technical assistance to State 
and local governmental or public bodies and 
to undertake such studies and publish and 
distribute such informllltion, either directly 
or by contract, as he shall determine to be 
desirable. Nothing contained in this title 
shall limit any authority of the Secretary 
under any other provision of law. 

''APPROPRIATIONS 
"SEC. 806. There is authorized to be ap

propriated for the purpose of making grants 
and providing fellowships under this title, 
without fiss::al year limitation, not to exceed 
$30,000,000. Any amounts appropriated under 
this section shall remain available until 
expended. 

"MISCELLANEOUS 
"SEc. 807. (a) As used in this title the 

term 'State' means any State of the Unit
ed States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, 
American Samoa, the Trust Territory of the 
Pooific Islands, and the Virgin Islands; and 
the term 'Secretary' means the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development. 

"(b) There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary for 
administrllltive and other expenses in carry
ing out this title." 

TITLE IV-MISCELLANEOUS 
AUTHORIZATION FOR PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS IN 

APPLYING ADVANCES IN TECHNOLOGY TO 
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
SEc. 401. Section lOlO(a) of the Demon

stration Cities and Metropolitan Develop
ment Act of 1966, is amended-

( 1) by striking out "and" at the end of 
paragraph ( 2) ; 

(2) by striking out the period at the end 
of paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu there
of "; and"; and 

( 3) by adding after paragraph ( 3) a new 
paragraph as follows: 

"(4) assure, to the extent feasible, in con
nection with the construction, major re
habilitllltion, or maintenance of any hous
ing assisted under this section, that there 
is no restraint by contract building codes, 
zoning ordinances or practice against th~ 
employment of new or improved technologies, 
techniques, materials and methods or of pre
assembled products which may reduce the 
cost or improve the quality of such construc
tion, rehabilitation, and maintenance, and 
therefore stimulate expanded production of 
housing under such programs, except where 
such restraint is necessary to insure safe 
and healthful working and living condi
tions." 

SEC. 402. The first sentence of section 1010 
(c) of the Demonstration Cities and Metro
politan Development Act of 1966 is 
amended-

(!) by inserting "(1)" after "authorized"; 
and 

(2) by inserting before the period at the 
end thereof the following: ", and (2) not
withstanding any other provision of law, 
to acquire, use, and dispose of land and 
other property as he deems necessary to carry 
out the purposes Of subsection (a) (1) of 
this section". 

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR LOWER IN
COME PERSONS IN CONNECTION WITH HUD
ASSISTED PROJECTS 
SEc. 403. Sectio~ 3 of the Housing and 

Urban Development Act of 1968 is amended 
to read as follows: 

"EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR LOWER IN • 
COME PERSONS IN CONNECTION WITH ASSISTED 
PROJECTS 
"SEc. 3. In the administration by the Sec

retary of Housing and Urban Development 
of programs providing direct financial assist
ance in aid of housing, urban planning, de
velopment, redevelopment, or renewal, pub
lic or community facilities, and new commu
nity development, the Secretary shall-

" ( 1) require, in consultation with the Sec
retary of Labor, that to the greatest extent 
feasible opportunities for training and em
ployment arising in connection with the 
planning and carrying out of any project 
assisted under any such program be given to 
lower income persons residing in the area of 
such project; and 

"(2) require, in consultation with the Ad
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis
tration, that to the greatest extent feasible 
contracts for work to be performed in con
nection with any such project be awarded 
to business concerns, including but not 
limited to individuals or firms doing business 
in the field of planning, consulting, design, 
architecture, building construction, rehabili
tation, maintenance, or repair, which are 
located in or owned in substantial part by 
persons residing in the area of such project." 
URBAN PROPERTY PROTECTION AND REINSUR-

ANCE-ENTRY INTO REINSURANCE CONTRACTS 
SEC. 404. Section 1222(d) of the National 

Housing Act is amended by striking out all 
that follows "thereafter" the first time that 
word appears and inserting in lieu thereof a 
period. 
URBAN PROPERTY PROTECTION AND REINSUR

ANCE--STATE SHARE OF REINSURED LOSSES 
SEC. 405. Section 1223 (a) of the National 

Housing Act is amended by striking out para-
graph ( 1) and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

" ( 1) in any State which has not, after 
the close of the second full regular session 
of the appropriate State legislative body fol
lowing the date of the enactment of this title, 
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adopted appropriate legislation, ret roactive 
to the date of the enactment of this title, 
under which the State, its political subdi
visions, or a governmental corporation or 
fund established pursuant to State law, will 
reimburse the secretary for any reinsured 
losses in that State in any reinsurance con
tract year, in an amount up to 5 per centum 
of the aggregate property insurance pre
miums earned in that State during the cal
endar year immediately preceding the end 
of the reinsurance contract year on those 
lines of insurance reinsured by the Secret ary 
in that State durlng the contract year, to 
the extent that reinsured losses paid by the 
Secretary for such year exceed the total of 
(A) · reinsurance premiums earned in that 
State during that reinsurance cont ract year 
plus (B) the excess of (i) the total premiums 
earned by the Secretary for reinsurance in 
that State during a preceding period meas
ured from the end of the most recent re
insurance contract year with respect to 
which the secretary was reimbursed for losses 
under this title over (11) any amounts paid 
by the secretary for reinsured losses that 
were incurred during such period;". 
STUDY OF REINSURANCE AND OTHER PROGRAMS 

SEc. 406. section 1235(b) of the National 
Housing Act is amended by striking out "one 
year following the date of the enactment of 
this title" and inserting in lieu thereof "June 
30, 1970". 

EMERGENCY FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM 

SEC. 407. Part A of chapter II of title XIII ' 
of the Housing and Urban Development Act 
of 1968 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 

"EMERGENCY IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAM 

"SEc. 1336. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provisions of this title, for the purpose of 
providing flood insurance coverage at the 
earliest possible time, the Secretary shall 
carry out the fiood insurance program au
thorized under chapter I during the period 
ending December 31, 1971, in accordance with 
the provisions of this part and the other 
provisions of this title insofar as they relate 
to this part but subject to the modifications 
made by or under subsection (b) . 

"(b) In carrying out the flood insurance 
program pursuant to subsection (a), the 
Secretary-· 

" ( 1) shall provide insurance coverage 
without regard to any estimated risk pre
mium rates which would otherwise be deter
mined under section 1307; and 

"(2) shall utilize the provisions and proce
dures contained in or prescribed by this part 
(other than section 1334) and sections 1345 
and 1346 to such extent and in such manner 
as he may consider necessary or appropriate 
to carry out the purpose of this section." 
EXTENSION OF FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM TO 

COVER LOSSES FROM WATER-CAUSED MUD

SLIDES 

SEc. 408. (a) Section 1302 of the Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1968 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(f) The Congress also finds that (1) the 
damage and loss which results from mud
slides is related in cause and similar in effect 
to that which results directly from storms, 
deluges, overflowing waters, and other forms 
of fiooding, and (2) the problems involved in 
providing protection against this damage and 
loss, and the possibilities for making such 
protection available through a Federal or 
federally sponsored program, are similar to 
those which exist in connection with efforts 
to provide protection against damage and 
loss caused by such other forms of flooding. 
It is therefore the further purpose of this 
title to make available, by means of the 
methods, procedures, and instrumentalities 
which are otherwise established or available 

under this title for purposes of the fiood in
surance program, protection against damage 
and loss resulting from mudslides that are 
caused by accumulati•ons of water on or 
under the ground." 

(b) Section 1370 of such Act is amended 
by inserting "(a) after "SEc. 1370.", and by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"(b) The term 'flood' shall also include in
undation from mudslides which are caused 
by accumulations of water on or under the 
ground; and all of the provisions of this title 
shall apply with respect to such mudslides in 
the same manner and to the same extent as 
with respect to floods described in paragraph 
( 1), subject to and in accordance with such 
regulations, modifying the provisions of this 
title (including the provisions relating to 
land management and use) to the extent 
necessary to insure that they can be effec
tively so applied, as the Secretary may pre
scribe to achieve (wt-:;h respect to such mud
slides) the purposes of this title and the 
objectives of the program." 
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM-ADOP

TION OF LOCAL FLOOD CONTROL MEASURES 

SEc. 409. (a) Section 1305(c) (2) of the 
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968 
is amended by striking out "June 30, 1970, 
permanent" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"December 31, 1971, adequate". 

(b) Section 1315 of such Act is amended
(1) by striking out "June 30, 1970" and 

inserting in lieu thereof "December 31, 1971"; 
and 

(2) by striking out "permanent" and in
serting in lieu thereof "adequate". · 

(c) Section 1361(c) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "permanent" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "adequate". 

INTERSTATE LAND SALES 

SEC. 410. Section 1403(a) (10) of the Hous
ing and Urban Development Act of 1968 is 
amended to read as follows: 

" ( 10) the sale or lease of real estate which 
is free and clear of all liens, encumbrances, 
and adverse claims if each and every pur
chaser or his or her spouse has made a per
sonal on-the-lot inspection of the real estate 
which he .purchased and if the developer ex
ecutes a written affirmation to that effect to 
be made a matter of record in accordance 
with rules and regulations of the secretary. 
As used in this subparagraph, the terms 
'liens', 'encumbrances', and 'adverse claims' 
do not refer to property reservations which 
land developers commonly convey or dedi
cate to local bodies or public utilities for ·the 
purpose of bringing public services to the 
land being . developed, nor to taxes and as
sessments imposed by a State or other public 
body having authority to assess and tax prop
erty which, under applicable State or local 
law, constitute liens on the property before 
they are due and payable, nor to beneficial 
property restrictions which would be en
forceable by other lot owners or lessees in 
the subdivision, if (A) the developer, prior 
to the time the contract of sale or lease is 
entered into, has furnished each purchaser 
or lessee with a statement, the form and 
content of which has been approved by the 
Secretary, setting forth in descriptive and 
concise terms all such reservations, taxes, as
sessments, and restrictions which are ap
plicable to the lot to be purchased or leased, 
and (B) receipt of such statement has been 
acknowledged in writing by the purchaser or 
lessee, and a copy of the acknowledged state
ment is filed with the Secretary in accord
ance with such rules and regulations as he 
may require." 

REPORTS 

SEC. 411. Section 1603 of the Housing and 
Urban Development Act of 1968 is amended 
by striking out "January 15" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "February 15". 

RURAL HOUSING 

SEC. 412. (a) Sections 513, 515(b) (5), and 
517(a) (1) of the Housing Act of 1949 are 
each amended by striking out "O<ltober 1, 
1969" wherever it appears and inserting in 
lieu thereof "October 1, 1970". 

(b) Section 517(c) of such Act is amended 
by striking out all that follows "section" 
and inserting in lieu thereof a period. 

(c) Section 517 of such Act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

" ( k) Any sale by the Secretary of loans 
individually or in blocks, pursuant to sub
sections (c) and (g), shall be treated as a 
sale of assets for the purposes of the Budget 
and Accounting Act, 1921, notwithstanding 
the fact that the Secretary, under an agree
ment with the purchaser, holds the debt in
struments evidencing the loans and holds 
or reinvests payments thereon as trustee and 
custodian for the purchaser." 

(d) Section 517 of such Act is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof (after 

subsection (k), as added by subsection (c) 
of this section) the following new subsec
tion: 

"(1) The Secretary may also, upon the ap
plication of lenders, builders, or sellers and 
upon compliance with requirements speci
fied by him, make commit ments upon such 
terms and conditions as he shall preecribe to 
make or insure loans under this section to 
eligible applicants." 

(e) ( 1) Section 517 of such Act is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof (after 
subsection (1), as added by subsection (d) of 
this secti.on) the following new subsection: 

"(m) The assets and liabilities of, and au
thorizations applicable to, the Rural Homing 
Direct Loan Account are hereby transferred 
to the Fund, and such Account is hereby 
abolished. Such assets and their proceeds, 
including loans made out of the Fund. pur
suant to this section, shall be subject to all 
of the provisions of this section." 

(2) The first sentence of section 517(d) 
of such Act is amended-

( A) by striking out "(a) and (b)" and in
serting in lieu thereof "(a). (b), and (m)"; . 
and 

(B) by inserting "or otherwise acquired by" 
after "loans made from". 

(3) Section 518 of such Act is repealed. 
(4) Section 519 of such Act is amended by 

striking out "or the Rural Housing Direct 
Loan Account" and "or Account". 

(f) Section 520 of such Act is repealed. 
AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS 

FROM GENERAL INSURANCE FUND TO SPECIAL 
RISK INSURANCE FUND 

SEc. 413. Section 238(b) of the National 
Housing Act is amended by striking out "the 
sum of $5,000,000" in the first sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof", at such times and 
in such amounts as he mav determine to be 
necessary, a total sum of $20,000,000". 

SAVINGS AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS 

SEc. 414. (a) Section 5 o!f the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1425) is amended 
to read as follows: 

"SEc. 5. No institution shall be admitted to 
or retained in memberEhip, or granted the 
privileges of nonmember borrowers, if the 
combined total of the amounts paid to it 
for interest, commission, bonus, discount, 
premium, and other similar charges, less a 
proper deduction for all dividends, refunds, 
and cash credits of all kinds, creates an actual 
net cos-t to the home owner in excess of the 
lawful contract rate of interest applicable 
to such transactions, or, in case there is no 
lawful contract rate of interest applicable to 
such transactions, in excess of such rates aa 
may be prescibed in writing by the Board 
acting in its discretion from time to time. 
This section applies only to home mortgage 
loans on single-family dwellings." 

(b) Section 5(c) of the Home Owners' Loan 



33886 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 12, 1969 
Act of 1933 (12 U.S.C. 1464(c)) is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

"Without regard to any other provision of 
this subsection, any such associ·ation is au
thorized to invest in shares of stock issued 
by a corporation authorized to be created 
pursuant to title IX of the Housing and 
Urban Development Act of 1968, and is au
thorized to invest in any partnership, limited 
pa.rtnership, or joint venture formed pur
suant to section 907(a) or 907(c) of that 
Act." 

(c) (1) Section 404(d) (2) (B) of the Na
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1727(d) (2) (B)) 
is amended by striking out "1966" and in
serting in lieu thereof "1965". 

(2) Section 6(b) of the Act of Septem
ber 21, 1968 (Public Law 90-505) , is amended 
by striking out "1968" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "1965". 

(d) Section 12 of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1432) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

'' (c) Subject to such regulations as may 
be prescribed by the. Board, one or more Fed
eral home loan banks may acquire, hold, or 
dispose of, in whole or in part, or facilitate 
such acquisition, holding, or disposition by 
members of any such bank, of loans (or 
interests in loans) having the benefit of 
insurance under section 221 (d) (3), 221 (h), 
235, or 236 of the National Housing Act, as 
now or hereafter in effect, or any commit
ment or agreement therefor." 
TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF FLEXIBLE INTEREST 

RATE AUTHORITY 

SEc. 415. Section 3 (a) of the Act of May 
7, 1968 (Public Law 90-301), is amended by 
striking out "October 1, 1969" and inserting 
in lLeu thereof "October 1, 1971", and by 
amending the proviso to such section to read 
as follows: "Provided, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Administrator 
of Veterans' Affairs is authorized, until Octo-

. ber 1, 1971, to establish a maximum interest 
rate for guaranteed or insured loans to vet
erans under chapter 37 of title 38, United 
States Code, not in excess of such rate as he 
may from time to time find the loan market 
demands.". 

MEDICINE CABINETS IN FEDERALLY ASSISTED 

HOUSING 

SEc. 416. (a) The head of the appropriate 
Federal agency shall prescribe reasonable 
standards with respect to the type or design 
of latches hereafter installed on medicine 
cabinets in federally assisted housing with 
a view to preventing injury to young children 
as a result of gaining access to the contents 
of such cabinets. 

(b) As used in this section-
( 1) The term "federally assisted housing" 

means (A) housing constructed, rehabili
tated, or otherwise provided with assistance 
under the National Housing Act, the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, section 101 of 
the Housing and Urban Development Act of 
1965, section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959, 
title V of the Housing Act of 1949, the Con
solidated Farmers Home Administration Act 
of 1961, section 7(b) of the Small Business 
Act, or chapter 37 of title 38, United States 
Code; and (B) family housing constructed 
by the Department of Defense. 

(2) The term "appropriate Federal agency" 
means (A) the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development with respect to housing 
constructed, rehabilitated, or otherwise pro
vided under the National Housing Act, the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, section 
101 of the Housing and UrbaiJ. Development 
Act of 1965, or section 202 of the Housing 
Act of 1959; (B) the Secretary of Agriculture 
with respect to housing constructed, reha
bilitated, or otherwise provided under title 
V of the Housing Act of 1949, or the Consoli
dated Farmers Home Administration Act of 
1961; (C) the Administrator of the Small 

Business Administration with respect to 
housing constructed or repaired with assist
ance under section 7 (b) of the Small Busi
ness Act; and (D) the Secretary of Defense 
with respect to family housing constructed 
by the Department of Defense. 

(c) The respective appropriate Federal 
agencies shall, in prescribing standards under 
this section, seek, through consultation or 
otherwise, to achieve the greatest practicable 
uniformity in such standards. 
MISCELLANEOUS AND TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

SEc. 417. (a) Section 235(c) of the Na
tional Housing Act is amended by inserting 
immediately before the period at the end of 
the first sentence the following: ": Provided 
further, That the Secretary is authorized to 
continue making such assistance payments 
'Where the mortgage has been assigned to the 
Secretary". 

(b) Section 236(b) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "Provided, That" and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: "Provided, 
That the Secretary is authorized to continue 
making such interest reduction payments 
where the mortgage has been assigned to the 
Secretary: Provided further, That". 

(c) Section 223(d) of such Act is amended 
by inserting at the end thereof the follow
ing new sentence: "A loan involving a project 
covered by a mortgages insured under sec
tion 213 that is the obligation of the Co
operative Management Housing Insurance 
Fund shall be the obligation of such fund, 
and loans involving projects covered by mort
gages insured under section 236 or under 
any section of this title pursuant to section 
223(e) shall be the obligation of the Special 
Risk Insurance Fund." 

(d) Section 214 of such Act is amended by 
inserting "or mobile home courts or parks" 
in the first sentence after "construct dwell
ings". 

(e) Section 1101(c) (2) of such Act is 
amended-

(1) by striking out "value of the property 
or project" and inserting in lieu thereof "re
placement cost of the property or project"; 
and 

(2) by striking out "The value" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "The replacement cost". 

FHA FINANCING FOR MOBILE ~OMES 

SEc. 418. Section 2 of the National Housing 
Act is amenQ.ed by-

(1) inserting "(i)" after the words "for 
the purpose of" in the first sentence of sub
section (a) ; 

(2) inserting "; and for the purpose of 
(ii) financing the purchase of a mobile home 
to be used by the owner as his principal 
residence" before the periOd: at the end of 
the first sentence of subsection (a); 

( 3) inserting " (other than mobile homes) " 
after "new residential structures" in clause 
(1) of subparagraph (iii) of the second para
graph of subsection (a) ; 

(4) inserting the following new sentence 
at the end of subsection (a) : "The Secretary 
is hereby authorized and directed, with re
spect to mobile homes to be financed under 
this section, to (i) prescribe minimum prop
erty standards to assure the livability and 
durability of the mobile home and the suit
ability of the site on which the mobile home 
is to be located; and (ii) obtain assurances 
from the borrower that the mobile home will 
be placed on a site which complies with the 
standards prescribed by the Secretary and 
with local zoning and other applicable local 
requirements."; 

(5) inserting ", except that an obligation 
financing the purchase of a mobile home may 
be in an amount not exceeding $10,000" be
fore the semicolon at the end of clause (1) 
in the first sentence of subsection (b); 

(6) inserting ": Provided, That an obliga
tion financing the purchase of a mobile home 
may have a maturity not in excess of twelve 
years and thirty-two days" before the semi
colon at the end of clause (2) in the first 
sentence of subsection (b); and 

(7) striking out "real property" each place 
it appears in subsection (c) (2) and insert
ing in lieu thereof "real or personal property". 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the 
House-passed bill differs from the Sen
ate-passed bill. The House has asked 
for a conference and requested that the 
Senate appoint conferees. 

I move that the Senate disagree to the 
amendment of the House to the bill <S. 
2864); agree to the request of the House 
for a conference on the disagreeing votes 
thereon; and that the Chair be author
ized to appoint the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. SPARK
MAN, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. WILLIAMS of New 
Jersey, Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
TowER, and Mr. BROOKE conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

PUBLIC WORKS FOR WATER, POL
LUTION CONTROL, AND POWER 
DEVELOPMENT AND ATOMIC EN
ERGY COMMISSION APPROPRIA
TIONS, 1970 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 14159) making appro
priations 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 Administra
tion, the Bureau of Reclamation, power 
agencies of the Department of the Inte
rior, 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. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I am 
happy to see the distinguished Senator 
from Florida <Mr. HoLLAND) is present 
on the floor. If I may have the attention 
of the distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee, I would like to draw his 
attention to pages 24 and 25 of the com
mittee report, dealing with the central 
and southern Florida project. As the 
chairman is very much aware, the issue 
of assuring an adequate water supply 
for the Everglades National Park was 
one of the primary reasons for the 1968 
modifications which the Congress au
thorized with regard to the central and 
southern Florida project. 

Also I am sure the chairman is aware 
that the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs of the Senate conducted 
informational hearings in June of this 
year on the problems facing the Ever
glades National Park. 

This subject of providing an adequate 
water supply for the Everglades National 
Park has been a subject of tremendous 
controversy in the past, and has been 
rankled by historic divisiveness be
tween various competing interests. 
I think that everyone recognizes that 
there has been recently an effort 
on the part of all the competing in
terests to deal with a certain measure of 
good faith in trying to resolve this most 
important issue. Certainly one of the 
great leaders here in the Senate is the 
senior Senator from Florida, who has his
torically balanced his strong views in 
support of the park with recognition of 
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the legitimate interests of the State of 
Florida to certain waters produced by the 
central and southern Florida project. In 
addition, of course, representatives of the 
Department of the Interior have been 
working very actively in this particular 
field, and I want to pay particular tribute 
to their fine efforts, which have shown a 
good deal of the cooperative spirit which 
is so important to the resolution of this 
matter. As the Senator well knows, mem
bers of his staff as well as those of my 
own have been working on this issue for 
some time prior to the final markup of 
this bill to see if there was not some way 
in which the issue might be resolved at 
an early date. 

I do have several questions I would like 
to ask the Senator at this time. It is my 
understanding that none of the funds for 
fiscal year 1970 are being appropriated 
for the 1968 modification of the project. 
I note, for example, that $10 million is 
recommended in this bill for appropria
tion for fiscal year 1970 for flood control 
for the central and southern Florida 
project. Is this correct? 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. I un
derstand that discussions and negotia
tions are currently going on between the 
Department of the Interior, the Corps of 
Engineers, and the State of Florida in an 
effort to come to some conclusion. As the 
Senator knows, this matter cannot be 
settled overnight. It will require a great 
deal of time, and I am sure it will require 
money to raise the levees of Lake Okee
chobee. 

The Senator from Florida is, of course, 
better versed in this matter than I am. 
I would like to have him comment. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. I wonder, then, if the 
Senator from Florida would assist in an
swering some questions on this matter to 
enlighten the Senator from Colorado 
and other Senators who have had to deal 
with the matter in the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I shall 
be most pleased to yield to the Senator 
from Florida. He is most familiar with 
it. He has lived with it. It is his 
home State. He has participated in the 
work done, in order to get the central 
and southern Florida project on the way. 

I feel confident that, with the cooper
ation of the Corps of Engineers as well 
as the Department of the Interior, we can 
reach some conclusion. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator. 
I note that $170,470,000 has been al

located to date for the construction of 
the central and southern Florida proj
ect. Am I corr~t that the funds recom
mended for appropriation for fiscal year 
1970 are included in this bill for the pre
viously authorized raising of the levees 
around Lake Okeechobee which, when 
completed, will provide some increase in 
the storage capacity of the lake? 

Can the distinguished Senator from 
Florida answer that question? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am 
informed by the able clerk of the com
mittee that that is correct. All I know 
is that we are well behind the expected 
appropriations and the expected dates 
of completion of this project, due to the 
reduction in appropriations and reduc
tions in the budget which have reached 
us in recent_ years. 

I simply answer now, on information 
given me by Mr. Bousquet, that these 
appropriations do in part apply to the 
raising of the dikes of Lake Okeechobee. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I think I should make 

it clear, nowever, that there are two acts 
providi:1g for that raising. One of them 
is the act of 1954, which would provide 
for t: _ ') raising of the dike3 to impound 
water at 2 feet above the level permitted 
prior to that time. The other is the act 
of 1968, which we passed last year. 

It is my understanding that we have 
not yet seriously entered upon the com
pletion of the works required by the act 
cf 1954, and that part of these appro
priat!ons will go to the raising of the 
dikes, to reach, as speedily a.:; we can, 
that height of the dikes that was pro
vided by the amendment of 1954, which 
would have been to such a height as to 
allow the raising of the waters of Lake 
Okeechobee, which is the principal stor
age area of scme 750 square miles, 2 feet 
above the prior permitted level. 

Mr. ALLOTT. That is also my under
standing. I thank the Senator. 

I note on page ix of House Document 
369, which contains the recommenda
tion of the Corps of Engineers with 
regard to the mcdification of this im
portant project, that the Bureau of the 
Budget stated, or. July 24, 1968, that the 
Bureau was making no commitment as 
to when any estimate of appropriation 
would be submitted for the construction 
on the project if authorized, "Since this 
would be governed by the President's 
budgetary objectives as determined by 
the then prevailing fiscal situation." 

In light of this information, can the 
Senator from Florida give me any in
formation as to when it is estimated that 
the first money will be recommended for 
appropriation for the 1968 modification, 
which we passed last year? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Upon seeing that lan
guage which the Senator from Colorado 
has read, and upon inquiry of Mr. 
Bousquet, I understand that that is the 
language that is normally included by 
the Bureau of the Budget in clearing 
such a report for transmission to the 
Congress, because the Bureau cannot 
speak for later actions of the admin
istration or of the Bureau of the Budget. 

As to when the Bureau of the Budget 
will begin to recommend amounts to 
raise further the level of the dikes, as 
provided by the act of 1968, I wish I 
could say that that would take place in 
the next year. It would certainly be ac
ceptable to me if that were the case. 
But knowing the budgetary situation, as 
both the Senator from Colorado and I 
do, I am not at all sure that it will take 
place in the next year. 

First, it will be necessary to complete 
the elevation of the dikes to the degree 
required by the 1954 amendment, and 
then to raise the level of the dikes fur
ther to the degree required by the 1968 
amendment. Of course, those two things 
cannot be done at the same time, be
cause the lake has a long perimeter, and 
it will be necessary to complete the work 
up to the 1954 requirement level, and 
then, having done that, proceed to the 
higher level authorized by the 1968 act. 

I do not think we have reached that 
point yet. I would be most happy if we 
were reaching it today, but we are not. 

By way of background, I may say to 
the distinguished Senator from Colorado, 
first, that I have had a most active and 
enthusiastic interest in the Everglades 
National Park, dating back into the 
1930's, when I was a member of the State 
Senate. The completion of that park was 
one of my primary planks when I was 
elected Governor in 1940. 

After struggling with it for 4 years 
while I was Governor, we got the matter 
firmly on the tracks in December of the 
last year of my 4 years' service. Since 
I have been here, I have been working 
on it in every way I know how, and I 
do not suppose there is any other Mem
ber of the Senate, with all due regard 
to my distinguished friend from Colo
rado and my distinguished friend from 
Wisconsin, who has anything like the 
degree of enthusiastic interest in the 
preservation of the park that the Sena
tor from Florida has, because it is a part 
of his efforts, 'in a way. It is one of his 
public children, and he will always feel 
that way. 

The raising of the level of the storage 
of water in Lake Okeechobee is directly 
related to the continuing supply of water 
to the Everglades National Park, as the 
distinguished Senator knows. I thought 
that, by the wording in our report to 
which the .Senator has referred-! be
lieve it is on pages 24 and 25 of the 
report-the committee had shown its 
complete interest in that objective, and 
was insisting upon that objective being 
carried over. If that is not the case, I 
shall be disappointed, because that was 
the effort of the committee. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. I must say to the dis
tinguished Senator two things. First, I 
think that the committee report does 
do what the Senator has stated, particu
larly in the first paragraph on page 24 
and in the second paragraph on page 25, 
which I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
from the committee report (No. 91-528) 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

The committee recognizes the Everglades 
National Park as a. legitimate water user and 
the maintenance of a.n adequate water supply 
to the park is essential to its unique eco
system and all efforts must be made to pro
vide the 315.,000 acre-feet of water annually to 
the park, as provided for in paragraph 127b 
(2) of House Document 369, 90th Congress, 
second session. The 1968 modification is de
signed to provide additional capacity for 
storing water to further alleviate water short
ages in the park and southern Florida. 

• • • * 
Accordingly, the committee desires that the 

State of Florida, the Department of the In
terior, and the Department of the Army 
complete as soon a.s possible their current 
negotiations in developing a.n operating 
agreement which Will insure deliveries of 
water to the park whenever adequate water 
is available to moot park purposes, a.s stated 
in paragraph 127b of the project report. The 
committee further desires that these agencies 
continue their negotiations to develop oper
ating regulations for the sharing of adversity 
in water-short years. · 

Mr. ALLOTT. Second, my distin
guished friend certainly does not have to 
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convince me of his great devotion and 
paternal interest in this national park. 
He will recall that some years ago, at his 
request, I went down to Florida as a 
member of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs to find out some facts 
to adjust the boundary of the park. I sub
sequently, because of the considerable in
terest I had acquired in the Everglades, 
spent a very interesting vacation down 
there, of which the Senator well knows. 

Mr. HOLLAND. May I say, to digress 
a moment, that every time I go to the 
park now, I am asked, "When is tha·t 
handsome Senator from Colorado coming 
to see us again? I hope it will be soon." 
That is a common expression of the per
sonnel down at the park. They enjoyed 
his visit and his enthusiastic interest in 
the park. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator for 
his comments, which I am sure are un
deserved. I should like to ask another 
question on this matter. Is it possible, 
considering the budgetary restrictions 
which have been in effect for the last few 
years, that the 1968 modification of the 
Central and Southern Flood Control 
project might not be completed until 
sometime around 1985? I do not know 
whether the Senator has that figure at 
his fingertips or not. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I do not have it at my 
fingertips, but it would be my ardent 
hope that it will be completed long be
fore that time. Of course, the answer to 
that question depends upon congres
sional appropriations, though the State 
pays 20 percent of that construction cost, 
and all the cost of the acquisition of 
rights-of-way, storage areas, and the 
like, so that the State is now paying, in 
a State and local way, better than 30 
percent of the total cost, in addition to 
supplemental work, the cost of which has 
now risen, as I recall it, to about $85 
million. The clerk tells me it is more than 
that, but that was my recollection. 

There are 13 subdrainage districts 
down there, with which the Federal Gov
ernment has no connection at all insofar 
as financing is concerned, and then there 
are a number of pumping plants, able to 
pump in both directions, which have to 
do with water control in that area, and 
which were put in by private interests. 

My recollection is that the figure was 
$85-million. We will have that exact 
figure in a moment. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I might say to the dis
tinguished Senator that, while I said 
"around 1985," the graphs in the House 
document to which I referred show the 
date of possible completion as 1984. This 
is taken from the third chart in the 
graphs of the House of Representatives, 
which appear in the House document at 
page 72. 

It is my understanding also that the 
Corps of Engineers is preparing an addi
tional report, which I would assume 
would be available prior to 1985, regard
ing additional recommendations con
cerning southern Florida's water require
ments. 

Mr. HOLLAND. May I supplement 
what I stated earlier? 

Mr. ALLOTT. Yes. 
Mr. HOLLAND. The budget justifica

tion on this matter shows that the cost 
of the central and south Florida works 

themselves is divided as follows: $330 
million from the Federal Government, 
$146,300,000 from the State and local 
governments, plus some $85 million nec
essary secondary work, as described in 
the budget, which is supplied either by 
local landholders or by the local units of 
government, such as drainage districts 
and the like. 

So this is by no means solely a Federal 
project, and it should not be. I supported 
its original enactment. I have supported 
its amendments from time to time, be
cause I am not one of those who think 
that the State should come here for a 
solution to all of its problems. I think we 
should do our share in solving them, and 
we have done that insofar as this proj
ect is concerned, as the figures indicate. 
In addition, in the way of supplemental · 
work, local governments and individuals 
are contributing some $85 million, over 
what the budget justification shows, as I 
have indicated to-the distinguished Sen
ator. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the distin
guished Senator for that information. It 
is my understanding that the modified 
project added about $66 million to the 
previous authorization. The Federal 
Government bears about 75 percent of 
these costs, I believe, and 48 percent of 
the costs are attributed to the park bene
fits. I believe the House document makes 
it very clear that although the cost esti
mates include the costs of works for the 
benefit of Everglades National Park, the 
evaluation of benefits to the park was 
not attempted because of the unique na
ture of the park, its importance to the 
Nation and posterity, and the imprac
ticability of expressing these values in 
monetary terms. The benefit-cost ratio, 
estimated at about 2.8 to 1, •vould be even 
higher for the modification if it were 
feasible to evaluate park benefits. Now, 
my question is this: In light of the corps 
findings and recommendations as found 
in House Document 369, paragraph 127 
b(2), is it the Senator's view that the Ap
propriations Committee in the language 
of the report which accompanies the bill 
before us, tried to make it clear that all 
efforts should be made to provide 315,000 
acre-feet of water annually to Ever
glades National Park? 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is quite clear to 
me, with one exception, and that is that 
if there are starvation years, drought 
years, it is understood by all concerned 
that the loss will be ratably felt by all 
concerned, including the park; and that 
has never been otherwise, because even 
in the days before there was any central 
and south Florida flood control district, 
there were times of drought when the 
park did not get the water from the north 
at all, hut was confined, as to its receipt 
of fresh water, solely to what fell by way 
of rainfall within the park. I know that, 
because I have been there after disastrous 
fires during such times, one of which, in
cidentally, was after the Federal Govern
ment had taken over the whole park area 
under a deed signed by the Senator from 
Florida when he was serving as executive 
of his State. 

They took it over through the Fish and 
Wildlife Service for a period of years 
until the requirements of Federal law as 
to how much land could be drawn to-

gether contiguously to justify the crea
tion of the park as such and be put un
der the Park Service. Even when the Fish 
and Wildlife Service was there, through 
its personnel, trying to defend and pro
tect the area, and particularly the most 
interesting parts, there was a disastrous 
fire. 

I never dreamt when I saw the result 
of the fire that nature could so quickly 
and completely repair it. If the Senator 
was there at the Tamiami Trail and the 
other area known as the Royal Palm 
Hammock, I doubt if he saw any evidence 
at that time of the fact that a terrific fire 
had swept through there. 

I am therefore telling him that follow
ing that fire I went there. The area 
looked as if it could never be repaired. · 
However, nature is kind in that climate, 
and with that amount of water and soil 
available, I doubt if anyone, except for 
the fact that there were still a few stalks 
of royal palm that were destroyed and · 
still standing there above the trees, could 
see any serious fire damage. 

There had been periods of water short
age resulting from drought long before 
there was any flood control program 
there, and so forth-Geological Survey 
records show that in the first 12 years 
after the construction of that part of the 
central and south Florida flood control 
program about which we are particularly 
concerned-that is the storage area 
three, and so forth-the park received 
more water than it had over the preced
ing 12 years and received more water 
regularly. However, there will never be 
any arrangement under which ft can 
have an equal amount of water each 
month of each year. And there will never 
be such a time unless we can control 
rainfall much better than we can over 
the whole peninsula of Florida so that 
the park will be able to get a uniform 
amount of water throughout the year. 

All I can say is that we are doing our 
best with the wording with which the 
Senator is familiar, as mentioned in the 
report, to point out that we expect the 
park to be taken care of as set forth in 
the official documents mentioned by tis 
which I hope the Senator will have 
printed in the RECORD at this time. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I just 
asked to have that printed in the RECORD 
a few moments ago. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator had printed in the RECORD the 
recitals from our report. However, I did 
not hear him ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD the section 
of the engineer's report mentioned in our 
report. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the Sena
tor is quite correct. I ask unanimous con
sent that that material be p-rinted at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From paragraph 127b (2) of House Docu
ment 369, 90th Congress, second session] 

127. b. Project purposes.-The specific pur
poses that are to be served by the works of 
the authorized project plus those of the 
plan here recommended are summarized as 
follows: 

(2) Provide water for Everglades National 
Park-such amounts are now estimated to 
be an objective of 315,000 acre-feet annu~ 
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s,lly-and provide, to the maximum feasible 
extent, for the delivery of excess waters. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. I think that shows the whole 
picture as to what we were trying to do. 
I believe it shows rather conclusively 
that we were trying to do the fair thing 
and the decent thing for the park. If I 
did not think so, I would not be a party 
to it. I have already stated my· long
standing mterest in the park. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, that 
brings us now to the nub of the situation 
as I see it, and that is the preparation 
of an agreement regarding operating 
procedures for sharing adversity in 
water-short years. This is one of the most 
difficult water problems I have ever en
countered. 

I suppose I have difficulty in under
standing it because in our area of the 
country, as the distinguished Senator 
knows, we have a lot of water law which 
is based upon the doctrine of prior ap
propriation, which does not apply here. 
So I do not quite know how to deal 
with it. , 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I point 
out that in the Senator's State-and it 
is a great one-they have an abundance 
of ups and downs which we do not have. 
There is just a 1 inch to 1 mile of slope 
in the 65 miles from Lake Okeechobee to 
the Tamiami Trail. In times of great 
drought, the release of water from Lake 
Okeechobee does not mean that any of 
the released water will get to the park. 
We have to realize that because of thirsty 
muck and substructure which is very 
porous in between the two locations, un
fortunately much of the water which is 
released 65 miles away on a gradual slope 
of only 1 inch to 1 mile does not get 
down to the park. It does make the whole 
problem an exceedingly difficult one. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I appre
ciate that. It is my understanding from 
the committee report that the commit
tee suggests that in the negotiations for 
sharing adversity, the State of Florida, 
the Corps of Engineers, &nd the Interior 
Department should recognize that de
mand graph as it appears in House Doc
ument No. 369, found in figure 11, fol
lowing page 72 of the House document 
in question. 

I think it is very· important to point 
out that the committee language specifi
cally excludes from sharing in times of 
adversity any demands for water which 
exceed those contemplated in the proj
ect document. 

Mr. HOLLAND. We put those in specif
ically because we know that we cannot 
foresee what the additional developments 
will be. And we do know that the En
gineers did their very best to try to fore-· 
see what future demands would be cre
ated. We thought that since we were try
ing to do something specific there, we · 
had to rely upon some standards. We 
are relying upon the standards set forth 
in the Engineers' reports. If there are 
developments that go beyond that, we are 
saying in very clear words that the park 
shall not be adversely affected by the 
specific other interests not projected in 
the report of the Engineers which in
cluded present developments and devel
opments anticipated during these years 

when these improvements are going on 
and being regarded on parity with the 
park, but no developments which are not 
anticipated. They will just have to take 
what is left. 

I do not see how we could be any 
fairer than that. 

Mr. ALLO'IT. Mr. President, accord
ing to the House document, whenever 
this project modification is completed, 
possibly after 1985, approximately 655,-
000 acre-feet of additional water will be 
made available. It seems to me, and per
haps I am in error-but I would like to 
have the Senator's comment on this
that during times of adversity, the park 
would be required to share the increasing 
demand as projected by the Corps of 
Engineers in House Document 369. Ac
cordingly, there seems to be an element 
of inequity here, because the park's pro
portional interest in the available supply 
of water will be diminished as these de
mands for water go up. This is proposed 
even though no one has any idea as to 
when an additional supply of water will 
be available. I want it clearly understood 
that I would like to see the State of 
Florida, the Corps of Engineers, and the 
Department of the Interior try to nego
tiate this aspect so that a guaranteed 
proportion of an available supply of 
water could be made available as quickly 
as possible. I would like to see this tied 
to the availability of water-that is the 
water supply, rather than the demands 
as they may appear at a particular date 
contemplated in House Document 369. 

This is a very difficult subject, but I 
would be happy to have the Senator's 
comments on it. 

. Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. This is the first time that I 
find myself in a minor disagreement with 
him. 

The amendment of 1954 and the 
amendment of 1968-and we have not 
reached really the construction under 
that later amendment--were both passed 
in the lighrt of certain anticipated uses, 
including the Everglades National Park 
use. It took into consideration prospec
tive increases in agricultural and urban 
demands. Whether those increased au
thorizations and the appropriations 
thereunder could be acquired from Con
gress without having had a balanced ap
proach of that kind, I am very doubtful. 

I could not have had the united sup
port I have had from Florida on all of 
the amendments unless it had been done 
under the standards set up under the 
Engineers prior to the 1954 and the 1968 
acts. 

Therefore, the idea of holding the par
ticipation of the park to figures now and 
holding the participation of the urban 
and the agricultural interests to figures 
now, when the authorizations were made 
against the projected needs that were 
fully known to Congress and were fully 
supported by the whole State, including 
the legislature, which incurred substan
tial additional claims upon the State 
budget in connection with both of these 
functions would not be fair. Whether 
or not it could possibly be fair to ignore 
what was set up by the Engineers as an
ticipated, I think would be hard to con
clude. 

To the contrary, it seems to me that we 

have been completely fair in holding the 
distribution of the water to those stand
ards, stating that if the developments 
were greater than anticipated by the En
gineers and then shown to Congress when 
these two modifications were viewed with 
the degree of their exceeding the reports 
of the Engineers, they would not be per
mitted to share equitably with the park 
and with the other interests that were 
estimated by the Engineers. I think we 
would have immediate trouble, both in 
Florida and elsewhere, if we applied this 
kind of standard. 

It seems to me that the committee has 
done all it could do and all it should do 
in what it has stated. The Senator from 
Florida is going to be here at least next 
year. He hopes to see the result of what 
we have done this year. He is happy to 
report that there has been no shortage 
of water this year, as yet. He is happy to 
report that, in his opinion, the require
ment now in the report for a new survey 
and report on this situation in 1980 is 
about the best that can be done to bring 
the project to date prior to the time that 
the excess quantity of water that will be 
made available through the 1968 modifi
cation will become available. 

Mr. ALLO'IT. I thank the Senator for 
his patience and his discussion and his 
explanation of this matter. 

I wish to make one thing clear on be
half of myself. My interest in this mat
ter does not relate to imposing unreason
able or inequitable restrictions on the 
water development of the great State of 
Florida. But I do have a genuine interest 
in seeing that Everglades National Park 
receives an equitable share of water, even 
when there is a severe shortage of water. 

I do not think anybody wants to see 
any situation develop in which anyone 
would be disastrously affected in the 
time of short water supply, and I come 
from an area of the country where we 
are fully cognizant of what that means. 

In light of the committee language on 
this subject; I would hope that negotia
tions among the State of Florida, the 
!Department of the Interior, and the 
Corps of Engineers can begin at a very 
early time for the time of entering into a 
permanent arrangement which will be 
satisfactory to the people of Florida, 
who are basically involved in this. The 
rest of us are involved in it in a broad, 
general sense, with our natural interest 
in the Everglades National Park. 

I just want to express my apprecia
tion to the Senator and to the dis
tinguished chairman of the subcommit
tee for engaging in this colloquy on what 
will be, I am sure, a very important mat~ 
ter. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank my distin
guished friend. 

I think the Senator from Louisiana, 
the chairman, has been fully cognizant 
of the difficulties involved in this matter. 
I believe that his instructions to our able 
staff engineer, who wrote the reports
which, of course, were somewhat modified 
later-were to take care of the park as 
fairly as could be done under the modi
fications of 1954 and 1968. That is cer
tainly my intention and my hope. I will 
be very active in trying to carry that out. 

There are other comments I wish to 
make about the park, but it is my under-
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standing that my distinguished friend, 
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NEL
soN) , has an amendment he wants to 
offer; and I shall withhold any further 
statement until he has had a chance to 
be heard. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Wisconsin will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with, and 
that after the remarks by the Senator 
from Washington, I be permitted to ex
plain the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 6, line 23, after the colon insert 

"Provided further, That no part of his ap
propriation shall be used for the central 
and Southern Florida Project until June 1, 
1970:" 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I should 
like to make a brief statement on the 
Everglades National Park matter, as a 
follow-up to the colloquy that has al
ready occurred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington is recognized. 
RELATIONSHIP OF THE CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN 

FLORIDA PROJECT OF THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
TO THE WATER SUPPLY FOR THE EVERGLADES 
NATIONAL PARK 

HISTORY OF DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the 
Everglades National Park was author
ized by the Congress in 1934 (48 Stat. 816 
as amended) . It was formally opened in 
June of 1947. 

In the fall of 1947, :floods resulting 
from hurricanes and heavY rains caused 
nearly $60 million in damages in south 
Florida. The severe and persistent dam
age coincided with completion of a :flood 
control plan by the Corps of Engineers. 

The initial plan, known as the central 
and southern Florida :flood control proj
ect was authorized by the Congress in 
the Flood Control Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 
1175). Construction of the works was 
initiated in 1949. The project plan in
volved water control and conveyance fea
tures to intercept :flood :flows and store 
them in large, shallow reservoirs known 
as conservation areas. Construction 
based on this plan is still underway. 

In 1964, the corps initiated a further 
study of a comprehensive water supply 
plan for central and southern Florida 
known as the water resources plan. 
This plan, which was completed in 1968, 
recommended additions to the earlier 
plan to provide for the projected water 
supply needs of the project area until the 
year 2000. The plan involved increases in 
the capacity and improvements in the 
operations of Lake Okeechobee and im
provements in conveyance facilities. Con
struction of the water resources plan 
was authorized by the Flood Control Act 
of 1968 (82 Stat. 731) and it is contem
plated that it will proceed concurrently 

with the continuing construction of the 
previously authorized work. 

The Central and Southern Florida 
Flood Control District, created by the 
State legislature in 1949, is the agency 
which cooperates with the corps on this 
development. The total cost of all au
thorized features of the project is $476,-
300,000, of which $330,000,000 will be 
Federal costs. Through fiscal year 1969, 
$170,479,000 of the Federal funds were 
appropriated and allocated to the 
project. 

HYDROLOGIC SITUATION 

The natural water supply of the Ever
glades depends upon the :flow of surface 
waters generally from north to south, 
not in defined channels but in a massive 
and slow moving sheet covering many 
square miles. The ecology of the Ever
glades requires for its maintenance not 
only minimum quantities of water but 
also deliveries on a prescribed schedule 
approximating the natural wet and dry 
cycles of the region. 

As development of southern Florida 
took place, both by community expan
sion and agricultural development, 
drainage and diversion works were con
structed. Significant work of this kind 
existed prior to the authorization of the 
corps project in 1948. 

The progressive development of water 
control works in the area now has in
creased the capability of controlling nat
ural :flows for retention in Lake 
Okeechobee or diversion and storage in 
conservation areas. The water supply 
available to the Everglades National 
Park is now substantially controlled by 
the facilities of the corps' project, and 
the park depends upon the project's op
erations for its continued biological 
existance. The project must delivm- suf
ficient water on a schedule which repro
duces the natural hydrologic cycles for 
unique ecology of the Everglades will be 
loot. 

During the period 1961 to 1965, south 
Florida experienced a severe drought. 
The _ entire area suffered from water 
shortages, and the park was particularly 
hard hit. The loss of wildlife was great 
and public demands for relief were 
strong. 

As a result of public opinion and ne
gotiations among the Department of the 
Interior, the Corps of Engineers, the 
Central and South Florida Flood Control 
District, and the State of Florida, an 
interim regulation schedule was final
ly arrived at which provided water to 
the park from Lake Okeechobee and the 
conservation areas. Releases under the 
schedule were initiated in March of 
1966. Apparently, an important faetor 
causing delay in giving relief to the park 
during this emergency situation was the 
corps' insistence that it had no authority 
to establish a schedule of operations for 
the project without the concurrence of 
the flood control district. 

The interim schedule has remained 
in effect since 1966. It has delivered 
adequate supplies in 1966, 1968, and 
1969. In 1967, the deliveries fell short 
because of dry conditions. 

The park requires a minimum of 315,-
000 acre-feet of water annually, supplied 
according to a monthly distribution 

schedule. The interim regulation sched
ule does not fully satisfy this require
ment. The corps and the :flood control 
district have proposed a new schedule, 
in conjunction with the water resource 
plan, which appears adequate. 

The water resources 'plan is designed 
to meet the water supply requirements 
of the project area until the year 2000 
and to accommodate the needs of the 
Everglades National Park among those of 
existing users and future increases in 
demand. If the contemplated construc
tion program is maintained and if the 
projections of demand prove realistic, it 
will provide an adequate water supply 
for the park until the year 2000. 

PRIORITY OF USE 

Agreement seems iminent upon an op
erating schedule for the central an<l 
southern Florida project which will pro
vide a satisfactory water supply for the 
Everglades National Park under existing 
conditions. It is clear, however, that de
velopment will continue in the area and 
that new municipal, industrial, and agri
cultural users will be competing for water 
in the future. 

The new water resources plan is in
tended to meet the new demands until 
the year 2000, however, if the growth 
should prove to exceed projections or if 
the funding of construction should be 
inadequate, the park's water supply will 
be in jeopardy at some earlier date. 

The Department of the Interior, in 
commenting upon various Corps of En
gineers project proposals, has requested 
that the park be given a priority to use 
of water from the project, at least against 
the uses which result from future devel
opment. The Corps of Engineers has re
peatedly and emphatically denied that it 
has. the authority or any obligation to 
establish priorities among the users of 
project water. 

The legal question of the corp's au
thority remains unresolved. An opinion 
from the Attorney General was requested 
by the Department of the Interior in 
November of 1968 but was not made prior 
to the close of the past administration. 
No request for such an opinion has been 
made during this administration. 

ANALYSIS 

The Everglades National Park was es
tablished by the Congress as a national 
asset for the use and enjoyment of all 
of the people of the Nation in perpetuity. 
The park, besides having unique natural 
values, represents a significant national 
investment in acquisition and mainte
nance costs. 

The natural values of the park depend 
upon an insured water supply. It is an 
unfortunate discredit to the environ
mental management mechanism of the 
Federal Government that the central and 
southern Florida project was planned, 
and has been permitted to be imple
mented, without provisions for the pro
tection or replacement of the park's nat
ural water supply. 

The situation now exists that a project 
has been constructed with the help of a 
very sizable Federal investment, much of 
which is a nonreimbursable investment 
financed by the taxpayers of the entire 
Nation. The viability of another signi:fi~ 
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cant national property, the park, depends 
upon the operation of the project, and 
yet the taxpayers of the Nation are re
fused a guaranteed share in the new 
water supply which is being made avail
able by the project. Furthermore, sign~fi
cant future Federal investments are 
being sought to provide new water sup
plies for further development of central 
and southern Florida. And the park still 
is to be denied a priority against the 
water demands of these new users. 

In justice to the interests of the Ameri
can public, the Everglades National Park 
should receive an assurance of an equita
ble share of the water made available by 
the central and southern Florida project. 
Agreement should be reached upon a 
suitable operating schedule based upon 
current conditions. The park, of course, 
may be expected to share shortages with 
existing users whe"n natural drought con
ditions preclude the provision of a full 
supply by the project. 

As the project is expanded to accom
modate new users, however, the park's 
water supply should be guaranteed 
against shortages resulting from the new 
demands. This priority would be a rea
sonable consideration for the additional 
Federal investment contemplated, even 
without regard to the Federal investment 
which has already been made. The park 
requires only a fraction of the increased 
water supply which is being made avail
able by the project, and future expansion 
of the project under the water resources 
plan would replace the water provided to 
the park many times over. 

The division of shortages which has 
been recommended in the report of the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations is a 
step in the right direction. I believe, 
however, that the Park deserves a better 
priority than that set forth in the report. 

A priority to the park over future 
water users should be required as a con
dition of continued Federal funding of 
the project. If the State of Florida and 
the central and southern Florida flood 
control district would concur in such a 
priority, there would be no necessity to 
establish the Corps of Engineers' author
ity or obligation to impose such regula
tions. 

Furthermore, it is logical for the 
State and the district to recognize the 
needs of the park. Such recognition 
would provide a basis for sound planning 
to provide other sources of water when 
future growth requires them. If the 
State refuses to recognize the park's 
water supply as an established priority, 
it must be assumed that the State views 
this water as available to defer shortages 
which may occur as a result of new uses. 

If this latter situation exists, it is in
cumbent upon the Congress and the ad
ministration to explore all alternative 
means of protecting the national inter
ests in the park. The legal authority of 
the Corps of Engineers to establish pri
orities should be ascertained, and the 
situation should be a consideration of 
future appropriations for further work 
on the project. 

Mr. President, lastly, I wish to observe 
that the able Senator from Florida has 
been very diligent and has worked very 
hard on this matter. I fully appreciate 
\he complex and conflicting problems in 

his State, in trying to resolve this diffi
cult situation. I wanted to make that 
statement very clear because, as chair
man of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, I know of his fine 
support for conservation measures, not 
only in Florida but also throughout the 
United States. I commend him very 
highly. 

I want to emphasize what I think is 
the remaining problem here. It is the 
problem of future development of the 
project area which could impinge rather 
severely on the water supply required 
for the national park. 

THE 200 BEV WESTON ACCELERATOR 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I rise to 
support the recommendation of the Ap
propriations Committee for $89 million 
to continue construction of the National 
Accelerator Laboratory in Weston, Ill. 
This sum is absolutely necessary to keep 
the construction of this 200-Bev particle 
accelerator on schedule. 

The initial estimated cost for building 
the accelerator was $350 million. Three 
years ago, Dr. Robert Rathbun Wilson, 
director of the project, committed him
self to building the accelerator for $250 
million. His commitment, however, was 
conditioned upon his receiving adequate 
funding on time to keep the project on 
schedule. To maintain this schedule, 
Congress must appropriate $89 million 
for fiscal year 1970 as the barest mini
mum required. Dr. Wilson's commitment 
was placed in severe jeopardy, therefore, 
when the House passed .an appropriation 
of only $64 million. 

The magnitude of this threatened re
duction would not be clearly reflected 
merely in the dollar cut of $25 million. 
Rather, due to the delays in construction 
and the need to revise engineering re
quirements due to the appropriations cut, 
a minimum of $20 million in additional 
funds would have to be added to the al
ready committed cost. In all likelihood 
the actual additional wasted cost could 
be double or triple this amount. 

In our desire to conserve public funds 
today, an inordinate cutb~tck in the nec
essary appropriations clearly would be 
dollar foolish. In effect what we are do
ing today by restoring $25 million is to 
save taxpayers $50 million or more in the 
Congress. 

As important as it is to conserve the 
taxpayers' money, however, it is even 
more important to spend the public's 
money wisely for essential priority pur
poses. 

The 200 Bev. accelerator will be one of 
the great technical achievements of our 
age. The accelerator, when constructed, 
will provide the United States with the 
most advanced nuclear research facility 
in the world. It is through such basic 
tools of research that our country de
velops the knowledge to support a mod
em industrial base, to produce amazing 
breakthroughs in the physical sciences 
and medicine, and to preserve QUr na
tional security. Many of the basic build
ing blocks and forces of nature are yet to 
be uncovered. Some, so we are told, may 
be on the verge of discovery. The con
struction of the accelerator will help us 
realize these discoveries. A sizable staff 
of eminent scientists and engineers have 

been gathered at Weston to work in this 
behalf both for the benefit of mankind 
and for the prestige of our country. We 
must support this endeavor. 

Thanks to the farsighted leadership of 
Senator ELLENDER, Senator PASTORE, and 
Senator YouNG of North Dakota, the Ap
propriations Committee has reported out 
the necessary $89 million. It is through 
the action of this committee and the 
Senate that Congress will be able to ful
fill its original commitment through sup
port for this most promising scientific 
endeavor. 

Mr. HARTKE. I wish to commend the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana for 
the splendid job he has done in handling 
this public works appropriation. Once 
again he has demonstrated not only a 
superb understanding of public works 
projects but has also shown a compas
sionate concern for the flood control 
needs of this Nation. 

I am especially appreciative that the 
esteemed chairman has seen fit, once 
again, to look kindly on the flood control 
needs of my home city of Evansville, 
where I was honored to serve as mayor. 

The recommendation of his subcom
mittee that $500,000 be appropriated for 
the Evansvilk floodwall will enable con
struction to be resumed on this vital 
project. I know the people of Evansville 
share my sentiments when I state that 
this appropriation will greatly decrease 
the chances of a disastrous flooding such 
as that experienced by the city in 1937 
and 1938. 

As well, I wish to commend the distin
guished Senator for his foresight, and 
that of his subcommittee, in appropriat
ing $750,000 for the much-needed 
Lafayette Reservoir. At long last it would 
appear that the initiation of construc
tion will not be long off. 

Likewise, the recommendation of $3,-
600,000 for the Newburgh locks and dam 
project on the Ohio River is greeted with 
great enthusiasm by myself and other 
Indiana and Kentucky, residents who 
live close to the still untamed Ohio 
River. 

By way of conclusion, let me again ex
press my compliments, and thanks, to 
the Senator from Louisiana for the fine 
work, and foresight, exhibited in this ap
propriation bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I thank the Senator. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Illinois in the chair). The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON), which the clerk 
will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 6, line 23, after the oolon insert 
"Provided further, Th81t no part of this ap
propriation shall be used for the Central and 
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Southern Florida Project until June 1, 
1970:., 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the 

amendment which I have sent to the desk 
would withhold the use of funds in this 
appropriations bill for the corps' cen
tral and southern Florida flood control 
project until June 1, 1970. This action is 
necessary in order to prevent the de
struction of Everglades National Park. 

The $10 million contained in the bill 
for the corps' project would be delayed 
for the sole purpose of putting the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and the De
partment of the Interior on notice that 
they must reach and report to Congress 
a mutually satisfactory arrangement for 
providing an adequate water supply from 
the corps' project to Everglades National 
Park. 

The history of the corps' project and 
the testimony of Federal witnesses at a 
Senate Interior Committee hearing in 
June make it quite clear that without 
such congressional action the corps and 
the Interior Department will not reach 
an agreement that will prevent the 
park's destruction by a lack of water. 

The corps project goes back 20 years, 
and is programed through the year 2000. 
Congress has appropriated $170 million 
on the project thus far, and has author
ized an additional $160 million. It is the 
responsibility of Congress to assure that 
before any of these further funds are 
expended, the necessary steps are taken 
to protect the park. 

The objective of the amendment is 
merely to call to the attention of the 
Corps of Engineers quite directly, that 
many Members of both Houses of Con
gress are interested and anxious to see 
that the Corps of Engineers reaches an 
agreement with the Interior Department 
to guarantee the 315,000 acres of Federal 
water in the Everglades National Park 
annually; and in water-short years, to 
agree that the park will share adversity 
for that par ticular year only with users 
existing at the time of the agreement. 

Mr. President, I appeared before the 
Appropriations Committee in June on 
behalf of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
HoLLAND) , and presented a proposal, and 
sent a letter to members of the commit
tee in June or July, explaining my 
position. 

I have discussed this issue with the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Florida. 
I recognize, as does every conservationist 
in the country that the Senator from 
Florida <Mr. HoLLAND) is recognized as 
the father of the Everglades National 
Park and that he has spent more than 
a quarter of a century, even before he 
was Governor of Florida, and since the 
time he came to the Senate, he has been 
the primary spokesman on behaif of the 
Everglades. He has defended it, promoted 
it, and protected it. He must receive the 
greatest credit from all conservationists 
and all thoughtful people who know any
thing about the Everglades. The Senator 
from Florida has made a great and last
ing conservation contribution to this 
country. 

Mr. President, the Everglades National 
Park is a unique park. It has the most 
extensive combination and variety of 
birds, animals, marine creatures, and 
flora found in such abundance, greater 
than any other area in the world. It is 
the greatest source of information and 
study of the creatures that live there, 
more than in any other place in the 
world. 

The contribution of the Senator from 
Florida has certainly been a great one, 
and continues to be so. 

My concern is with the position of 
the Corps of Engineers, in the hearings 
before the committee, that it was not 
necessary to reach an agreement to guar
antee the water supply to the Everglades 
until, as General Cassidy put it, the 
"crunch" was on some time 20 to 30 
years from now. 

Mr. President, I do not agree with that, 
and there is not a single conservation 
organization in America that agrees with 
that position of the Corps of Engineers. 

The problem, as I see it, is that as 
long as the Senator from Florida fs here, 
there is no doubt in my mind that the 
interests of the Everglades National Park 
will be protected. The Senator has made 
it almost a lifetime career. If we wait as 
long as General Cassidy thinks we should 
wait, the Senator from Florida <Mr. HoL
LAND) will not be here to protect that 
park, and neither will any other cur
rent Member of the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. NELSON. I yield. 
Mr. GURNEY. I would remind the 

Senator from Wisconsin that there are 
other people in Congress who represent 
Florida, both in this Chamber and on the 
other side of the Capitol, and they are 
just as keenly interested in this proj
ect in Florida as the senior Senator from 
Florida (Mr. HOLLAND). 

I can also assure the Senator that 
there is able representation in the State 
of Florida which is just as keenly inter
ested in the preservation of the Ever
glades National Park as is the Senator 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. NELSON. I am sure there is. I am 
addressing my remarks to the distin
guished senior Senator from Florida (Mr. 
HoLLAND) because he has been the out
standing leader and spokesman on be
half of the park for a quarter of a 
century. 

I am well aware that the junior Sena
ator from Florida (Mr. GURNEY) and 
other members of the congressional dele
gation from Florida are certainly inter
ested in this matter and are concerned 
with the quality and the future of the 
park. 

I assure the Senator that I do not wish 
to imply that they were not interested. I 
know that they are. 

Mr. President, the crux of the issue is 
that the guarantees can and should be 
made right now by the Corps of Engi
neers. 

In many parts of the report the Ian
guage is excellent; there is no question 
about that. But, in my judgment, there 
is one serious fault in the language, and 
that al>pears on page 25, which reads: 

The committee further desires that these 
agencies-

The State of Florida, the Department 
of the Interior, and the Department of 
the Army-
continue their negotiations to develop oper
ating regulations for the sharing of adversity 
in water-short years. 

I know very well that the members of 
the committee hope and desire -that the 
agencies involved will reach agreement. 
I do not think there is any question 
about the desires of the two Senators 
from Florida, the other members of the 
Florida delegation, and conservationists 
throughout the country that the Corps 
of Engineers should reach agreement 
with the Department of the Interior and 
the State of Florida. 

My concern is that they may no~t reach 
agreement, and my hope is to put some 
additional pressure upon the corps, to let 
them know that many Members of Con
gress ·are insisting that agreement be 
reached. 

Starting in 1948, the Corps of Engi
neers said that one of the objectives of 
the project was to assure water to the 
l>ark on an orderly basis. 

In 1968, according to the House docu
ment that has been referred to so fre
quently, the Corps of Engineers agreed 
with the Department of the Interior on 
a formula that would guarantee 315,000 
acre-feet of water a year to the Ever
glades. The commanding general wrote 
his agreement to the Secretary of the 
Interior. I shall place that in the RECORD. 

Mr. HOLLAND. It has already been 
placed in the RECORD. 

Mr. NELSON. Then the Corps of Engi
neers backed off from the agreement. 

A chart, figure 11, in House Document 
No. 369, demonstrates the agreement 
that the park will be guaranteed 315,000 
acre-feet starting in 1970 and continuing 
through 2020. As projected, everyone 
thought that it was a fine agreement. But 
the ~orps of Engineers backed off, and 
that 1s the only reason we are speaking 
on this subject today. 

I know from my reading of the com
mittee report that the corps, because of 
the influence of the committee, will care
fully read the desires of the committee. 

But as one Senator, who has the re
sponsibility along with all other Senators, 
I am not satisfied to rely upon the corps' 
agreeing or consenting to this proposal, 
after they agreed once, put it in writing, 
then backed away without an inadequate 
explanation to anyone. 

Anyone who wishes to look at the chart 
will see that the guarantee of 315,000 
acre-feet starts in 1970 and extends all 
the way to the year 2020; and that in 
years of adversity, the water shortage 
will be shared with current users of the 
water. That is the crux of the matter. 
If the park must share adversity with 
additional users 10, 20, or 30 years from 
now, we may just as well close up the 
park, because it will be dead. Everybody 
knows that. Every conservation organiza
tion in the country, including all the ma
jor ones that appeared before the Com~ 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
made that point. 
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I do not see any reason why we should 

not require the Corps of Engineers to act 
now. This is not an issue of the Senator 
from Wisconsin. The Republican Secre
tary of the Interior, Mr. Hickel, wants 
that agreement now. The previous Sec
retary of the Interior wanted that agree
ment. The Department of the Interior 
supports the agreement now. It is the 
Corps of Engineers that is not for the 
agreement. Obviously, I am not seeking 
out some strange position that nobody 
else holds. 

There are important nationwide rea
sons for this issue to be raised and set
tled as soon as possible. One of them is 
that -this is a national park. Every single 
person in this country has an interest in 
the uniqueness of Everglades National 
Park. Second, the appropriations of tax
payers' money for corps projects, from 
1948 to 1968, have totaled $160 million. 

The projected further appropriations 
for the completion of the works are $170 
million, of which the State will pay ap
proximately one-third. This is not a rec
lamation project. None of the Federal 
moneys will be paid back. So the taxpay
ers have an interest. 

This project has been supported by 
conservationists across this Nation since 
1948 on the assumption and the assur
ance that the water of the Everglades 
would be protected. We have a contract-:
a moral contract-with the people of this 
country who furnished the money to be 
sure that their part of the project, the 
Everglades itself, is protected. 

Mr. President, I want to read from a 
letter written to General Cassidy by the 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior on 
June 12, 1968: 

DEAR GENERAL CASSIDY: We have reviewed 
the Martin County Report and the water 
Resources Report for Central and southern 
Florida and concur in the principal features 
of the project and the proposed operation of 
the plan. We have also compared it with the 
National Park Service letter of October 20, 
1967 by Deputy Director H. L. Bill. (Appen
dix K, Exhibit K-11) . In that letter we stated 
in part, that: . 

"The park shares adversity whenever the 
supply of water is insufficient to provide 
315,000 acre-feet * * *.To share further ad
versity requires that we restrict that sharing 
with contemporaneous water demands. 
* * * The National Park Service, therefore, 
cannot accede to sharing water shortages 
with demands that develop after the estab
lishment of the park. • * *" 

In our October 20 letter, we noted that 
when our comments appeared in House Doc
ument 643, we expressed "concern over the 
lack of a guarantee of sufficient water." Con
tinuing in that letter we said: "Problems 
that have remained unresolved in the past 
must be resolved with specific clarity. The 
obligation of the Corps to supply the water 
necessary to preserve and restore the park, 
as stated in 1948, must be given strong em
phasis in the current report. The report must 
claim water for the park as a Federal project 
purpose and establish a priority right to a 
given quantity of water from the project. 
Otherwise, the needs of the park will con
tinue to be evaluated relative to all other 
project needs. * * *" 

We are pleased to see that the report rec
ognizes that furnishing water to the Ever
glades National Park is a Federal purpose of 
the project. The report of the Board of En
gineers for Rivets and Harbors provides addi
tional clarity in designating 315,000 acre
feet per annum would be available for the 
Federal requirements in Everglades National 
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Park in addition to providing supplemental 
supplies of water during times of flood. These 
supplies are recognized in the report as Fed
eral project purposes and objectives. These 
are seen as desirable features, but there does 
remain, howevex:, a major deficiency in the 
report in that it fails to clearly and unequiv
ocally establish that the basis water supply 
to the park will be unaffected by reductions 
caused by future demands of urban and 
agricultural growth. As we noted above, the 
basic supply to the park must not be dimin
ished if this park ~s to survive. 

I emphasize the Assistant Secretary's 
comment that if this park is to survive, 
the basic supply must not be diminished. 

We, therefore, cannot recommend the plan 
without written assurance by the Secretary 
of the Army that he will provide the water 
supplies as set forth in the report, un
diminished by new incursions. 

Technical comments, including comments 
of other Bureaus of this Department, will 
follow. 

Signed by the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior. 

That was June 12, 1968. Two days 
later, on June 14, 1968, F. J. Clarke, 
major general, Acting Chief of Engi
neers, gave that assurance in writing, 
and then they backed off it. That is my 
objection. · 

On June 14, 1968, General Clarke 
wrote: 

By letter of 12 June 1968 the Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior stated that although 
the general objectives Of the project and the 
purposes for which the project would be 
operated were acceptable, the Department 
requires further assurances in order to sup
port the proposed modification of the Central 
and Southern Florida Flood Control Project. 

In particular, it was indicated that your 
Department cannot recommend the plan un
less the Secretary of the Army assures you 
of future delivery of the water supply as set 
forth in the report undiminished by new in
cursions. 

The concept expressed in the report and 
in the graphs-

This is the graph, figure 11-
ts to provide a supply of water to the Ever
glades National Park that will not be di
minished as the requirements to support 
growth and new development increase. Ac
cordingly, under authority of the Secretary 
of the Army, the Chief of Engineers will in
sure the project is regulated to deliver the 
water requirements of the Everglades Na
tional Park as so set forth in the report. 

I understand that the letter of 12 June 
1968 constitutes the official comments of the 
Secretary of the Interior; the technical com
ments of the other Bureaus will be addressed 
in the advance engineering and design stage. 

Copies of the letter from your Department 
and this reply will accompany the report of 
the Chief of Engineers when it is transmitted 
to Oongre:Js. 

All I am proposing to do with this 
amendment is simply to provide that 
none of the $10 million for the central 
and s.outhern Florida flood control proj
ect may be spent prior to June 1. 

The reason I am doing that is to serve 
notice on the Corps of Engineers that 
there are many Members of Congress who 
do not propose to continue to support 
the provision of further money for these 
projects unless the national interest in 
the Everglades Park is protected. It is as 
simple as that. It is a reasonable amend
ment, and I believe that the Senate 
should adopt it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent to have printed in the RECORD t.he 
following items: 

A letter dated June 12, 1968, from the 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior to 
General Cassidy. 

A letter dated June 14, 1968, from Gen
eral Clarke, the Acting Chief of Engi
neers, to the Secretary of the Interior. 

A statement which I made to the Sen
ate Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Public Works on June 12, 1969. 

A letter which I sent to all members 
of the Subcommittee on Public Works on 
July 1, 1969. 

A letter which I sent on -July 21, 1969, 
to Dr. DuBridge, Executive Secretary of 
the Environmental Quality Council. 

An opinion by the Solicitor of the De
partment of the Interior dated October 
8, 1968. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ·ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washngton, D.C., June 12, 1968. 
Lt. Gen. WILLIAM F. CASSIDY, 
U.S. Army, Chief of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR GENERAL CASSIDY: We have reviewed 
the Martin County Report and the Water Re
sources Report for Central and Southern 
Florida and concur in the prindpal features 
of the project and the proposed operation of 
the plan. We have also compared it with the 
National Park Service letter of October 20, 
1967 by Deputy Director H. L. Bill. (Appendix 
K. Exhibit K-11). In that letter we stated in 
part, that: 

"* * * the park shares adversity whenever 
the supply of water is insufficient to provide 
315,000 acre-feet * * *.To share further ad
versity requires that we restrict that shar
ing with contemporaneous water demands. 
* "' * The National Park Service, therefore, 
cannot accede to sharing water shortages with 
demands that develop after the establishment 
of the park. * * *" 

In our October 20 letter, we noted that 
when our-comments appeared in House Docu
ment 643, we expressed "concern over the 
lack of a guarantee of sufficient water." Con
tinuing in that letter we said: 

"Problems that have remained unresolved 
in the past must be resolved with specific 
clarity. The obligation of the Corps to sup
ply the water necessary to preserve and re
store the park, as stated in 1948, must be 
given strong emphasis in the current report. 
The report must claim water for the park as 
a Federal project purpose and establish a 
priority right to a given quantity of water 
from the project. Otherwise, the needs of the 
park will continue to be evaluated relative to 
all other project needs. "' * *" 

We are pleased to see that the report rec
ognizes that furnishing water to the Ever
glades National Park is a Federal purpose of 
the project. The report of the Board of Engi
neers for Rivers and Harbors provides addi
tional clarity in designating 315,000 acre-feet 
per annum would be available for the Federal 
requirements in Everglades National Park in 
addition to providing supplemental supplies 
of water during times of flood. These sup
plies are recognized in the report as Federal 
project purposes and objectives. These are 
seen as desirable features, but there does re
main, however, a major deficiency in there
port in that it fails to clearly and unequivo
cally establish that the basic water supply to 
the park will be unaffected by reductions 
caused by future demands of urban and agri
cultural growth. As we noted above, the basic 
supply to the park must not be diminished if 
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this park is to survive. We, therefore, cannot 
recommend the plan without written assur
ance by the Secretary of the Army that he 
will provide the water supplies as set forth 
in the report, undiminished by new incur
sions. 

Technical comments, including comments 
of other Bureaus of this Department, will 
follow. 

Sincerely yours, 
STANLEY A. CAIN, 

Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

LETTER TO THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C., June 14, 1968. 

Hon. STEWART L. UDALL, 
The Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: By letter Of 12 June 
1968 the Assistant Secretary of the Interior 
stated that although the general objectives 
of the project and the purposes for which the 
project would be operated were acceptable, 
the Department requires further assurances 
in order to support the proposed modifica
tion o{ the Central and Southern Florida 
Flood Control Project. In particular, it was 
indicated that your Department cannot rec
ommend the plan unless the Secretary of the 
Army assures you of future delivery of the 
water supply as set forth in the report un
diminished by new incursions. 

The concept expressed in the report and in 
the graphs is to provide a supply of water 
to the Everglades National Park that will 
not be diminished as the requirements to 
support growth and new development in
crease. Accordingly, under authority of the 
Secretary of the Army, the Chief of En
gineers will insure the project is regulated to 
deliver the water requirements of the Ever
glades National Park as so set forth in the 
report. 

I understand that the letter of 12 June 
1968 constitutes the official comments of the 
Secretary of the Interior; the technical com
ments of the other Bureaus will be addressed 
in the advance engineering and design stage. 

Copies of the letter from your Department 
and this reply will accompany the repox-t 
of the Chief of Engineers when it is trans
mitted to Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. J. CLARKE, 

Major General, USA, Acting Chief of 
Engineers. 

THURSDAY, JUNE 12, 1969. 
To: The Chairman and Members of the Sen

ate Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Public Works. 

From: Senator Gaylord Nelson. 
Subject: Central and southern Florida flood 

control project and the Everglades Na
tional Park. 

This memorandum proposes that in the 
appropriations bill or in the committee re
port accompanying the bill, the committee 
require that no part of the proposed $9 mil
lion appropriation for the Central and South
ern Florida Flood Control Project shall be 
expended until the appropriatfons commit
tees have been advised that the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Secretary of the Army 
have made a mutually satisfactory arrange
ment to provide water to the Evergades Na
tional Park. 

In 1934, Congress authorized the Ever
glades National Park. Fourteen years later, 
in 1948, the Congress authorized the Corps 
of Engineers to construct the Central and 
Southern Florida Flood Control Project. 

Congress did not place these projects in 
conflict with each other, and yet, the experi
ences of the Everglades National Park since 
the advent of the flood control project have 
been such that the very life of the park, 
which is dependent upon an assured supply 

of water, is being continuously threatened. 
As a result, the intent of Congress in 1934 
to preserve a unique area in its pristine state 
has been and continues to be frustrated. 

Water is the life blood of the park. Its 
normal inflow is absolutely essential, if the 
extraordinary life processes which in them
selves provide the uniqueness of the Ever
glades National Park are to be maintained. 
Fish populations swell with the rising wa
ters of summer and fall, and as the water 
runs off to the sea, these millions of fish con
centrate to the densi~ies required by the 
hundreds of bird species, including some 
that are rare and endangered, that depend 
on the park for food and habitat. The wa
ter which runs off to the sea greatly influ
ences the food production of the estuaries by 
providing salinity changes needed to accom
modate the great fishery resources which the 
park supports. It is hardly a coincidence that 
the pink shrimp, newly spawned in the Gulf 
of Mexico, arrive at the park estuaries when 
these salinities are at their optimum. With
in these nurseries, the shrimp grow to matur
ity and leave to return to the Gulf where 
they are harvested. 

In 1948, when the Department of the In
terior provided its comments to the Corps 
of Engineer report (H.R. Doc. 643, 80th Con
gress, Se<:ond Session), it wrote that the 
park's problem was not one of too much 
water but of too little water. The Depart
ment had misgivings about the project in 
1948 because it recognized then that the 
park's vital water supply could be cut off. 
However, it was recognized that timely re
leases of water from the project could be 
complementary to the park. 
. As the project progressed, releases were 
anything but thnely, and the National Park 
Service has been hard pressed to preserve the 
park as the Congress intended. If the park is 
to last forever, then so must its water sup- . 
ply. To date, long range efforts to ensure 
that supply have been thwarted. 

In 1962, a levee was constructed by the 
Corps of Engineers across the Shark River, 
the principal drainageway which brings wa
ter to the park from the great Everglades 
region to the north. The flow was blocked 
and no water released for the next two years, 
and then only meager amounts until 1966, 
when heavy rainfall outside the park 
brought relief. The consequence was a sys
tematic dehydration. The park has now be
come critically dependent on releases from 
the project for its water supply, and can not 
survive on the rain falling within its bound
aries. Lt must have the historic pattern of 
inflow across these boundaries. It is for this 
reason that the supply to the park must be 
resolved. 

Water shortages have destroyed multitudes 
of fish and wildlife and encouraged an un
natural succession of vegetative changes 
which may forever alter the unique ecology 
of this subtropical park. Securing an as
sured supply of water is the single most criti
cal element in meeting the intent of Con
gress when it authorized the park. 

Last year the Corps of Engineers com
pleted a new study to improve the water sup
ply for the park, and these improvements 
were authorized by Congress. The 1968 re
port indicates that water to meet the park's 
needs will be available and could have been 
made available in the past had certain op
erational practices been met. 

However, the evidence is clear and amply 
supported by the report (House Doc. 369, 
9oth Congress, Second Session) that in the 
future, conflict between all water users is 
inevitable. 

The plan acknowledges that by the year 
2,000 the increased growth of southern Flor
ida largely encouraged by this project will, 
in effect, use the park's xninimum require
ment of 315,000 acre feet per year as a pool 
from which all further growth and new water 
demands may draw upon. 

The disastrous consequence is inevitable: 
the park will be destroyed by gradual but 
positive dehydration, and what was once 
one of the wettest places in the world will 
become the Death Valley of Florida. 

Included in the Corps of Engineers' 1968 
report is a June 12, 1968 letter from the De
partment of the Interior to the Corps whiCih 
stated that the Department of the Interior 
could not recommend the Corps' plan with
out written assurance from the Secretary of 
the Army that he would provide the water 
supplies required by the park unaffected by 
reductions caused by future demands of 
urban and agricultural growth. 

In his reply of June 14, 1968, Major Gen
eral F. J. Clarke, as acting Chief of Engi
neers, acknowledged the condition required 
for Department of Interior approval and went 
on to say: 

"The concept expressed in the report and 
in the graphs is to provide a supply of water 
to the Everglades National Park that will not 
be diminished as the requirements to sup
port growth and new development increase. 
Accordingly, under authority of the Secre
tary of the Army, the Ohief of Engineers 
will insure the project is regulated to deliver 
the water requirements of the Evergl·ades Na
tional Park as so set forth in the report." 

The 1968 report i·tself is based on the re
quirements of the water users. The require
ments for the park were furnished by the 
National Park Service and were used in the 
development of the plan of modifications of 
the Central and Southern Florida Flood Con
trol project, justified by the report. And the 
report further shows that had the plan been 
in operation throughout the period of rain
fall record, which reaches back to 1930, the 
water supply to the park could have been 
provided in all years with only one exception. 

Despite this exchange of correspondence, 
however, and the apparent agreement there
in, a mutually satisfactory arrangement for 
protecting the park's water supply from fu
ture demands still does not exist. 

There can be no reasonable doubt that the 
Corps has the power to regulate the project. 
The original 1948 authorization of the flood 
control project specifies that the project will 
be managed in accordance with House Docu
ment 643, which states that the works may 
be turned over to the responsible local in
terests for operation but that they will be 
operated "in accordance with regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary of the Army ... " 

Testimony presented before the Senate In
terior Committee's informational hearings 
on Everglades National Park matters June 
3 and June 11 by the Corps of Engineers, the 
Department of the Interior and conservation 
organizations makes it very clear that the 
question of adequate water supply for the 
Everglades National Park remains unresolved 
notwithstanding any of the commitments 
which have been made. I ask unanimous con
sent that an opinion by the Solicitor of the 
Department of the Interior on this matter be 
included in the hearing record. 

Your . committee, in its responsibilities for 
programs constructing the great public works 
of this country, should seek to bring the De
partment of the Interior and the Corps of 
Engineers together and require of them that 
they bring bacl a satisfactory arrangement 
for the review and approval of this commit
tee before any further funds are expended on 
the Central and Southern Florida Flood Con
trol Project. 

In the absence of such an agreement, the 
expenditure of further funds adds to the 
confusion and conflict in the administration 
and the management of the park and the 
fiood control project. 

Over the past 20 years, the Federal govern
ment has expended some $170 million on this 
project. We are being asked to expend nearly 
$160 million more in years to come, $9 mil
lion in this appropriation. In all, we will be 
making somewhat more than three million 
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acre feet of water available for Florida water 
users, including the park. The park requires 
from the project but a small fraction of that 
total amount, far less proportionally than the 
amount of Federal investment. There seems 
to be 11 ttle purpose in spending millions to 
acquire and protect the park and even more 
millions to develop the water project, a prin
cipal purpose of which is to provide the park 
with water, without requiring a satisfactory 
arrangement for supplying the park with 
waters now and in the future. 

Therefore, I propose that language be 
added to the appropriation bill or to the com
mittee report which states that: "No part of 
the proposed $9 million appropriation for the 
Central and Southern Florida Flood Control 
Project shall be expended until the appropri
ations committees have been advised that the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary 
of the Army have made a mutually satisfac
tory arrangement to provide water to the 
Everglades National Park." 

I would like to add that it is my under
standing that Senator Jackson, Chairman of 
the Interior Committee, and with whom I 
have co-chaired the Everglades informational 
hearings, will be submitting a letter shortly 
to the Appropriations Committee for the 
hearing record supporting my general posi
tion in this matter. 

I very much appreciate this opportunity to 
appear before the committee to propose this 
language and discuss this matter with you. 

LETTER TO MEMBERS OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
PUBLIC WORKS, SENATE APPROPRIATIONS 
COMMITTEE, JULY 1, 1969 
Recently I testified before the Senate Ap

propriations Subcommittee on Public Works 
in regard to the impact of the Corps of Engi
neers• Southern and Central Florida Flood 
Control Project on the water supply of Ever
glades National Park. 

I enclose a copy of the memorandum which 
I presented for the hearing record, in which 
I proposed that your committee act to re
quire a resolution of the long standing dis
pute about water supply to the park before 
further federal funds are expended for the 
flood control project. 

However, after reviewing the hearing 
transcript, I am not sure that I made it clear 
that the proposal I urged the committee to 
accept is based on the fact that the Depart
ment of the Interior and the Corps of Engi
neers last year reached agreement on a for
mula for providing water to the park. 

The agreement was reached in an exchange 
of corr~pondence between the two depart
ments. Interior wrote the Corps that it could 
not support proposed modifications in the 
Southern and Central Florida Control Proj
ect without written assurance that the Corps 
would provide the water supplies required by 
the park unaffected by reductions caused by 
future demands of urban and agricultural 
growth. 

In his reply of June 14, 1968, Major Gen
eral F. J. Clarke, as acting Chief of Engineers, 
acknowledged the condition required for In
terior approval, and went on to say: 

"The concept expressed in the report and 
in the graph~ is to provide a supply of water 
to the Everglades National Park that will not 
diminished as the requirements to support 
growth and new development increase. Ac
cordingly, under the authority of the Secre
t ary of the Army, the Chief of Engineers will 
insure the project is regulated to deliver the 
water requirements of the Everglades Na
tional Park as so set forth in the report." 

Under the formula in the report to Con
gress referred to in General Clarke's letter, the 
park would have no priority over current 
water users, and would be required to ~hare 
adversity equally with them. The park would 
receive no guarantee beyond the capacity of 
the water project. But the formula would 
assure that new users could not be brought 
into the picture on the assumption that they 
could take water from the park's supply. 

Regulations should be adopted now to put 
the formula into effect as the project is com
pleted. .Establishi:Q.g. the rules now for the 
use of additional waters the project will be 
making available is essential if there is to 
be rational planning and development by 
current and future users. In the meantime, 
temporary arrangements for supplying water 
to the park could be continued. 

Since 1948, the Federal government has 
spent $170 million on the Corps' water proj
ect. The situation which concerno conserva
tionists and certainly concerns me is that, 
from the beginning, the project has been sup
ported on the assumption that the park 
would be protected by a reasonable formula 
for water supply-and yet, after 20 years, we 
still have no assurances that this will be 
done, even though one of the project's prin
cipal purposes has been to provide the park 
with water. To date, the Corps of Engineers 
has not put the 1968 agreement into effect, 
and apparently has no intention of doing so. 

We are being asked to spend nearly $160 
million more in the future for the water 
project, including the $9 million in this year's 
appropriation request. I don't see how we 
can in good conscience expend further funds 
for the project until this matter is resolved. 

Protection for the park can readily be ac
complished with language in the Public 
Works Appropriation Bill or the committee 
report. I have prepared an amendment which 
I will introduce to the committee when the 
House appropriation bill arrives. The amend
ment will state that: "No part of the pro
posed $9 million appropriation for the Cen
tral and Southern Florida Flood Control 
Project shall be expended until the appro
priations committees have been advised that· 
the Secretary of the Interior and the Secre
tary of the Army have made a mutually sat
isfactory arrangement to provide water to 
the Everglades National Park." 

However, it seems to me that we could just 
as effectively assure that a reasonable for
mula-such as the one agreed to in 1968-
would be implemented by including the 
above language in the committee report. 

It seems to me this is the time for appro
priate Congressional action to assure that 
Everglades National Park will be protected 
in perpetuity. Further delay will only make 
a satisfactory solution more difficult, if not 
impossible, to achieve. 

If there is any aspect of this which you 
wish to discuss further, I am available at 
your convenience. 

Sincerely yours, 

Dr. LEE DuBRIDGE, 

GAYLORD NELSON, 
U.s. Senator. 

JuLY 21, 1969. 

Executive Secretary, Environmental Quality 
Council, Office of the President, the 

· White House, Washington, D.C. . 
DEAR DR. DuBRIDGE: Enclosed is a copy of 

a letter and a memorandum I have sent to 
all members of the Senate Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Public Works regarding the 
water supply difficulties faced by Everglades 
National Park. 

Since 1948, the federal government has 
spent $170 million on the Corps of Engineers' 
Southern and Central Florida Flood Control 
Project. From the beginning, Congress and 
conservationists have supported the project 
on the assumption that it would provide the 
park an adequate or even enhanced water 
supply. 

And last year, as the enclosed material in
dicates, the Corps and the Department of 
the Interior worked out a formula for water 
supply to the park to which the Corps agreed 
in writing. The formula would assure that 
new water users would not be brought into 
the picture on the assumption that they 
could take water from the park's supply. 

Now, however, the Corps is refusing to im
plement the agreement, and instead, is tak
ing the position that it should wait until a 

squeeze is on from new water demands before 
it takes action. By ·then, it . will be too late. 
As was pointed out at a recent Congressional 
hearing, the practicalities will be that with
out the adoption of effective r_egulations now, 
people will come first, agriculture will come 
second, and_ the park will CQme last in any 
crunch on water supply. 

As the enclosures indicate, I have asked 
the Senate Appropriations Committee to re~ 
quire that before any further funds are ex
pended for the Corps project, the Corps and 
Interior must reach mutually satisfactory 
arrangement on water supply to the park. 
Senator Jackson, chairman of the Interior 
Committee, has also written the subcommit
tee members in support of this pOsition. 
However, there is no assurance that the com-
mittee will require such action. · 

It seems to me that the park's water sup
ply is a problem that is uniquely subject 
to settlement by the President's Environ
mental Quality Council. It is a classic case 
of the lack of coordination and cooperation 
between federal agencies which has contrib
uted· to one environmental disaster after the 
other. Yet as last year's agreement between 
Interior and the Corps demonstrated, a 
proper water management plan can be ar
ranged, and it can be implemented admin
istratively. 

In my judgment, the Council could solve 
this matter very readily by using its au
thorities and responsibilities for interdepart
mental coordination to bring the Corps and 
Interior together to get agreement on water 
supply plan that will protect the park and to 
assure that the plan is implemented. 

In this regard, I was pleased to see that in 
the May 29 press conference announcing the 
establishment of the Council, you took note 
of the President's deep interest in the pres
ervation of the Everglades. You also noted 
that through the Council, necessary action 
could be taken at the top levels of the gov
ernment to resolve the tough environmental 
problems that come up. 

Everglades is just such a problem. It is a 
test of whether or not we are really com
mitted in this country to protecting our 
environment. And I am convinced that if we 
don't act now, we are going to allow the 
destruction of the park. 

I urge the Council to take the leadership 
in this important matter, and I would be 
happy to be of any assistance that I can. 

Sincerely yours, 
GAYLORD NELSON, 

tJ.s. Senator. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 

Washington, D.C., October 8, 1968. 
MEMORANDUM 

To: Secretary of the Interior. 
From: Solicitor. 
Subject: Authority and responsibility of the 

Secretary of the Army to deliver water 
to the Everglades National Park. 

In the course of negotiations between this 
Department and the Department of the Army 
regarding the delivery of water to the Ever
glades National Park from the Corps of En
gineers Central and Southern Florida Flood 
Control Project, the Department of the 
Army has asserted that although it recog
nizes the desirability of delivering water 
from the project to the park, the Secretary 
of the Army, must, as a matter of law, ob
tain the concurrence of the State of Florida 
in promulgating any regulations which 
would accomplish this objective. 

In view of this position and the frequent 
droughts which have plagued the park, you 
have requested my opinion on the following 
question: "Does the Secretary of the Army 
have authority to issue,- unilaterally, regu
lations for the delivery of project water to 
the Everglades National Park" 

At the threshold it is necessary to review 
the establishment of the park, the water 
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problems affecting the park, and the author
ization and modification of the Central and 
Southern Florida Flood. Control Project. 

In 1934 Congress authorized the establish
ment of the Everglades National Park by 
the act of May 30, 1934, 48 Stat. 816, as 
amended, 16 U.S.C. 410 (1964), in order to 
preserve a variety of subtropical ecosystems 
found nowhere else in the world. On Octo
ber 22, 1934, President Roosevelt, by Execu
tive Order 6883, withdrew from settlement, 
location, sale or entry all unappropriated 
and unreserved public lands within the es
tablished park boundary. The park was 
formally opened on June 20, 1947 (12 F.R. 
4189). 

Under natural conditions, which predated 
the establishment of the park, water fiowed 
into the park area from a hydrologic diraln
ageway beginning in the Kissimmee River 
Basin 100 miles north of Lake Okeechobee, 
through the lake into the broad expanse of 
everglades south of the lake. Earliest efforts 
at drainage began in the 1880's, but were 
largely ineffective. The major works began 
after 1907 by the Everglades Drainage Dis
trict. In the early 1920's dikes were con
structed along portions of the southerly 
shore of Lake Okeechobee. These develop
ments, which are more fully summarized in 
House Document No. 643, 80th Congress, 2d 
Session, interferred, in only a limited re
spect, with the water supply of the park area. 

The increased drainage works, however, 
affected normalfiow conditions and increased 
fiood hazards. Occasionally, fiood waters 
caused severe damage to local communities. 
To alleviate fiood damage and conserve water 
for other uses Congress, in the Flood Control 
Act of 1948, 62 Stat. 1175, authorized the 
Corps of Engineers to construct the Central 
and Southern Florida Flood Control Project, 
in accordance with the Corps of Engineers 
comprehensive plan presented to Congress in 
House Document 643, supra. 

In the initial authorization of the project 
the Corps of Engineers represented to Con
gress in House Document 643 that water 
would be released from project storage fac111-
ties to assist in restoring and maintaining 
natural conditions within the park by re
ducing damage due to drought. H.R. Doc. 
643, supra., pp. 4, 35, 56. House Document 
643 also stated: 

"In dry periods it would be possible, be
cause of the proposed conservation areas, to 
release water into the park area which would 
assist in reducing fires and other damages 
[sic] which accompany periods of drought. 
In brief, it is believed that this comprehen
sive water-oontrol plan and the national park 
plan are complementary features of Federal 
activity necessary to restore and preserve the 
unique Everglades region." (Ibid., p. 56.) 

The concern of this Department was never 
a question of too much water for the park, 
but rather an assurance that there shall not 
be too little water. Ibid., p. vi. 

Recent events have proven this concern of 
the Department to be well justified. The con
struction and operation of the project facili
ties have had a detrimental impact upon 
the Everglades National Park. The extent to 
which the authorized project facilities inter
fere with the natural fiow of water into the 
park can be readily observed from the at
tached map of the project. The project inter
cepts and retains almost all of the water 
which once fiowed into the park from the 
north. As a result, the park has become di
rectly dependent upon the project for its 
water supply. 

On many occasions the project has been 
operated in such a manner that surplus proj
ect water was wasted to the ocean, even 
though there was a critical need for the 
water in the park. In addition, the project 
has been operated so that other water de
mands were given a priority over the Federal 
water needs of the park. In summary, the 
survival of the ecosystems, which were in
tended to be preserved by Congress by the 

establishment of the park, are today depend
ent upon the park receiviJ:~g an adequate sup
ply of fresh water from project storage and 
distribution fac111ties. 

In view of the manner in which the proj
ect has been operated, serious water short
ages which plagued the park in the 1960's 
and their devastating effect on the park 
ecology, Congress directed the Corps of En
gineers to restudy the project for the pur
pose of modifying the project and its opera
tion. (See attached resolutions of House and 
Senate Publd.c Works Committees). The 1968 
modification of the project was intended to 
resolve, among other things, the delivery of 
sufficient water to the park. 

As a result of the restudy of this project 
and its operation, the Corps of Engineers pro
posed to reauthorize the project and modify 
its operation. This modification, which is 
presented in House Document 369, 90th Con
gress, 2nd Session, restates the fact that the 
supply of water to the park is a project pur
pose and commits the Secretary of the Army 
to regulate the project in a manner so as to 
provide 315,000 acre-feet of water annually 
to the park in accordance with a monthly 
distribution schedule. (See paragraphs 67, 
105, 127(b) of the District Engineer Report, 
H.R. Doc. 369) . 

The District Engineer's Report, however, 
went on to say: 

"b. Project purposes.-The specific pur
poses that are to be served by the works of 
the authorized project plus those of the plan 
here recommended are summarized as fol
lows: 

" ( 4) Use a system-sharing concept of meet
ing any unsatisfied water demands in the 
area from the Lake Okeechobee water service 
area . . . . In extremely dry periods, when all 
demands outlined above could not be met, 
the water available would be shared in order 
to meet the purpose of the project to the ex
tent possible. (Section 127(b) (4) of the Dis
trict Engineers Rept. H.R. Doc. No. 369). 

"(5) ... In addition, e. supply of water 
for present and projected other water uses 
to permit continuing urban, agricultural, and 
other development is also recognized as a 
project purpose. (Ibid., section 127(b) (5)) ." 

The Department of the Interior took ex
ception to sharing water shortages with new 
water users resulting from increasing urban, 
agricultural and other water uses. This De
partment was of the opinion that the total 
project must be operated to assure that the 
minimum water requirement of 315,000 acre
feet for the park would not be diminished by 
the new developments which may occur with
in the project area. To require the park to 
share water with these new developr.1ents 
would result in the park sharing water with 
an ever increasing number of new water 
users. The consequence of this course of ac
tion . could only be the eventual loss of the 
park and its unique water-based ecology. 

In commenting on the project, as proposed 
by the District Engineer in House Document 
369, Assistant Secretary of the Interior Cain 
stated by letter of June 12 (copy attached) 
to the Chief of Engineers: 

" ... but there does remain, however, a 
major deficiency in the report in that it fails 
to clearly and unequivocally establish that 
the basic water supply to the park will be 
unaffected by reduction caused by future de
mands of urban and agricultural growth. As 
we noted above, the basic supply to the park 
must not be diminished if this park is to 
survive. We, therefore, cannot recommend the 
plans without the written assurance by the 
Secretary of the Army that he will provide 
the water supplies as set forth in the report, 
undiminished by new incursions." 

By letter of June 14, 1968, the Acting Chief 
of Engineers acceded to the requests of the 
Department of the Interior and corrected the 
deficiencies by providing the requested as
surance. (Copy attached). This letter stated 
that the Chief of Engineers would assure that 

the project is regulated so as to provide the 
water requirements of the park and that 
these water requirements would not be di
minished as the requirements to support new 
developments or water uses increase. 

The exchange of correspondence also ac
companied and became a part of the report of 
the Chief of Engineers, which was trans
mitted to Congress as House Document 369. 

The understanding reflected by this ex
change of correspondence was reconfirmed ·by 
representatives of the Secretary of the Army 
in a meeting with the Secretary of the In
terior. (See attached copy of July 24, 1968, 
letter from the Secretary of the Interior to 
Special Assistant to Secretary of the Army 
(Civil Function)). 

This correspondence, in my view, removed 
any doubt as to operation of the project in 
water short years. The assurances of the Act
ing Chief of Engineers to the Assistant Secre
tary constitutes a modification of the rec
ommendations of the District Engineer. 

Under the provisions of the Flood Control 
Act of 1968, supra, the report of the Chief 
of Engineers, including the exchange of cor
respondence, was incorporated into the Con
gressional authorization of the project. This 
act, as did the 1948 Flood Control Act, di
rects that the project be prosecuted in ac
cordance with the plans contained in there
ports of the Chief Engineers and subject to 
the conditions set forth therein. (See sec
tion 203 of the Flood Control Act of 1968, 82 
Stat. 731, 739). The specific section of the 
1968 act modifying the project provides: 

"The project for the Central and Southern 
Florida authorized by the Flood Control Act 
of June 30, 1948, is further modified in ac
cordance with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers in Senate Document num
bered 101, Ninetieth Congress at an esti
mated cost of $8,072,000 [this as the Martin 
County plan], and in accordance with House 
Document Numbered 369, Ninetieth Congress 
at an estimated cost of $58,182,000." (82 Stat. 
740). 

* * * * * 
Initially, it seems obvious that making pro

vision for the water supply of the park as a 
project purpose and that purpose being su-. 
perior to other uses subsequently arising, it 
follows that the Secretary of the Army pos
sesses the necessary authority to operate the 
project or to direct its operation to accomp
lish that objective without resort to approval 
of the State of Florida. It is fundamental 
constitutional law under the supremacy 
clause of the Constitution that the various 
states may not interfere with or regulate an 
authorized Federal activity. U.S. Const., art. 
VI, clause 2; McCulloch v. Mm·yZand, 4 Wheat. 
316 (1819); Ohio v. Thomas, 173 U.S. 276 
(1899); Johnson v. Maryland, 245 U.S. 51 
(1920); Arizona v. California, 283 u.s. 423 
(1931); Mayo v. United States, 319 U.S. 441 
(1943); Federal Power Commission v. Oregon, 
349 u.s. 435 ( 1955). 

Moreover, far from imposing a require
ment that the Secretary of the Army secure 
the consent of the State of Florida to his 
operating regulations, the Congress has, in 
fact, imposed the opposi•te requirement. That 
is to say, the Congress has made it a condi
tion of the project that the State or any 
local authorities involved give assurances 
that they would comply with the Army's 
operaJting regulations. 

The Congressional authorization of the 
Central and Southern Florida Flood Control 
Project in 1948 and the modification of the 
project in 1968 are expressly subject to the 
provisions of section 3 of the act of June 22, 
1936, 49 Stat. 1571, as amended, 33 U.S.C. 
701 (c) ( 1964) . [See section 201 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1968, 82 Stat. 731, 739]. Sec
tion 3 provides, inter alia, that no money 
"shall be expended on the collSftruction of 
any project until States, political subdivi
sions thereof, or other responsible local 
agencies have given assurances satisfactory 
to the secretary of the Army that they 
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will ••. (c) ma;intain and operate all the 
works after completion in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the secretary of 
the Army." 

Nothing in the legislative history of the 
1936 aCit, the Flood Control Act of 1968 or 
House Documents 643 and 369 supports a 
contrary conclusion. [See H. Repts. 1223, 
2918, S. Rept. 1963, 74th Cong., 2nd Sess., and 
H. Rept. 1709, 90th Congress, 2nd Sess., 132.] 
The plain language of these acts supports 
the regulatory authority of the secretary of 
the Army. 

It may be noted that in recognition of 
this requirement of the Federal law, Florida 
has enacted legislation which empowers 
local flood control districts to cooperate with 
the United States and furnish the assurances 
concerning the maintenance and operation 
of project works after completion. Fla. Stat. 
Ann. section 378.07 (1960). · 

There can be no question of the power of 
Congress to authorize the Corps of Engi
neers to construct, operate and regulate a 
project of this type in accordance with the 
terms and conditions of the Congressional 
authorization and of the administering 
agency. This power stems from its authority 
under both the commerce and general wel
fare clauses of the Con.stitution. U.S. Const. 
art. I, section 8, clauses 1 and 3; Ivanhoe 
Irr. Dist. v. McCraken, 357 U.S. 275 (1958); 
United States v. Gerlach Livestock Co., 339 
U.S. 725 ( 1950); United States v. Commodore 
Park Inc., 324 U.S. 386 ( 1945); Oklahoma v. 
Atkinson, 313 U.S. 508 (1941). 

In conclusion, it is my opinion that the 
Secretary of the Army not only has the 
statutory authority but also a Congressional 
mandate to issue, unilaterally, regulations 
for the delivery of project. water to the park, 
and that the regulations must grant the park 
a priority over all future uses of water within 
the project area. 

EDWARD WEINBERG, 
Solicitor. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I shall 
not indulge in discussing this question 
too long. I know that the Senator from 
Florida wishes to take part in the de
bate on this issue. But I wish to say that 
I do not like this kind of legislation, by 
offering amendments wherein it is sought 
to use a big stick to get a department to 
do certain things which particular inter
ests want accomplished. 

I think the language that was placed 
in the report which sta;tes that it is the 
desire of the committee that the agree
ment take place, or that a meeting of 
the minds takes place between the De
partment of the Interior, the Corps of 
Engineers, and the State of Florida, is 
very strong. I do not know of any law 
that would give the right to the Corps of 
Engineers or the Department of the In
terior to allocate waters within the State 
of Florida. That is why the committee 
wanted the State of Florida brought into 
the picture, so as to be a party to any 
agreements that are made pertaining to 
the question involved. 

As the Senator from Wisconsin has 
stated, this project was authorized in 
1948, and there have been six modifi
cations of the project. The current esti
mate of the cost of the project is $476,-
300,000, of which $330,000,000 is Fed
eral and $146,300,000 is non-Federal. 
Moneys have been appropriated from 
year to year to carry on the project. So 
far, the amount appropriated by the 
Federal Government totals $170 million. 
The amount ·that will be provided by 
Florida through state contributions 

totals $146,300,000 for the primary 
works. 

Aside from that, Mr. President, the 
residents of Florida will have to put up 
more than $85 million for secondary 
works to carry the water for irrigation 
purposes. In addition, local interests pay 
an annual operation and maintenance 
cost of $4,200,000. 

It strikes me that the proposal to deny 
this appropriation is wrong. For the in
formation of the Senator from Wiscon
sin, a good deal of this $10 million he 
refers to will be used to raise the levee 
around Lake Okeechobee, so that more 
water can be stored for use. This will 
benefit not only the park but the farmers 
and the urban areas also. Mr. President, 
I think this is a fine program. Congress 
thought so in 1948, and every year, with
out fail, it has put up a sizable amount 
of money to carry on the project as pro
posed in 1948. 

As I have stated, the committee desires 
that an agreement soon be entered into 
between the Interior Department, the 
Corps of Engineers, and the State of 
Florida. It is my hope and belief that will 
be accomplished. The next time we con
sider this project I believe such an agree
ment will have been reached. 

All of these difficulties concerning the 
Senator from Wisconsin have occurred 
only as a result of a drought that oc
curred a few years ago; before the con
servation areas were operable. There was 
a very severe drought in that area. There 
has never been any trouble to such a de
gree before that drought, and it is my be
lief that some agreement can and will be 
worked out. But to try and force the is
sue by the method and in the manner 
suggested by the Senator from Wisconsin 
is not the proper procedure for the Sen
ate. It allows one Federal department to 
hold a big stick over another, and also 
over the Governor of Florida. I do not 
think that is proper, and I very much 
hope that the amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Wisconsin will be de
cisively defeated. 

I yield to the Senator from Florida. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am 

glad we have some new friends for the 
Everglades National Park in Florida. I 
have been fighting for it a long time. I 
started fighting for it in 1933, when I 
went to the Florida State Senate. It was 
one of the principal planks in my plat
form when I was elected Governor in 
1940 to set up that park. I did all that I 
could to set it up, and signed the deed 
conveying 850,000 acres of State lands 
and waters to the Federal Government 
before I left office as Governor. 

I subsequently came here, and I have 
sponsored all the legislation that has 
been considered, or all that has been 
passed and all that I know about that 
has been considered, since I have been 
here; and I ,!lm now in my 24th year. 

If anyone has a personal interest in 
this park, it is the seniOT Senator from 
Florida. And I appreciate the kind words 
of the Senator from Wisconsin who 
mentioned my interest in connection 
with the park. 

Let us go a little further. If any State 
has an interest in the park, it is the State 
of Florida. I nave already mentioned 

the fact that we conveyed 850,000 acres 
of State land and water, ·some of it being 
very valuable land, as an inducement 
to the setting up of the park. 
· I could add to that statement the fact 

that the Collier interests, which at the 
time owned nearly all of Collier County 
named for the late Baron Collier, con
veyed the site containing between 30,000 
and 35,000 acres of land to the park, 
which was accepted by the Federal Gov
ernment in the 1958 legislation which my 
then colleague, Senator Smathers, and 
I introduced in 1957, which was passed 
in 1958. 

In addition to that, the Federation of 
Women's Clubs from Florida many years 
ago bought the Royal Palm Hammock, 
which comprises two of the leading at
tractions of the park, especially the 
Tamiami Trail and that portion of the 
Taylor Creek which runs through the 
Royal Palm Hammock. They conveyed 
that to the Federal Government. That, 
of course, is a highly valuable area. 

In addition to that, the State of Flor
ida, later, under the jurisdiction of my 
distinguished successor as Governor, 
Millard Caldwell, granted $2 million to 
the Federal Government to allow the ac
quisition of certain inholdings which 
were necessary to set up the first part, 
a contiguous area big enough to com
prise a park, but always with the under
standing that we go ahead and enlarge 
the park to that size the Park Service 
felt was adequate. 

Later, the park was enlarged. At the 
time of enlargement, the Collier grant 
was accepted and certain grants from the 
State were accepted. The legislation in 
1958 finalized the borders of the park, 
cut out some that had been along the 
Tamiami Trail, but included everything 
within the present borders of the park. 

I am sorry to say that Congress has 
not been as interested -in following up 
the park efforts up to this time as I would 
have liked them to be. 

My 1957 legislation pro::;>osed an au
thorization for acquiring all of the re
maining inholdings in the park and 
included and recommended open-ended 
authorization. No one could tell how 
much it would cost at that time to ac
complish that purpose. 

The Committee on Interior and Insu
lar Affairs at that time saw fit to amend 
that portion of my bill to cut down to $2 
million the money authorization for the 
acquisition of inholdings which has long 
ago been used up. 

There is now pending in Congress a 
bill to authorize the acquisition of the 
remaining 66,000 acres, as I remember 
the figure, that are still inholdings in 
the park. 

Congress has recently passed-and I 
am highly appreciative of the diligence 
of the present Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs in pushing the enact
ment of that bill-a bill which author
ized an appropriation to acquire 6,640 
acres known as the Flagler Tract, which 
is in a very strategic position and was 
very badly needed in the park. That has 
been done. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
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Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, as a 
member of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, I strongly supported 
the authorization for the acquisition of 
inholdings which the Senator from Flor
ida has advocated for the past 10 years, 
recognizing, as I know he does, that it is 
important to the protection of the in
tegrity of the park that the inholdings 
be acquired and protected rather than 
developed as some of them are now being 
developed. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I thank 
the Se:1ator. The Senator from Wiscon
sin was active in supporting that bill. 
And I appreciate it. 

I hope that he -.vill be equally active in 
supporting thP. enactment of the bill now 
pending before Congress which was in
troduced at the time of the other bill. 
However, the other measure was in the 
nature of an emergency bill and was 
properly handled first. 

I hope that the Senator will support 
with equal vigor the bill to authorize 
the acquisition of 66,000 acres of in
holdings. 

The point I make is that Congress has 
not always had the interest in this park 
that now exists. I am glad there is get
ting to be a keener appreciation of the 
value of the park and of the needs of 
the park. 

One of its pressing needs now is for 
the completion of the acquisition of the 
inholdings. 

I hope that the distinguished mem
bers of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs will support my efforts 
which are so ably supported by my dis
tinguished colleague from Florida, Sen
ator GURNEY, to authorize that measure 
and complete the acquisition of inhold
ings. 

I should add that the final boundaries 
of the park were set up by the Park 
Service itself. They drew the bill and 
sent it over. It was for a lesser amount of 
acreage than I had expected. 

I called Mr. Wirth, who at the time was 
the Director of the Park Service, and 
he explained to me why the borders were 
to be as he suggested. 

I am sure the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin has read his testimony 
in the hearings which ensued and in 
which he made it very clear that he felt 
that the borders he was suggesting were 
those which were required and which 
would be necessary to allow the park to 
fulfill its objective. He did so testify in no 
unmeasured way. 

I have called attention to this matter 
because I want the Senate to understand 
that the State of Florida has a very ma
terial interest in this park from the 
sta;r.;dpoint of having contributed so 
heavily to its being set up, not only by 
official contributions but also by the 
contributions of many of its fine citizens. 

The State of Florida also has probably 
a greater interest in this park than any 
other part of the Nation, because this 
park brings to our State many people. 
Last year, as I recall, there were about 
1,300,000 guests of the park. I suspect 
that some two-thirds of them were 
Florida people. However, that 1s only my 
rough estimate, which I have heard ex
pressed by others. That would still leave 
several hundred thousand people who 

have come to our State from outside of 
our State to see the park. 

I am sure that they have enjoyed what 
they have seen there. 

Florida is a large State from the stand
point of trying to attract tourists and vis
itors. It is no small thing to have this 
park attract so many good friends from 
outside our State. 

So we have an enormous interest in 
the park. 

I want to go a little further. The cen
tral and south Florida flood control pro
gram is not a one-sided program. 

The State of Florida had to supply all 
of the storage areas and had to supply 20 
percent of the construction costs and had 
to maintain the various structures after 
they were completed. 

I do not know what the total contribu
tion of the State of Florida will finally 
be. However, the contribution through 
the time of the construction and acquisi
tion of rights-of-way and storage areas 
will be something better than 30 percent 
of the total. 

The State of Florida has not been be
hind in contributing its portion. It is 
right that Florida should contribute its 
portion, because while the program is an 
important flood control program-and 
that, of course, is chargeable to the Fed
eral Government flood control program
it is also a program to make available 
more land, a program to conserve water 
and make the water available for agri
culture, and a program to conserve water 
in the storage areas underneath the sur
face for the supply of our great cities 
along the east coast. 

It also has made possible the continued 
cultivation of crops, because in times of 
drought water is available and in times 
of flood water is k-ept ot: the crops. 

So we should have to pay a substantial 
part of this cost, and we are paying it, 
and we are glad to pay it, because we 
think it subserves our own local interests 
as well as fulfills the national concern for 
flood control. 

I do not think I haV'e to say for the 
record that the :floods around Lake Okee
chobee in 1926 took something over 300 
human lives, in 1928 took 2,200 human 
liv.es, and the disastrous flood of 1947, 
which immediately preceded the setting 
up of the central and southern Florida 
flood control program, cost between $57 
and $58 million in measurable damages 
to that area. So Florida gets its benefits 
from this project and is paying for them. 

The reason why I mention this is that 
at the time of the enactment of the 1954 
modification and at the time of the en
actment of the 1968 modification, both of 
which called for impounding more water 
in the storage area of Lake Okeechobee 
by raising the dikes, the State of Florida 
had to accept, if it saw fit to do so, 20 
percent of that construction cost besides 
the additional costs of acquisition of 
rights-of-way and other properties as 
well as maintaining and operating the 
structures when completed. 

The three major storage areas which 
we acquired and which the State of 
Florida, through its various agencies, has 
paid for are twice as big as Lake Okee
chobee. Lake Okeechobee is 7oo square 
miles. These three storage areas are be
tween 1,400 and 1,500 square miles. In 

addition, we are now acquiring the great 
storage area behind Cape Kennedy, 
which is underway. 

Incidentally, one of the contracts un
derway now, which is a continuing con
tract and which will have to go ahead or 
be stopped at great loss, is the contract 
for the storage area behind Cape Ken
nedy, with which I am sure the Senator 
from Wisconsin is familiar. 

I state these things for two reasons: 
First. I want to make it clear that at the 
time of the 1954 and 1968 modifications 
of this act, what Congress did was not a 
completion of the program. The State of 
Florida, through its legislature, had also 
to complete its commitment to pay 20 
percent of the additional construction 
cost, which it has done. The State of 
Florida, therefore, has a substantial 
interest in what occurs, first, when the 
raising of the dikes around Lake Okee
chobee, under the 1954 act, is completed; 
and, second, when the even greater rais
ing of the dikes around Lake Okeechobee, 
under the 1968 act, is completed; because 
the State of Florida is being required to 
pay and will pay its full share as assessed 
by the Engineers, which I understand is 
20 percent of the added cost. 

The second reason for my mentioning 
this fact is that we could not expect to 
do either of these two things without 
the joinder of the State of Florida 
through its legislature, through its put
ting up the money by the State or a sub
division of the State, and it remains 3. 
joint venture to this date. Part of the 
joint venture is to provide added storage 
for waters which, among other things, 
will supply more uniform and adequate 
supply of water to the Everglades Na
tional Park. 

Mr. President, much as we would wish 
it, it can never be said that prior to the 
completion of the 1954 level o! the lake 
or of the 1968 section of the lake, the 
objectives that are to be fulfilled through 
those two construction measures can be 
realized, because they simply cannot be. 
The water is not going to be there. 

I say to my distinguished friend that 
I object very greatly to his amendment, 
for two reasons, aside from what has 
been stated by the distinguished chair
man. I do think that this is in the nature 
of compulsion. It is in the nature of try
ing to force the State and property own
ers, tha Central and Southern Florida 
Flood Control District and all others 
concerned-the great urban areas which 
are so vitLlly affected as to their water 
supply-to come along with what my 
distinguished friend thinks is a fair 
settlement of this matter. I do not think 
that is the way to go at this kind of 
measure. I would never be a party to it. 

In addition to those things, I just want 
to make it completely clear that these 
ongoing contracts have to be continued; 
and if they are shut down, the cost is 
very greatly increased. The amendment 
offered by my distinguished friend will 
do nothing else than shut down these 
continuing contracts, because it says, in 
effect, as I hope to quote it without look
ing at it-! can be corrected if I am 
wrong-that none of the funds made 
available for the cen:tral and southern 
Florida flood control program by this 
act shall be expended or committed for 
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expenditure until June 1 of 1970. That 
will simply cut the heart of continuing 
contracts underway. 

I want my distinguished friend to un
derstand that some of the continuing 
contracts underway relate to structures 
which tend to serve the Everglades Na
tional Park, and others have no relation 
whatever to that objective. Particularly, 
the one behind Cape Kennedy is an ef
fort to make available a continuing water 
supply through the installations of the 
Federal Government that are there
Patrick Air Force Base, the Kennedy 
Space Center-and the cities which have 
grown up around those great ventures, to 
the point where the county is now sev
eral times as big in population as it was 
before those activities were located there. 

That is only a part of the picture. One 
of the things that would be interfered 
with is the completion of important 
structures necessary to permit the com
pletion of Disney World, which is being 
constructed southwest of Orlando, and 
which I visited only a few weeks ago. I 
do not think that my distinguished friend 
wants to be a party to shutting down 
continuing contracts which will be shut 
down if his amendment prevails. 

I am willing to help work out this mat
ter. I would be willing to have a sense of 
the Senate expressed here, to the effect 
that if this is not worked out within the 
course of this particular commitment of 
the funds appropriated here, the Senate 
expects to reexamine the entire situa
tion and retains freedom of action as 
to what it regards as necessary. But I 
think it is not a wise provision and is an 
exceedingly · uneconomical provision, and 
it tends to defeat the very thing the 
Senator is interested in, because part of 
this money is being expended in assur
ing quicker flow and readier flow of 
water from Lake Okeechobee and from 
the storage areas into the Everglades 
National Park, and the cutting off of 
those continuing contracts will be harm-. 
ful. 

So I am just suggesting that I think 
this amendment is ill conceived and un
fair. I would not be a party to urging it as 
such an amendment to an appropria
tion for any other Senator's State. I hap
pen to know a good bit about this matter. 
I happen to know that this would be a 
very hurtful amendment. 

I might add that I have been working 
with the authorities in trying to get this 
underway. The Senator, of course, is 
familiar with the recent discussions with 
reference to the projected new airport. 
I was glad to see the other day that 
Secretary Hickel had set underway some 
surveys which will tend to give us more 
light on that picture. 

Mr. President, I ask to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD a copy of my 
letter of November 11 to the Honorable 
Walter J. Hickel, Secretary of the In
terior, with respect to these matters, be
cause I am eagerly hoping that those 
surveys will throw additional light on the 
matter, which will help us to solve these 
problems with greater wisdom. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NOVEMBER 11, 1969. 
Hon. WALTER J. HICKEL, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I was pleased to read 
your announcement of Friday, November 7, 
1969, that you had directed the U.S. Geo
logical Survey to make a study of the water 
resources in the Big Cypress Swamp water
shed, site of the proposed jetport facility ne~r 
the Everglades National Park, Florida, and 
that you had also directed the Bureau of 
Outdoor Recreation, National Park Service, 
and the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild
life to work with state and local agencies 
on how best to utilize the Big Cypress Swamp 
for fish, wildlife and recreation. I note also 
that the study is intended to determine how 
much of the Big Cypress must be preserved 
to maintain an adequate supply of water to 
those communities on Florida's west coast 
which depend upon the area for their do
mestic water needs. 

I am hopeful that this study, which you 
indicate will be undertaken immediately and 
on which a preliminary report is expected in 
180 days, will encompass the many factors 
which are involved and that coordination 
with other interested agencies will be ob
tained. I feel this is essential since there have 
been many studies, all of which endeavor to 
stress certain aspects of the water problem 
and needs of South Florida but to date I 
know of no study that considers all factors 
involved, including the population growth, 
pollution, and the manner in which the area 
could be utilized to the best general public 
interest. Unless all of these factors are con
sidered, the study to be undertaken will be 
just one of many that have limited objec
tives in mind. 

I also feel that the U.S. Geological Survey 
in its study should determine once and for 
all the volume of water that the Big Cypress 
Swamp provides the Everglades National 
Park. Your release indicates that source pro
vides 40% of the water coming from outside 
the Park. Information currently available 
from Geological Survey reports indicates that 
the Park relies on natural rainfall for 81% 
of its fresh water and 19% from sources out
side the Park, such as the Central and 
Southern Florida Flood Control District and 
the Big Cypress Swamp. If this is correct, 
the Park may rely on the Big Cypress for 
about 7.6% of its fresh water. 

With kind regards, I remain 
Yours faithfully, 

SPESSARD L. HOLLAND. 

Mr. HOLLAND. These problems are 
great because of two things: One is the 
flatness of the land. From Lake Okee
chobee to the Tamiami Trail, where wa
ters could enter the Everglades National 
Park, some 65 miles, as I remember it, 
and the incline is so small that any water 
released at Lake Okeechobee in a time of 
drought, when the land is thirsty and 
the underground porous rock is thirsty, 
does not get to the Tamiami Trail or to 
the Everglades National Park. It is hard 
for us to realize when we are in an area 
of ups and downs and slopes and valleys 
just what the situation is. The mere re
lease of water from Lake Okeechobee 
does not mean that a drop will ever get 
to the park. We are trying to improve 
that situation. 

My assistant, who is a civil engineer, 
has said that the slope is somewhat less 
than 1 inch to the mile from Lake 
Okeechobee. That is one of the things 
that make this problem so very dif
ficult. 

There is another problem involved. 
I shall not go into great detail. I have 

discussed the matter with my good 
friend, the Senator from Wisconsin. I 
want the RECORD to show that I have no 
doubt that he is making a conscientious 
effort, onl:y I do not think he under- 
stands all the factors involved. I have 
no objection and in fact I welcome his 
interest in the park. When he gets 
through with it I am sure he will not be 
as interested over as long a period of 
time as the Senator from Florida ex
tending back 33 years, including 8 
years in the Florida State Senate, 4 
years as Governor of Florida, and go
ing on 24 years l have been here. I 
welcome his interest. I do not think he 
wants to do a hurtful thing. If this 
amendment were agreed to it would be a 
hurtful thing because it would require 
knocking out continuing contracts which 
should continue, and this project covers 
18 counties, the entire eastern part of 
the peninsula from Orlando to Cape 
Sable, and extending out through Florida 
Bay to the Keys. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Wisconsin would provide that this money . 
should be arbitrarily withheld until June 
1, and it is something to which he would 
not want to be a party if he understood 
what is involved. 

I have a little more to say. I have taken 
too much time already, but I am terribly 
interested in this matter, as is my col
league, the junior Senator from Florida. 

I want to make clear that the money 
spent from the State of Florida, and it 
has been a very large amount, has come 
from Republican pockets and Democratic 
pockets, as well. I want the Senator to 
understand that those persons who enjoy 
the park belong to both parties. They are 
from both parties in our State, and I am 
sure that is true of other States. 

I want the Senator from Wisconsin to 
understand that the legislature is com
prised of people of both parties. Our pres
ent Governor, and this has not happened 
for some time, is a member of the party 
represented by my friend the junior Sen
ator from Florida. This is not a party is
sue. This is not a local issue. We think we 
have made a large contribution to the na
tional welfare by various things we have 
done in connection with the park. 

We would be the last people to hurt it; 
we are the first people to help it. We sim
ply protest against this kind of help be
cause we think it will be hurtful. 

Does my friend, the junior Senator 
from Florida desire that I yield to him 
now; or he may have the floor if he 
wishes. 

Mr. GURNEY. I will wait until the 
Senator has completed his remarks. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, before 
yielding I wish to say that anybody who 
thinks the great cities of Miami, Fort 
Lauderdale, and West Palm Beach and 
similar areas are going to stop growing is 
not thinking very soundly. 

Anyone who thinks the Engineers, in 
making their studies, neglected to take 
into account the possibility of such 
growth; and anyone who thinks an act 
could be passed here or that a similar 
act could be passed in Florida without 
taking into account growth, is not think
ing soundly. 

This has been a joint effort from the 
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beginning, an expensive effort for our 
State and more so for our State than for 
the Federal Government. 

My feeling is that my distinguished 
friend from Wisconsin should realize 
we are anxious to help in this matter and 
we are going to 3elp in every way we can. 
We thought we had done so by the word
ing we put in the report. But we can
not forget that the State, its legislature, 
and its people have a part in this matter 
also. 

The growth of the State must be in
cluded in connection with this matter 
and the modifications of the height of 
Lake Okeechobee. They were not made 
just to take over the Everglades National 
Park. That was one of the objectives. We 
urged it at the time those estimates 
were made. But we also took ir-to account 
estimates made by the Corps of En
gineers. 

We are saying now if those estimates 
were inadequate we are willing to be 
bound by them. We also want to make 
clear that 315,000 acre-feet of water can 
be made available to ·~he park. We are 
glad to do that and we are willing to 
make it available in the meantime on a 
basis of sharing of misfortune, sharing 
of shortage when we do have drought. 
There will be droughts and there will be 
times when not a drop of water flows 
from storage area No. 3 into the park 
simply because the Good Master had not 
let the rain fall in a sufficient amount. 
That was true before it came into exist
ence and since the park it has been get
ting more water. 

There are three parts of the park. One 
is not affected by storage area No.3, an
other is only modestly affected and one 
is affected in a great way by water from 
storage area No. 3. 

I want to make clear that a geological 
survey already has reported that natural 
rainfall within the park contributes 81 
percent of the fresh water supply of the 
park, which means only 19 percent comes 
from outside irom any source. · 

So we are talking about something here 
which applies to only one source and ap
plies very importantly to that area. 

We think we are doing what we should 
to take care of this park. We have an 
immense interest and we hope our friend 
will not insist on the amendment. 

I am glad to yield to the junior Sena
tor from norida. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I wish to 
join my distinguished colleague, the sen
ior Senator from Florida, and also the 
distinguished chairman of the subcom
mittee, the Senator from Louisiana, in 
urging the defeat of the amendment. The 
amendment is unsound and it should be 
rejected. 

First of all, I think it assumes bad 
faith on the part of the executive branch 
of the Government, in this case the De
partment of the Army, and bad faith in 
the past and bad faith in the future by 
suggesting the language of the amend
ment. 

In reading the committee report, as I 
have carefully done here on the central 
anct south Florida flood control project, 
I call attention to pages 24 and 25. I do 
not see how the language of the report 
could be any stronger. 

I invite the attention of the Senate to 
some quotations in the report. I read 
from page 24, where the language of the 
report could hardly be stronger, in call
ing attention to the problems of water 
supply in the Everglades National Park 
and urging that all parties cooperate, 
the Corps of Engineers, the Department 
of Interior, and the State of Florida. 

On page 24, it states, in part: 
It is the committee's belief that every ef-. 

fort must be made to furnish an adequate 
water supply to the Everglades National 
Park. 

It goes on to say: 
It is the opinion of the committee that 

any adversity in the water supply to meet 
the projected demands, as set forth in a 
report, must be equally shared by all. 

Mr. President, on page 25, it states, in 
part: 

The park should not be required to share 
adversity to a greater extent than contem
plated in the report. 

Then it says that the committee fur
ther desires that the agencies continue 
their negotiations to develop operating 
regulations for the sharing of adversity 
in water short years. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. GURNEY. If the Senator will let 
me finish, then I shall be glad to yield. 

Continuing reading: 
The park's share of the available supply 

of water will not be diminished as a result 
of any demands for water ln Southern Florida 
exceeding those contemplated in the pro
jected document. 

Mr. President, it seems to me it is hard 
to contemplate a stronger use of language 
in urging adoption of the agreement 
among the parties on water supply to 
the park. 

I am now happy to yield to the Sena
tor from Wisconsin. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I was go
ing to point out the language on page 
25, that the committee desires that the 
agencies continue their negotiations to 
develop operating regulations for shar
ing adversity in water-short years. 
Where the Senator suggests that the 
language could not possibly be stronger, 
that is the heart of the matter. 

When there is no shortage of water, 
it would not make any difference 
whether we had a guarantee of 315,000 
acre-feet of water or not. Many times 
they get all the water they need with
out any guarantee. 

The heart of the matter is that the 
committee report does not take the po
sition, as the Secretary of the Interior 
indicates, or the position that the Corps 
of Engineers agreed to in 1968, in which 
they established the formula and put 
the chart figure of 11 in the House doc
ument and agreed to guarantee the 315,-
000 acre-feet of water without agreeing 
to share adversity only with current 
users, that is the heart of the whole ar
gument. I know that the committee is 
urging and believes and wants and de
sires that they reach an agreement. My 
point is that if they do not-and it has 
been the wish on the part of the commit
tee and the agreement of the Corps of 
Engineers and the Department of the 

Interior in their exchange of letters
it is much, much stronger than the lan
guage here. 

Mr. GURNEY. I thank the Senator for 
bringing to the attention of the Senate 
that particular language. I also had it 
underlined. I skipped over it here, but it 
strengthens the argument I was making 
that the language in the report, of course, 
is strong and does urge that the very 
thing the Senator wants occur and take 
place. 

One thing that I think should be 
brought to the attention of the Senate is 
that in the amendment, and in the ar
guments of the Senator from Wisconsin, 
the central and southern Florida flood 
control project is being used as a whip
ping boy. The Everglades National Park 
was there millions of years before the 
C. & S. ever came on the horizon. As 
the Senator from Florida has so ably 
pointed out, what this flood project does, 
so far as the Everglades National Park is 
concerned, is to augment and insure an 
adequate water supply to the park 
through water that goes through the 
park itself. 

Any money that goes into the central 
and southern Florida flood control proj
ect is accomplishing the very thing that 
the Senator from Wisconsin wants ac
complished. But I would also like to point 
out, because this argument is being made 
here, and again it is fallacious, some sort 
of notion is being espoused that the cen
tral and southern is shortstopping water 
and stealing water from the Everglades 
National Park. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. Of the water supply that 
goes into the park, 95 percent comes from 
the heavens in the way of rainfall. The 
300,000-odd figure mentioned by the Sen
ator from Wisconsin is only 5 percent of 
the water that flows into the Everglades 
National Park. The rest of it comes from 
rainfall. 

I should like to point out also that the 
importance of the central and southern 
Florida :fiood control project, insofar as 
the State of Florida is concerned, can
not be overemphasized. One would be 
led to believe, in listening to the argu
ments, that the C. & S. has to do only 
with furnishing a water supply or taking 
a water supply from the park. As a matter 
of fact, this area encompasses a vast area 
in the State of Florida in which some 2.5 
million people live; The counties go from 
the southern part of Florida up through 
the central part, through two river 
basins, one is St. Johns--One of the larg
est rivers in this country-and the other 
is the Kissimmee River Basin. 

As a representative from that area of 
Cape Canaveral, again and again, year 
after year, I emphasized the importance 
of the C. & S. for this area so that we 
would have an adequate water supply. 

What the Senator from Wisconsin pro
poses to do is, perhaps, to hold up water 
that is absolutely essential to the needs 
of about 2% million people in Florida. 
It is essential to the needs of the Nation's 
space program because without an ade
quate water supply in this particular 
area of central Florida, in which C. & S. 
plays a very important part in the stor
age of the water, we will not have a 
water supply to take care of the Nation's 
space program. 
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Of course, the Senator from Wisconsin 

says that there is no danger of .there 
being a shortage of water because of his 
agreement, whi.ch says that there shall 
be an agreement. Of course, if they do 
not get any money down there, then they 
will be forced to sign an agreement. That 
is all well and good. Let me point out 
that very often it takes time to get an 
agreement from a State, from a Depart
ment of the Interior, or from a Depart
ment of the Army. As a matter of fact, 
it takes a little time in the Senate to 
accomplish some routine things some
tim.es. 

I expect we will get an agreement one 
of these days, but there is no telling that 
we might get it within a few months that 
the Senator's amendment permits us 
here. If we are not able to get it, then 
the water supply for 2% million _people 
in a vast area of the State of Florida will 
be in severe jeopardy. It seems to me that 
this is a most unsound, unwise way to 
force an agreement. I really do not be
lieve that the Senator from Wisconsin, 
if he considers the implications of this, 
and its possible results, would want to 
continue to force this sort of agreement. 

Mr. President, in closing, let me say 
that I, for one, am happy and confident 
to rely upon the judgment in this matter 
of my senior colleague from Florida. If 
anyone could be called the father and 
the guardian of any specific project, cer
tainly the senior Senator from Florida 
(Mr. HoLLAND) would be considered so in 
this case. No man in our State has in
terested himself in pubiic life in any 
project as long and as deeply as the 
Senator from Florida <Mr. HoLLAND) has 
in the Everglades National Park. 

It has been his opinion through the 
years that this is the proper way to get 
at this and work out the solution among 
the three parties involved, all of whom 
have a very vital interest. 

The Federal Government plays only a 
part of this. The State and local inter
ests play a large part. I might point out, 
at that point, that it would be interest
ing to take a look at some of the other 
national parks in the country and see 
whether the local interests surrounding 
the parks actually subject themselves to 
taxes in order to carry on the business of 
the parks. Yet, in this particular in
stance, so far as furnishing water supply 
to the Everglades National Park and to 
the Central and Southern Florida Flood 
Control District is concerned, indeed, the 
local citizens of the State of Florida are 
taxing themselves to augment and help 
the Everglades National Park. 

I doubt seriously if our friend from 
Wisconsin could furnish a like instance. 

I hope the Senate will turn the amend
ment down. I think the committee is 
showing good judgment by the language 
it has inserted in the report, in suggest
ing how agreement can be reached. I am 
sure if we followed its wise lead in this 
matter, we would be in good shape. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have 
one more comment that I would like to 
state briefty, and that is that my friend 
from Wisconsin may have overlooked a 
part of the letter written by the Acting 

Chief of Engineers, Maj. Gen. F. J. 
Clarke, to the Honorable Stewart L. 
Udall, then ~ecretary of the Interior, on 
June 14, 1968. 

Contrary to denying the concept ex
pressed in the report, he called attention 
to the report. This is what he said, and 
I read from the letter: 

The concept expressed in the report and 
in the graphs is to provide a supply of water 
to the Everglades National Park that will not 
be diminished as the requirements to support 
growth and new development increase. Ac
cordingly, under authority of the Secretary 
of the Army, the Chief of Engineers will in
sure the project is regulated to deliver the 
water requirements of the Everglades Na
tional Park as so set forth in the report. 

I do not see how it could be any clearer 
than that. 

The only thing stated in the commit
tee report that in any way varies from 
that is this: Insofar as the letter goes 
and the report of the Engineers goes, 
there must be 315,000 acre-feet a year, 
but if the growth is greater than that 
estimated by the Engineers, our report 
provides that that greater growth shall 
be the one that will be adversely affected, 
and not the park; that the park will not 
be adversely affected in any way. 

I do not see how it could be clearer 
than that. That is what the report says. 

If the Engineers had been pessimistic 
in their estimates of growth in agricul
tural and urban needs, so that they were 
greater· at the time than the supply of 
additional water which came into being, 
then, not the park would suffer, but the 
agricultural or urban areas, which had 
exceeded the rate of growth estimated 
by the Engineers would suffer. 

That is the wording in the report. It 
is in sympathy with the report of General 
Clarke, which says that the Engineers 
are standing by and they report to Con
gress that they will see this is carried 
through and that the water supply to 
Everglades National Park is not dimin
ished. 

Mr. NELSON. I thank the Senator from 
Florida. I read that entire letter. The only 
reason why I am on the ftoor of the Sen
ate with an amendment is precisely that 
the Corps of Engineers backed off from 
their commitment. All one has to do is 
call up the Secretary of the Interior, call 
up the Solicitor, call up Mr. Cain, or call 
up the department which made the com
mitment in the letter. If they had stood 
up for that commitment, I would not be 
on the ftoor. But they backed away from 
it, and they backed away from the chart. 

I have gone into this matter in detail 
with the best expertise I could find in 
Washington and in the Department of 
the Interior. If the Corps of Engineers 
would stand by the letter the distin
guished senior Senator from Florida read, 
I would not be here. Before our commit
tee, General Cassidy backed off it. In the 
testimony, General Cassidy said: 

We cannot at this time, or will not, guar
antee the 315,000 acre-feet. 

I will have to look in the documents 
before me to find the exact quotation, 
but that is the crux of the matter. If they 
had stood by what the Senator has read, 
I would not be here. General Cassidy 
said: 

We will make that agreement to guarantee 
these 315,000 acre feet when the crunch is 
on, which might be 10 or 20 years away. 

That is why the Interior Department 
is upset. The Secretary of the Interior 
said in the last administration, and the 
Secretary of the Interior in this admin
istration is saying they are upset because 
the Corps of Engineers refuses to keep 
the commitment it made in the letter the 
distinguished senior Senator from Flor
ida read. If the Corps will say tomorrow 
that it will implement the chart, will 
keep its word given in the June 14, 1968, 
letter, then this will all be over with. That 
is what the Corps of Engineers has not 
done. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, what 
the corps says is one t]J.ing. What has 
been said in that portion of the prelude 
to the legislation of 1968 is another thing. 
The matters we are talking about now 
are matters that occurred in the showing 
to the Congress on which the 1968 action 
was based. Those matters are quoted in 
our report. Our committee is standing 
by those matters. We expect them to be 
fulfilled. 

As I see it, the only difference at all 
that exists now is the question of 
whether, after the completion of these 
new works, the civilian, agricultural, or 
urban growth will be greater than the 
Engineers estimated. If it is, our report 
says th::tt those agencies that have grown 
more than was estimated are the ones 
that will have to take the shortage. That 
is how clear we are on it. The park will 
not, in any shape or instance, be affected 
adversely. I do not see how we can make 
ourselves clearer than we have by that 
wording. 

I hope the Senate votes down the 
amendment. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I do not 
wish to prolong the debate. All I can 
say is that my interpretation and the in
terpretation of those I talked with in the 
Federal agencies is different from the 
interpretation of the distinguished Sen
ator. The Corps of Engineers published 
the chart. Anybody can read it. The chart 
says they will guarantee 315,000 acre
feet. The chart shows they will share the 
adversity with current users. The c.orps 
letter and the Secretary of the Interior 
say, "We will do exactly what the chart 
says. We will guarantee the 315,000 acre
feet. Starting now, we will share adver
sity with future users." 

But the Corps of Engineers backed 
away from that position before the com
mittee hearing, a hearing which I con
ducted. I have the testimony here f.or any 
Senator to read. 

Next-and this is crucial-the commit
tee report does not implement the agree
ment that the Secretary of the Interior 
thought he had with the Corps last year. 
The sharing of adversity is the crucial 
thing. The agreement desired by the De
partment of the Interior, and by the park 
authorities themselves, is that adversity 
would be shared with current users. If 
they would share adversity with current 
users, guaranteeing 315,000 acre-feet, 
there would be no problem. But the com
mittee report does not say that. I quote 
the language: 

The committee further desires that these 
agencies continue their negotiations to de-
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velop operating regulations for the sharing of 
adversity in water-short years. 

So the committee has ur~d them
and I know sincerely-to come to the 
agreement that the Department of the 
Interior and the Corps had in their ex
change of letters a year ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BoGGS in the chair). The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sena
tor from Wisconsin. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. . 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, ,a 
point of order. I ask that all attaches 
either be seated or get out of the Cham
ber, and I ask· the Presiding Officer to 
so order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair 
thanks the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio, and so orders. The Sergeant at 
Arms is instructed to carry out the order. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 

Senator from New Mexico <Mr. ANDER
soN), the Senator from North DakC!ta 
(Mr. BURDICK), the Senator from MIS
sissippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN), the Sena
tor from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) and 
the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WIL
LIAMS) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the SenatOr from North Dakota 
(Mr. BURDICK) would vote "nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER), 
the Senator from New York <Mr. Goon
ELL), the Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
MATHIAS) , and the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. TOWER) are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER) 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from South Carol~ (Mr. 
THURMOND) is detained on official busi
ness. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Iowa <Mr. MILLER) , and the Sen
wtor from Texas <Mr. ToWER) would 
each vote "nay.'' 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
York <Mr. GooDELL) is paired with the 
Senator from South Carolina <Mr. THuR ... 
MOND). If present and voting, the Senator 
from New York would vote "yea," and 
the Senator from Sourth Carolina would 
vote"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 33, 
nays 55, as follows: 

Bayh 
Brooke 
Case 
Church 
Cooper 
Cranston 
Gore 
Harris 
Hart 
Hughes 
Inouye 

Aiken 
Allen 
All ott 
Baker 
Bellmon 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Byrd, Va. 

[No. 149 Leg.] 
YEA8-33 

Jackson 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Montoya 

NAY8-55 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Cook 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dodd 
Dole 
Dominick 
Eagleton 

Moss 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Packwood 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Ribicoff 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Tydings 
Young, Ohio 

Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Gravel 
Gritiin 
Gurney 
Hansen 

Hartke 
Hatfield 
Holland 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Long 
Magnuson 
Mundt 

Murphy 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Prouty 
Randolph 
Russell 
Scott 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, Ill. 

Sparkman 
Spong 
Stevens 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N.Dak. 

NOT VOTING-12 
Anderson Goodell Stennis 
Burdick Mathias Thurmond 
Eastland McClellan Tower 
Goldwater Miller Williams, N.J. 

So Mr. NELSON's amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this 
year both the House of Representatives 
and the Senate Committee on Appropri
ations have recommended the appropri
ation of $450,000 for the construction of 
a transmission line between Great Falls 
and Browning, Mont. This new line has 
been supported by the administration for 
several years now, and it is essenti,al to 
insure adequate and efficient sources of 
power to the cooperatives in north-cen
. tral Montana. 

This line has not been constructed be
cause of prolonged negotiations between 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Mon
tana Power Co. in an effort to develop a 
satisfactory wheeling agreement. 

This year the report states: 
In the event no satisfactory agreement can 

be reached, the Bureau of Reclamation is di
rected to report to the House and Senate 
Appropriations Committees and secure prior 
clearance before any of the $450,000 avail
able is expended for initiation of construc
tion of the Federal line. 

This language underscores the interest 
that the Congress has in this project. One 
thing I would like to state at this time 
is that I hope the negotiations between 
the Federal agencies and the private util
ities will get down to the hard, cold facts 
in the situation or report to the Con
gress that it is impossible to reach an 
agreement. Those who will be dependent 
on this new transmission line cannot 
wait any longer. I am most appreciative 
of the attitude that the Senate Commit
tee on Appropriations has maintained in 
recent years. 

To the people of Montana, the bill now 
before us means a great deal in the way 
of natural resource development. This 
year, I am very pleased with the act~on 
of the Senate Committee on Appropria
tions. There is very little fat, and it pro
vides funds for an orderly continuation 
of these important flood control, power, 
irrigation, and other resource develop
ment projects. 

In the instance of Montana, I am de
lighted that the committee has provided 
an additional $4.1 million for construc
tion at the Libby Dam project in north
western Montana. $52,600,000 recom
mended is necessary to keep this project 
on schedule. This is one Corps of Army 
Engineers project which cannot be 
slowed down or held up for budget rea
sons. Libby Dam and Reservoir project 

has a tight schedule because of the 
Columbia River treaty. The project must 
be completed within a 5-year period and, 
in order to meet this deadline, we can
not permit a slowdown. 

I also was very pleased that both the 
House and Senate have recommended 
$400,000 to proceed with the initiS:l con
struction on the flood control proJect at 
Great Falls, Mont. This project cannot 
be held up any longer because each year 
brings another threat of a disastrous 
flood similar to those which have plagued 
sections of Montana's largest city. The 
Bureau of Reclamation has been very 
active in Montana, and I believe that the 
program outlined in the revised budget 
and as approved by the House of Repre
sentatives is an orderly continuation of 
these programs. 

The Bureau of Reclamation will have 
an active year on smaller construction 
projects in Montana, $1,300,000 is pro
vided for additional facilities and clean
up work at the Yellowtail Dam, the re
cently completed power and recreation 
facility in southeastern Montana. There 
are several construction items under the 
Bureau's drainage and minor construc
tion program to which I would like to 
refer: Crow Creek pump unit, $11,000; 
the East Bench unit, $336,000; the Helena 
Valley, $270,000; the Lower Marias unit, 
$310,000; and the Buffalo Rapids unit, 
$30,000. 

I have already referred to the alloca
tion for the Great Falls-Browning trans
mission line, and in closing, I would like 
to compliment the chairman of the Sen
ate Subcommittee on Public Works 
Appropriations for his leadership in 
recommending a fully authorized appro
priation of $1 billion for construction 
grants under the water pollution control 
program. At long last, the people of the 
United States are becoming very con
scious of our environment and of the 
threats to it. Our cities and towns are 
finding it very .difficult to up-date their 
facilities to meet existing standards. The 
Federal Government has a real responsi
bility aiding in the construction of waste 
treatment works. The increase recom
mended by the Senate committee will 
give Montana approximately double that 
indicated under the program as recom
mended by the administration's revised 
budget. I understand that if the $1 billion 
is approved, it will mean $5,751,469, per
haps an insignificant amount under the 
total authorization, but it will mean con
siderable to my State. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Senate Appropriations 
Committee has again approved the 
budget request for funds for the Bureau 
of Reclamation transmission line be
tween Great Falls and Browning. 

This line is sorely needed to achieve 
adequate and reliable electric service in 
Montana. It was proposed almost 2 years 
ago by the previous administration. The 
ser{ate approved the expenditure last 
year but the House suggested negotiation 
of a wheeling arrangement between the 
Montana Power Co. and Bureau of 
Reclamation, rather than construction 
of the Federal line. This year the new 
administraJtion recommended the ap
propriation and the House voted money 
for the Federal line, while still requesting 
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that negotiations be resumed in an ef
fort to reach a satisfactory wheeling 
agreement with the company. The Sen
ate committee, in approving the $450,000 
expenditure, directed that the Bureau of 
Reclamation report back to both Senate 
and · House Appropriations Committees 
in the event no satisfactory agreement 
can be reached between the company and 
the Bureau. 

Mr. President, the record to date is 
clear that a wheeling arrangement satis
factory to both parties, and which will 
also serve the power needs of Senator 
MANSFIELD's and my constituents, is un
likely. It is also clear from the record 
that the proposed 161,000-volt Bureau 
of Reclamation line is needed, and soon, 
to provide reliable electric service. Unless 
a satisfactory agreement is negotiated 
in the very near future I trust that the 
Appropriations Committees will speedily 
clear the expenditure of $450,000 for ini
tiation of construction of the Federal 
line. 

Mr. President, to elaborate the case 
for this line, I ask unanimous consent to 
insert at this point in the RECORD my 
testimony, on behalf of Senator MANs
FIELD and myself, before the Senate Sub
committee on Public Works Appropria
tions, on June 12, 1969. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION TRANSMISSION 

LINE 
Mr. Chairman, I am very concerned over 

electric power reliability in Montana, and 
also for the integrity of the electric utility 
systems there. I am convinced that the pro
posed 161,000-volt line from Great Falls to 
Browning, which would be built by the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation, would best serve 
these purposes. Included in President Nixon's 
budget for Fiscal 1970 is $435,000 to plan and 
survey this line. 

The Montana Power Company has opposed 
construction of this line, giving various rea
sons which the company says are based on 
cost comparisons of several transmission 
plans for the northcentral Montana area. 
These comparisons do not hold up under en
g~neering analysis, and I don't believe any
one knows for certain the company's real 
reasons for opposing the line-except the 
company. The company traditionally has 
had no customers in the area to which the 
transmission line would go, but claims that 
a small oil company pumping load near Cut 
Bank justifies its construction of a 115,000-
volt line from Great Falls to Cut Bank. Gla
cier Electric Cooperative is perfectly capable 
of serving this small load, and I must join 
with the Montanans for Reliable Electric 
Service in questioning the good faith of the 
company in its decisions, first, to build the 
115,000-volt line, and, second, to oppose the 
heavier line. 

I would like to outline some of the his
tory of those decisions. 

On 6 May 1969, the president of Montana 
Power Company filed a statement with the 
House and Senate subcommittees which set 
forth the company's plan to construct the 
115,000-volt line from Great Falls through 
Conrad to Cut Bank and urged that funds 
for the proposed Bureau line not be approved 
for Fiscal 1969, pending further study. A 
Conference Committee thus did not ap
propriate the funds, making a request that 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the company 
work out an agreement. Bureau officials ac
cordingly met with the company's represent
atives and representatives of Glacier Electric 

Cooper81tive a number of times. No agreement 
has been reached. The company indicated it 
had no interest in joint construction with 
the Bureau. Then it unilaterally went. ahead 
and began construction of its 115,000-volt 
line. 

.The actual beginning of construction-in 
August 1968-before an agreement was 
reached with the other entities involved is 
in disregard of the intent of the Congress, 
because no agreement was reached with the 
other entities before construction began. It 
is also in disregard of the best interests of 
the other utility systems-the cooperatives 
and the Bureau-which have a far greater 
stake in electric service in the area · than 
does the Montana Power Company. Thus the 
company not only is building a line into the 
northcentral Montana area which detracts 
from meeting the real needs of the area, it 
is also doing so as an intruder which here
tofore has had no load in the area and no 
reason for any interest. 

The company has discussed with the Bu
reau the possibility of an alternative trans
mission scheme which would include com
pletion of its 115,000-volt Great Falls-Cut 
Bank line, a new Bureau 161,000-volt line 
from Great Falls to Shelby and a second 
co-op line of 115,!)00-volts from Shelby to 
Browning. The company has indicated it 
would support the Bureau request for funds 
to construct this 161,000-volt line. 

All engineers involved, except the com
pany's, insist that this alternative proposal 
would not provide the reliability to the Cut 
Bank-Browning area that the proposed U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation Great Falls-Browning 
line would. Under the alternative plan, reli
ability for the area west of Cut Bank would 
be provided by the second 115,000-volt co-op 
line from Shelby through Cut Bank to 
Browning which would be in close proximity 
to the existing 115,000-volt line and subject 
to the same hazards. 

Why anyone should consider this alterna
tive acceptable, I cannot imagine. It would 
be an alternative imposed· upon the tradi
tional power suppliers of the area by an in
truder, and it would be an alternative which 
does less than achieve the optimum system 
for the area. It also is an alternative involv
ing a proliferation of transmission lines and 
consequent loss of valuable farm land. 

The proposed Bureau line from Great 
Falls to Browning, on the other hand, would 
create exactly the kind of loop service which 
the area needs. Let me explain this in more 
detail. The area involved is roughly a tri
angle, Havre, Great Falls and Browning at 
the three points of the triangle. Transmis
sion lines now exist on two sides of the 
triangle, from Browning to Havre and from 
Havre to Great Falls. The most reliable kind 
of transmission system is a "loop'• or a 
system that describes a complete circle. 
Thus if there is an outage at any given point 
on the loop, points on either side can con
tinue to receive power, because the power can 
come from either direction. 

So the obvious best move now would be to 
close the Havre-Browning-Great Falls tri
angle by building the proposed line from 
Great Falls to Browning, thus creating loop 
service for every point on the triangle. What 
Montana Power Company is doing with its 
115,000-volt line, instead, is making the 
triangle smaller by building from Great Falls 
to Cut Bank. The result will be that the 
existing line from Cut Bank to Browning 
will be a "radial" line, that is, a line which 
allows power to come from only one direc
tion. If there is an outage on that line, all 
points ' beyond the outage will be without 
power. In reality, the situation is even worse, 
because there is no provision right now for 
the company's line to interconnect with 

. existing lines even at Cut Bank. Thus, until 
the interconnection is made, the entire 
transmission system will remain .a radial one, 

and overall reliability will not ·be improved 
by the company line. 

The company indicates that its 115,000-
volt line will be fully loaded "1y about mid-
1972. The proposed Bureau line from Great 
Falls to Browning will thus be needed by 
mid-1972-the time it wm be completed if 
the $435,000 is made available for Fiscal 
197Q-regardless of whether the company 
and Bureau are able to reach an agreement 
for public use of the company line. 

Finally, the proposed Bureau line, of 
161,000-volts, will have actual carrying ca
pacity in kilowatts about twice that of the 
company's 115,000-volt line--because carry
ing capacity in kilowatts increases geometri
cally in relation to voltage. Of the annual 
cost of the line to the Bureau of $198,290, 
Glacier Electric Cooperative would pay 
$66,020 under an agreement made when 
Glacier asked the Bureau to build the line 
in preference to an earlier proposal. 

The balance of the annual cost of the line 
to be borne by the Federal Govern:rnent is, 
of course, an investment rather than an 
outright expenditure. This line will better 
enable the government to meet growing 
power needs in the area-reliably-and thus 
produce revenues from sale of power from 
Federal hydroelectric projects. 

The entire matter of reliability in north
central Montana was called into question 
4 April when this area experienced a severe 
outage due to malfunctioning of the com
pany system. The company contends that 
this particular outage is irrelevant to ques
tions being discussed here. I disagree. A re
port from the Federal Power Commission 
indicates that outmoded and badly-main
tained equipment at the company's Rain
bow Substation near Great Falls was the 
real cause of the outage--although the pre
cipitant was a rifle bullet-and I believe 
this gives some indication of the company's 
general attitude toward reliability. Already 
the company is experiencing reliabil1ty prob
lems on its system and now the company is 
building a new line which would add little 
to overall reliability of electric service in 
the area, while at the same time it opposes 
a line which would manifestly improve 
reliability. 

I have an engineering analysis of the costs 
of the capacities, that would be involved 
in alternative transmission schemes for the 
area, which clearly shows the superiority of 
a system which would include the Federal 
line from Great Falls to Browning. The anal
ysis was prepared by the Missouri Basin 
Systems Group, a regional engineering and 
power coordinating organization for rural 
electric cooperatives and public power sys
tems. I ask that it be accepted for the 
Record. Senator Mansfield and I ask that this 
Subcommittee approve the $435,000 Fiscal 
1970 request to begin construction of the 
Great Falls-Browning line. 

Mr. BENNET!'. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the public works appropri
ations bill for 1970, and to express my 
appreciation to the Senate Appropria
tions Committee for their consideration 
of the Bonneville unit of the central 
Utah project and the Little Dell project 
in Utah. 

In addition to my testimony before the 
Subcommittee on Public Works in June, 
I also appealed directly to the members 
of the subcommittee in August for a 
more realistic funding schedule for the 
Bonneville unit of the central Utah 
project. Therefore, I was not gratified 
when the committee recommended $12,-
000,000 for fiscal year 1970, a $4,000,000 
increase over the budget figure and the 
House allowance. This increase will avert 
a serious setback to the ~onneville unit. 
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Although it may be argued that. recla
mation deferrals are in the interest of 
national economy, the fact remains that 
this project cannot be postponed re
peatedly without raising public costs in 
several ways. Thirteen years have now 
passed since authorization of the project, 
and only relatively minor construction 
has been completed. 

The central Utah project is the key to 
development of Utah's resources for 
the next 100 years. It provides for the 
beneficial use of most of Utah's remain
ing undeveloped share of Colorado River 
water. The Bonneville unit alone even
tually will serve 12 counties with more 
than 60 percent of our State's population. 

I would also like to point out that 
the reimbursable costs of this project, 
which represent 90 percent of the to·tal 
cost, will be paid back to the Federal 
Government. 

The committee's recommendation of 
$400,000 for planning funds for the Little 
Dell Reservoir, a Corps of Engineers 
project, was also highly gratifying. The 
Little Dell project, in Salt Lake County, 
was authorized by the 90th Congress, 
and it is vitally important to the orderly 
water development of Utah to get ad
vanced design and construction phases 
underway as soon as possible. 

The $23 million Little Dell project will 
consist of a dam and 50,000 acre-foot 
reservoir near the present Mountain Dell 
Reservoir in Parley's Canyon. It will 
provide greater flood control measures 
on the major trans-city tributaries to the 
Jordan River and furnish additional 
water supplies for the Salt Lake metro
politan area. 

Again, Mr. President, may I express 
the gratitude of the people of Utah for 
the actions taken by the Senate Appro
priations Committee. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I com
mend the senior Senator from Louisiana 
<Mr. ELLENDER), the chairman of the 
Public Works Subcommittee of the Com
mittee on Appropriations, on which I 
serve as an ex-officio member for public 
works items, the Senator from North Da
kota <Mr. YouNG), and the members of 
the committee which have brought to the 
Senate the pending bill. I know the long 
hours, hard work, and conscientious at
tention that Senator ELLENDER devotes 
to this subject each year. It is a bill 
which touches every section of the coun
try. Through this effort communities are 
protected from floods; our great water 
resources are developed; the work to 
clean up our streams and rivers is pro
ceeding; and economic benefits flow from 
navigation, power, and development 
projects. 

In my own State of Kentucky, the ef
forts of the Senator from Louisiana and 
his committee have speeded and en
hanced the development of the Ohio 
River Valley through the great system 
of locks and dams on the Ohio River, and 
flood protection is being provided on 
every major river system in the State. 
We have worked together on these mat
ters, and with the members of the Ken
tucky delegation in the House, and the 
Senator knows of the great credit I have 
often acknowledged to him. The people 
of Kentucky know his work, and appre
ciate it. 

The bill before the Senate today main
tains the items in the bill as passed by 
the House of Representatives which af
fect Kentucky, as follows: 

For construction: Cannelton lock and 
dam, $7,100,000; Carr Fork Reservoir, 
$3,380,000, an increase of $1,250,000 over 
the budget; Cave Run Reservoir, $3,800,-
000; Frankfort flood wall, $824,000; 
Laurel River Reservoir, $2,740,000; lock 
and dam No. 52, $1,684,000 to complete; 
Martin local flood protection, $150,000, 
not included in budget; and Uniontown 
lock and dam, $4,540,000. 

For planning: Bonneville Reservoir, 
$230,000; Dayton flood wall, $89,000; 
Eagle Creek Reservoir, $178,000; Kehoe 
Reservoir, $150,000; Mound City lock 
and dam, $436,000; Paintsville Reser
voir, $157,000; southwest Jefferson 
County flood wall, $50,000; Taylorsville 
Reservoir, $236,000; and Yatesville Res
ervoir, $181,000. 

As these items are identical with the 
amounts approved by the House, they 
will not be subject to change in the 
Senate-House conference, and are as
sured. 

The Senate bill increases the amounts 
for two of the Ohio River locks and 
dams, providing $3.6 million for the con
struction of Newburgh lock and dam, 
an increase of $400,000 over the House 
amount and $1.5 million over the budg
et; and providing $1 million for the 
construction of Smithland lock and 
d·am, an increase of $500,000 over the 
House and budget recommendation. 

MARTINS FORK RESERVOIR 

This year I a.gain strongly urged the 
construction of Martins Fork Reservoir, 
to protect Harlan and communities 
downstream. I am very glad that the 
Senate committee added $500,000 to ini
tiate construction for the Martins Fork 
Reservoir, for a construction start on 
this important project was not included 
in the budget or by the House of Repre
sentatives. I will urge the Senate con
ferees to maintain funds to begin the 
construction of Martins Fork Reservoir. 

RED RIVER RESERVOIR 

The chairman and members of the 
committee will remember, I am sure, the 
Red River Reservoir, about which I 
spoke in the Senate last year when the 
annual public works appropriations bill 
was then before the Senate, and which 
has been the subject of great interest 
throughout Kentucky and in fact among 
conservation groups such as the Sierra 
Club and others throughout the Nation. 

Beginning in 1967, objections were 
raised to the construction of the reser
voir on the grounds that it would ad
versely affect an area of great beauty, a 
gorge of unique geological and ecologi
cal chiuacteristics. 

Because of the intense controversy 
that arose, I asked ·the distinguished 
chairman of the Appropriations Sub
committee that opportunity be given 
those opposing and supporting the proj
ect to be heard, and this was done. In 
its report last year, the committee di
rected the corps to examine alternatives, 
and on my motion substituted for con
struction funds an amount to develop 
plans at the alternate downstream site; 

but the Senate-House conference did 
not adopt the Senate lang~ge. Later, 
in February of this year, the Governor 
of Kentucky, · the Honorable Louie B. 
Nunn, announced. his support for relo
cating the Red River Dam to the lower 
site, I wrote to tlie President about it, 
and met with the Director of the Budg
et. As a result, the budget revision of 
President Nixon deleted the amount of 
$1.9 million previously submitted for 
construction at the original site, and 
recommended $500,000 which the Corps 
of Engineers stated to the House and 
Senate Appropriations Committees, by 
letter and in their testimony, would be 
used to proceed with detailed planning 
and engineering design of the dam at 
the downstream site-which is a loca
tion acceptable to conservation groUJPS 
and others. 

I am very glad the House of Repre
sentatives approved the item of $500,000 
to plan the Red River Reservoir at the 
lower site, which will make it possible to 
proceed without further delay. I know 
that Congressman WATTS did not wish 
to see the construction of the Red River 
Reservoir delayed. It was a responsible 
position, and I do want to publicly ac
knowledge Congressman WATTs' good 
faith and his efforts on behalf of his 
constituents. 

The Senate committee has recom
mended an identical provision to the 
House item on Red River, so there will 
be no issue in the Senate-House con
ference. I am glad to say that I con
sider the rna tter settled, and we look 
forward now to the design and construc
tion of the dam at the downstream site 
in a way that will largely preserve the 
beauty of the area and minimize intru
sion upon the now famous Red River 
Gorge. 

The position of Gov. Louie Nunn was 
decisive in support of the lower site. I 
acknowledge that it was the vision and 
the initiative of hundreds of men and 
women concerned about the environment 
of the future, of organizations such as 
the Sierra Club of Kentucky and later 
the Audubon Society, of papers such as 
the Lexington Leader, the Louisville 
Courier-Journal, and the New York 
Times, that have brought this matter to 
a happy and proper conclusion. I am 
sure also that the people of the counties 
immediately affected, who fought so hard 
for the upper site, will receive the same 
benefits from the lower site and will 
enjoy with countless others the natural 
wonders of their home area. Red River 
Gorge is now known throughout the 
Nation. 

FALMOUTH RESERVOIR 

The Falmouth Reservoir was author
ized by the Flood Control Acts of 1936 
and 1938, and after some planning in the 
late thirties was placed in a deferred 
category and for many ye~ars was in
active. Following the floods on the Lick
ing and Ohio Rivers in 1964, a hearing 
was held by the Corps of Engineers at 
Falmouth, a feasibility study prepared, 
and the project was reactivated. The 
committees have received testimony on 
the project each year since that time, 
but funds to resume advanced engineer
ing and design have never been included 
in the budget. 
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The public works appropriations bill 

for fiscal year 1970, as passed by the 
House of Representatives and sent to 
the Senate, includes $50,000 for the Fal
mouth Reservoir. This step was not 
recommended by the administration 
or included in the President's budget, but 
does represent the capability stated by 
the Corps of Engineers that would per
mit a start to be made on preconstruc
tion planning, now estimated at $611,000 
and which will probably take at least 3 
years. 

When the subcommittee met on Mon
day, Senator ELLENDER expressed his 
great concern about the large percent
age of benefits allocated to recreation at 
two projects-Falmouth Reservoir, Ky., 
approximately 50 percent, and Tocks Is
land Reservoir on the Delaware River 
between New Jersey and Pennsylvania. 

I discussed the Falmouth Reservoir at 
length, both in the subcommittee and 
in the full Committee on Appropriations, 
pointing out also that the reservoir as 
planned would take 45,000 acres of land, 
productive farm land, in an area where 
hundreds of farmers who would be dis
placed could not relocate on similar 
land. I recalled the testimony that the 
reservoir could have an adverse impact 
on the agricultural economy of the re
gion, and could reduce farm income by 
several million dollars a year. 

I asked that the $50,000 recommended 
by the House be used by the Corps of 
Engineers to determine in the coming 
year, before consideration by the Con
gress in 1970, whether local flood protec
tion at Falmouth, Covington, and New
port is feasible. If the corps should find 
that such local flood protection is fea
sible, by floodwalls at Covington or New
port, by stream diversion or deep chan
neling at Falmouth, or through a smaller 
reservoir, these two objectives-flood 
control and the saving of thousands of 
acres of farmland--could be achieved. 
But if this issue is not finally settled, 
the battle will go on before the Bureau 
of the Budget and the Committee on 
Appropriations of both Houses every 
year. 

Some misconceptions have arisen 
about the use of the Falmouth Reservoir 
for water supply for various communi
ties and large cities-among them the 
city of Cincinnati. The project justifica
tion and the benefit-cost ratio does not 
now include benefits for water supply. 
The usual method for providing water 
supply is to raise the height of the dam 
to provide additional storage capacity. 
The cost of such additional capacity is 
then guaranteed by agreement with the 
States affected, the amortized cost being 
repayable to the Federal Government by 
the States over a period of years. The 
States secure reimbursement by contract
ing to supply water to the communities 
served. I do not say this would be the 
absolute procedure that might be fol
lowed in the case of Falmouth, but it is 
the usual procedure and because much 
has been said about water supply I 
wanted to give this information. 

As the Falmouth Reservoir project has 
not been approved for funds for advanced 
engineering and design by the Bureau of 
the Budget since its revival in 1964, and 

as the controversy will undoubtedly con
tinue, I believe the proposal of the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations, which ap
pears on page 27 of the Senate commit
tee report, is the way to provide the 
specific and up-to-date information 
needed to resolve this matter. 

Again, I thank the chairman of the 
subcommittee for his attention this year 
and every year to these projects which 
are of such great value to my State, and 
for his patience and interest in hearing 
the State and local officials and citizens 
who come to testify. He understands 
these problems, and brings to them wis
dom and judgment. And I would like to 
make a special comment about the clerk 
of the subcommittee, Kenneth J. 
Bousquet. In all these efforts, so im
portant to people and communities in 
every section of the country, the con
stant supply of information and objective 
counsel provided. by Ken Bousquet are 
invaluable. We have learned that his 
experience and knowledge can be relied 
upon. I know his ability is recognized by 
all who deal with him, but I wanted to 
take this opportunity to give credit where 
credit is due, and did not believe the 
chairman would mind my saying that. 

POLLUTION 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, for too 
long the water resources of our country 
has been stained by shortsighted ex
ploitation and willful contamination. 

This destruction must be halted. 
Once, water's natural purification 

process was able to decompose the or
ganic matter fed it. But accumulated 
population growth and increased indus
trial expansion have critically diminished 
this capacity and every river system in 
America now suffers some degree of 
water pollution. 

One of the major causes of water pol
lution is the dumping of inadequately 
treated community sewage into our rivers 
and streams. 

Without adequate treatment, this 
waste will continue to blight and destroy. 

The Clean Water Resources Act passed 
by Congress in 1966 authorized $1 billion 
for Federal sewage treatment facility 
construction grants-in-aid for fiscal year 
1970. 

The administration budget for fiscal 
1970 requests only $214 million. 

This request is woefully inadequate. 
The House of Representatives, earlier 

this year, voted to appropriate $600 mil
lion for community waste treatment 
plant construction. 

This sum is not adequate either if 
Congress is to live up to its promise and 
avoid harmful and expensive delay in 
ending water pollution. 

We have the technology to end water 
pollution--only a full commitment of 
will and resources is lacking. 

1: strongly support the Senate Appro
priation Committee's recommendation 
that $1 billion be app:r:opriated for waste 
treatment plant construction. 

If we are to have a future with clean 
water, this sum is needed now to help 
erase the manmade filth in our rivers and 
streams. 

I would like to call to the attention of 
my colleagues a thoughtful editorial from 

this morning's Washington Post entitled, 
"The Pollution Crisis." 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article be included at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE POLLUTION CRISIS 

The Senate Appropriations Commit·tee has 
once more raised the clean-water issue in very 
pointed fashion. Its call for $1 billion in the 
form of matching grants to the states for 
water-treatment plants is in line with the 
demands of many civic, political and con
servation groups that are alarmed by the 
deterioration in our environment. If the Sen
ate looks a.t the problem as carefully as its 
committee has done, it is difficult to see how 
it could reach a different conclusion. 

No one seems to question the need for at 
least $1 billion for clean water this year. 
That goal was set in 1966 when Congress 
passed the Clean Water Restoration Act. But 
the government has been long on promises 
and short on performance. Last year Congress 
authorized the expenditure of $700 million 
for treatment-facility grants but appro
priated only $214 million. The same figure 
was kept in both the Johnson and Nixon 
budgets for fiscal 1970, but the present ad
ministration is said to have offered a com
promise figure of $750 million when the 
demand for appropriation of the entire sum 
authorized was being pushed in the House. 

In view of the fact that the $1-billion-for
clean-water proposal failed by only two votes 
in the House, it is difficult to explain the final 
acceptance in that body of a compromise 
figure of $600 million. If the Senate now 
takes a strong and positive stand for rescu
ing the country's rivers and lakes from their 
man-made filth, the chance of finding the 
two extra votes ~eeded in the House would 
seem to be excellent. 

Congress must be mindful, of course, of 
excessive s-pending in this era of inflation. 
But the issue in this instance is not so much 
whether the country can afford $1 billion 
for clean water as it is whether we can af
ford continued inaction in the face of pro
gressive pollution of our environment. It ts 
not a question of voting a luxury which the 
country cannot afford. It is a question of 
reclaiming an asset which the country once 
had and has now lost from neglect. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, at this 
time, we in the Senate are given the op
portunity to take another step toward 
solving one of the greatest domestic prob
lems now facing this Nation-pollution. 

For many years we have been warned 
about this, warned by professional con
servationists and ecologists, and, indeed, 
warned by a few far-visioned politicians. 
For years we have heard descriptions of 
the tragic condition toward which our 
Nation is headed-a time when we will 
no longer be able to breathe the air, drink 
the water. But the warnings for the most 
part failed to reach enough people to 
mobilize concern and action. 

All that has changed. The issue today 
provokes widespread concern and con
siderable media attention. The people of 
this Nation are demanding that we in 
Congress act to solve the problem. 

Several domestic events have focused 
public attention on the issue. We have all 
read about the impending death of Lake 
Erie, for instance. Lake Erie is the major 
source of water supply for the city of 
Cleveland, yet it has becQme so polluted 
it can support no life but microorga
nisms, and now residents of Cleveland 
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have been warned that these microor
ganisms may include typhus and other 
dread disease causes. 

And we have all heard about the Santa 
Barbara Channel, how one of southern 
California's most beautiful sites has been 
desecrated by the black slick of an oil 
well blowout that is still leaking hundreds 
of barrels of oil a day into that channel. 

In New Hampshire, we have long 
prided ourselves on clean water, but we 
also find some stark reminders that the 
problem is our problem, too. 

The Androscoggin River in the north 
of the State is so polluted that some sec
tions have water that is even unsuitable 
for most industrial processes. Indeed, 
this river is so polluted that the State of 
Maine has taken legal and remedial ac
tion because its waters may constitute a 
potential health hazard. 

All but 15 miles of the once beautiful 
Merrimack River in the southern part of 
the State is unsuitable to support any
thing but minor marine organisms. 

Yet in my lifetime, there was always 
news of large fish being caught by sports
men in the Merrimack. 

This is all the result of terrible and un
forgivable neglect. 

And today we have the chance to act-
to move a little closer toward the goal of 
preserving our clean waters. We cannot 
pass it up, or we must be prepared to an
swer to the people for our inaction. 

The Clean Waters Act of 1966 author
ized massive financial aid in the form of 
grants to States and municipalities for 
construction of pollution abatement fa
cilities. But only a third of the funds au
thorized by this act have ·been distributed 
to the States. 

Today we must distribute more of those 
funds. We must appropriate the full $1 
billion which we have authorized for 
fiscal1970. 

What has happened is that many 
States have had to stretch their over
burdened budgets to finance what the 
Congress has failed to provide. My own 
State of New Hampshire has had to spend 
$5% million more than anticipated to 
help in sewerage construction that should 
have been paid for with Federal funds 
already authorized but never appro
priated. 

Since the passage of the Clean Waters 
Restoration Act of 1966, New Hampshire 
has taken a position of leadership in as
sisting a bold program of reclamation 
and water pollution control. 

The most recent session of the legisla
ture, for instance, passed a measure to 
prefinance pollution efforts over the next 
2 years, in the amount of $2 million. The 
various municipalities have also played 
a part in this effort by prefinancing an 
amount approximating $11% million in 
eligible funds. 

But our State's resources are limited. 
We cannot continue this effort without 
adequate Federal funding of the pollu
tion control grant program. 

There are projects already in progress 
which will be jeopardized if the Congress 
does not fully ft.nd this program. A proj
ect in Newport, N.H., needs more than 
half a million dollars to be completed. 
Projects in Merrimack, Durham, Dover, 
and Laconia need the $4 million which 

the Federal Government owes, in order 
to be completed. Projects in Concord, 
Farmington, Franklin, Jaffrey, Lebanon, 
Newport, Pembroke-Allenr.town, an d 
Peterborough are approved and ready to 
go as soon as they are funded. These 
projects need at least $7 million in Fed
eral funds in fiscal year 1970. 

Even the full appropriation of $J. bil
lion will not suffice to pay off what the 
Federal Government owes the States. 
But it will be a step in the right direc
tion. 

The issue is not whether we can afford 
it. We must afford it. Because we know 
that we cannot afford the consequences 
of not acting. 

The late Adlai Stevenson once char
acterized our responsibilities in this 
area: 

We travel together, passengers on a lit
tle spacezhip; dependent on all its vulner
able reserves of air and soil; all committed 
for our safety to its security and peace; pre
served from annihilation only by the care, 
the work and the love we give our fragile 
craft. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 
most informative speech was made by 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Massachusetts, the assistant majority 
leader <Mr. KENNEDY) at the dedication 
of the Water Pollution Control Facility, 
North Andover, Mass. It shoul~ be of 
benefit to all interested in this field. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS BY SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY 

AT THE DEDICATION OF A WATER POLLUTION 

CONTROL FACILITY, NORTH ANDOVER, MASS., 
NOVEMBER 7, 1969 
It is a great pleasure for me to be here 

today as Western Electric dedicates its new 
water pollution control facility. The initia
tive, leadership and civic-mindedness of 
Western Electric deserve the praise of all of 
us. For it is abundantly clear, as ·we struggle 
with the growing litany of evil side-effects of 
our fast-paced technology, that a partner
ship of government and the private sector is 
essential if we are to rid this nation's waters 
of pollution. 

Western Electric, one of our leading in
dustrial giants, has been in the forefront 
of private industry's participation in the 
national pollution control effort. The plant 
we dedicate here today commits over a mil
lion dollars in corporate funds. As a result 
of this investment, Western Electric guaran
tees that the Merrimack River will not be 
polluted by any outflow from the Merrimack 
Valley Works. This new facility is part of a 
combined Western Electric-Bell System 
anti-pollution program, which calls for the 
outlay of between $15 and $20 million in a 
ten-year period. 

I applaud the responsible and substantial 
cominitment of Western Electric to this 
country's pollution control effort. I hope it 
will serve as a catalyst for action by those 
other industries which have not yet made a 
similar contribution. 

Pollution is a persistent and pervasive na
tional problem. And it is one which, increas
ingly, the American people no longer tol
erate. 

A recent national survey, for exa.m.ple, con
ducted by a prominent public opinion an
alyst, indicated that 86 percent of Americans 
are deeply worried about the effects of water 
pollution. Furthermore, the survey told us 

that 75 percent are willing to pay additional 
taxes to improve the quality of our environ
ment. Sixty-six percent of those citizens 
who have had the opportunity since 1964 
to cast their votes in sta.tewide elections, on 
water pollution control bond issues, have 
voted in favor of these measures. Each one 
of our 50 States have adopted state-wide 
water quality standards since 1966. The ma
jority of our 50 state legislatures have en
acted new laws to help cope with this tremen
dous challenge of restoring and preserving 
our waters. 

The people of Massachusetts are among 
the nation's most vocal and insistent in 
their demands for firm commitments to pol
lution control. And this should not be a 
surprise. Every one of our rivers is polluted
and most at an una<:ceptable level. 

But our rivers in Massachusetts have not 
always been such a disgrace. Just over a 
hundred years ago, for example, Henry David 
Thoreau spent a week on the Merrimack 
River, and on the Concord River which flows 
into it. He kept a journal of his travels, and 
I would like to rea d from his discussion of 
the Merrimack for a moment. 

"I have traced its stream," he wrote, "from 
where it bubbles out of the rocks of the 
White Mounbins above the clouds, to where 
it is lost amid the salt billows of the ocean 
on Plum Island beach. It flows on down 
by Lowell and Haverhill, at which ... a few 
masts betray the vicinity of the ocean. Be
tween the towns of Amesbury and Newbury, 
it is ... backed by high green hills and pas
tures, with frequent white beaches on which 
the fishermen draw up· their nets." 

Thoreau would not recognize the Merri
mack today. The steady march of tech
nology has brought homes, and factories, 
and jobs, and schools, and roads to the banks 
of the river. None of these by themselves have 
destroyed the Merrimack, turning it into 
what it is today-an open sewer. But this 
marching technology has brought with it an 
unchecked, ever-spreading stain-the stain 
of pollution. 

At low tide, the evil smells of the Merri
mack are almost overpowering. Dead fish 
wash up on the river's shores. Unspeakable 
filth floats in it. It is, truly, shocking. 

And because it is so shocking, it has gen
erated a growing public clamor for change. 
We heard much earlier this year of the tax
payers' revolt. Well, I believe the demands 
of the people of the Merrimack River Valley 
for a cleaned-up river could well be called a 
pollution revolution. 

Government officials at all levels have been 
responding to this pollution revolution. We 
have passed quite literally hundreds of new · 
laws. We have spent billions of dollars. We 
have built many treatment plants. But I do 
not think we have yet done nearly enough. 
Let me briefly review our most significant 
steps. 

Ten years ago, President John F . Kennedy 
·called the condition of our waters a national 
disgrace, and pledged his efforts to make the 
waters cleaner. In response, in 1961, 1965 and 
1966, sweeping amendments broadened and 
strengthened the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. In 1963, the Senate formed a 
special Subcominittee on Air and Water Pol
lution. In 1965, the Water Quality Act was 
passed. In 1966, the Clean Waters Restoration 
Act was passed. 

These and other legislative measures, 
adopted by the Congress in this present 
decade, set national goals for the reclamation 
of our water resources. New agencies and new 
studies were authorized. Broad and liberal 
programs were approved. New regulations 
were adopted. States were required to enforce 
strict water quality standards. State and local 
governments were prodded into enacting 
stronger and broader pollution control pro
grams. Appeals were made to the conscience 
of business leaders, to accept responsibilities 
and begin corrective programs to curb indus-
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trial pollution. Congress adopted unanimous
ly in 1966 a massive program of Federal 
matching funds as the basis of a Federal
state-local partnership in this expanded na
tional commitment to clean waters. 

State and local authorities responded to 
these new Federal programs with immediate 
and constructive action. The response of 
Massachusetts was most heal"'tening. 

The General Court passed four different 
water pollution control acts in 1966. Under 
this and other authority, the Division of 
Water Pollution Control of the Department 
of Natural Resources has made significant 
progress. It has, for example, identified for 
the first time the specific sources of pollu
tion. There are, today, some 456 significant 
sources of pollution in the state. Of these, 
121 are communities and 324 are industries. 

The costs of restoring our waters will 
range from $500 million and $1 billion, pri
marily for the construction of waste treat
ment and interceptor facilities. The voters 
of the Commonwealth have already approved 
a bond issue of $150 million for pollution 
control. The General Court has passed all 
the necessary legislation to permit the state 
to participate to the fullest extent in exist
ing federal programs. 

Yet all this activity has not yet cleaned up 
our rivers. Just this week a number of rea
sons for this apparent lack of progress have 
become clear. 

In Washington, the General Accounting 
Office released a report which said that de
spite a federal expenditure of some $1.2 bil
lion in the last 12 years, and an overall ex
penditure of some $5.4 billion, to construct 
9,400 water pollution control facilities, pol
lution is as bad or worse than before. The 
G.A.O. blames this lack of progress on those 
businesses and towns on rivers which make 
no effort to control pollution, even though 
at other locations on the same river other 
businessoo an9. towns are taking strong steps. 
It is ironic, I think, that this report cites 
the Nashua River "as one of the most dis
gusting ... in the country." 

In Boston, the State's Division of Water 
Pollution Control announced that it in
tended to take court action against a number 
of towns along the Merrimack for their fail
ure to comply with state-ordered water-pol
lution efforts. These towns include Dracut 
and Merrimac. 

Thus, while we have made progress, we 
certainly cannot rest on our oars. We must 
keep up the pressure if the pollution revolu
tion is to win for us clean, safe water. 

To win the war against pollution, we will 
need money. The cost of controlling pollu
tion is high. A recent Harvard Business Re
view article estimated the cost at $110 bil
lion over the next 30 years. Of that aston
ishing figure, $26 billion will be needed in 
the next five years. 

The 1966 Clean Waters Restoration Act, 
hailed as a giant step in the war on pollu
tion, authorized a five-year, $3.5 billion Fed
eral program of matching grants for the con
struction of municipal waste treatment fa
cilities. The Act authorized $450 million for 
fiscal 1968; but Congress appropriated only 
$203 million. For fiscal 1969, the Act author
ized $700 million; but Congress appropriated 
$214 million. For fiscal 1970, with an au
thorization of $1 billion, the Administration 
requested only $214 million. The Congress 
has not yet finished action . on this 1970 
figure. 

As of today, consequently, the Congress has 
only appropriated $417 million in the face 
of an authorization of $1.2 billion. This 
leaves a gap of $733 million in this critical 
program. If the Congress accepts the Ad
ministration's request for this year's fund
ing, the gap will be $786 million for just this 
year alone. I consider this existing funding 
gap-;-and its potential doubling-a serious 
breach of f~ith. 

Early this year, in an effort to force the 
Congress to live up to its word, concerned 
citizens, organizations, and state and local 
governments formed a coalition to demand 
the full $1 billion appropriation. As a result 
of the tireless work of this coalition, the 
House of Representatives approved an ap
propriation of $600 million-nearly $400 
million more than sought by the Administra
tion. Many members of the House of Repre
sentatives fought for the full $1 billion ap
propriation. They were almost successful, 
and lost by only two votes. This loss has been 
attributed by conservation-minded commen
tators to equally hard work. The Adminis
tration, aimed at keeping the appropriation 
at its $214 million request. · 

The Administration maintains that nei
ther the Department of the Interior nor the 
states could spend the funds available under 
full $1 billion funding of the Clean Waters 
Restoration Act. It maintains, in fact, that 
the highest possible level of fund•ing which 
could be committed is $600 million. I chal
lenge this position. 

A late October survey, which polled the 
Directors of every ~:tate's Water Pollution 
Control Agency, indicates that 23 states plus 
the District of Columbia could spend their 
share of a $1 billion appropriation; that five 
other states could spend amounts consider
ably in excess of the $600 million approved 
by the House of Representatives; and that 
an increased level of Federal support would 
encourage a much higher level of grant ap
plication from those states currently dis
couraged by the low Federal appropriations. 

At least seven states which have pre
financed the Federal share of projects con
structed since 1966, might also have the 
chance to be reimbursed the $235 million 
';hey are owed-but only if $1 billion is ap
propriated. Massachusetts is currently owed 
almost $10 million by the Federal govern
ment. 

This is now being considered by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee. It will be reported 
to the floor in a matter of weeks. It is my firm 
hope that the Committee will report a bill 
appropriating the full $1 billion. In order to 
determine the extent of support for this ap
propriation among my colleagues in the Sen
ate, I have written to every Senator, express
ing my intention to introduce-if necessary
an amendment to the Committee bill for the 
full appropriation. I have asked those who 
would join with me in this effort to indicate 
their willingness to co-sponsor such an 
amendment. 

If we win this full $1 billion appropriation, 
then we will have added new force to the 
drive for clean waters. We will have given 
public officials the tools they need to enforce 
water quality standards. And we will have en
couraged the partnership between govern
ment and the private sector so essential to 
success in cleaning up the waters. 

I think there are four separate elements to 
bringing the pollution revolution to a suc
cessful climax. 

First, commitment. Americans want their 
waters clean. We must make it perfectly plain 
to all public officials that they must firmly 
resolve to work tirelessly towards this goal. 
And it must be made equally plain to business 
leaders. Words are not enough. It is action we 
need. 

Second, regional planning. It makes little 
sense for Leominster and Ayer to spend their 
scarce tax dollars on pollution facilities if 
Fitchburg does not. Similarly, it makes little 
sense for Massachusetts to prohibit pollution 
of the Merrimack if New Hampshire does not. 
Thus, regional, interstate, intrastate plan
ning for pollution control is one of the keys 
to a successful effort. The G.A.O. study I 
mentioned earlier propof1ed a model, regional 
systems approach to the task of cleaning up 
the Merrimack River. This approach would 
actually cost less than fragmented, individual 

efforts. This is a signal of how important re
gional planning is. 

Third, funding. Money is the lubricant of 
the engine driving clean water efforts-Fed
eral money, State money, local money, and 
private sector money. These funds will only 
be made available if the people make plain 
their approval of clean-up efforts. 

Fourth, technology. It is hard to believe 
that the chemistry of water pollution is still 
a mystery to our scientists, but it is. We 
heard the testimony of the president of the 
National Academy of Sciences to this effect 
earlier this year, when he testified on the 
National Science Foundation legislation. He 
made a forceful case for using our scientific 
and engineering skills-so well demonstrated 
in the Apollo moon flights-on problems such 
as water pollution. I certainly think we must. 

These four ingredients are all equally im
portant. If we shortchange on one, we preju
dice the success of the eritire effort. All four 
ingredients have come together in the plant 
Western Electric is dedicating today. The 
corporation has proven its commitment; 
pledged its own funds; complied with the 
river basin pollution control plans; and used 
the most advanced technology in the treat
ment plant's construction. This makes the 
Western Electric plant a good neighbor in 
the Merrimack Valley, and one worthy of 
emulation. The management of Western 
Electric, and the local officials with whom 
they have worked, deserve our concerted 
praise. 

In closing, let me remind you that in six 
short years, we will celebrate our 200th an
niversay as a Nation. Now is the time for us 
to move aggressively on programs to move 
America forward, forward towards the goals 
and the hopes of those who nurtured our 
early growth. Now is the time to reassess our 
national priorities, and to order them with 
the goals set for us by the framers of our 
government. 

We cannot hope to do in only 6 years what 
we have failed to do in 190. But we can 
make a new beginning and a new commit
ment. If we act today, and if we plan, then 
we can make great strides in every area of 
high na tiona! concern. One of these areas 
is most certainly controlling and eliminating 
pollution. 

Down through our history, we have always 
been able to match our visions with our 
deeds-if, and only if, we had the will the 
energy, and the dedication. More and more, 
we are learning that the people of this great 
land have these three essential characteris
tics in ample supply. It is on this knowledge, 
I think, that we can look to the future with 
some hope. 

Robert Frost wrote often of the New Eng
land countryside, and of his love for it. In 
his poem "Spring Pools," he spoke of the 
pools of water formed every spring in the 
forests by melting snows, and of their disap
pearing in the summer. The first four lines 
of that poem. have a lesson for us. He wrote: 

"These pools that, though in forests, still 
reflect 

The total sky almost without defect, 
And like the flowers beside them, chill and 

shiver 
Will like the flowers beside them soon be 

gone." 

Only by dedicated, hard work can we be 
sure that our rivers will not, like spring 
pools, "soon be gone." 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, speaking 
for the citizens of California and for my
self personally, I would like to commend 
the chairman and members of the Sen
ate Public Works Appropriations Sub
committee and of the full Senate Appro
priations Committee for the outstanding 
work they 'did on the bill before us today. 
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As all of my colleagues know, there are 

enormous problems connected with any 
public works appropriations bill, even in 
the best of times. 

This year, though, the Nation's fiscal 
situation as well as other domestic and 
even foreign considerations added new 
burdens to those whose task it was to 
decide upon a responsible public works 
program. 

In addition, certain areas of our coun
try-my own State of California, for in
stance--had recently suffered disastrous 
floods, and these special factors had to 
be weighed, too, along with all of the 
other evidence. 

It was a herculean challenge but the 
bill before us today is concrete proof that 
the challenge was met in a spirit of de
termination and surmounted in a spirit 
of understanding and responsibility. 

Again, to Senator ELLENDER and to 
each committee member who has left his 
imprint on this bill, I want to convey my 
congratul&tions and appreciation. 

Furthermore, my State and I owe a 
special vote of gratitude to Ken Bousquet 
for without the type of competent and 
generous assistance he provided to the 
representatives of my State and to my 
office on the staff level, our task of at
tempting to make an adequate presen
tation of California's legitimate needs 
would have been much more difficult. 

I can assure the members of the Sen
ate Appropriations Committee and my 
other colleagues in this body that the 
works approved for California in this bill 
will provide benefits far in excess of the 
costs of the works and I hope that those 
who approved these projects will be able 
to enjoy some measure of justifiable 
satisfaction in the knowledge that their 
actior~ will result in a significant saving 
of lives and property as well as a sounder 
economy. 
MONTOYA APPLAUDS COMMITTEE ACTION ON 

FREEING EDUCATION FUNDS 

Mr. MONTOYA. I am gratified by the 
U.S. Senate Committee on Appropria
tions action in approving my resolution 
to infuse an additional $1 billion into 
the Nation's public school districts for 
this fiscal year. This represents a great 
victory for the supporters of quality ed
ucation, for the future of our most pre
cious commodity, our children. 

This resolution will insure proper Fed
eral funding of schools during the fiscal 
year, giving the Congress additional time 
to act on an appropriation for the De
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

I wish to thank the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, the senior 
Senator from Georgia <Mr. RussELL), 
and my colleagues on the committee for 
the promptness with which this resolu
tion has passed the oommittee today. 

I also wish to thank the 46 Senators 
who cosponsored the resolution and sup
ported me in this effort. In particular I 
wish to thank Senator JAVITS, Senator 
YARBOROUGH, Senator RANDOLPH, and 
Senator PELL for their assistance on this 
effort. It has been a bipartisan effort. 
The timing on this was crucial. The con
tinuing resolution which this one re
places expired the 31st of October hold
ing up any funds for those agencies 

whose appropriation bills have not yet 
passed the Congress. Those agencies 
would not have been able to meet their 
payrolls, many of which become due this 
Friday, without the resolution. 

The resolution we passed in committee 
is identical to one passed earlier by the 
House of Representatives except for the 
addition of a December 6 expiration date. 
Representative CoHELAN, of California, 
was the chief sponsor in that body and 
my gratitude goes to him and the 227 
Representatives who cosigned the reso
lution there. 

I again would like to express my ap
preciation to the leadership of the Sen
ate for the cooperation these Senators 
are extending. I realize our action in 
seeking the education amendment to the 
continuing resolution was without prece
dent and I can appreciate the discom
fort it caused. 

In addition to making funding avail
able to all agencies whose appropriation 
bill has not become law, our resolution 
now makes it possible to fund education 
at higher levels than were allowed under 
the continuing resolution which recently 
expired. That was a composite of last 
year's education appropriation and the 
President's budget request for this fiscal 
year, an item-by-item list determined on 
which amount was the lower. 

The items getting the largest increases 
are: 

An additional $398 million to federally 
impacted school districts, bringing a 
total $600 million for schools with chil
dren whose parents are Federal employ
ees. This is very important to many dis
tricts, especially those in which the Fed
eral Government is the mainstay of the 
local economy. Until passage of this res
olution, these districts have no way of 
budgeting for their own needs. 

A $274 million increase for education
ally deprived children, bringing that 
total to $1.397 billion. This is a major 
program aimed at closing the gaps in our 
sometimes splintered society. 

An increase of $241 million in voca
tional-technical training, bringing a 
total of $489 million for this program. 
Vocational training is vital to the full 
employment of a skilled labor force and 
a boon to economically depressed areas. 

A $28 million increase in library and 
community services to a total of $135 

·million. 
The remaining $340 million increase 

goes for such necessary programs as stu
dent loan assistance, construction of 
higher education facilities, supplemen
tary educational centers, and education 
for the handicapped. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I would 
like to commend Senator RussELL and 
Senator ELLENDER for their leadership in 
recommending to the Senate the full $1 
billion for Federal aid to waste treat
ment works. I congratulate the distin
guished Senators for responding to the 
crucial needs for the full appropriation 
to help ward off a threatening crisis in 
water purity. 

We are well into the critical year of 
the Federal Government's commitment 
to clean water. The emphasis has shifted 
from standard setting to requirements 
for action by municipalities and indus
tries to upgrade their waste treatment 

systems to meet the timetables set by the 
standards. 

A $1 billion appropriation, will serve 
notice that the Federal Government is 
genuinely concern:d r.nC: is to take ur
gently needed steps in meeting its com
mitment to aid in cleaning up our Na
tion's water supplies. 

Without adequate funding of this cru
cial sewage treatment plant aid, our Na
tion's water quality prograins face total 
collapse. For example, applications from 
cities and towns across the Nation for 
the Federal grants for municipal treat
ment plant construction now total $2.2 
billion. If costs continue to rise, the tctal 
bill for municipal and industrial waste 
cleanup is expected to amount to $26 to 
$29 billion in the next 5 years. This 
would include up to $8 billion for sew
age treatment plants, for which up to 
50 percent Federal aid is authorized. 

The administration's request to Con
gress for the Federal grant money totaled 
only $214 million, the same figure pro
posed by the previous administration. 
But after vigorous debate last month, the 
House almost tripled that figure by vot
ing $600 million. It is important to note 
that the House failed by only two votes 
to approve the full $1 billion. 

Senator ELLENDER's subcommittee 
asked for an executive branch report 
justifying its statement that the full 
amount of the Federal grant funds can
not be effectively utilized now. After 
studying the report carefully, the sub
committee recommended the full appro
priation because of the urgency of mov
ing forward in the program of water 
pollution control. 

Ask Wisconsin whether it can spend 
that pollution control money. Our State 
has more applications pending for Fed
eral aid than can be provided even by 
the full $1 billion appropriation. 

Even if Congress appropriates the full 
$1 billion, Wisconsin will get only about 
$20 million in Federal money when the 
State needs, and is ready to use, $24.7 
million. 

Unless the necessary funds are forth
coming, it is dramatically clear that the 
grisly tide of pollution in our State is 
going to be worse instead of better. 

Wisconsin is not alone in this situa
tion. The State of New York could use 
over $1 billion alone this year. There are 
18 States whose needs still will not be 
met by the full $1 billion appropriation. 

According to the committee report, a 
total of 17 States and three jurisdictions 
will have their needs met by the $214 
million requested by the administration. 
However, even if these States will not 
use their full allocation, as the commit
tee report states: 

Present law permits the reallocation of 
unused allocations 18 months after the start 
of the fiscal year for which the funds are 
appropriated. 

Because of this situation, next year I 
plan to introduce an amendment which 
will provide a two-thirds increase in 
Federal sewage treatment plant aid to 
States like Wisconsin which are provid
ing their own matching funds. I think it 
is time the Federal Government shows 
its commitment by rewarding such State 
initiatives with incentives such as those 
provided by my amendment. 
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It is abundantly clear that even the 

maximum authorization by Congress is 
not enough. It is evident that over the 
long term, Congress must act to provide 
a system of aiding municipal pollution 
control needs that does not rely on the 
annual whim of the appropriation proc
ess, but instead, provides the Federal 
fi:J.ancing guarantees that will permit the 
States and cities and towns to plan ahead 
and know the money will be there. 

Nevertheless, I give my wholehearted 
support for the full appropriation be
cause it is my belief that this step is an 
important and significant one in the right 
direction. 

Senators RUSSELL and ELLENDER are to 
be commended for their bold and 
thoughtful efforts to report favorably the 
full appropriation to the floor of the 
Senate. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had disagreed to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 12307 > making 
appropriations for sundry independent 
.executive bureaus, boards, commissions, 
corporations, agencies, offices, and the 
Department of Housing and Urban De
velopment for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1970, and for other purposes; 
agreed to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. EVINS 
of Tennessee, Mr. BOLAND, Mr. SHIPLEY, 
Mr. GIAIMO, Mr. MARSH, Mr. PRYOR of 
Arkansas, Mr. MAHON, Mr. JONAS, Mr. 
WYMAN, Mr. TALCOTT, Mr. McDADE, and 
Mr. Bow were appointed managers on 
the part of the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 13018) to 
authorize certain construction at military 
installations, and for other purposes; 
agreed to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. RIVERS, 
Mr. FISHER, Mr. LENNON, Mr. LoNG of 
Louisiana, Mr. WHITE, Mr. ARENDS, Mr. 
HALL, Mr. KING, and Mr. FOREMAN were 
appointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF A COMMISSION 
ON GOVERNMENT PROCURE-
MENT-CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I sub

mit a report of the committee of con
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 474) to establish 
a Commission on Government Procure
ment. I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
report as follows: 
CONFERENCE REPORT (H. R-PT. No. 91-613) 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
474) to establish a Commission on Govern
ment Procurement, having met, after full 
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and free conference, have agreed to recom
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as fol
lows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following: 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 
SECTION 1. It is hereby declared to be the 

policy of Congress to promote economy, effi
ciency and effectiveness in the procurement 
of goods, services and f cilities by and for the 
executive branch of the Federal Government 
by-

( 1) establishing policies, procedures, and 
practices which will require the Government 
to acquire goods, services, and fac111ties of 
the requisite quality and within the time 
needed at the lowest reasonable cost, utmz
ing competitive bidding to the maximum ex
tent practicable; 

(2) improving the quality, efficiency, econ
omy, and performance of Government pro
curement organizations and personnel; 

( 3) avoiding or eliminating unnecessary 
overlapping or duplication of procurement 
and related activities; 

(4) avoiding or eliminating unnecessary or 
redundant requirements placed on contrac
tor and Federal procurement officials; 

(5) identifying gaps, omissions, or incon
sistencies in procurement laws, regulations, 
and directives and in other laws, regulations, 
and directives, relating to or affecting pro
curement; 

(6) achieving greater uniformity and sim
plicity whenever appropriate, in procurement 
procedures; 

(7) coordinating procurement policies and 
programs of the several departments and 
agencies; 

(8) conforming procurement policies and 
programs, whenever appropriate, to other 
established Government policies and pro
grams; 

(9) minimizing possible disruptive effects 
of Government procurement on particular 
industries, areas, or occupations; 

(10) improving understanding of Govern
ment procurement laws and pollcies within 
the Government and by organizations and 
individuals doing business with the 
Government; 

(11) promoting fair dealing anc:: equitable 
relationships among the parties in Govern
ment contracting; and 

(12) otherwise promoting economy, effi
ciency, and effectiveness in Government pro
curement organizations and operations. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE COMMISSION 
SEc. 2. ·To accomplish the policy set forth 

in section 1 of this Act, there is hereby estab
lished a commission to be known as the 
Commission on Government Procurement 
(in this Act referred to as the "Commis
sion"). 

MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMISSION 
SEc. 3. (a) The Commission shall be com

posed of twelve members, consisting of (1) 
three members appointed by the President 
of the Senate, two from the Senate (who 
shall not be members of the same political 
party), and one from outside the Federal 
Government, (2) three members appointed 
by the Speaker of the House of Reoresenta
tives, two from the House of Representa
tives (who shall not be members of the same 
political party), and one from outside the 
Federal Government, (3) five members ap
pointed by the President of the United 
States, two from the executive branch of the 
Government and three from outside the Fed
eral Government, and (4) the Comptroller 
General of the United States. 

(b) The Commission shall select a Chair
man and a Vice Chairman from among its 
members. 

(c) Seven members of the Commission 
shall constitute a quorum. 

(d) Any vacancies in the Commission 
shall not affect its powers, but shall be filled 
in the same manner as the original appoint
ment. 

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION 
SEc. 4. (a) The Commission shall study 

and investigate the present statutes affect
ing Government procurement; the procure
ment policies, rules, regulations, procedures, 
and practices followed by the departments, 
bureaus, agencies, boards, commissions, of
fices, independent establishments, and in
strumentalities of the executive branch of 
the Federal Government; and the organiza
tions by which procurement is accomplished 
to determine to what extent these facilitate 
the pollcy set forth in the first sectic4 of this 
Act. 

(b) Within two years from the date of en
actment of this Act, the Commission shall 
make a final report to the Congress of its 
findings and of its recommendations for 
changes in statutes, regulations, pollcies, 
and procedures designed to carry out the 
policy stated in section 1 of this Act. In the 
event the Congress is not in session at the 
end of such two-year period, the final report 
shall be submitted to the Clerk of the House 
and the Secretary of the Senate. The Com
mission may also make such interi --1 reports 
as it deems advisable. 

COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS OF THE 
COMMISSION 

SEC. 5. (a) Members of the Commission 
who are Members of Congress or wh<. 1re 
officers or employees of the executive branch 
of the Federal Government, and the Comp
troller General, shall receive no compensa
tion for their services as members of the 
Commission, but shall be allowed necessary 
travel expenses (or in the alternative, mile
age for use of vrivately owned vehicles and 
a per diem in lieu of subsistence not to ex
ceed the rates prescribe<! in sections 6702 
and 5704 of title 5, United States Code), and 
other necessary expenses incurred by them 
in the performance of duties vested in the 
Commission, without regard to the provi
sions of subchapter I, chapter 57 of title 5, 
United States Code, the Standardized Gov
ernment Travel l.egulations, or section 5731 
of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) The members of the Commission ap
pointed from o··!tside the Federal Govern
ment shall eac:t> receive compensation at 
the rate of $100 for each day such member 
is engaged in the actual performance of 
duties vested in the Commission in addition 
to reimbursement for travel, subsistence, 
and other necesear~ expenses in accordance 
With the provisions of the foregoing sub
section. 

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION 
SEc. 6. (a) (1) The Commission, or at its 

direction any subcommittee or member 
thereof, may, for the purpose of carrying 
out the provisions of this Act, hold such 
hearings, sit and act at such times and 
places, administer such oaths, and require 
by subpena or otherwise the attendance 
and testimony of such witnesses and the 
production of such books, records, corre
spondence, memorandums, papers, and doc
uments as the Ccmmission or such sub
committee or member may deem advisable. 
Any member of the Commission may ad
minister oaths or affirmations to witnesses 
appearing before the Commission or before 
such subcommittee or member. Subpenas 
may be issued under the signature of the 
Chairman or Vice 0hairman and may be 
served by any person designated by the 
Chairman or the Vice Chairman. 

(2) In the case of contumacy or refusal 
to obey a subpena issued under paragraph 
( 1) of this subsection by any person who 
resides, is found, or transacts business with
in the jurisdiction of any district court of 
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the United States, such court, upon appli
cation made by the Attorney General of 
the United States, shall have jurisdiction 
to issue to such person an order requiring 
such person to appear before the Commis
sion or a subcommittee or member thereof, 
there to product' evidence if so ordered, or 
there to give testimony touching the mat
ter under inquiry. Any failure of any such 
person to obey any such order of the court 
may be punished by the court as a con
tempt thereof. 

(b) The Commission is authorized to ac
quire directly from the head of any Federal 
department or agency information deemed 
useful in the discharge of its duties. All de
partments and agencies of the Government 
are hereby authorized and directed to co
operate with the Commission and to furnish 
all information requested by the Commis
sion to the extent permitted by law. All such 
requests shall be made by or in the name 
of the Chairman or Vice Chairman of the 
Commission. 

(c) The Commission shall have power to 
appoint and fix the compensation of such 
personnel as it deems advisable without re
gard to the provisions of title 5, United States 
Code, governing appointments in the com
petitive service, and such personnel may be 
paid without regard to the provisions of 
chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 
53 of such title relating to classification and 
General Schedule pay rates, but no indi
vidual shall receive compensation at a rate 
in excess of the maximum rate authorized by 
the General Schedule. In addition, the Com
mission may procure the services of experts 
and consultants in accordance with section 
3109 of title 5, United States Code, but at 
rates for individuals not in excess of $100 per 
diem. 

(d) The Commission is authorized to ne
gotiate and enter into contracts with pri
vate organizations and educational institu
tions to carry out such studies and prepare 
such reports as the Commission determines 
are necessary in order to carry out its duties. 
GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES AU-

THORIZED TO AID COMMISSION 

SEc. 7. Any department or agency of the 
Government is authorized to provide for the 
Commission such services as the Commission 
requests on such basis, reimbursable or 
otherwise, as may be agreed between the de
partment or agency and the Chairman or 
Vice Chairman. All such requests shall be 
made by or in the name of the Chairman or 
Vice Chairman of the Commission. 

TERMINATION OF THE COMMISSION 

SEc. 8. One hundred and twenty days after 
the submission of the final report provided 
for in section 4 of this Act, the Commission 
shall cease to exist. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 9. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Commission such sums 
as may be necessary to carry out the pro
visions of this Act. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
HENRY M. JACKSON, 
ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF, 

KARL E. MUNDT, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

CHET HOLIFIELD, 
FERNAND J. ST GERMAIN, 
FRANK HORTON, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

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

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, as en
acted by the Senate, this bill would have 
established a Commission on Govern
ment Procurement composed of nine 
members and the Comptroller General, 

or his designee, ex officio. The President 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives would have ap
pointed two members each from their 
respective Houses, on a bipartisan basis; 
and the President of the United States 
would have appointed five members from 
outside of the Government. It was fur
ther provided that the Commis~ion was 
authorized to hold hearings, take testi
mony, and issue subpenas to compel the 
attendance and testimony of witnesses 
and the production of books, papers, rec
ords, and so forth, to carry out the pro
visions of the bill. 

As enacted by the House of Represent
atives, the Commission would have been 
composed of 14 members of the Comp
troller General, or his designee, ex officio. 
The President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House were each to ap
point four members, two each from their 
respective Houses, on a bipartisan basis, 
and two each from private life; the Pres
ident of the United States was to appoint 
six members, three from the executive 
branch and three from the private sec
tor. The House bill authorized the 
Commission to hold hearings and take 
testimony, but did not confer on the 
Commission the power to issue subpenas. 

The conference substitute provides for 
a 12-member Commission consisting of 
the Comptroller General as a regular 
member; three members appointed by 
the President of the Senate,. two from 
the Senate, on a bipartisan basis, and 
one from outside the Federal Govern
ment; three members appointed by the 
Speaker of the House, two from the 
House, on a bipartisan basis, and one 
from outside the Federal Government; 
and five members appointed by the Pres
ident, two from the executive branch 
and three from the private sector. In 
addition, the House conferees agreed to 
the Senate provision conferring the sub
pena power on the Commission, with 
clarifying changes assuring that a sub
pena will be issued by a member or sub 
committee of the Commission only at the 
direction of the Commission, and requir
ing that subpenas so issued be signed by 
the Chairman or Vice Chairman of the 
Commission. Several conforming and in
cidental amendments were made in 
order to reflect the changes agreed to. 

Mr. President, I move that the confer
ence report be agreed to. 

The report was agreed to. 

PUBLIC WORKS FOR WATER, POL
LUTION CONTROL, AND POWER 
DEVELOPMENT AND ATOMIC EN
ERGY COMMISSION APPROPRIA
TIONS, 1970 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <H.R. 14159) making appro
priations for public works for water, pol
lution control, and power development, 
including 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. ' 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I have a motion at the desk. I ask 
that the clerk read it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The 
Senator from Delaware <Mr. WILLIAMS) 
makes the following motion: 

Mr. President, I move to recommit the 
bill (H.R. 14159) with instructions that it be 
reported :forthwith with reductions of the 
total appropriations o! $4,993,428,500, as pro
vided in the bill, to $4,203,978,000 the amount 
of the budget estimates; Provided however, 
That the final amount of the appropriations 
provided for in this bill may be reallocated 
with possible variations in accordance with 
emergency needs and With priorities given 
to national needs. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, for the information of the 
Senate I shall want a RECORD vote on 
this motion, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 

President, the bill as it was reported by 
the House called for $4.505 billion, which 
was approximately $300 million more 
than the budget figure. The bill as re
ported by the Senate increased that 
amount $487,982,000, to a total of $4,993,-
428,000. This is $789,450,500 over the 
budget estimates for fiscal1970. 

The purpose of this motion is to order 
the b111 recommitted with instructions to 
report back forthwith, but to be reduced 
by the committee to a figure not to ex
ceed the $4,203,978,000 as recommended 
in the budget. This motion would allow 
the committee full discretion to make 
the variations in the cuts wherever they 
see fit and wherever they think most ap
propriate. 

I remind the Senate that on June 19 
of this year the Senate passed H.R. 
11400, and one of the amendments of 
that bill provided for a ceiling on the 
expenditures for fiscal -1970. The Senate 
placed the expenditure ceiling at that 
time at $191.9 billion, which was $1 bil
lion below President Nixon's revised 
budget of $192.9 billion. 

The pending bill would violate that 
ceiling by requiring an additional ex
penditure of $789 million more than is 
provided in the budget. Unless we in the 
Senate establish a set of priorities
that is, spell out some other place where 
we can make an offsetting reduction-we 
will be delegating to the President not 
only the authority but also a mandate 
that if he spends the money that is 
provided under this bill he will be obli
gated by the previous action of Congress 
to make cuts in some other programs, 
perhaps in education or in some other 
social program. 

I think that we in the Senate have a 
responsibility if we want to raise that 
ceiling to do it affirmatively; but if we 
want to hold to that ceiling and if we ex
pect the President to hold to it then by 
all means we should keep these appro
priations within this budget. If the Sen
ate wants to raise a particular item which 
we think justifies an increase beyond 
the budget estimate then let us at the 
same time spell out where we want the 
offsetting reductions. 



November 12, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 33911 
I should like to read excerpts from a 

letter from the President wherein he con
firmed the action of the Senate and 
wherein he pledged that, as the Presi
dent, he would support this ceiling and 
keep expenditures within the prescribed 
limits: 

There is an obvious advantage in having a 
precise ceiling-one which clearly specifies 
the maximum allowable expenditures. I 
therefore assure you and your colleagues that 
I accept in good faith the $191.9 billion ceil
ing as passed by Congress. More than this, 
barring a plainly critical and presently un
foreseeable emergency, I will hold total ex
penditures for fiscal 1970 within the $192.9 
billion indicated in my April budget pro
posals. 

I will regard this $192.9 billion maximum 
as a ceiling on fiscal 1970 expenditures, on 
this premise-that when an increase is ap
proved by Congress or develops in one pro
gram it will be offset by a corresponding de
crease in another program, thereby keeping 
the total budget within the $192.9 billion 
maximum. 

For the Executive Branch this means that 
if uncontrollable spending, such as interest 
on the public debt and social security bene
fits, should exceed the April estimates, or if 
other spending essential to the national wel
fare is approved, the additional spending 
will have to be offset by reductions else
where. Further it means that, if the Con
gress should vote expenditures above those 
provided for in the breakdown of the $192.9 
billion total, it will also need to impose 
compensating reductions in other programs. 
Failure to establish such priorities in allocat
ing funds within the $192.9 billion total 
will compel the Executive Branch either to 
imposing offsetting reductions itself in pro
grams approved by Congress or to refrain 
from spending the increase. · 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter from the President, 
dated July 16, be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be t-rinted in the .RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, July 16, 1969. 

Hon. JoHN J. WILLIAMS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: I am aware of the 
concern over extension of the surtax and 
repeal of the investment credit unless ex
penditure controls are made clearly effective. 
Possibly some of this concern arises from the 
flexibility of the expenditure control provi
sion of P-.R. 11400 just passed by the Con
gress. 

In this legislation the limit on expen
ditures for fiscal year 1970 would appear to 
be $191.9 billion-one billion below the 
$192.9 billion projected in my revised budget. 
Howev£r, the actual language ( 1) authorizes 
me to exceed this ceiling by two billion dol
lars for increases in specified itexns of un
controllable spending, thereby raising the 
ceiling potentially to $193.9 billion; and (2) 
enables Congress to raise expenditures by 
any amount for any program, thereby per
mitting automatic Congressional increases in 
the ceiling. 

There is an obvious advantage in having 
a precise ceiling-one which clearly specifies 
the maximum allowable expenditures. I 
therefore assure you and your colleagues 
that I accept in good faith the $191.9 billion 
ceiling as passed by Congress. More than this, 
barring a plainly critical and presently un
foreseeable emergency, I wm hold total ex
penditures for fiscal 1970 within the $192.9 
billioq. indicated in my April budget pro
posals. 

I will regard this $'192.9 billion maximum 
as a ceiling on fiscal 1970 expenditures, on 
this premise-that when an increase is ap
proved by Congress or develops in one pro
gram it will be offset by a corresponding 
decrease in another program, thereby keep
ing the total budget within the $192.9 bil
lion maximum. 

For the Executive Branch this means that 
if uncontrollable spending, such as interest 
on the public debt and social security bene
fits, should exceed the April estimates, or i~ 
other spending essential to the national wel
fare is approved, the additional spending will 
have to be offset by reductions elsewhere. Fur
ther it means tP,at, if the Congress should 
vote expenditures above thos.e provided for in 
the breakdown of the $192.9 billion total, it 
will also need to impose compensating reduc
tions in other programs. Failure to establish 
such priorities in allocating funds within the 
$192.9 billion total will compel the Execu
tive Branch either to impose offsetting re
ductions itself in programs approved by 
Congress or to refrain from spending the 
increase. 

I believe this firm expenditure control, 
prompt extension of the surtax and the 
excises, and repeal of the investment tax 
credit will give us the tools our country 
needs to brake and stop inflation. It is my 
understanding that the Ways and Means 
Committee and the Finance Committee will 
follow this action with prompt consideration 
of a major tax revision package which will 
include many of the reform proposals I rec
ommended to Congress last April. 

Working t~'gether, I am confident that the 
Congress and the Administration can estab
lish sound priorities and keep within a $192.9 
billion expenditure total for 1970. I assure 
you that I intend to see that this is done. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD NIXON. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, there are many items in this bill 
to which we would all subscribe and 
which we would like to support, but I 
think that if we increase an appropria
tion in any category we sball at the same 
time make a c.orresponding reduction 
elsewhere. 

As a result of this expenditure ceiling 
passed by the Congress the President has 
initiated a program to curtail and sus
pend all new authorizations for public 
works projects unless they are absolutely 
essential to the national interest; yet I 
call attention to the fact that not only 
in this bill is there an increase mentioned 
for air and water pollution, but also there 
are 62 new public works projects which 
have n')t been approved by the budget
new public works projects tor which ap
propriations are in the pending bill. 
These new projectS account for much 
of the $800-million increase over the 
budget. 

Of these new projects 32 when com
pleted, will call for expenditures totaling 
in excess of $700 million. Those projects 
have not been approved by the budget. 
As yet not L. dime has been spent on those 
projects, so it cannot be said that if we 
stop them there will be e, loss. These are 
entirely new proje0ts which are being 
approved in this bill, involving total ex
penditures of approximately $720 mil
lion-new projects over and beyond the 
budget estimates or recommendations. 
. There are another 30 projects which 

have been started but which the budget 
does not recommend that we continue or 
expand at this time. Small amounts have 
been appropriated heretofore for plan-

ning stages. When completed they will 
cost in excess of $550 million more. 

In other words, there is approved in 
the bill now bef.ore us, if we accept it in 
its present form, a commitment of ex
penditures in excess of $1 billion. 
This amount has not beEn approved or 
recommended by the Bureau of the Budg
et. It may have been authorized by Con
gress, but it has not been approved or 
recommended as a part of the 1970 budg
et. It is true that the appropriations in 
the bill before us today for those projects 
do not equal that amount, but we know 
that once those projects are started it 
will be argued that if funds arc not pro
vided to c.ontinue them we will lose the 
millions that have already been spent. 

I repeat that on 32 of these projects 
not a dime has been spent as yet, but it 
is estimated that when completed they 
will cost the taxpayers in excess of $700 
million. Why start all these new projects 
at this time? 

I think the bill should be sent back 
to the committee with instructions that 
it go through it with a fine tooth comb 
to determine those projects or programs 
which are most essential-establish pri
orities-and cut back in the areas where 
we can afford to cut back. The bill should 
then be reported back tn the Senate in 
an amount not to exceed the budget 
requ3st. 

The taxpayers just cannot afford such 
pork barrel legislation. Our Government 
is already operating at a deficit. 

I do not have to remind Senators that 
the country is in the midst of one of the 
most dangerous inflationary periods that 
it has ever ex:;,Jerienced. The cost of liv
ing is moving up at the rate of about 
one-half percent a month. Interest rates 
are now at their highest level in many 
years. Certainly at some point we shall 
have to cut back on the need for addi
tional capital. The only way to do that 
is to stop the authorization of some of 
the new projec_ts, both in private indus
try, and in government~ Certainly the 
Government cannot expect private in
dustry or labor and management to cut 
back on their expenditures and hold 
down in this time of shortage of money 
unless Congress sets an example. 

I hope that the motion to recommit 
will be agreed to. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I should like to make 

sure that I understand· the meaning of 
the Senator's motion. As I understand, it 
is not directed to any particular item or 
area in the bill. The Senator states that 
while funds have been increased for pol
lution abatement, his motion, as I under
stand, does not necessarily direct the 
committee to cut back on any particular 
amount, such as the amount for pollu
tion abatement, provided that the total 
amount of the bill will be in keeping with 
the budget estimate. 

The Senator has stated that millions 
of dollars provided in the bill have been 
approved for unbudgeted public works 
projects and other items. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
correct. The ultimate cost of the un-
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budgeted items in this bill total over 
$1 billion. 

The committee should establish a set 
of -priorities, taking into consideration 
how much we can afford. I accept the 
proposition that taking any single project 
by itself, an excellent argument could be 
made as to why it is meritorious. 

A good argument can be made on many 
items we would like to approve and for 
which we would like to authorize appro
priations at this time. The point, how
ever, is that Congress has instructed the 
Pr-esident to hold expenditures within the 
$192.9 billion ceiling for fiscal 1970, and 
at the same time the Congress must ac
cept a responsibility. If we see an area 
that has a high priority and needs extra 
money we have a responsibility to pro
vide that money, but as we do so we 
should look elsewhere to see where we 
can make offsetting reductions. 

If Congress does not want to do that 
let us tell the President and the country 
that the Congress had no intentions of 
living within the ceiling and we are not 
going to try. Congress has no moral right 
to instruct the President that we expect 
him to hold expenditures for fiscal year 
1970 at $192.9 billion and then authorize 
new projects and programs which will 
require billions of additional expendi
tures. 

I will not be a part of such hypocrisy. 
If the Senate is only appropriating 

this money in order to go home and tell 
our constituents what we have done for 
them and then quietly pass the word 
down to the White House that we really 
do not expect him to spend the money, 
that is sheer hypocrisy, and I do not 
think the Senate wants to adopt that 
attitude. This is our responsibility. We 
voted to tell the President we expected 
the administration to live within this 
ceiling. These were our directions to the 
President. 

I have placed in the RECORD the letter 
of the President wherein he said he will 
do his part. Let the Senate act equally 
responsible. This motion gives the com
mittee full discretionary authority to add 
in any area where it thinks priorities so 
require but then to make corresponding 
reductions in another area. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Senator for 
his explanation. I intend to support the 
motion. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SPONG in the chair). Does the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I, too, 

would like to congratulate the Senator 
from Delaware for brjnging before the 
Senate the motion to recommit the bill. 

Having served for just a short while 
on the Committee on Finance, I am well 
aware that we have worked long and 
hard in trying to keep the imbalance 
that was created by recommendations 
coming from the Committee on Finance 
within tolerable limits, so that, if we vote 
for tax reform, we would not do violence 
to a budget that would have resulted had 
we given more tax relief than would have 
been offset with tax increases. 

It sel:ms to me that the Senator's mo
tion this afternoon is in keeping with 

the philosophy, attitude, and concern of 
the committee in the weeks when we were 
trying to report a tax-reform bill. 

It makes no sense to say to the Presi
dent to keep the budget within $192.9 
billion, as we did some months ago, and 
then turn around and in this instance 
appropriate more than was recommended 
by the administration; and we are likely 
to do it again and again, so that what 
we said several months ago loses its 
meaning completely unless we take the 
responsible position, as was recom
mended by the Senator from Delaware 
and face up to the tough job of saying 
what we propose in this instance. 

. Unless we follow through in every one 
of these appropriation bills and do this, 
I say that all we have done so far is sim
ply to make a gesture in our proclaimed 
fight against inflation and we will have 
done nothing in the way of substantive 
action in helping the President to keep 
within the meaningful guidelines we lay 
down. 

I intend to support the Senator's mo
tion. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. President, there is one additional 
point. By expending these appropria
tions far beyond the budget request we 
are moving forward the date when the 
taxpayers of this country can expect real 
tax reductions, let us face it. They are 
not going to see a reduction in taxes un
til there has been a reduction in ex
penditures. 

For anyone to argue that we can have 
increased expenditures and reduce taxes 
at the same time is an open invitation for 
a devalued dollar, and it would further 
fan the wild inflation and destroy the life 
savings of many Americans. 

Mr. President, I hope the amendment 
is agreed to. I am ready to vote. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want 
to take this opportunity to commend the 
Appropriations Committee, the Subcom
mittee on Public Works and its chairman 
(Mr. ELLENDER), on the quality of the 
bill reported to the Senate today. Most 
especially, Mr. President, I want to make 
mention of the courageous and respon
sible action taken in appropriating the 
full $1 billion authorized for the pro
grams of the Clean Waters Restoration 
Act of 1966. 

There can be no question that these 
funds are needed-and needed urgently. 
To my mind, the committee has taken 
the only responsible course on this mat
ter. The programs authorized tinder the 
Clean Waters Restoration Act of 1966 are 
the programs basic to any national effort 
to rid this Nation of the stigma of pol
lution. And, the demands of our citizens 
for such a national effort have been both 
vociferous and reasoned. 

Much of the credit for the passage 
of the legislation authorizing a true com
mitment by the Federal Government in 
this area of demonstrated national con
cern is due to our distinguished col
league from Maine (Mr. MusKIE). And, 
again, Mr. MusKIE deserves our gratitude 
for his work, in cooperation with Sen
a tor ELLENDER, in this final appropria
tion of $1 billion for the construction of 
pollution control facilities. 

I know that every Senator will care-

fully consider this measure today. I am 
confident that the measure will receive 
the support of all Senators who have rec
ognized the wishes of our citizens to re
store and preserve the natural resources 
which made this country the leader it 
is today. And I am confident that this 
bill will be passed, today, by an over
whelming vote. 

There remains, however, the need for 
a conference on this bill. I was more than 
pleased to note this morning Senator 
ELLENDER's pledge to press for the full 
$1 billion in conference. In light of the 
fact that passage of the full appropria
tion failed in the House by only two 
votes, I am convinced that the confer
ence bill can accept the full funding 
level of the Senate bill. 

I was also pleased to note Senator 
ELLENDER's remarks urging President 
Nixon and the administration to spend 
the money appropriated for this pro
gram. I join the distinguished chairman 
in this request. The sense of the Congress 
should be respected by the administra
tion. The bill we consider today was not 
drafted overnight. Senator ELLENDER 
and his committee have spent many 
months in serious consideration of the 
measures included in the b111, especially 
the provision of the full amount author
ized for pollution abatement. 

Mr. President, I endorse the bill re
portec today. And I truly welcome the 
full appropriation of funds for the Clean 
·waters Restoration Act. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
shall not detain the Senate long, but I 
do wish to commend the committee for 
bringing before the Senate such a con
structive bill. It is a rare occasion in these 
days when we have the opportunity to 
vote for a bill which provides something 
for the benefit of the people of this coun
try. 

I am not overly impressed with the 
argument to cut the budget when I recall 
that in recent months there were many 
opportunities to cut the budget which 
has grown out of all proportion to our 
real interests, and I refer to the military 
budget we had of $21 billion to begin 
with. 

There have been a number of signif
icant opportunities to cut the budget. 
In that instance and in nearly every 
instance it was rejected. These argu
ments about the need for cuts in the 
budget had no weight at that time. I 
think what we are interested in are the 
specific projects that we are concerned 
with here. 

If the Senator from Delaware can pick 
out specific projects and say these are not 
in the interest of this country and they 
should be deleted because they are not 
meritorious, I think it would be an ac
ceptable argument; but to argue gen
erally that he is interested in the budget 
when he showed no such interest when 
we had a bill for $21 billion before this 
body, does not impress me. 

I think the chairman of the com
mittee and the chairman of the subcom
mittee did an excellent job. It is high 
time this country began to give some no
tice to the development of our resources. 
If we do not do this, our capacity to pay 
the kind of taxes to support this huge 
budget in all its respects will soon dry up. 
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I hope that the Senate will not tum 

its back on the committee. I support the 
bill as it is written. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I hope 
that the Senate will turn down the mo
tion of the Senator from Delaware <Mr. 
WILLIAMS). We labored for many days 
on the bill. I think it is a good bill, as I 
have said before. 

The expenditure ceiling for fiscal year 
1970 contained in the Second Supple
mental Appropriation Act for fiscal year 
1969 has a great deal of :flexibility. I ask 
unanimous consent to insert at this point 
in the RECORD a portion of the statement 
of the managers on the part of the 
House and section 401 <a> of Public Law 
91-47-the Second Supplemental Ap
propri-ation Act, 1969. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

Since the conference agreement sets a 
comprehensive ceiling which would be con
tinuously adjustable based on congressional 
actions or inactions on budgetary proposals 
whether initiated by the President or by the 
Congress and whether or not inside or out
side the April 15 budget review totals, there 
is no necessity to exempt any area of the · 
budget that Congress normally acts upon 
each year. Approval of supplemental appro
priations to meet existing unbudgeted re
quirements would be the basis for ·a corre
sponding adjustment in the ceiling on budget 
outlays. 

TITLE IV 
LIMITATION ON FISCAL YEAR 1970 

BUDGET OUTLAYS 
SEc. 401. (a) Expenditures and net lending 

(budget outlays) of the Federal Government 
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, 
shall not exceed $191,900,000,000: Provided, 
That whenever action, or inaction, by the 
Congress on requests for appropriations and 
other budgetary proposals varies from the 
President's recommendations reflected in the 
"Review of the 1970 Budget" appearing on 
pages 9351-9354 of the Congressional Record 
of April 16, 1969, the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget shall report to the President 
and to the Congress his estimate of the effect 
of such action or inaction on expenditures 
and net lending (budget outlays), and the 
limitation set forth herein shall be corre
spondingly adjusted: Provided further, That 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
shall report to the President and to the Con
gress his estimate of the effect on expendi
tures and net lending (budget outlays) of 
other actions by the Congress (whether ini
tiated by the President or the Congress) and 
the limitation set forth herein shall be cor
respondingly adjusted: Provided further, 
That net congressional actions or inactions 
affecting expenditures and net lending re
flected in the "Review of the 1970 Budget" 
shall not serve to reduce the foregoing lim
itation of $191,900,000,000 unless and until 
such actions or inactions result in a net re
duction of $1,000,000,000 below total expendi
tures and net lending estimated for 1970 in 
the "Review of the 1970 Budget". 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am 
hopeful that the Senate will vote down 
the motion to recommit the bill to com
mittee. 

Let me say in passing that the main 
reason for the provision of funds over 
and above the budget relates to only one 
item. The House voted, as all of us know, 
$600 million for water pollution control. 
The Appropriations Committee recom
mends to the Senate that $1 billion be 
prov_ided. I know that is money that w1ll 

be well spent. I am hopeful that the ex
ecutive branch will be able to allocate the 
funds during the remainder of this cur
rent fiscal year. 

I repeat my belief that the oommitJtee 
has done a good job, and I hope that the 
motion of the Senator from Delaware will 
be defeated. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I support 
the distinguished Senator from Louisi
ana with regard to the point he has made 
in connection with financing waste treat
ment plants. The amount of the differ
ence between the budget estimate and 
the amount of the bill as reported to the 
Senate is roughly $789 million, almost 
exactly the increase in the bill as re
ported to the Senate over the budget 
estimate for water pollution control. 

I think it is important that this point 
be made to the Senate, that the Senate 
consider it carefully, and that the Senate 
deliberately support or disapprove this 
increase. 

Mr. President, the $1 billion appropria
tion included in this legislation for the 
Nation's water pollution control program 
represents the culmination of a great deal 
of hard work by a great many people. 
It represents to those of us who have 
lived with, developed, and maintained a 
deep interest in this program for many 
years, a significant victory for national 
priorities over budgetary expediency. 

Mr. President, this victory could not 
have been achieved without the dedica
tion, the interest, or the commitment of 
the senior Senator from Louisiana and 
the chairman of the Public Works Ap
propriation Subcommittee, Senator 
ELLENDER. 

Senator ELLENDER promised to do his 
best to maintain a strong water pollu
tion control program, and he has carried 
out that commitment. Last year, when 
nearly all domestic programs suffered 
from both budgetary and Appropria
tions Committee cuts, Senator EL
LENDER achieved a Senate increase 
in the water pollution construction 
grant program of $22 million. The 
conference committee agreed on an 
increase of $11 million more than the 
budget request for water pollution
perhaps the most significant program in
crease in any of the national priority 
programs last year. When Senator 
BoGGs and I appeared before Senator 
ELLENDER in 1968, he told US Of his desire 
to see the level of funding equal to the 
demand for water pollution construction 
grants. 

The information we had last year was 
inadequate. The Clean Water Restoration 
Act, at that time, was effectively 1 year 
old. The States had not begun to move 
to assess their own needs-to date a great 
many States have not. The demand for 
construction grants as estimated by the 
Department of the Interior re:fiected 
budgetary expediency more than pro
gram need. 

This year when Senator BoGGS and I 
joined the Citizens Crusade for Clean 
Water before Senator ELLENDER's sub
committee, the demand had changed. 
Several additional major States had 
joined the list of States with an inven
tory of water pollution needs. It was ob..: 
vious that the demand for water poilu-

tion funds far exceeded the $214 million 
requested in the President's budget. Sec
retary of the Interior Walter Hickel at
tested to this fact when he indicated 
that $600 million coul'd usefully be spent 
in fiscal year 1970. But the Citizens 
Crusade, Senator BOGGS, Senator ELLEN
DER, and I were not satisfied with that 
estimate. 

Senator ELLENDER asked the Depart
ment of the Interior to provide a detailed 
estimate of. the backlog of construction 
grant applications. The Citizens Crusade 
for Clean Water, in cooperation with 
the Council of State Governments, re
quested the Governors of all affected 
States to provide up-to-date information 
on the amount of grant funds which 
could be effectively obligated in this 
fiscal year. The information provided by 
the Department and the Crusade in
dicated that more than the authorized 
billion dollars could be obligated, that 
the States were moving faster than had 
been anticipated and that even a fully 
funded program would be inadequate if 
reimbursable requirements were consid
ered. 

Mr. President, a man with a lesser 
commitment would have accepted the 
initial information of the Secretary of 
the Interior and appropriated an 
amount equal to that which was voted 
by the House of Representatives. 

A man of lesser commitment would 
have accepted budgetary expediency 
over national priorities. Senator EL
LENDER has fulfilled the faith of those of 
us who worked with the Public Works 
Appropriations Subcommittee, who com
mitted ourselves to support the level of 
appropriation which he thought could 
be justifiably obligated, and who believed 
that he would work to see that the Na
tion's water pollution program is funded 
at the level of need. 

In the Clean Water Restoration Act of 
1966, Congress pledged $1 billion for fis
cal year 1970 for water pollution control. 
This is the first time that Congress has 
made an effort to meet that commitment. 
That commitment was made 1n 1966 for 
the purpose of stimulating State and 
local efforts without which we will not 
be able to deal with the pollution of our 
rivers and waterways in this country. 

The States have responded to that in
centive. They have approved bond issues. 
They have raised taxes. They have set 
water quality standards on the assump
tion that we would meet our commit
ment. 

Just this past week, in my State of 
Maine, the people approved a bond is
sue of $50 million-that is $50 per cap
ita-to meet the State's responsibility 
generated by our action in 1966. 

That is a lot of money in Maine, and 
is an indication of their concern with 
water pollution. The voters of Maine 
turned down a highway bond issue ref
erendum on that very same day. 

Concern for this problem is sweeping 
the country. The people are far ahead of 
Congress and the State leg1slatures in 
their insistence that we deal with it. 

Mr. President, let us see how the 
budget estimate for water pollution con
trol measures up to the response the 
States have made to our legislation of 
1966. 
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Under the funding level of $214 mil

lion proposed by the President, only 8 
percent of current requirements could 
be met. The needs of 12 States would be 
met but programs in 38 States would be 
underfunded if the $214 million provided 
in the budget were allocated according 
to the formula in the authorizing act. 
This is far short of the commitment we 
made in 1966. At a level of $600 million, 
the figure approved by tbe House of Rep
resentatives, only 22 percent of nation
wide needs could be met. The needs of 
24 States would be met, but those of 26 
would be underfunded. 

Even at the full funding of $1 billion, 
only 37 percent of the current national 
requirements would be met. At this level, 
the needs of 32 States would be filled but 
18 would remain underfunded. 

The States have assumed that the 
Federal Government would keep its 
promise of 1966 and on that basis enact 
effective programs. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Maine yield? 

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield. 
Mr. CASE. I think the Senator from 

Maine has made a very important state
ment. From our experience in New Jersey 
I want completely to support it. 

This past Tuesday, among other benef
icent accomplishments made by the 
voters of New Jersey, was approval of a 
referendum for pollution control based 
upon the 1966 act and dependent upon 
it in the amount of several hundred mil
lion dollars. 

The action of the New Jersey voters, 
and the voters of Maine, and other ac
tions of the people throughout the coun
try, would indicate the awakening reali
zation in this country that its resources 
are too precious any longer to squander 
them, that the time has come to turn 
away from the pollution of our environ
ment and to preserve and rehabilitate it. 

The action proposed by the distin
guished Senator from Delaware, whom 
I have very often supported in matters 
of fiscal integrity, if it should succeed 
here, would be most unfortunate. 

While I am on my feet, I should like 
to say a word on behalf of our distin
guished chairman, whose actions in this 
matter have been highly responsible and 
taken with the greatest of care. 

The distinguished Senator from Loui
siana (Mr. ELLENDER) is a man who is 
as much a pennypincher as anyone I 
know of in this body. For him to have 
come along with this program of water 
pollution control is the best indication 
in the world of the seriousness of the 
problem to the Nation. 

I hope very much, for that reason 
specifically, that the motion of the Sen
ator from Delaware will be defeated. 

I pay my highest tribute to the distin
guished chairman of the committee for 
his actions in this rna tter and on the 
bill generally. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I should 
like to add to the tribute just paid to 
the Senator from Louisiana. I have 
worked with him in three Congresses now 
on this question of funding the water 
pollution program. He has always re
fused to add any funds which could not 
be supported by the facts as to need. 

This was the measure we applied this 
year. I have been in touch with him 
throughout the year in connection with 
this problem and this program, and I 
must say that I could not ask for a more 
effective fighter in any cause in which I 
believe than the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. ELLENDER). 

He has brought out the full funding 
figure, which I never expected to get out 
of the Appropriations Committee. He did 
it because he is convinced of the need 
for that level of funding, and for his 
actions I pay honor to him here this 
afternoon. I hope that we will give him 
the support that his hard work and com
mitment and dedication have so richly 
earned for him. 

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

Mr. MUSKIE. I yield. 
Mr. HANSEN. I would like, first of all, 

to express the great regard I have for my 
colleague from Maine. I think, as he 
made his initial statement, it would be 
well to emphasize or underscore what he 
said about the voters in his State. As I 
understood my distinguished colleague, 
he spoke about their approving a bond 
issue for water pollution control. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. MUSKIE. That is right, the second 
one in the last 10 years, for $50 million. 
The earlier one was for $25 million. For a 
State with a population of 10 million, 
that would be the equivalent of $750· 
million. 

Mr. HANSEN. Did the Senator say that 
at nearly the same time the people of his 
State rejected a highway bonding pro
posal? 

Mr. MUSKIE. That is right. 
Mr. HANSEN. I think the people of the 

great State of Maine are being very re
sponsible. It is this kind of discriminat
ing bit of judgment that I find not in 
evidence this afternoon. I do not for one 
moment challenge the wisdom of a water 
pollution control bill. I am in support of 
it. I think what needs to be emphasized, 
however, is that there is great concern 
throughout the country, and certainly 
this administration is very much con
cerned, over having a balanced budget. 
If we approve the bill before us, then it 
seems to me we have a responsibility, if 
not this afternoon, then perhaps at some 
later date, to cut back an appropriation 
proposal that has been made by the ad
ministration, in order to accommodate 
the increases that are provided in the 
bill before us. 

I certainly could not say where we 
should cut this bill. I think what the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Delaware 
is saying is that no one would know bet
ter than the Public Works Committee 
where cuts could be made in order to 
assign the proper priorities to the 
moneys we propose to appropriate here 
this afternoon. 

It is with that thought in mind that I 
shall be voting in support of the motion 
made by my distinguished colleague from 
Delaware. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have included in 
the RECORD copies Of telegrams and let
ters received from almost every State 
supporting the $1 billion item for water 
pollution control in this bill. 

There being no objection, the com
munications were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

CHARLESTON, W. VA. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., 
Washington, D.C.: 
Mr~ Norman Billings telegram to Dr. N. 

H. Dyer referred to this agency for reply 
your item 1; exact amount of Federal funds 
not known at this time. Legislation being 
studied by legislative interim committee to · 
provide State matching funds which, if passed 
and funded, would require more Federal 
funds than currently required under straight 
30 percent Federal participation. Your item 
2; the reply is no. 

EDGAR N. HENRY, 
Chief, Division of Water Resources. 

PIERRE, S. DAK. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., · 
Washington, D.C.: 

Response to Norman Billings wire on Fed
eral financing for P.L. 660. One-One million 
from July 1, 1969, to Dec. 31, 1970. Two-No, 
we have always had sufficient funds avail
able. 

CHARLES E . CARL, 

Secretary and Executive Officer, South 
Dakota Committee on Pollution. 

MONTGOMERY, ALA. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 

1735 DeSales St., 
Washington, D.C.: 

Replying to Billings telegram, 11 million 
could not be expended between July 1, 1969 
and December 31, 1970. ·Have not been dis
couraged from submitting applications. 

ARTHUR N. BECK, 

Technical Secretary, Water Im
provement Commission. 

DES MOINES, IOWA. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 

1735 DeSales St., 
Washington, D.C. 
(Attention Norman Billlngs:) 

Retel Oct. 14 1. On basis of 600 million 
dollar appropriation. Iowa would be able to 
fund all anticipated grant applications to De
cember 31, 1970. 

2. Present Federal fund allotment has been 
adequate to fund nearly all grant applica
tions up to present fiscal year. 

R. J. SCHLIEKELMAN, 
Director, Water Pollution Division, 

Iowa State Health Department. 

AUSTIN, TEX. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735-DeSales Street, Washington, D.C.: 

Urge consideration and support of bipar
tisan amendment to increase fiscal 1970 ap
propriation to $1 billion as authorized by the 
Clean Water Restoration Act of 1966 for 
H.R. 14159. 

Funding is needed to control water pollu
tion and to enhance the economy of Texas. 
Recent crises in the municipal bond market 
along with defeat of a statewide water plan 
bond proposal require significant attention 
to using and reusing water supplies already 
available through efficient refineries. Control 
of water quality through effective and ef
ficient waste treatment facilities is signifi
cantly needed. 

From the inception of KP.L. 660 twelve 
years ago, more than 9,500 grants have been 
made which provide or upgrade the treat
ment of waste from approximately 75 mill1on 
persons-total Federal cost has been $1.36 
billion with state and local investment total
ing nearly $4.7 billion. 

Substantial lead . time is needed on waste 
treatment facilities planning and construc
tion; therefore, continuing adequately 
funded comm[tment from Congress necessary 
for adequate waste treatment facilities. 
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In view of these statistics and changing 

conditions in Texas, it is recommended that 
the 1970 appropriation be at a level of one 
billion dollars as authorized by the Clean 
Water Restoration Act. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

NORMAN BILLINGS, 

PRESTON SMITH, 
Governor of Texas. 

NEW ORLEANS, LA. 

Council of State Governments, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Appears P.L. 660 allocation of 4 million 
under continuing resolution adequate for 
fiscal 70. High interest rates are severely cur
tailing projects and cast some uncertainty 
on prospects for utilizing the full 4 million 
however a substantial improvement in bond 
markets could stimulate grant needs higher 
than are now anticipated in our state P.L. 
660 applications have not been appreciably 
discouraged for lack of Federal funds. 

JOHN E. 'l'RYGG, 

Director, Bureau of Environmental 
Health, Louisiana State Board of 
Health. 

BOSTON, MASS. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 

Washington, D.C.: 
In regards mass water pollution control 

program #1 can expend 32 million dollars 
between July 1st 1969 and December 31st 
1970 of PL660 fund #2 state pre-finance 
Federal grant. Federal grant pre finance to 
date 14 million dollars. 

T. c. McMANN, 
Director of Division, WPC Mass Water 

.Resource Commission. 

HARRISBURG, PA. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 

1735 DeSales Street, 
Washington, D.C.: 

In accordance with request from Norman 
Billings, acting chairman, Interstate Confer
ence on Water Problems, information con
cerning Pennsylvania's sewerage construction 
grants under Public Law 660 follows: 1. If 
availabllity of Federal funds not a limiting 
factor we could expend $76.3 million between 
July 1, 1969 and December 31, 1970. This in
cludes repayment of $20 million to State for 
State advances and 50% Federal grant pay
ments to eligible projects. 2. Many munici
palities, especially smaller ones, have been 
11eluctant to submit applications as result of 
awareness of lack of Federal funds. No esti
mate available. 

WESLEY E. GILBERTSON, 
Deputy Secretary for Environmental 

Protection. 

INDIANA STREAM PoLLUTION CoN
TROL BOARD, 

Indianapolis, Ind. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales Street, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Question 1. Estimate Indiana could match 
(25%) and expand $13 million in Federal 
funds between July 1, 1969, and December 
31, 1970. Applications for fiscal 1970 total 135 
requesting $44,264,900; Federal grants and 
State grants totaling $22,018,721 one of 
Indiana's criteria for priority is submissions 
of completed plans and specifications and 49 
applicants have complied question 2 to a 
limited degree. No estimate available. 

B. A. POOLE, 
Technical Secretary. 

SOUTH CAROLINA POLLUTION CONTROL 

AUTHORITY, 
Columbia, S.C. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GoVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C. 

Reference Norman Billings, acting chair
man, Interstate Conference on Water Prob
lems, eighth fioor, Stevens T. Mason Building, 

Lansing, Mich. 4892. No. 1 twelve million 
Federal dollars expendable between July 1st, 
1969 and December 31st, 1970. If no limiting 
factor No. 2 yes. No estimate. 

W. T. LINTON, 
Executive Director. 

CHARLESTON, W. VA. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C. 

DL660 funds are administered in West Vir
ginia by E. N. Henry, chief, Water Resources 
Division, Dept. of Natural Resources. Your 
request has been referred to his office. 

N.H. DYER, 
State Director of Health. 

TENNESSEE STREAM POLLUTION CON

TROL BOARD, 
Nashville, Tenn. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C. 

1. Tennessee could expend $39 million Fed
eral grants for present applications on file 
and expects applications for at least $31 mil
lion more by April 1970 for next year grants. 
2. At least the $31 million grant applications 
have been discouraged. 

S. LEARY JONES, 
Executive Secretary. 

MISSISSIPPI AIR AND WATER POLLU
TION CONTROL COMMISSION, 

Jackson, Miss. 
COUNCIL OF STATE Gov:..:RNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C. 

October 14 telegram to Mississippi State 
Board of Health referred this agency for re
ply. Response to questions as follows: (1) No 
immediate estimate but doubtful we could 
expend our portion of $600,000,000 allocation. 
(2) No. 

ROBERT S. WRIGHT, 
Exective Secretary. 

NEW MEXICO WATER QUALITY 
CONTROL COMMISSION, 

Sante Fe, N. Mex. 
NORMAN BILLINGS, 
Council of State Governments, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Below is response to your telegram of 
October 15, 1969,7:53 a.m. 

1. There are about five projects underway 
to be completed by December 31, 1970, at a 
Federal dollar commitment of about $400,000. 
No additional projects are planned or needed. 

2. No. New Mexico has not been discour
aged from submitting applications because 
of lack of Federal funds. 

3. Additional information-100 percent of 
all sewered communities in New Mexico have 
secondary sewage treatment. Additional Fed
eral dollars under Public Law 660 are not 
needed in New Mexico unless additional per
centages can be given or funds for operation 
can be obtained. 

JOHN R. WRIGHT, 
Executive Secretary. 

STATE DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND 
AIR RESOURCES, 

Raleigh, N.C. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 

1735 DeSales St., 
Washington, D.C.: 

Recently proposed $600 million for appro
priation for P L 660 grants adequate to meet 
North Carolina's needs between July 1, 1969 
and December 31, 1970. 

E. c. HUBBARD, 
Assistant Director. 

DIVISION OF ENVmONMENTAL 
. PROTECTION, 

Madison, Wis. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C.: 

Wisconsin each year applies for, uses all 
available FWPCA funds. 

In response to questions: (1) $24.7 mil
lion of Federal grants could be utmzed in 

Wisconsin during fiscal year 1970; (2) we 
accept all applications and have certified 23 
to proceed under reimbursement in addition 
to those proceeding with grants. Additional 
grant funds are urgently needed in Wis
consin. 

THOMAS G. FRANGOS, 
Administrator. 

KENTUCKY WATER PoLLUTION CoN
TROL COMMISSION, 

Frankfort, Ky. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 

1735 DeSales St .• 
Washington, D.C.: 

Regarding telegram of Norman Billings this 
date question No. 1 information not avail· 
a.ble question No. 2 No. 

RALPH C. PICKARD, 
Executive Director. 

MICHIGAN WATER RESOURCES COM-
·MISSION, 

Lansing, Mich. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 

1735 DeSales St., 
Washington, D.C.: 

Supporting data for present Senate hear
ings to justify increase over $600 million for 
P.L. 660 is as follows: 

1. If availability of Federal funds were not 
a limiting factor; $248 million for some 224 
projects would be required in Michigan be
tween July 1, 1969 and December 31, 1970. 

2. In the ,past, experience has shown that 
only a fraction of the grant requests could 
be funded. In 1968 Michigan was discouraged 
from submitting applications for approxi
mately $170 million worth of construction 
costs because of lack of Federal funds . 

RALPH PURDY, 

Executive Secretary. 

WATER AND Am RESOURCES COM
MISSION OF DELAwARE, 

Dover, Del. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., washington, D.O.: 

The 600 million for PL660 program is man
datory if Congress is serious in 1ts 1967 
clean waters act that our streams be cleaned 
up by 1972. The States made commitments 
based on the authorized appropriation Con
gress should not expect the States to meet 
the five year goal unless ·the funds of at least 
600 million are provided. With this amount 
Delaware can accomplish its goal of clean 
streams within the approved time. 

JOHN C. BRYSON. 

UTAH STATE DIVISION OF HEALTH, 
Salt Lake City, Utah. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C.: 

Following are answers to your questions 
wired to us today. No. 1 less than present 
allotment No.2 No. 

LYNN M. THATCHER. 

MISSOURI WATER POLLUTION BOARD, 
Jefferson City, Mo. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C. 

Missouri cities could use $50,212,900 Fed
eral dollars between July 1, 1969 and Decem
ber 31, 1970. Our State has been discouraged 
from submitting applications for Federal 
assistance because of the lack of Federal 
funds. It is estimated that approximately 
$25 million in Federal funds could have been 
used if funds were available in the past. 

JACK K. SMITH, 
Executive Secretary. 

MINNESOTA POLLUTION CONTROL 

AGENCY, 
Minneapolis, Minn. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C.: 

Minnesota, this fiscal year, has sewage 
treatment projects ready for construction to 
utillze 16.9 million dollars of Federal grant 
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in aid with an additional late request of two 
million dollars for Duluth totaling 18.9 mil
lion dollars. Expected allocation to Min
nesota under administration appropriation 
is 3.9 m1111on dollars. Under 600 million dol
lar appropriation Minnesota share would be 
eleven million dollars. Under one billion dol
lar appropriation, the Minnesota share would 
be 18.4 million dollars. Minnesota could use 
higher appropriations. Some out-state com
munities have been discouraged because of 
lack of Federal funds. No estimate of amount, 
would be small. Minnesota has always had 
more projects than Federal grant money 
available. 

JOHN P. BADALICH, 
Executive Director. 

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD, 
Sacramento, Calif. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C. 

Reference telegram to H. B. Foster, Cali
fornia Dept. of Public Health, regarding PL 
84-660 fund increase. 

Response to your questions as follows: 
1. Between July 1, 1969 and December 31, 

1970, the State of California could use $100 
mi111on in Federal grant monies to fund 
current projects on fiscal year 1969-70, pri
ority listing and estimated need from July 1 
to December 31, 1970. 

2. Adequate information not available to 
determine applicants that may be discour
aged from filing because of lack of Federal 
funds. 

JEROME B. GILBERT, 
Executive Officer. 

S.DAK. COMMITTEE ON POLLUTION, 
Pierre, S.Dak. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C. 

Response to Norman Billings wire on Fed
eral financing for PL660: one--$1,000,000.00 
from July 1, 1969 to Dec. 31, 1970. Two-no 
we have always had sufficient funds avail
able. 

CHARLES E. CARL, 
Secretary and Executive Officer. 

BOISE, IDAHO. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C. 

Answer to Mr. Norman Billing's first ques
tion is $2,305,000. Answer to second question 
is no. 

TERRELL 0. CARVER, M.D., 
Administrator of Health. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE WATER SUPPLY AND 
POLLUTION CONTROL COMMISSION, 

Concord, N.H. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales Street, Washington, D.C.: 

In response to question included in your 
telegram of October 15, 1969: 1. Between 
July 1, 1969, and December 31, 1970, $9,600,000 
Federal dollars oould be expended if available. 
2. All Federal funds for 1970 fiscal year now 
committed. Applications now on hand for 
$5,800,000 in Federal aid with no funds avail
able from FWPCA. 

WILLIAM A. HEALEY, 
Executive Director. 

WATER POLLUTION 
CONTROL COMMISSION, 

Olympia, wash. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales Street, Washington, D.C.: 

Washington State presently has an un
funded backlog o1' Public Law 668 grant ap
plications in the amount of $10.7 million it 
is anticipated that $17.3 million will be re
quested before December 31, 1970 for a total 
of $28 million. Washington State has not been 
discouraged from submitting applications 
for construction grants we have lively pur
sued construction on a reimbursement basis. 

JAMES P. BEHLKE, 
Director. 

ARIZONA STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 

Phoenix, Ariz. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales Street, Washington, D.C.: 

In answer to your wire of October 14 we 
wish to inform you that the current alloca
tions of Public Law 660 have been adequate 
to mee<t the demand in Arizona and we antic
ipate that they will be adequate in the cur
rent fiscal year. 

JOSEPH E. OER, 
Director. 

POLLUTION CONTROL COMMISSION, 
Little Rock, Ark. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales Street, Washington, D.C.: 

In re telegram from Norman Billings dated 
o~tober 14, 1969. Answers to questions are as 
follows: 1. Approximately $8 million. 2. Yes, 
approximately $3 mil11on. Present allotment 
totals $2.8 million while new requests and 
increases to existing grants total $5.2 million. 

ANDY SACREY. 

DIVISION OF HEALTH AND 
MEDICAL SERVICES, 

Cheyenne, Wyo. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., washington, D.C.: 

Wyoming has operated with surplus con
struction grant funds since the first year 
of the program presently returning approxi
mately one million dollars per year to 
FWPCA. 

L. J. COHEN, M.D. 

S. OAK. COMMITTEE ON POLLUTION, 
Pierre, S. Dak. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C.: 

Response to Norman Billings wire on Fed
eral financing for PL 660: One-$1 mlllion 
from July 1, 1969 to Dec. 31, 1970. Two-No 
we have always had sufficient funds avail
able. 

CHARLES E. CARL, 
Secretary and Executive Officer. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Richmond, Va. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C.: 

In reply to your telegram from allocations 
under PL 660 handled by State Water Oontrol 
Board am forwarding youT telegram to that 
agency. 

E. C. MEREDITH, 
Director. 

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION, 

Madison, Wis. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
1735 DeSales St., Washington, D.C.: 

Wisconsin each year applied for USIS all 
available FWPC funds. In response to ques
tions (1) $24.7 million of Federal grants 
could be utilized in Wisconsin during FY 
1970; (2) we accept all applications and have 
certified 23 to proceed under reimbursement 
in addition to those proceeding with grants. 
Additional grant funds are urgently needed 
in Wisconsin. 

THOMAS G. FRANGOS, 
Administrator. 

RHODE ISLAND DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH, 

Providence, R.I. 
Mr. NoRMAN BILLINGS, 
Acting Chairman, Interstate Conference on 

Water Problems, Council of State Gov
ernments, Washington, D.C.: 

1. $7 ;ooo,ooo in Federal grants for water 
pollution control could be expanded in Rhode 
Island if available between July 1, 1969 and 
December 31, 1970. 

2. No indication that lack of Federal assist
ance has discouraged application for same. 

JoSEPH E. CANNON, M.D., 
Director. 

MISSOURI WATER POLLUTION BOARD, 
Jefferson City, Mo. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Missouri cities could use $50,212,900 Fed
eral dollars l?etween July 1, 1969 and Decem
ber 31, 1970. OUr State has been discouraged 
from submitting applications for Federal as
sistance because of the lack of Federal funds. 
It is estimated that approximately $25 mil· 
lion in Federal funds could have been used if 
funds were available in the past. 

JACK K. SMITH, 
Executive Secretary. 

DEPARTl.lENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY, 

Portland, Oreg. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Re telegram from Norman Billings 1Q-15-
69: ( 1) Total eligible cost of grant a.pplica
tions on file for fiscal year 1970 is $45 million. 
At 30 percent Federal participation $13,-
500,000 in Federal funds would be re
quired to fund project and start construction 
before December 31, 1970. (2) We are not 
aware that lack of Federal funds has dis
couraged local governments from submitting 
applications. 

ELY J. WEATHERSBEE, 
Deputy Director. 

RHODE ISLAND DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH, 

Providence, R.I. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, . 
Washington, D.C.: 

1. $7,000,000 in Federal grants for water 
pollution control could be expended in Rhode 
Island if available between July 1, 1969 and 
December 31, 1970. 

2. No indication that lack of Federal assist
ance has discouraged applications for same. 

JOSEPH E. CANNON, M.D., 
Director. 

BISMARCK, N. OAK. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

N. Dak. does have adequate funds with 
present construction grant allocations under 
PL 600. However, we urge the increase to 600 
million as 1t is recognized that a large major
ity of the States do not receive adequate 
funds to meet the demands from applica
tions received. 

JAMES R. AMOS, M.D., 
' State Health Officer. 

CARSON CITY, NEV. 
NORMAN BILLINGS, 
Council of State Governments, 
Washington, D.C.: 

1. There are five projects on hand in Ne
vada which have been processed asking for 
3.6 million dollars of PL-660 funds. Two are 
being delayed because of lack of funds. There 
are 17 additional projects asking for 1.5 mil
lion in PL-660 funds. 'T'hey are tn planning 
stages and intend to be under construction 
by December 31, 1970. Total of 5.1 million 
dollars needed for period July 1, 1969 
through December 31, 1970. 

2. Nevada has not been discouraged from 
submitting requests although these requests 
have been curtailed because municipalities 
knew funds were not available. 

KARL R. HARRIS, 
Director, Health Welfare and Rehabilitation. 

OCTOBER 15, 1969. 
DEANE: Mr. T. A. Filipi Secretary of the 

Nebraska Water Pollution Control Council, 
called and rapidly replied to the "Billings" 
telegram. 

Fortunately, you had explained some of 
it to me; but he said that his telegram read 
"increase over $600 million." 

Anyway, you may have to call him back 
at Area 402, 473-1484, but this is the gist 
of his remarks: 
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"Nebraska could live very happily with 

$600 million. This would leave about $5,112,-
400 .... This means that Nebraska would 
have about $15 million construction funds. 
Actually, Omaha could use it all, but can't 
get the funds because its credit is not good 
enough. 

The main problem in Nebraska is "local 
conditions. Local conditions mean that the 
localities are awaiting state grants from the 
legislature ... they are sitting back saying 
it is up to the legislature. 

On the hunch that some of this doesn't 
make sense, I offered that you may wish to 
call him back at our expense. The number is 
in para. 3 above. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

A.B. 

Re telegram from Norman Billings our 
reply to the questions is as follows 1 Hawail 
can commit but not expend 4,000,000 dollars 
of Federal funds for PL 660 between July 1, 
1969 and December 31, 1970. 2 yes approxi
mately 1,300,000 dollars. 

WALTER B. QUINSENBERRY~ M.D., 
Director of Health. 

GEORGIA WATER QUALITY 
CONTROL BOARD, 

Atlanta, Ga. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Attention: Norman Billings, acting chair
man, inter-state conference on water prob
lexns, 8th floor, Stevens T. Mason Bldg., Lans
ing, Michigan. Responding to questions in 
your telegram of October 14th, we advise as 
follows: 

1. Georgia could expend approximately 
$35 million in federal grant money between 
July 1, 1969 and December 31, 1970. 

2. City and county governments have been 
discouraged from developing abatement pro
grams and applying for federal construction 
grants because of the gap between federal 
funds authorized and federal funds appropri
ated. It is estimated that an additional $25 
million in grant applications would have 
been filed last fiscal year, if authorized fed
eral funds had been appropriated. 

JOHN H. VENABLE, M.D., 
Chairman. 

DIVISION OF HEALTH, 
Jacksonville, Fla. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Re-senate hearings on P.L. 660 fund ap
propriations increase, the following com
ments are offered for Florida: (1) for FY 70 
Florida could use at least 30 million dollars. 
Bond market improvement would permit 
use of federal funds in excess of 35 million 
dollars. Anticipated state assistance funding 

' to be considered by legislature could mate
rially increase federal funds utmzation (2) 
federal fund limitations have discouraged 
certification by the state to federal agency 
of projects. For FY 59 difference between re
quested funds and available amount was in 
excess of 11 million dollars. For FY 70 the dis
parity if original budget request is main
tained would be 30 million, and if proposed 
600 million is appropriated, the amount 
would be 15 million dollars. Please refer 
future requests for information on PL. 660 to 
Vincent D. Patton, Department of Air & 
Water Pollution Control, Tallahassee. 

WILSON T. OWDER, M.D., 
Director. 

DIVISION OF PURE WATERS, 
Albany, N.Y. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The following answers are in response to 
the telegram trom Norman Billings, acting 
chairman, interstate conference on water 
problexns. 

1. Our latest estimates indicate that if New 
York State could avail itself of the maximum 
Federal grants for the construction of sewage 
treatment works, $847 million of Federal 
funds can be obligated and utilized prior to 
December 31, 1970. 

2. Due to the billion dollar bond issue 
approved by the voters of the State of New 
York the State h..ts been able to proflnance 
funds unavailable from the Federal Govern
ment. Therefore, due to this policy no project 
applications have been delayed due to the 
shortage of Federal funds. 

EUGENE F. SEEBALD, 
Associate Director. 

STATE OF ALASKA, 
Juneau, Alaska. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Re your telegram. Encourage support of 
appropriations for full billion authorized. 
Question 1 : Alaska could use three million 
federal dollars. 

2. Although no discouragement to date, 
anticipate pressure to meet 1972 deadline set 
for waste treatment in Alaska community. 

J. W. BETIT, 
Commissioner, Department, Health and 

Welfare. 

DIVISION O'F. CLEAN AIR AND WATER, 
Trenton, N.J. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
washington, D.e.: 

New Jersey has 115.6 million dollars worth 
of eligible sewerage projects either already 
certified to Federal Water Pollution Control 
Administration and not funded, or proj
ects which have been completed ·through 
the design phase. Additional to these there 
is an estimated 38 million dollars worth of 
treatment projects currently under design 
and which are scheduled for design comple
tion in time for funding before the end of 
calendar year 1970. It is thought that a sig
nificant volume of design work has pro
ceeded slowly if at all on account of ap
parent inability to finance the construction 
if financial problexns can be resolved. New 
Jersey is in a high state of readiness to 
build. On November 4, New Jersey voters 
will decide on a State bond issue referendum 
which would provide 242 million dollars in 
State grants of 25 percent of eligible proj
ects. We believe it will be approved. 

RICHARD J. SULLIVAN, 
Director. 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH, 
Washington, D.C. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The District of Columbia wlll be eligible 
for an estimated 61.35 million dollars in 
PL 660 funds during the period July 1, 1969 
to December 31, 1970. This sum represents 
an estimated project cost of 111.55 million 
dollars. From July 1, 1966 to June 30, 1969 
the D.C. Department of Public Health did 
not withhold any grant applications due to 
a. lack of Federal grant funds. During that 
period projects eligible for $8,115,560 in Fed
eral funds were submitted to FWPCA. Grant 
offers for these projects total $5,028,840. 

MALCOLM C. HOPE, 
Associate Director. 

ENVIRONM:ENTAL HEALTH SERVICES, 
Topeka, Kans. 

Response to Norman Billings, Acting Chair
man, Interstate Conference on Water 
Problexns. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

State of Kansas if' in an unusual position 
due to fact we have had water pollution 
control program !or 60 years and little or 
no backlog of construction needs. 

Kansas currently receives $2,800,000 per 
year in construction grant funds. This 

amount is approximately equal to our needs 
for 30% grant funds. 

Kansas does not have State grants. Leg
islation is proposed for early 1970 and 1f 
passed and funded would enable us to use 
approximately $6 million Federal funds 
under present program. The proposed in
crease of total PL. 661) grants to $600 mil
lion would provide an estimated $'7.5 mil
lion to Kansas which would take care of all 
anticipated needs within present program 
allowances. 

MELVILLE W. GRAY, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer and Director . 

ILLINOIS SANITARY WATER BOARD, 
Springfield, Ill. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Assume Federal funds not limiting, Dlinois 
needs 53 mlllion through 1970. CuiTent grant 
requests total 55 million at 30 percent. No 
applications for fiscal year 19'70 funds 
processed to date due to delay in Federal 
action and uncertainty regarding local funds 
needed. Some 25 million request immediate
ly pending. 

c. W. KLASSEN, 
Technical Secretary. 

MONTANA STATE DEPARTMENT 011' 
HEALTH, 

Helena, Mont., October 20, 1969. 
COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

With the interest rates in excess of our 
legal limits and with the U.S. Supreme Court 
decision relative to Louisiana revenue bonds, 
such decision also effecting Montana, we 
anticipate a practical shutdown of all sewage 
treatment construction until the 1971legisla
ture meets to change our existing laws. 
Present amount of money allocated will be 
more than sufficient for us. We have not 
been discouraged from submitting applica
tions for Federal assistance. The State has 
been returning unused money. 

C. W. BRINCK, 
Director, 

Division of Environmental Sanitation. 

TENNESSEE LEAGUE OF WOMEN 
VOTERS, 

Nashville, Tenn., October 16, 1969. 
Re: Ammunition from Tennessee regarding 

funds needed for construction of sewage 
treatment plants. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Priority list of projects approved for grants 
by the Stream Pollution Control Board list 
26 projects with a total estimated cost of 
$81,044,048. Amount needed for 33 per cent 
grants for these projects is $24,286,5'73. (Ten
nessee's allocation for construction grants 
if the $600 million appropriation remains is 
given at $11,900,000.) The bleak picture is 
complicated by our state appropriating $2.2 
million which means that the top priority 
projects on the list must get 55 percent of 
their total cost from this allocation for the 
whole state. It's a bleak picture from our 
state. 

The above figures are from the office of the 
Director of the Stream Pollution Control 
Board. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. JOHN W. WADE, 

Water Resources Chairman. 

STATE OF LOUISIANA, 
STREAM CONTROL COMMISSION, 
Baton Rouge, La., October 14,1969. 

Hon. ALLEN B. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SIR: The .Association of State and In

terstate Water Pollution Control Administra
tors strongly urges that the one billion dol
lar appropriation be approved for financing 
municipal waste treatment grants. States 
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with prefinancing procedures and the back
log of treatment plants now being planned 
can reasonably be expect ed to use the entire 
amount of this appropriation. 

Thanking you for your consideration tn 
this matter, I am 

Very truly yours, 
ROBERT A. LAFLEUR, 

Pr esident, Associati on of State and 
Int er state Water Pollu tion Control 
Admi n i strators. 

STATE BOARD OF HEALTH, 
Indi anapolis, Ind., October 16, 1969. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C.: 

On October 15 after repeated attempts to 
reach Western Union (no one answered the 
phone) to send the following wire, I tele
phoned it to Mr. Conrad of the Council of 
State Governments. He asked that I confirm· 
the information by wire on Oct ober 16. This 
has been done. The wire follows: 

Question 1. Estimate Indiana could match 
(25 % ) and expend $13 million in federal 
funds bet\l{een July 1, 1969 and December 31, 
1970. Applications for fiscal 1970 total 135, 
requesting $44,264,900 federal grants and 
state grants totaling $22,018,721. One of In
diana's criteria for priority is submission of 
completed plans and specifications, and 49 
applicants have complied. 

Question 2. To a limited degree-no esti
mate available. 

B. A. POOLE, 
Techni cal Secr etary, Indi ana Stream 

Polluti on Control Board. 

STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., October 16, 1969. 

COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SIRS: In reply to the telegram of 
October 14, 1969 from Mr. Norman Billings, 
Acting Chairman, Interstate Conference on 
Water Problems, Lansing, Michigan, we are 
enclosing a copy of an identical letter which 
has been sent to Oklahoma's Congressional 
Delegation on this date, encouraging their 

support for $600 million appropriations for 
the waste treatment construction grants pro
gram of the Federal Water Pollution Oont rol 
Act. 

Sincerely, 
A. B. COLYAR, M.D., 

Commissioner of Health. 

STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., October 16, 1969. 

Hon. FRED R . HARRIS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR HARRIS: It h as been called to 
our attention that the Congress is consider
ing legislation which will increase the ap
propriation under the Federal Water Pollu
tion Control Act from $214 million to $600 
million and that such an allocation was 
passed by the House of Representatives on 
October 8, 1969. 

Records of this office developed in connec
tion with the administration of the sewage 
treatment construction grants program 
under the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act indicate that the City of Oklahoma City 
has recently voted $37 million and the City 
of Tulsa has V'Oted in excess of $16 million 
for sewerage improvements, and that most of 
this construction will be eligible for grants 
under current criteria. When these antici
pated five-year programs for Oklahoma City 
and Tulsa are combined with the forecasts 
for the rest of the state, it is apparent that 
Oklahoma's allocation under the current ap
propriation of $214 million will need to be 
substantially increased to maintain planned 
municipal waste facilities on schedule over 
the next five years. 

The $600 million now being considered ap
pears to be reasonably consistent with Okla
homa's needs as indicated at this time. De
pending on the number of new projects 
which might be generated through the avail
ability of construction funds, planned proJ
ect construction may be speeded up to meet 
water pollution control needs at earlier dates 
than planned and to take advantage of in-
creasing construction costs. < 

During recent years, actions by the Con-

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1970 

Total 
estimated 

Federal cost 

Revised budget estimate for 
fiscal year 1970 

Allocations --------
to date Construction Planning 

gress in water pollution control and other 
environmental programs has stimulated 
great public concern and interest, which is 
being reflected in public support of programs 
tn Oklahoma. 

Your continued support of these programs 
ls needed and appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
A. B. COLYAR, M.D., 

Commi ssioner oJ Health . 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I shall comment only briefly. I do 
not take a back seat in my interest in 
water and air pollution. Certainly we are 
all interested in that problem. We are all 
interested in motherhood, too. I could 
name a lot of other favorite topics on 
which we could all agree. 

The only point I make is that if the 
Senate is going to hold the budget to 
$192 billion it will have to establish prior
ities. As we increase expenditures in one 
area we have to offset them by decreases 
in others. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware subse
quently said: Mr. President, much was 
said in the earlier colloquy about the 
great interest of our colleagues concern
ing air and water pollution. We are all 
interested in that subject. However, lest 
there be a misunderstanding that the 
pending bill and the $8 million increase 
provided in the bill above the Budget 
estimates dealt only with air and water 
pollution. I ask unnaimous consent that 
a list of the many public works projects 
provided for in the bill as listed in the 
report on pages 10 through 23 be printed 
in the RECORD immediately following my 
earlier remarks before the vote. 

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

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

House allowance Committee recommendation 

Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction, general, State and project 

{1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

(N) 
(N) 
(R) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(N) 

Alabama: 
Alabama River channel improvement_ ___ ----------------Claiborne lock and dam _______________________________ _ 
John Hollis Bankhead lock and dam _____ _______________ _ 
Jones Bluff lock and dam . _--------------------- ------
Millers Ferry loc~ and dam.---------------.-------------
Tennessee-Tombrgbee Waterway, Ala. and Mrss __________ _ 
Tombigbee River and tributaries, Alabama and Mississippi. 

(See Mississippi.) 
West Point Dam, Ala. and Ga. (See Georgia.) 

Alaska : 
(MP) Bradley Lake power project__ _______________________ ___ _ 
(FC) Chena River Reservoirs, Fairbanks ______________________ _ 
(N) King Cove Harbor _____ ------- ----------------------- --
(MP) Snettisham power project. ___ ---------- --------- ------ -

Arizona: 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(N) 
(MP) 
(FC) 

Gila River and tributaries below Painted Rock _______ ____ _ _ 
Phoenix and vicinity_ : __________________________ ___ __ _ _ 
Santa Rosa Wash (Tat Momolikot Dam) ____ ________ _____ _ 
Winslow _____________________ __ ______________________ _ 

Arkansas : 
Arkansas River and tributaries, Arkansas and Oklahoma: 

(a) Bank stabilization and channel rectification __ ____ _ 
(b) Navigation locks and dams _______ ____ __________ _ 

Bayou Bartholomew (1950 and 1966 acts), Ark. and La ___ _ 
Bell Foley Reservoir ________ ____ ________ ____ -----------
Oardanel\e lock and dam ______________________ _____ ___ _ 
De Gray Reservoir ____ ---------- ______ -----------------

8re~~e~~s~~~~f:_o!~---==::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~f~~~aan~ ~~tlervoir_-~ ~: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ = = = = = = = == = = = = == = = == = = = = = = = = = Narrows Dam (3d unit) ____________________ ____________ _ 
Ouachita and Black Rivers, Ark. and La ______ ___________ _ 
Ozark lock and dam _________ _________________________ _ 
Red River levees and bank stabilization below Denison Dam, Ark., La., and Tex ___ _______ __ ______ ____ __ ____ __ ____ _ 

Footnotes at end of table. 

$3, 520,000 
25, 100,000 
34,600,000 
52,000,000 
58, 500, 000 

291 , 000, 000 

$2, 071,000 $100,000 -------------- $100, 000 -------------- $100,000 --------------
19, 798,000 3, 000,000 -------------- 3, 000,000 -------------- 3, 600,000 --------------

790,000 12,000,000 ----------- --- 2, 000,000 ------------- - 2, 000,000 -----------·- -
13, 548, 000 11,000, 000 - - --- --------- 11,000,000 -------------- 12, 300,000 -------------· 
54, 305, 000 2, 584,000 -------------- 2, 584,000 -------------- 2, 584,000 --------------
2, 114,000 -------------- $500,000 -------------- $500, 000 -------------- $500, 000 

71,900, 000 49, 000 ---------- -- -- 100,000 -------------- 100, 000 -------------- 100,000 

116, ~~g; ~~~ = = == == ======= === ~=========== - --- --~~~~~~~-= ======== = ====------ ~~~~~~-============= = 1~~: ~~~ 
52,600, 000 13,060,000 I 2, 200,000 - --·- · · ···-· ·• 5, 350,000 -- -----· - · ·--· 5, 900,000 -- -- ----------

30,600,000 511,000 ------- -- - - --- 774,000 --- - --------- - 2, 489,000 -------------- 2, 489,000 
69, 900,000 100,000 - ------------ - 1, 000,000 -------------- 1, 000,000 -- -- ---------- 1, 0!!0, 000 
7, 090,000 706, 000 1100, 000 -- --- -------- - 150,000 -- ---- --- ----- 150,000 ------------- -
3,770,000 470,000 1109,000 ----------- --- 550,000 ---------- ---- 550,000 ---------- ----

133, 000, 000 
463, 000, 000 

17, 200, 000 
25,400,000 
82, 300,000 
59,600,000 
11, 500, 000 
12, 700,000 
1, 310, 000 

14, 800, 000 
1, 790, 000 

97, 000, 000 
67,400,000 

16,200,000 

121,692, 000 3, 500,000 ------------- - 3, 500,000 ------------- - 3, 500,000 --------------
372, 126, 000 158, 000, 000 -------------- 58,000,000 -------------- 59,500,000 --------------

4~~: ~~~ ~ ~ ~~~~~=~~~~~=--- - -- ~~~~ ~~~ -~~~~~==~=~~~~ = ug: ~~~ ~~=~~=~~~~~~~ = ug: ~~~ 
77,954,000 4, 346,000 - ------ ------ - 4, 346,000 -------------- 4, 346,000 -- ------------
41,012,000 5, 600, 000 - ---- --- - - - - - - 5, 600, 000 -------------- 5, 600,000 --------------

~: ~~~: ggg ~~~~: ggg ============== ~~~: ggg ============== ~~~: ggg ============== 
1, 005,000 200,000 --------- ----- 200,000 - ------------- 200,000 --------------
8,629,000 11,100,000----- ---- ---- - 1,600, 000 --- ----------- 1,600,000----------- ---
1, 448, 000 200, 000 -------------- 200, 000 ------ ------- - 9, 256000', 000000 -_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-__ · ---.-_ -_ 

33, 197, 000 9, 000,000 -------------- 9, 000,000 --- - - -- -- - - - --
45,451,000 8, 000,000 ------------ -- 8, 000,000 --- -- -------- - 8, 000,000 ---- --------- -

13, 414, 000 600, 000 ----------- --- 600, 000 - ----------- -- 1, 000, 000 - ----- ----- ---
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1970-Continued 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(BE) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(BE) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Construction, general, State and project 

(1) 

California : 
Alameda Creek, Del Valle Dam _________________________ _ 
Bear Creek. _____________________ ----------- --- -------
Buchanan Reservoir (land acquisition>-- - ------- ---------
Butler Valley Reservoir------ ____________________ --- ___ _ 
Corte Madera Creek ___ _______________________________ _ 
Crescent City Harbor--------------- ___________________ _ 
Cucamonga Creek ________________ ---------------------
Dry Creek (Warm Springs) Reservoir_ ___________________ _ 
Hidden Reservoir. ____ ------ _____________ _ -------------
Klamath River _______________________ ------- _________ _ 
Lakeport Reservoir, Scotts Creek ____ __ _________________ _ 
Los Angeles County drainage area _______________ __ ___ __ _ 
Lytle and Warm Creeks __________________ _____________ _ 
Martis Creek Reservoir, Calif. and Nev. (See Nevada.) Marysville Reservoir __________________________________ _ 
Mojave River Reservoir (West Fork) ____________________ _ 
Napa River ___ ________________________ ________ -------_ 
New Bullards Bar Reservoir (reimbursement) ____________ _ 
New Don Pedro Reservoir (reimbursement) ______________ _ 
New Melones Reservoir_ ___ ___ - ----------------------- _ 
Oakland Harbor ___________ _ ---------------------------
Pajaro River (1966 act)_- ----------------------- ---- ---Pine Flat Reservoir _______________________________ -- __ _ 
Point Mugu to San Pedro breakwater (reimbursement) ____ _ 
Port Hueneme ____ ----------- ____ ------------ ---------
Russian River Basin (Coyote Valley Dam) _______________ _ 
Sacramento River and major and minor tributaries ____ ___ _ 
Sacramento River bank protection ______________________ _ 
Sacramento River deepwater ship channeL ______________ _ 
San Diego Harbor _____________________________________ _ 
San Diego River and Mission Bay _______________________ _ 
San Diego River and Mission Valley _____________________ _ 
San Francisco Bay to Stockton (John F. Baldwin and 

Stockton ship channels) _____________________________ _ 
Santa Cruz Harbor_ ___________________________________ _ 
Santa Paula Creek __________________________ -------- __ _ 
Sonoma Creek ___ ---------- ____________________ ____ __ _ 
Surfside-Sunset. Newport Beach (reimbursement) _______ _ 
Sweetwater River_ ____________________________________ _ 
Tahquitz Creek _______________________________________ _ 
Walnut Creek. _______________________________ -- ----- __ 

Colorado: 
(FC) Bear Creek (Mount Carbon) Reservoir_ __________________ _ 
(FC) Chatfield Reservoir ___________________________________ _ 
(FC) Trinidad Reservoir_ _________________ __________________ _ 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 

(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 

~~~) 
(N) 

(N) 
(N) 
(BE) 

(MP) 
(N) 
(N) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(MP) 

Connecticut : 
Ansonia-Derby ___________________ ------------------ __ _ 
Black Rock Reservoir _____ ____ ---------- ____ -------- __ _ 
DerbY------------------------------------------------New London Barrier __________________________________ _ 
Strattord ____________________________________________ _ 
Trumbull Pond Reservoir ______________________________ _ 

Delaware: 
Inland waterway, Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay 

(Chesapeake and Delawa re Canal), pt. II, Delaware and Maryland ___________________ __ _____________________ _ 
Florida: 

Apalachicola River channel improvement_ _______________ _ 
Canaveral Harbor ____________________ ~ ________________ _ 
Central and southern Florida ___________________________ _ 
Cross-Florida Barge CanaL ____________________________ _ 
Four Rivers basms ____________________________________ _ 
Intracoastal Waterway-St. Marks to Tampa (Ecological study) ____________________________________________ _ 
Jacksonville Harbor (1965 act) _________________________ _ 
Miami Harbor __ -------------------- __________________ _ 
Palm Beach County, Lake Worth Inlet to South Lake Worth 

Inlet (reimbursement) ______________ ____ -------- ___ _ _ 
Georgia: Carters Dam _____________________________ ----- _______ _ 

Savannah Harbor, 40 teet (1965 act) ____________________ _ 
Savannah Harbor (sediment basin>----------------------
Spewrell Bluff Dam _________________ -------------- ____ _ 
Trotters Shoals Reservoir, Ga. and S.C _________________ _ _ 
West Point Reservoir, Ala. and Ga ______________________ _ 

Hawaii: (N) Barbers Point Harbor _________________________________ _ 
(N) Kawaihae Harbor__ _________ ---------------------------(BE) Waikiki Beach . ____________ ______________________ ___ _ _ 

Idaho: 

Revised budget estimate for 
Total fiscal year 1970 House allowance Committee recommendation 

estimated Allocations 
Federal cost to date Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

$21,860,000 $I2,885,000 $2,200,000 -------------- $2,200,000 -------------- $2,200,000 --------------

1~:§~6:~~~ ~:~~~:g~g i~6:~~~ ============== M6:~~g ============== M6:ggg ============== 38, 500, 000 ________________ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I $200, 000 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ $200, 000 ____________ _ • $200, 000 
9, 890,000 2, 878,000 I, 850,000 -------------- 1, 850,000 -------------- I, 850,000 --------------

3~: j68: g~g = == = = = = = = = = = = = = == == == = = == ===----- _._ ~~·- ~~~ - = == = = == == == === 4~g: ggg === ==== == = = == = 4~g: ggg 
74,IOO, 000 6, 454,000 1, 500,000 -------------- 1, 500,000 ------------- - 2, 500,000 --- -----------
I9, 500,000 I, 593,000 360,000 -------------- 360,000 -------------- 600,000 --------------
4,750,000 2,005,000 '100,000 -------------- 447,000 -------------- 447,000---- ------ -- --

ll,IOO, 000 391,000 - ------------- 359,000 --- - ---------- 359,000 -------------- 359,000 
322,000,000 320,270,000 200,000 -------------- 200,000 -------------- 200,000 ---------- -- --

12,200, 000 862, 000 --------- --- -- ------------ -- ---------------------------- 500, 000 ----------- ---

I55, 000,000 876,000 -------------- 750,000 ---- ---------- 750,000 -------------- 750,000 

i:: i~8; g~~ 3, j~2; 8~~ ---- ~~ ~~~~ ~~~-= == = = == = = == == = 3, 6~~: 888 = = = = = === = = = == = 4, o~g: g8g = == = = == = = = = == = 
13,100,000 7, 849,000 3,155, 000 -------------- 4, 500,000 -------------- 4, 500,000 --------------
5,800,000 1,065,000 1,940,000 -------------- I,940,000 -------------- I,940,000 ----------- ---

14~: ~~~: ~~~ 9, ~~~: g~~ I I, ig~: g~g ~~=======~==~= 3, ~~~: ~gg ========~===== 3, ~~g: g~~ ============== 
!~: ~88: ~~~ 40, !~:: ~~g --- -- -2Es;ooo- _____ - ~~~·- ~~~--- - - --2ss;ooo- _____ - ~~~~~~~ _ --- -- -2ss;ooo· ___ ---- ~~~~~~ 
3, 8IO, 000 196,000 900,000 -------------- 900,000 ----------- - 900,000 - ------ -------

1~: 8~g: ~~~ --- 13."675; ooo- -- -·1oo:ooo-=~~~~~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~ ---- -- ioo:ooo -=== ===========------ioo;ooo· _ -------~~·-~~~ 
11, 900,000 10,661,000 200,000 -------------- 200,000 -------------- 200,000 --------------
24,400,000 11,787,000 2, 000,000 ______ :_______ 2, 000, 000 ---------- - --- 2, 500,000 --------------
41 , 340. 000 39, 528, 000 100, 000 -------------- 100, 000 -------------- 100, 000 --------------

& ~~~:~~ --- 1o: 135;o66 -- -·67o;66o -=== == =~ =~ ===== - -- -6i6:o66-_____ - ~~~~~~~---- ---676;666- ____ __ - ~~~ ~~ 
17,600,000 366,000 - -- ------- - -- 400, 000 - -- --- ------- 400,000 -------------- 400,000 

54,700,000 250,000 I 300,000 _________ . _ __ _ 550,000 ___ . ------- __ _ 550,000 -----.-----.--
1.860,000 I , 600,000 ____________________________ __ _______________ ------ ----- 260,000 --------------
2, 390, 000 160,000 ---------------------------- 250, 000 ---------- ---- 250,000 --------------

12,000,000 97,000 -------------- 343, 000 -- - -- --------- 343,000 --------- ----- 343,000 
5,940,000 I,,593,000 1,754,000 ---- - -----~--- 1,754,000 ------- ------- 1,754,000 --------------
5,830,000 ---------------- ------------ 150,000 - - - ----- --- --- 150,000 ------------- -
4,620,000 300,000 ------------ -- -- - ----------- 250,000 -- ---------- -- 250,000 ------ -- ---- --

21,IOO,OOO 11,836, 000 1,800,000 ------------- - 1, 800,000 -------------- 1,800,000 -- - -- ---------

36,I00,000 ------------ - - - ------------ 1150,000 -------------- I50,000 ----- ---- ----- 150,000 
82,700,000 21,419,000 •7,000,000 ------------- - 9,500,000 -------------- IO,OOO,OOO --------------
23,400,000 4, 538,000 12,100,000 -------------- 2,350, 000 -------------- 2,350,000 --------------

17,600,000 3, 620,000 4,000,000- ------------- 4,000,000 -------------- 4,000,000 --------------
8,220,000 6,885,000 1,335,000--- ------ ----- 1, 335,000 -------------- I,335,000 --------------
5,510,000 612,000 1)00, 000 ---- - --------- 700,000 -------------- 700,000 ----- ---------
5,110,000 395,000 100,000 -------------- 100,000 -------------- 100,000 --------------
5,810,000 294,000 -------------- 246,000 ---------- - --- 246, 000 ------- ------- 246,000 
6. 150, 000 265, 000 ------------ - - 255, 000 -- - --- - ------- 255, 000 -------------- 255, 000 

101, 000, 000 73,739, 000 16, 000, 000 -------------- 6, 250, 000 -- ------------ 7. 000, 000 ------ -·- -----

4,737,000 3,167, 000 500,000 -------------- 500,000 - ------------ - 500,000 --------------
8,700,000 5, 224,000 I 0 -------------- I50, 000 -------------- 150,000 --------------

330,000,000 170,479,000 I 9, 000,000 -------------- "9, 500,000 -------------- IO, 000,000 -------- -- -- --
I61, 000,000 45, 575,000 6, 000,000 -------------- 6, 000,000 -------------- 9, 000,000 ------- ------ -
56, 800, 000 8, 617, 000 I 3, 000, 000 _ ---- ______ • __ 3, 500, 000 ___________ --- 4, 000, 000 ----- _ --- ____ • 

90, IOO, 000 -------------------------------------------------------- 20,000 ---- ----- ----- 20, 000 
9, 010, 000 833,000 •200, 000 -------------- 700,000 -------------- 700,000 --------------
6,480,000 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- - I40, 000 

535,000 190,000 4, 000 -------------- 4, 000 -------------- 4, 000 --------- --- --

86, 500,000 35,424, 000 I 6, 300,000 -------------- 6, 700, 000 -- ----- __ __ _ __ 6, 700,000 --------------
8, 760,000 2, 800,000 •I, 500,000 -------------- 1, 850, 000 -------------- I, 850,000 --------------
7,430,000 653,000 I 500,000 -- ----------- - I, IOO, 000 - ------------ - I,IOO, 000 --------------

76,700,000 1, 100,000 ----------------------------------- ------ --------------- 1,IOO,OOO -- ------------
89,700,000 785,000 -------------- 900,000 ------------- - 900,000 -------------- 900,000 
64,200,000 19,398,000 I IO, 200,000 -------------- IO, 200,000 -------------- 20,200,000 --------------

9, 220, 000 268, 000 -------------------------------------------------------- 1, 000, 000 --------------
2,084,000 I84, 000 --------- -------- ------------- ------ -------------------- I, 000,000 --------------
3, 270, 000 ---------------------------------------------------------------------- 500, 000 --- -·----- ----

(FC) Blackfoot Reservoir_ ___________________________________ 1, 500, 000 90, 000 _ _ _ _ _ __ __ __ _ _ _ 90, 000 _ _ _ _ _ __ __ __ _ _ _ 90, 000 ____ ------- __ _ 90, 000 
(MP) D~_orshak (B~uces Eddy) Reservoir ______________________ 252,000, 000 IOG, 761,000 •44, 700,000 -------------- 44, 700,000 -------------- 47,000,000 -- ------------
(FC) Rme Reservorr------------- --------------------------- I5, 000,000 2, 650, 000 •GOO, 000 --------- ----- 700,000 -------------- 700,000 --------------

(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(N) 

Illinois: 
East St. Louis and vicinity _______ ------ ______ ------_____ 8, 920, 000 49, 000 _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 200, 000 _ __ _ _ _ _ __ __ ___ 229, 000 _____ ------ ___ 229, 000 
Fulton (1968 act)______________________________________ 4, 950, 000 _ _ _ _ _ __ __ __ __ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ _ _ •30, 000 _____ -~ __ ___ _ _ 30, 000 ------- _ ___ __ _ 30, 000 
Horse Island and Crescent Bridge (Mississippi River), 

Ill. and Iowa_ _______________________________________ 2, 550,000 I, 433,000 750,000 -------- -- ---- 750,000 -------------- 750,000 ---- -- - -------
Hunt Drainage District and Lima Lake Drainage District__ 4,040,000 3,209,000 83I,OOO -------------- 831,000 -------------- 83I,OOO --------------
Illinois Waterway, Calumet-Sag modification, pt. I, Illinois 

and Indiana ._______________________________________ 86, 900, 000 74, 763, 000 2, 700, 000 _ __ ___ _ __ _ _ __ _ 2, 700,000 _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ 2, 700, 000 _____________ _ 
(N) Illinois Waterway, Calumet-Sag modification, pt. II, Illinois 

and Indiana ________________________________________ 75,400,000 56,000 ------------- - 50,000 -------------- 50,000 -------------- 50,000 
(FC) Indian Grave Drainage District__ ________________________ 3, 510,000 3, 233,000 277,000 ____ _ --------- 277,000 -------------- 277,000 --- -----------
(N) Kaskaskia River(navigation>---- -- --~------------ ----- - - 80,20U,OOO 18,821,000 9,377,000 ------------- - 10,188,000 -------------- 11,000,000 --- -----------
(FC} Levee-District2I (Vandalia), Kaskaskia River____ _____ ____ 5,820,000 387,000 -------------- · 59,000 -------------- 59,000 -------------- 59,000 

!FC) Levee District 23 (Dively), Kaskaskia River__ _____________ 755,000 75,000 -------------- 75,000 -------------- 75,000 ---------- ---- 75,000 

~g~ tf~~o~nuR~s~~vo'r -~~-b_a_s_h_ ~!~~~ ~~~~~~~~~--~~ = = == ====== ===---36;6oo; ooo -------53o; ooo-= == == == ::::::: _______ ~~~ ~~~ -= ====== == == === _______ ~~~ ~~~----T5oo;ooo· _______ - ~~~ ~~ 
N) lock ~nd Dam No. 26, Alton, Mississippi River__ ____ ___ ___ 203,000, 000 ______________________________ ----------- ____ ----------- 350,000 - ------------ - 700,000 

Footnotes at end of table. 
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(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(Fr.) 
(FI;) 
(F ;) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(N) 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1970-Contiliued 

Revised budget estimate for 
Total fiscal year 1970 House allowance Committee recommendation 

estimated Allocations 
Construction, general, State and project Federal cost to date Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Illinois: 
Lock and dam 52, Illinois and Kentucky. (See Kentucky). 
Louisville Reservoir ____ ------------------------ ---- ---- ~25, 900, 000 ________ ---------- ------------ ____ ---------------------- $75,000 --------------

30,000 --------------
$75,000 
30,000 Milan (1968 act) _--------- - -------- -------------------- 1, 350,000 ------------------ ----- -- ----- -------------------- ---- - 

Mississippi River between Ohio and Missouri Rivers, Ill. and 
Mo.: 

Regulating works____ ______________________________ 72,200,000 $61,257,000 $1,000,000 ------------- - $1,000,000 -------------- $2,000,000 ------------ - -
Mound City lock and dam Illinois and Kentucky___________ 127,000,000 1, 204, 000 -------------- $436,000 -------------- 436,000 -------------- 436,000 
Oakley Reservoir (land acquisition)__________________ __ __ 71,100,000 2, 665,000 1500,000 -------------- 100,000 -------------- $50,000 --------------
Peoria. ______ ------------------------------- --------- 16, 900, 000 491, 000 -------------- 50, 000 -------------- 50, 000 ---------- ____ 50, 000 
Rend Lake Reservoir__ _________ _____________________ ___ 38,400,000 18,600, 000 8, 200,000 -------------- 8, ZOO, 000 -------------- 8, 200,000 --------------
Rockford._ ---------------- --------------------------_ 8, 300, 000 195, 000 -------------- 155, 000 -------------- 155, 000 -------------- 155, 000 
Rock Island____ ________________________________ ______ _ 5, 540,000 400,000 1150,000 -------------- 150,000 -------------- 150,000 ---- ----------
Saline River and tributaries_____________________________ 7, 450,000 870,000 11,200,000 -------------- 1, 350,000 -------------- 1, 45(J, 000 --------------
Shawneetown (restudy) __ ---- -- -------------------- _____ _____ ______ ________ ------ ----------- ____ 30, 000 __ _ _ _ _ __ __ __ __ 30, 000 ---------- __ __ 30, 000 
Shelbyville Reservoir _________________ ----------- ---___ 35, 000, ooo 29, 711, oco 13, 000, 000 ----- --------- 3, 150, 000 -------------- 3

1
,,1
0
5
0
o
0 

•• o
0
o
0
o
0 

-_-_-_-_-_-_ -_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_ 
Smithland locks and dam, Illinois and Kentucky___________ 110,000, 000 855,000 500,000 -------------- 500,000 --- - -- -- ------
Wood River Drainage and Levee District__ ________________ 320,000 49,000 ------------- - 31,000 ------- - ------ 31,000 -------------- 31,000 

Indiana: 
Big Walnut Reservoir _______ _______ __ _____ ----------- - - 21,600, 000 __ 
Brookville Reservoir___ _____ ______ ___ __ __ ___ __________ _ 25, 500, 000 i o: i23.' ooo--- · i c 4oo: ooo- _______ ~~~ ~~~ _-- --c 4oo: ooo-______ _ ~~~ ~~~ _--- --- ------ -- 35

• 
000 

8, 080, 000 5, 520, 000 -------------- 5, 520, 000 - --- -- -------- 7k, 
415~000°:. ~0~0~0 -_- -_- _: -_- _: -_- -_- _: -_- _: :_ :_ :_ :_ Burns Waterway Harbor (reimbursement)___ _____________ 13, 600, 000 

Cannelton locks and dam, Indiana and Kentucky___ _______ 83,900,000 60,762,000 7, 100,000 -------------- 7,100, 000 -- - -----------
Evansville__ _________ _____ ____ _____ ____ ___ ____________ 18, 800, 000 5, 943, 000 - - - - - - --- -- --- - -- - - - - - --- -- --- --- -- - - - - - - ----- - - ----- -- - 500, 000 --- - - - - - -- - -- -
Illinois Waterway, Calumet-Sag modification, pts_ I and II, 

Illinois and Indiana. (See Illinois.) 
Island levee. ___ _______ _ .- - . . __ -_ . . ... - -- --- ----------
Lafayette Reservoir ____ ______ ____ ________ ____________ _ _ 
Mason J. Niblack Levee (pumping facilities) __ _____ ______ _ 
Newburgh locks and dam, Indiana and Kentucky _________ _ 
Patoka Reservoir (land acquisition) ____ __ ___ __ __________ _ 
Uniontown locks and dam, Indiana and Kentucky _________ _ 
West Terre Haute ____ ____ ____ ________ __ _______________ _ 

1, 560,000 203,000 1100,000 -------------- 100,000 -- ------------ 100,000 ---- - ---- --- --

34' ~~~: ~~~ ______ ~~~·- ~~~ _::: :: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::: : : :::· · - ----4o:ooo· ______ ~~~·- ~~~ _ --- -- -- -4o: ooo 
79,500,000 34,147,000 12,100,000 -------------- 3,200, 000 ------------- - 3,600, 000 ---------- --- -
19,300,000 983,000 1400,000 -------------- 400,000 ------ - ------- 400,000 ---------- -- --
63, 900, 000 29, 722, 000 l 4, 500, 000 -------------- 4, 500, 000 ------ -------- 4, 520305,' 000000 -__ - -_ -_-_ -_-_ -_ -_ -_ -__ --_ -_ 

990,000 109,000 1170,000 -------------- 235,000 --------------
Iowa: 

Ames Reservoir (land acquisition) __ __________ _________ _ _ 
Big Sioux River at Sioux City, Iowa, and South Dakota ____ _ 
Clinton (1968 act) _____ ___ __________ __ _________________ _ 
Davids Creek Reservoir ____ ______ _______ ---- _____ _____ _ 

14,500, 000 395,000 ---------------------------- 400,000 -- - --------- - - 400,000 ------- - --- - --
3, 070, 000 -------------------------------------------- - --- - --- - --- 70, 000 -------------- 70. 000 

10,200, 000 -------- - --------------- ---- 30,000 ------ --- - - --- 30,000 -------------- 30.000 
2, 890, 000 - ---------------------------------------- --- ------ - ----- 100, 000 ----- -- ------- 100, 000 Dubuque. ____ _____ ___ ________ _______ ________________ _ 

Guttenberg _____ ___ _________ ____ --- - - _____________ · ___ _ 
Horse Island and Crescent Bridge, Mississippi River, Ill. 

11,900,000 2, 775,000 2,100, 000 ------------- - 2, 550,000 -------------- 2, 550,000 ------ .. 
2, 130,000 290,000 --- -------·------------------- - ----- -------------------- 100,000 -- - - . . 

and Iowa. (See Illinois.) 
Iowa River Flint Creek Levee District No. 16 _____________ _ 6, 170, 000 5, 183, 000 100, 000 - ------ --- -- -- 150, 000 -------------- 150, 000 ------------ - -
Missouri River levee system, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and 

Nebraska_ _______________________________________ ___ 110, 000, 000 46,108,000 1, ~00, 000 -------------- 1, 500, 000 -------------- 2, 000, 000 --- -- ------ ---
Missouri River, Sioux City to mouth, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, 

and Nebraska _____________ _________________________ _ 
Rathbun Reservoir--------- - __ _______ ___ ---------------
Red Rock Dam and Lake Red Rock __ __ ______ ___________ _ 
Saylorville Reservoir ____ ___ ___ ____ __ __ ________________ _ 
Waterloo. ______ _ -------- ___ _ - --- ________ ____ ---------

Kansas : 
Arkansas-Red River chloride control, Texas, Oklahoma, 

and Kansas (see Texas). 
Cedar Point Reservoir _____ ._. _____ .. _. ________________ _ 
Clinton Reservoir (land acquisition) _____________________ _ 
Cow Creek, Hutchinson _______ .. _____ . ___ . _____________ _ 
ElDorado Reservoir (land acquisition) __________________ _ 
Hillsdale Reservoir _______ . ___ __________ . ______________ _ 
Kansas City (1962 mod) __ ___ ___ _______________________ _ 
Lawrence ______ . _____________ _ . ______________________ _ 
Melvern Reservoir . _________ . _____ . ___ _________ . _____ ._ 
Missouri River levee system, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, 

and Nebraska. (See Iowa.) 
Missouri River, Sioux City to mouth, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri . 

and Nebraska. (See Iowa.) 
Onaga Reservoir _______________ _______________________ _ 
Osawatomie. _____________________ . __________________ _ 
Perry Reservoir _________ ___ . _________________________ _ 
Topeka __________ _____________ ___ _______ . ____________ _ 
Towanda Reservoir . ________ ________ -------------------

416, 000, 000 
25,200,000 
85, 000, 000 
52,700,000 
17,200,000 

12,000,000 
38,800,000 

2, 300,000 
28,700,000 
21,600,000 
24,300,000 

6, 200,000 
28,800,000 

373, 828, 000 4, 500, 000 --------- -- ---
21,194,000 2, 600,000 ---- - ----- ----
81,830,000 2, 000,000 ----------- -- -
19,160,000 3, 700,000 --------------

494, 000 ---------------- ------------

4, 500,000 --------------
2,600,000 --------------
2,000,000 --------------
3, 700, 000 --------------

200, 000 --------------

6, 000,000 --------------
3, 000, 000 --------------
2,000,000 - ----------- -
3,700,000 -- ---- - ----- - -

200, 000 --- - -- - ----- - -

221,000 ---------------------------- - --------------------------------------- - - 75,000 
2, 030, 000 1, 000, 000 -------------- 1, 000, 000 -------------- 1, 000, 000 --------------

284, 000 ' 1100, 000 -- ------------ 200, 000 --------- - ---- 200, 000 --- ~--- -------
663, 000 --------------------------- - 700, 000 -------------- 700, 000 ------ --------
294,000 -------------- 275,000 -------------- 275,000 -------------- 275,000 
380,000 1350,000 -------------- 425,000 -------------- 425,000 --------------

2,963,000 11,000,000 -------------- 1, 200,000 -------------- 1, 200,000 ----- ---------
10,479,000 7, 700,000 -------------- 7, 700,000 -------------- 7, 700,000 ---------- - -- -

28, 500, 000 97. 000 -------------- 250, 000 -------------- 250, 000 -------------- 250, 000 
2, 060,000 1, 098,000 962,000 -------------- 962,000 -------------- 962,000 

~6: ~~~: ~~~ :~:~~~: ~~~ 3, ~~~: ~~~ :::::::::::::: 3, ~~~: ~~~ :::::::::::::: 4, ~~~: ~~~ ========:::::: 
28, 700, 000 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 100, 000 

Kentucky: 
Booneville Reservoir_ _________________________ ________ _ 28,400,000 345,000 -------------- 230,000 -------------- 230,000 -------------- 230,000 
Cannelton locks and dam, Indiana and Kentucky. (See 

Indiana.) 
Carr Fork Reservoir-- ----------------------------------Cave Run Reservoir_ _________ --------- ________________ _ 
Dayton ______________________________________________ _ 
Eagle Creek Reservoir_ ________ ---------- __ -------------
Falmouth Reservoir __ ----------------------------------Frankfort, North Frankfort area ________________________ _ 
Kehoe Reservoir ______________________________ ------- __ 
Laurel River Reservoir ___ ------------------------------Lock and dam 52, Illinois and Kentucky _____ ____________ _ 
Martin _____________________________________ ---- ---- __ 
Martins Fork Reservoir__ ______________________________ _ 
Mound City lock and dam Illinois and Kentucky. (See 

Illinois.) 
Newburgh locks and dam Indiana and Kentucky. (See -

25,600,000 
30,100,000 

3, 490,000 
23,700,000 
46,200,000 

2, 990,000 
17,700,000 
28,400,000 
9, 750,000 
4, 020,000 

5, 450, 000 

11,149,000 12,130,000 -------------- 3, 380,000 -------------- 3, 380,000 ----------- -- -
10,944,000 18,800,000 -------------- 3, 800, OO(J -------------- 3, 800, 000 --------------

121,000 -------------- 89,000 -------------- 89,000 -------------- 89,000 
347.000 -------------- 178,000 -------------- 178,000 -------------- 178,000 
264,000 ------------------------------------------ 50,000 - - - - - - - 50 000 

1, 966,000 824,000 -------------- 824,000 --------------- - - 824,000 ----------~- - -
332, 000 -------------- 150,000 -------------- 150, OLIO -------------- 150,000 

8, 223,000 12,740,000 -------------- 2, 740,000 -------------- 2, 740,000 --------------
8,066,000 1, 684,000 -------------- 1, 684,000 -------------- 1, 684,000 --------------

2w ·o~~o _-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_~------~~------~--~~~--~~~ ___ ___ ~~~·-~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~- 1~%: %%% =~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Indiana.) 
Paintsville Reservoir_ _________________________________ _ 20,500,000 157,000 --------------

500,000 -------- --- ---
157, 000 
500,000 Red River Reservoir---- ------------------------------- - 13,800,000 

Smithland lock and dam Illinois and Kentucky. (See 
Illinois.) 

Southwest Jefferson County _________ .__________________ _ 19, 800, 000 ____ . _. _ ... ________________ _ 
Taylorsville Reservoir__ __________________ ____ __ ________ 26, 200, 000 289, 000 _____________ _ 
Uniontown locks and dam Indiana and Kentucky. (See 

50,000 --------------
236,000 --------------

Indiana.) 
Yatesville Reservoir ______ ------- ______ ----------------. 21,100,000 569,000 ------------- - 181,000 --------------

Louisiana: 
Atchafalaya River Bayous Chene Boeuf and Black _______ _ 
Bayou Bartholomew Ark. and La. (See Arkansas.) 

10, 100, 000 --------------------------------------------------------

50,000 ---------- - ---
236, OOQ -- - ------- --- -

181,000 ------------ --

50,000 --------------

50,000 
236,000 

181, 000 

50,000 

Footnotes at end of table. 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1970-Continued 

(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 

(N) 

Construction, general, State and project 

(1) 

Louisiana: 
Bayou Bodcau and tributaries--- -- - -- --- ----- - - - - -- ---- -
Bayou LaFourche and lafourche Jump Waterway ___ _____ _ 
Caddo Dam ______ -- - --- ______ ------ __ --- ----- ---- -- ---
lake Pontchartrain, and vicinitY-- - ----------------------Mermentau River _______________________________ ---- - __ 
Michoud Canal ____________________ ___ ----------- ---- __ 
Mississippi River, gulf outlet__ _______________________ __ _ 
Monroe Floodwall (1965 and 1966 acts) _______ ________ ___ _ 
Morgan City and vicinitY---- ---------------- ----- ------
New Orleans to Venice hurricane protection ______________ _ 
Ouachita and Black Rivers, Ark. and La. (See Arkansas.) 
Overton-Red River Waterway (lower 31 miles only) _______ _ 
Red River levees and bank stabilization below Denison 

Dam, Ark., La .• and Tex. (See Arkansas.) 
Red River emergen~y bank protection ___________________ _ 
Vermilion lock (replacement) ________ __________________ _ 

Maine : 

Revised budget estimate for 
Total fiscal year 1970 House allowance Committee recommendation 

estimated Allocations 
Federal cost to date Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning 

(2) (3) - (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

$2, 240, 000 $339, 000 --------------- -------------- ---------- -------- --------- $100, 000 - - --- ---------
6,180, 000 903,000 1$100,000 ------------- - $250, 000 -- ------- - - - - - 250, 000 - - --- -- --- - ---
3,030,000 1, 233, 000 1, 200,000 ------------- - 1, 200, 000 ------- ------- 1, 200, 000 --- -----------

113,562, 000 12,498,000 6, 000,000 -------------- 6, 000,000 -------------- 8, 500, 000 --------------
3, 900, 000 207' 000 -------------------------------------------------------- 800, 000 -------- ------
1, 320,000 ---------------------------- $15, 000 -------------- 15,000 -------------- $50, 000 

171,000,000 62,191, 000 800,000 -------- - ----- 800,000 -------------- 800,000 -- ------------
1, 800,000 234,000 -------------- 116,000 -------------- 116, 000 -------------- 116, 000 
4, 180,000 347, 000 1150, 000 --- ----------- 175,000 ------------- - 200, 000 --------------

25,885,000 1,654, 000 1500,000 - - - ----------- 1, 400,000 -------------- 1,400, 000 --------------

12,100, 000 1, 172,000 1200, 000 -------------- 600,000 -------------- 600,000 --------------

2,154, 000 ------------- -(MP) Dickey-lincoln School Dam and reservoirs________________ 229, 000, 00~ 
Maryland: . 

807' 000 --- --------- ------------------------------ 807' 000 

(FC) Bloomington Reservoir, Md. and W. Va ___________________ 76,700,000 
Inland waterway, Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay, Del. 

4, 414,000 11, 300, 000 ------------- - 1' 400, 000 --- -- -- -- ----- 1' 400, 000 - -- -- ---- - - -- -

(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(R) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(R) 

and Md. (C. & 0. Canal), pt. II. (See Delaware.) 
Massachusetts: 

Charles River Dam __________________ ------------ -------
Fall River Harbor. Mass. and R.'-- -------------- -------- -Nookagee Reservoir ___________________________ --- - -- __ _ 
Plymouth Harbor _________ ------------ ____ -------- - - - - -
Provincetown Harbor ______ ______________ ------ ________ _ 
Weymouth Fore and Town Rivers _______________________ _ 
Wh1tmanville Reservoir ____ ______________________ ______ _ 

Michigan : . 
Cedar River Harbor _________________ -------------------
lexington Harbor _____ ---- _________ ------------- ___ ___ _ 
River Rouge ___ ____ -- ---------------- __ --------------_ 
Saginaw River (flood control) _--- --------------------- --
Saginaw River (navigation) ________ __________ __________ _ 
St. Joseph Harbor ____________________________________ _ 

Minnesota: 

18,620,000 ---- - --------------------- -- 150,000 -------------- 150,000 - ------- ---- - - 150,000 
1t ~:~: ~~~ ------~~f~~~ -= == == =j~~.= ijijij =- --- --~~~~~~~-= == == =j~~.= ijijij=- ---- -~~~~~~~- ==-=== = j~~.= ijijij =-------~~~~ ~~~ 
3,040,000 332, 000 1100,000 -------- -- - -- - 250,000 ------------ -- 250, 000 - ----- ---- ----17, 500, 000 840, 000 I 100, 000 _ _ _ __ __ __ __ _ _ _ 1, 000, 000 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ 1, 000, 000 ______ ___ ____ _ 
4, 830, 000 225, 000 ------------- - 245, 000 ------- --- --- - 245, 000 --------- - ---- 245, 000 

633, 000 58, 000 -------------------------------------------------------- 150, 000 --------------
770, 000 ----- ---- ---- -- ------------ ----------------------------- 45, 000 ------------- - 45, 000 

24, 000, 000 5, 323, 000 I 500,000 -- - -- --- --- - - - 500, 000 --- __ --------- 500, 000 ------ --------
28, 300, 000 4, 864, 000 1, 200, 000 - -- - -- - - -- --- - 1, 200, 000 --- --------- -- 1, 200, 000 ---- ----------
6,670, 000 4,174,000 2,496, 000 ------------- - 2,496, 000 --- ----------- 2,496, 000 --------------

735, 000 385, 000 350, 000 -------------- 350, 000 -------------- 350, 000 ----- ---------

(FC) Big Stone Lake-Whetstone River, Minn. and S. Dak. (land 
acqu isition) ________________________________ ---- - --__ 6, 140, 000 

(FC) Roseau River__________________________________________ 3, 290, 000 
(FC) Warroad River and Bulldog Creek_ ______________________ 1, 340,000 

(N) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 

Mississippi: 
Biloxi Harbor _----------------------------------------Tallahala Reservoir ___________________________________ _ 
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, Ala. and Miss. (See 

Alabama.) 
Tombigbee River and tributaries, Alabama and Mississippi. 

Missouri: 
Brookfield Reservoir __________________________________ _ 
Chariton River (1944 act) ______________________________ _ 
Clarence Cannon (Joanna) Reservoir _______________ ___ __ _ 

~~~~~~g~{a~ruatf~~~~~~g}r~-----~---_ -_ -_-_-_-_ ~---_-_ -_ -_ -_ -_ -_ -_ -_ -_ ~~ ~~ --~ ~ 
little Blue River Reservoirs (land acquisition) _____ _______ _ 
Long Branch Reservoir _________________________ ____ ___ _ 
Meramec Park Reservoir (land acquisition) ___ ______ _____ _ 
Mississippi River Agricultural Area No.8 (Elsberry) __ _____ _ 
Mississippi River between Ohio and Missouri Rivers, Ill. and 

Mo. (See Illinois.) 
Missouri River levee system, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and 

Nebraska. (See Iowa.) 
Missouri River, Sioux City to mouth, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, 

and Nebraska. (See Iowa.) 
Pattonsburg Reservoir (Highway 1- 35 crossing) _____ ______ _ 
Platte River ______________ ______ __________ -------- ---- -
St. Louis ____ ________ _____ ___ ____ ____ ___ __ __ - -- ----- -_ 
Smithville Reservoir ______________________ ____ - - - - -- - -_ 
Stockton Reservoir ______________ ________ ------ __ --- - - - -
Union Reservoir ______________________ ________ __ - -----_ 

Montana : 

753,000 423,000 330,000 -------------- 330,000 ------------- - 330,000 --------------
14, 900,000 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 200, 000 

25, 400, 000 1,888,000 1300, 000 -------------- 650, 000 -------------- 650,000 --------------

15,800, 000 ---------- ----------------- --- -------------------------- 100, 000 ---- ---------- 100, 000 
8, 960,000 5, 667,000 11,300, 000 - ---------- -- - 1, 400,000 ------------ -- 1, 500,000 ---- - ---------

77,000,000 7, 434, 000 12,750,000 -------------- 2, 925,000 ---------- - --- 2, 925,000 - --- ----- -----
1,600,000 1, 062, 000 538, 000 - ----- ---- - - - - 538,000 -------------- 538, 000 -- - --- - -------

213,000,000 34,200,000 6, 500,000 -------------- 6, 500,000 ------------- - 10,000, 000 --------------
38,100,000 -------------- 1500,000 ---------- ---- 650,000 -------- - ---- - 650, 000 --------------
6, 700,000 246, 000 ------------- - 54,000 ------------- - 54, 000 -------------- 54,000 

57, 000, 000 2,620,000 700,000 - ------------- 700,000 -------------- 700, 000 --------------
4,590, 000 ---------------------------------------------------------------- - ------------------- 120, 000 

7, 200, 000 
6, 430, 000 

75,500,000 
28,600,000 
69, 100, 000 
32, 600,000 

900, 000 500, 000 --------- ---- - 500, 000 ----- ------- -- 500, 000 - ---- ---- -- - - -
147,000 ------------- - 103,000 -------------- 103,000 -- ----------- - 103,000 

69,010,000 12,700,000 - - -- - -- -- ----- 2, 800,000 ----- --------- 2, 800, 000 ------- - - -----
429,000 --------- ---- - 275,000 -- ------------ 275, 000 - ------ ------ - 275,000 

59,200,000 5,000,000 - ------ - - - - -- - 5,000,000 -------------- 5,000,000 --------------
778,000 -------------- 500,000 --- ----------- 500,000 1,050,000 --------------

(FC) Great Falls_______________________________________ _____ 4, 920,000 1, 162,000 1 0 ---- ------- --- 400, 000 ------------- - 400, 000 - -- ------- ... -
52, 600, 000 --- ------ .. - - • (MP) libby Reservoir__ ______________________ ______ -- ------_ 373, 000, 000 149, 221, 000 148, 500,000 ------------- - 48,500, 000 --------------

Nebraska: 
(FC) Columbus (section 205) ____________________ ______ ____ _____________________________ _ 

(300, 000) - ------------------ ~---.--. --.-------.---- (300, 000) _____________ _ 
Missouri River levee system, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and 

Nebraska. (See Iowa.) 
Missouri River, Sioux City to mouth, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, 

and Nebraska. (See Iowa.) 
(FC) Papillion Creek and tributaries _________________________ _ 

Nevada : 
(FC) Martis Creek Reservoir, Calif. and Nev __ ________ ________ _ 

New Hampshire: 
(FC) Beaver Brook Reservoir_ ______________________________ _ 

New Jersey : (FC) Elizabeth ________________________________________ ____ _ 
(N) Newark Bay, Hackensack and Passaic Rivers (1966 act) __ _ _ 
(FC) Raritan and Sandy Hook Bays __ ________ _______ ____ ___ __ _ 
(N) Shrewsbury River Inlet__ ______________________ ________ _ 
(FC) South Orange, Rahway River_ __________________________ _ 
(MP) Tocks Island Reservoir, Pa., N.J., and N.Y. (land acquisition)_ 

New Mexico: 
(FC) Albuquerque diversion channels __ ___ ___________________ _ 
(FC) Cochiti Reservoir _______ _____ _____ __ ________ -- -- --- ----
(FC) Galisteo Reservoir_ ________________________ __ _____ ____ _ 
(FC) los Esteros Reservoir and modification of Alamogordo Dam_ 

Footnotes at end of table. 

30,400,000 ---------------------------- 175,000 -- ----------- - 75,000 ----- ·-·------ 300, 000 

7,250,000 2,300,000 520,000 --- --------- -- 520,000 -------------- 520,000 ---------·-·--

1, 335, 000 ----------------------- ·- --- 25, 000 -------------- 25, 000 -----.----.--- 25, 000 

12, 100,000 
16, 300,000 
6, 700, 000 
4, 730,000 
2, 000,000 

214, 000, 000 

17, 300,000 
58, 200,000 
13,800, 000 
12,000,000 

750,000 1100,000 - -- ----------- 100,000 -------------- 100,000 -------·------
800, 000 1500,000 -------------- 2, 000,000 ------ ------- - 2, 700,000 --------------

2,083,000 2, 350,000 ------------- - 2, 350,000 - ----- - -- ----- 2, 350,000 - --- ----·--·--

n~: ~~~ ==============- - ---- ~~~~~~~------- i25;ooo------- ~~~~~~~ ------- i25;ooo---- - -- -~~~~~~~ 
9, 340,000 4, 000,000 - ---- -- ------- 4, 000,000 ------------ -- 4, 000,000 --------------

13,506,000 11,700,000 -------------- 2, 200,000 ----- ------·- - 2,200, 000 - -- -- --- ----- -
13,596,000 1700,000 --- -- --------- 1, 850,000 ----------- --- 3, 000,000 -- - ----- - -- ---
11,731,000 2,069,000 - ----- - ------- 2,069,000 ------------- - 2,069,000 ---- -- -- ------

700, 000 -·-------- --- - 100,000 ---·--------- - 100,000 ----- ---- - - -- - 100 000 
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(BE) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, FISCAl YEAR 1970-Continuecl 

Total 
Revised budget estimate for 

fiscal year 1970 House allowance Committee recommendation 
estimated Allocations 

Construction, general, State and project Federal cost to date Construction Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

$11,640,000 $600,000 __________________________________________ • _________ :, ___ ._,._' ·$500, 000 ----~---------
33, ~~~· ~~~ 3, 578,000 1$500,000 -------------- $500,000 -------------~ 880,000 --------------

2, 42o: ooo ------ izo,-ooo- ======= = = == == ==== ==========:------ioo,-ooo·==============------ioo,-ooo-_______ ~~~~ ~~~ 
46, 800,000 800,000 1500,000 -------------- 1,700, 000 ------------- - 2, 900,000 --------------
2,630,000 350,000 150,000-- ----------- - 50,000-------------- 50,000 ·--------------
2, 890, 000 ------------ -·-- ----------------------------- ------------------ -------- -------------- 50, 000 
3, 390,000 1, 573,000 1, 300,000 --- ----------- 1, 300,000 -------------- 1, 300,000 --------------
2,600,000 1, 801,000 799,000 --- ---- ------- 799,000 -------------- 799,000 --------------

New York: 
Fire Island Inlet to Jones Inlet_ ________________________ _ 
Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point__ ____________________ _ 
Hamlin Beach Harbor--- ---------------- ---------------
1 rondequoit Bay _____________ ------- __ -------- __ -------
New York Harbor (anchorages>--------------------------North Ellenville _______________ ------- ________________ _ 
Port Jefferson Harbor _________________ ------ __________ _ 
Rosendale _____ ------ __________________ ------- _______ _ 
Salamanca ________________ ________ ___________________ _ 
Tacks lstand Reservoir, Pa., N.J., and N.Y. (See New 

Jersey.) 

(N) Wilson Harbor (1968 mod.)_-- -------------------------- 2, ~~~; ~~~ = == = = == == == = ======= == == = = = ==- ----------iii-=== =============:= ==== ======- ___ _ -~~~·-~~---------- -----
(FC) Nort~o8~~~riii: ------------------------------------------- 25, 000 
(N) Cape Fear River above Wilmington ______ ------ _____ ------ 1, 400, 000 1, 043, 000 357, 000 ________ ----- - 357, 000 --------- _____ 357, 000 __ ___________ _ 

~~g~ ~:ff: ~~~~~v~~r-(Ca-riciiicqiiisftiari)_-=== == ================= 2~: ~~~: ~~~ ---- --74o;ooo·=== ============ ====== =======--- --·soo:ooa·==============- ----·sao:aao- --------~~~ ~~~ 

~~g~ ~=~~~~ir:!i~~i}Jtii~ =<=ia=,~~~~di:~~ ~ ~ ==== == == == =======- __ !!~~~~~ ~~~ _ = = = = ~ = ~~~= ~~~ = = = =

1

= ~= ~~~= ~~~ =::: :: == = ::: =======~=~~~=~~= ===:: ==== ==== == = = = ~=~~~=~~~=- ------f~; M& 
(N) Wilmington Harbor, 38- and 40-foot depth (1962 act)_____ __ 8, 000,000 6, 235,000 1, 765,000 -------------- 1, 765,000 -------------- 1, 765,000 --------------

~~~) ~~~~~rsg~~re ~a:~coh_~~= -'~-~r_o!~:Y_----=~=================== 2, ~~~: ~~~ 2, ~~~: ~~~ ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::: ~~~: ~~ :::::::::::::: 
North Dakota: 

(R) Garrison Reservoir (embankment repair) ____ ____________ _ 6, 500,000 1, 900,000 1, 800,000 -------------- 1, 800,000 ------- ------- 1, 800,000 ------------ --
(FC) Minot (not authorized) _______________________ ---------- 3, 920, 000 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 75, 000 (FC) Missouri RiveF, Garrison Dam to lake Oahe ______________ _ 

Oahe Reservoir, S. Oak. and N. Oak. (See South Dakota.) 
7, 040,000 4, 000,000 900,000 -------------- 900,000 -------------- 900,000 --------------

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) . 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(MP) 

(MP) 

(MP) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 

(MP) 
(MP) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(MP) 

(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Pipestem Reservoir _______ ---------- __________ ------ __ _ 
Ohio: 

6,080,000 630,000 400, coo -------------- 400,000 -------------- 400,000 --------------

Alum Creek Reservoir__________________________________ 35,500,000 1, 580,000 11,300, 000 -------------- 1, 400,000 ------- ------- 1, 400, 000 --------------
Athens________________________ ____ ____ _______________ 6, 700,000 822,000 2, 800,000 -------------- 2, 800,000 -------------- 2, 800,000 --------- -----
Bellaife (restudy)________ _______________ _________________ ________________________ ___________ ____ $40, 000 ___ ____ ------- $40.000 -------- ___ ___ 40, 000 
Caesar Creek Reservoir______ _______________ ___________ 26,900,000 2,982, 000 11,800,000 -------------- 2,2.50, 000 -------------- 2,250, 000 --------------
Clarence J. Brown Dam and Reservoir____________________ 14,800, 000 5, 900,000 •1, 600,000 -------------- 1, 600,000 -------------- 1, 600, 000 --------------
East Fork Reservoir_________ _____ _____ ________ ___ ______ 30,200,000 3, 218,000 11,900,000 --- ----------- 1,900, 000 -------------- 1, 900,000 --------------
Fremont__ _________________________________ ----------- 6, 540, 000 840, 000 1 0 --- ------ ----- 200, 000 -------------- 200,000 -------------~ 
Hannibal locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia__________ 73,000,000 25,060,000 111,000,000 -------------- 11,000,000 -------------- 11,000,000 ------------ - -

~E~rk~-~-~~;~ =~d:~';~~~~~= == = == == ====== ==== = = === = == ==== = 

1 

~: :~~: ~~~ = ==== :::::::::: == ==== == == === = ====: = ==== ===~~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~~~~ ~ -------;;;~:-~~~~~~~ ~~·~~~ ~ --------~~: ~: 
North Branch Kokosing River Reservoir_________ __ _______ 6, 460,000 1, 601,000 1_300, 000 -------------- 800,000 -------------- 800,000 --------------
Paint Creek Reservoir_ ___ ___________________ ___ __ ______ 24,600,000 10,462,000 1_2, 400,000 -------------- 2, 400,000 -------------- 2, 400,000 --------------
Racine locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia______ ______ 64,400, OuO 53,950,000 1 11,000,000 -------------- 11, 000,000 -------------- 11,000,000 ----- ---------
Salt Creek Reservoir___ ________________________________ 18,700,000 473,000 -------------- 227, GOO -------------- 227,000 -------------- 227,000 
Utica Reservoir _____________________________ ----------- 32,400,000 ---------------------------- 175,000 ---- ----- ----- 75,000 -----------~-- 75,000 
Willow Island locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia___ ___ 74,400,000 8, 871,000 112,000,000 -------------- 12,000,000 -- ---- -------- 15,000,000 --------------
Youngstown, Crab Creek ___ ---------------------------- 2, 720, 000 835, 000 1.100, 000 _______ ------- 100, 000 _ ______ __ _____ 100, 000 -- ----- ______ _ 

Oklahoma: 
Arkansas Red River chloride control, Texas, Oklahoma, and 

Kansas. (See Texas.). 
Ark2nsas River and tributaries, Mkansas and Oklahoma. 

(See Arkansas.) Birch Reservoir _______________________________________ _ 
Broken Bow Reservoir ___ _____ ________________________ _ 

g~~J~n:~::~~~Pri~~~= == = =: = =: =::: = ==: =::: = = =: = = = = ===: = == Crutcho Creek ___________________________ ------- ______ _ 
Hugo Reservoir __ _____________ _____ ___ ________ ------ __ _ 
Kaw Reservoir _____ ____________ ______________________ _ 
lukfata Reservoir ______________ ____ ___________________ _ 
Oologah Reservoir ____ _________________ ___ ____________ _ 
Optima Reservoir_ _______________ ---------- ---- ------ __ 
RobertS. Kerr (Short Mountain) lock and dam ___________ _ 
Waurika Reservoir ____________________________________ _ 
Webbers Fa!ls lock and dam ___________________________ _ 

Oregon: 

6,620, 000 
40,300,000 
6, 270,000 

16, 500,000 
40,400,000 

2, 000,000 
34,300,000 
96,000,000 
13,900,000 

8, 500,000 
27,300,000 
91,300,000 
37, 500,000 
73, 000,000 

Bonneville lock and dam (2d power unit) Oregon and 
Washington_ ________________________________________ 125, 000, 000 

Bonneville lock and dam (mod. for peaking) Oregon and 

303,000 -------------------------------------------------------- 500,000 --------------
37, 972, 000 2, 328, 000 ------------- - 2, 328, 000 - ------------- 2, 328, 000 --------------

158', 000 -------------- 232, 000 -------------- 232, 000 -------------- 232, 000 
97, 000 -------------- 225, 000 -------------- 225, 000 -------------- 225, 000 

724, 000 ---------------------------------- --- ------------------- 1, 000, 000 --------------
330,000 1100,000 -------------- 300,000 -------------- 300,000 --------------

5, 740, 000 7, 500, 000 -------------- 7, 500, 000 -------------- 7, 500, 000 --------------
9, 305, 000 16, 400, 000 -------------- 6, 850, 000 -------------- 6, 850, 000 ---- ----------

509, 000 ---------------------------- 350, 000 -------------- 700, 000 --------------
4,621,000 3,400,000 -------------- 3,400,000 -------------- 3,400,000 ------ -- ------
5,071,000 1500,000 -------------- 500,000 -------------- 500,000 --------------

76,948,000 8, 800,000 -------------- 8, 800,000 -------------- 8, 800,000 --------------
981,000 11, 100,000 -------------- 1, 100,000 -------------- 1, 100,000 ---- ----------

46,137,000 10', 000,000 -------------- 10,000,000 -------------- 10,000,000 --------------

1, 085, 000 -------------- 715, 000 ------- ------ - 715, 000 -------------- 715,000 

Washington_________________________________________ 13, 500, 000 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1350, 000 _ _ ___ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 375, 000 _ __ ____ __ _ _ _ _ _ 400, 000 _____________ _ 
Catherine Creek Reservoir_ __ _______ ______ ______________ 9,630, 000 97,000 -------------- 300,000 -------------- 300,000 _____ c________ 300,000 
Chetco River_ __________ __________________________ __ ___ 1, 630,000 1, 016,000 614,000 -------------- 614,000 -------------- 614,000 --------------
Columbia River and lower Willamette River, 35- and 40-foot 

projects, Oregon and Washington______________________ 24,200,000 13,737,000 2, 000,000 -------------- 2, 000,000 -------------- 2; 000,000 --------------
John Day lock and dam, Oregon and Washington ___ ------ 45

9
7
5
,,o
7
o
0
o
0
,,o
0
o
0
o
0 

422,620,000 114,500,000 -------------- 14,500,000 - ------------- 14
3

,.
6
5
5
o
0
o,.o

00
oo
0 

_-_-_-_--__ --__ -_-_--__ : ___ -
Lost Creek Reservoir_ __________________________________ 5, 485, 000 1 1, 750, 000 _ _ _ __ ____ __ ___ 3, 650, 000 _ ------------ -
Lower Columbia River bank protection, Oregon and Wash-

lo~~~0Gran_d_e ilon<iekeserviiir~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~===~~~= ~== ~~: ~~~: ~~~ ___ -~~~~~~~~~ ______ _ ~~~~~~ -===== ========~ _____ -~~~~~~~ -===== =======~=- _____ ~~~~~~ _- ------256; oiiii 
McNary lock and dam, Oregon and Washington ____________ 296,000,000 286,765,000 2, 500,000 -------------- 2, 500,000 -------------- 2, 500,000 --------------
Scappose Drainage District_ ____________________________ 1, 820, 000 49, 000 _ __ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ 46, 000 _ __ __ _ _ __ __ ___ 46, 000 _ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ ___ 46, 000 
The Dalles lock and dam, Oregon and Washington (addi-

~~t~~~J:~i~~u~t~J~i"£e~~fk~~;~t~~i~=~-=-~~==::::::::::::: l~J~~Jg~ 1:: H8: ~gg 
1 

~: ~~~Jg~ ========:::::: ~: ~~g: g~~ :::::::::::::: ~: ~55~00°0~: •• ~00g0~0o =_-=_=_= __ = __ = __ = __ --~=--=-= __ =_-=_=_ 
Yaquina Bay and Harbor_ ___________________ __ _________ 18,700,000 10,553,000 1100,000- ------------- 150,000- -------- ---- -

Pennsylvallia: 
Beltzville Reservoir____________________________________ 19, 300, 000 14, 683, 000 4, 200, 000 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ 4, 200, 000 ------- __ _ _ _ _ _ 4, 200, 000 __ ___________ _ 
Blue Marsh Reservoir (land a&quisitkln)__________________ 23,500,000 1, 240,000 700,000 -------------- 700,000 -------------- - 1, 000,000 ------------- -
Chartiers Creek_ ________________________ ___ ______ ___ __ 19, 100, 000 2, 942, 000 12, 600, 000 _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ 2, 600, 000 ______ _______ -- ___ 2_,_6_ a_ O_ ,_o_ o __ o_ ----.---JIG,-OOO 
C&wanesque ReservoiF__ __________________________ ___ __ 34,700,000 1, 384,000 -------------- 316,000 -------------- 316,000 
Delaware RiveF, Philadelphia to sea, Delaware, Pennsyl-

vania, and New Jersey. (See New Jersey.) (FC) Dubois __________________ ______ ______________________ _ 1, 830,000 
29,600,000 
11,900,000 

2, 222,000 
57,500, 000 

(FC) Foster Joseph Sayers Dam (Blanchard) __________________ _ 
(FC) Muddy Creek Reservoir _______________________________ _ 
(BE) Presque Isle Peninsula (reimbursement) ________________ _ 
(FC) Raystown Reservoir_ ________ ---------------------------

Footnotes at end of table. 
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1970-Continued 

Revised budget estimate for 
Total fiscal year 1970 House allowance Committee recommendation 

estimated Allocations 
Construction, general, State and project Federal cost to date Construction I Planning Construction Planning Construction Planning 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Pennsylvania: 
Tioga-Hammond Reservoir (land acquisition) _____ --------- $60, 100, 000 $3, 156, 000 $1, 000, 000 _ _ _ __ ____ __ _ __ $1 , 000, 000 _______ ------- $1 , 000, 000 ------- ______ _ 
locks Island Reservoir, Pa. , N.J., and N.Y. (See New 

Jersey.) 
(FC) Tyrone ___________ ___________ ------------ __ ------_____ 13, 900, 000 
(FC) Union City Reservoir.__________________________________ 12, 200, 000 

428, 000 -------------- $72, 000 -- ------------ $72,000 -------------- $72, 000 

~: M~: ggg 1: ~~&: ggg = == == ========= 1: ~~&: ggg === ======== =~= 1: ~~&: ggg ============= = (FC) Woodcock Creek Reservoir______________________________ 15, 200, 000 
Rhode Island : 

470, 000 (BE) Cliff Walk. ___ _ ---------- __ ----------------- --- ------
Fall River Harbor, Mass. and R.:. (See Massachusetts.) 

(N) Providence River and Harbor·------------ - -------------- 18, 100, 000 

137,000 

8, 450, 000 

100, 000 - -------------

4, 000, 000 ----- ---- - --- -

100,000 ----- ---------

4,000,000 --- -----------

100,000 ------------- -

5,000, 000 ------------- -

(N) 

(MP) 

South Carolina: 
Cooper River-Charleston Harbor (1968 Act) _____ _____ ___ _ _ 39, 000, 000 ----------- - ------------------------- - ----------------- - 200, 000 ------------- - 200,000 
Trotters Shoals Reservoir, Ga. and S.C. (See Georgia.) 

South Dakota: 
Big Bend Dam-Lake Sharpe____________________________ 103, 000, 000 100, 911,000 
Big Sioux River at Sioux City, Iowa and S. Oak. (See Iowa.) 
Big Stone Lake-Whetstone River, Minn. and-S. Oak. (land 

900, 000 -------------- 900,000 -------------- 1, 100, 000 ------- ------ -

acquisition). (See Minnesota.) 
(FC) Cottonwood Springs Reservoir___________________________ 1, 740,000 1, 200, 000 
(MP) Oahe Reservoir, S. Oak. and N. Oak _________ _____ _____ __ 341, 000,000 336,513,000 

540, 000 - ---- - ----- ---
2, 000,000 --------------

540,000 --------------
2, 000, 000 ------------- -

540,000 -- ------------
2, 600, 000 -- - - - - ------ --

Tennessee: 
(MP) Cordell Hull lock and dam. __________ ------------------- 64, 800, 000 39, 727, 000 •7, 550, 000 _____ --------- 7, 550, 000 ___ ----------- 7, 550,000 ------------- -
( MP) J. Percy Priest Reservoir_ ______________________________ 51 , 600,000 49,464, 000 2, 136, 000 _______ __ __ __ _ 2, 136, 000 _ __ ____ _ ______ 2, 136,000 _____________ _ 

(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(R) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

Texas : 
Arkansas-Red River chloride control (pt. 1), Texas, Okla-

homa, and Kansas ·---------------------------------- 57, 000,000 478, 000 ---- ---- --- ---
Arkansas-Red River chloride control (supplemental studies), 

Texas~. Oklahoma, and Kansas_________________________ 2, 500, 000 1, 751,000 -------------- 749, 000 -------------- 749,000 -- ------------ 749, 000 
Aubrey Keservoir ..• --------- - ________ ----------------- 41,200, 000 -----.--------- _______ - ---- •. -------------- ____ ------ ______ -------- __ - ---- ---------- 150,000 
Belton Reservoir (raise water level)______________________ 2, 070, 000 82, 000 1 100, 000 ------------- - 200,000 ----- --------- 200, 000 --------------
Buffalo Bayou and tributaries_______________ ____________ 69, 500, 000 48, 516, 000 1, 000,000 -------------- 1, 000,000 ----- ----- - --- 1, 000,000 --------------
Cedar Bayou (deterred) __ ---------- ___ ----- .. -----------.-----------------------------------------------------------.--------------------- __ ------_______ 15, 000 
Cooper Reservoir and channels____________________ ______ 29,718,000 4, 099,000 500,000 ------------- - 1, 580,000 -------------- 1, 580, 000 --------------
Corpus Christi Ship ChanneL _____ ------- __ ------ __ ----- 19,700, 000 ------------------- ---- ---------- ----------- -. 35 000 
Duck Creek channel improvement__ _____________________ 4, 870, ooo 29, ooo ___ __ _ _ ____ ___ -125, ooo ___ ---~~~~~~ ~ ~- -- ---125~ ooo·· ------------- 125' ooo 
~~~Is~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 1~: b&&: ggg ·----- · 753 ~ ooo------.- 3oo~ ooo-_______ ~~·-~~~ _- ----- 35o~ ooo-_______ ~~·- ~~~ _ ::::: :§i6~ 665: ________ ~~~ ~~~ 
Fort Worth Floodway, Clear Fork extension_______________ 4, 400,000 3,040,000 1 1,360, 000 -------------- 1,360, 000 -------------- 1,360, 000 --------------
Freeport and vicinity ___________________________________ 13, 300, 000 4,637, 000 2, 200,000 -------------- 2, 200, 000 -------------- 2, 200, 000 --------------
Galveston Harbor and Channel (groins)___________________ 1, 550, 000 610,000 940,000 -------------- 940, 000 -------------- 940, 000 --------------
Highland Bayou. _______ ------------------------------- 4, 300, 000 353, 000 t 100,000 _____ ------ ___ 300, 000 _ __ ______ __ _ __ 300, 000 _____________ _ 
Lake Kemp Reseryoir_ __________ ----------------------- 6, 800, 000 1, 568,000 1 1, 000,000 ____ _ ____ __ __ _ 1, 000,000 ___ __ __ __ __ ___ 1, 000,000 _____________ _ 
Lakeview Reservotr_ __________ ___ ______________ ________ 38,900,000 . 513,000 -------------- 300,000 -------------- 300,000 -------------- 300,000 
Lavon Reservoir modification and channel improvement____ 47,400, 000 5, 543,000 12,500, 000 _ __ ______ __ ___ 3, 750,000 _ __ _ __ ___ __ ___ 3, 750,000 _____________ _ 

~~~f~~r~~r~~~~~- River~---_-.-::=============== ========== 7~: ~~~: ~~~ = == == = = == = = == = = == == == = = = = = = == == === = == ==== = = == = = = = == = = == =----- --75; ooo-= == = = = = = = = = = = = 
2~~: ~~~ 

Pat Mayse Reservoir___________________________________ 9, 200, 000 9, 000,000 200, 000 _________ ___ _ _ 200, 000 ___ ____ _______ 200, 000 _____________ _ 
Port Arthur and vicinity (hurricane flood protection) _______ 41 , 600,000 8, 557, 000 5, 000,000 -------------- 5, 000,000 ------ -------- 5, 000, 000 ------------
Red River levees and bank stabilization, below Denison --

436, 000 - -- -- - - --- - - -- 436, 000 -------------- 436, 000 

Dam, Ark., La., and Tex. (See Arkansas) _____ __ _____ __ _ 
(N) Sabine-Neches Waterway 40 feet and channel to Echo_______ 28, 500, 000 14, 143, 000 4, 700, 000 _ _ _ __ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ 4, 700, 000 _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ 5, 000, 000 _____________ _ 
(FC) San Antonio ChanneL _____________________________ ____ 26,000,000 12,154, 000 1 900, 000 -------------- 1, 200, 000 -------------- 1, 200, 000 --------------
(FC) San Gabriel River tributary to Brazos River(land acquisition). 65, 400, 000 2, 342,000 750,000 -------------- 750, 000 -------------- 1, 000,000 --------------
(FC) Taylors Bayou._______________________________________ 6, 640, 000 250, 000 ___________ -------- __ _ _ _ ____ 250, 000 _ _ _____ _ _ __ __ _ 250, 000 _____________ _ 
(FC) Texas City, hurricane protection ____ ___ __________________ 31,200,000 15, 132, 000 1, 100,000 ---------- - --- 1, 100,000 -------------- 1,100, 000 ------------- -
(N) Trinity River bridges_________________________ _____ _____ 11 , 400, 000 1, 417, 000 ll, 300, 000 ___ __ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ 1, 400, 000 _ __ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ 1, 400, 000 _____________ _ 
(N) Trinity River project__ _________________________________ }, 019, 100, 000 I 361,000 -------------- 150, 000 -------------- 150,000 ---------- -- -- 150,000 
(FC) Vince and Little Vince Bayous _________________ __ ________ 5, 250, 000 1, 337, 000 700,000 ------------ - - 700,000 ----- · -------- 700,000 --------------
(N) Wallisville Reservoir, Trinity River •. __________ ----------_ 19,400, 000 7, 205, 000 11, 900,000 _ -------- _____ 1, 900, 000 _ ---------- ___ 1, 900, 000 _______ ______ _ 
(MP) Utah~hitney Reservoir (raise power pool)____________________ 550, 000 --- __ ------ __ ----------- _______ ----------- 150, 000 _ ------------- 300, 000 _______ _____ _ _ 

(FC) Little Dell Reservoir ___ .-------------------------- ----- 25, 200, 000 --------------------------------------------------- ------------ --- - ----------------- 400, 000 
Vermont : 

(FC) Gaysville Reservoir ____ ------------------- ------- - -----
Virginia : 

26,800,000 149,000 -------------- 500, 000 -------------- 500,000 --------- - -- - ------ - - ------

(FC) Gathright Reservoir------------------------------------
(N) Hampton Roads. _-------------------------------------

23, 300,000 5, 190,000 11,500, 000 - ------------- 1, 900, 000 -------------- 1, 900,000 ----------
~1, 7~~· ~~~ 17' 391, ()00 12, 300, 000 - ------ - ------ 3, 200, 000 ---- - --------- 3, 500, 000 ---------- ==== 

(N) James River ___ -------------------------------------- -
(MP) Salem Church Reservoir_ ____________________________ __ _ 8~: ~oo: ooo ====================~======= • 150, o~~ ==============-------35; iiiio·:=::::::::: == = ~~~; ~~~ 
(BE) Virginia Beach (reimbursement>-------------------------

Washington: 
1, 350, 000 450,000 85,000 ---------- - --- 85, 000 -------------- 85, 000 -------- ------

(MP) 

(N) 

(MP) 

(MP) 
(MP) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

Bonneville lock and dam (2d power unit), (mod. for peak-
ing) Oregon and Washington. (See Oregon.) 

Chief Joseph Dam (additional power units) __ ------------- 67, 200, 000 900,000 --------------
Columbia River and lower Willamette River, 35- and 40-foot 

projects, Oregon and Washington. (See Oregon.) 
Everett Harbor and Snohomish River (1968 act) __________ _ 1, 230, 000 ----------------------------

500, 000 ------ ---- -- ------ -- --- ------------------- 500,000 

53,000 ------------ -- 52,000 -------------- 52, 000 
John Day lock and dam, Oregon and Washington. (See 

Oregon.) 
Little Goose lock and dam _____ ____ ___ ______________ ____ 149, 000, 000 129,430,000 113,000, 000 -------------- 13, 000, 000 -- - -- --------- 13,000,000 --------------
Lower Columbia River bank protection, Oregon and Wash-

ington. (See Oregon.) 
Lower Granite lock and dam __ ____ ____ ______ _________ ___ 204, 000, 000 42, 630, 000 
Lower Monumental lock and dam ________________________ 177, 000, 000 162, 990,000 
McNary lock and dam, Oregon and Washington. (See 

Oregon.) 
The Dalles lock and dam, Oregon and Washington. (See 

10 --------------
8, 000, 000 --------------

1, 000, 000 ------------- -
8,000, 000 --------------

3, 000, 000 ----------- -- -
8, 000,000 --------------

Oregon.) 
Vancouver Lake _____ ________________________ _____ _____ 6, 100, 000 _ ---------- ______________ --------------------------- - ___ 50, 000 _____ --------- 50,000 
Wynoochee River Reservoir ___ ___________ ____ -- --------- 17,400, 000 3, 901, 000 I 750, 000 -------------- 2, 000, 000· _ __ __ ____ __ __ _ 2, 000,000 _______ -------
Yakima River at Ellensburg (restudy) ___________________ ___ _______________________________ ___ __ ____ 13, 000 _____ ------ ___ 13, 000 _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ 13, 000 

West Virginia: 
Beech Fork Lake________________________ ______________ 17,700, 000 1, 405,000 1, 000,000 ---- - - - ------ - 1,000,000 -------------- 1,000,000 --- - --- --- -- --
Blooming on Reservoir, Md. and W.Va. (See Maryland.) ___ _ 
Burnsville Lake (land acquisition). ___ ______ --------_____ 28, 100, 000 1, 077, 000 
East Lynn Lake. ______ _______________ ------------- - --- 25, 900, 000 13, 305, 000 

700,000 -- --------- - --
7,800,000 - ----------- --

700,000 --------------
7,800,000 --------- - ----

1, 000, 000 - --- -- -- --- ---
7,800,000 -- - ------ -- --· 

Hannibal locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia. (See Ohio.). 
(FC) R. D Bailey (Justice) Lake_ ____ _____ _____ __ ___ __ _______ 83,600,000 

Racine locks and dam, Ohio and West Virginia. (See Ohio.) 
16,725,000 l 10,700,000 ----- --- - --- - - 10,700,000 - -- - ---------- 10,700,000 ------ - - -- ----

(FC) Rowlesburg Lake ___________________ ------------------- 109,000,000 
(FC) Stonewall Jackson Lake (land acquisition)____________ ____ 40,500, 000 

Footnotes at end of table. 
1' ~~~: ~~~ == = ==== ====== ==== =========== ------425; iiiiii -= == ========= == 

1, 000,000 -- - - --- - -- -- - -
600,000 - - --- - ----- - - -
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Construction, general, State and project 

(1) 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL, FISCAL YEAR 1970-Continued 

Total 
estimated 

Federal cost 

(2) 

Allocations 
to date 

(3) 

Revised budget estimate for 
fiscal year 1970 

Construction Planning 

(4) (5) 

House allowance Committee recommendation 

Construction Planning Construction Planning 

(6) (7) (8) (9) 

(FC) Wes~~irf~~;a~ake ________ ------------ --------------------- $21,400, 000 $161, 000 ------ --- _____ $250, 000 _ ____ __ ____ ___ $250, 000 -------------- $250, 000 
Willow Island lock and dam, Ohio and West Virginia. (See 

Ohio.) 

( N) 
(FC) 
(R) 

Wise~~~~~: Bay Harbo.r (1962 act)_ ______________________ ____ _ 5, 600, 000 2, 619,000 $1,250, 000 _____ --------- $1,250, 000 -------------- $1,250, 000 _____________ _ 
La Forge Reservoir, Kickapoo River(land acquisition)__ ____ 20,800,000 1,333,000 750,000 -------------- 750,000 ----- --------- 750, 000 ------------- -
Racine Harbor-------- ____________________ -- ------ --___ 1, 040, 000 _________ ---- - 100, 000 _____ ____ _ -- _- 100, 000 _ -- ______ ----- 100, 000 ------- ______ _ 

(FC) 
(FC) 

MiscEI~~~oeunsc:y bank protection __ ------- --------------- --------------------------------- 300, 000 - ----------------------------------------- 300, 000 --------------
Small projects for flood control and related purposes not 

requiring specific legislation (sec. 205) __ ___ ------- __________________ ------ ___ ----- - 8, 000, 000 _ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ _ __ _ 6, 500, 000 ____________ -- 8, 000, 000 _____________ _ 
Snagging and clearing_ ______ -------------------------- __ -------------------------- - 200, 000 ------------------------------------------ 200, 000 - ------------ -(FC) 

(N) 

(BE) 

Small navigation projects not requiring specific legislation . 
costing up to $~00,000 (sec. 1q7>----------.-:------:------------------------------- 2, 500,000 -------------- 1, 740,000 -------------- 2, 500,000 --------------

Small beach eroSion control projects not reqUiring specific 
legislation costing up to $500,000 (sec. 103) ____________________ ___ ------------- _ _ _ _ _ 500, 000 _ ---- __ ----------------------------------- 500, 000 --------- __ - _-

~~~~ant~o~~~~l}~i:tuJi~~~~~~-dF~;hj;~~swiiCIIfte-seivice)~=============================: 16
' ~~~: ~~~ ============== 

1 6
' ~~~: ~~~ ============--

7
' ~~~: ~~~ ===== ======== = 

~~~~~i~~a~~~~~~~t~~~~~ -a_c~~~=== ================================================= 1, ~~~; ~~~ ============== 1, ~~~: ~~~ ============== 2, ~~~; ~~g ============== 
Reduction for anticipated savings and slippages __ __________ __________________________ _ -44,100,000 -------------- -44,100,000 -------------- -44,100,000 --------------
1969 reserve applied in fiSCal year 1970------------------------------------------- - -- -43,785,000 -------------- -43,785,000 -------------- -43,785,000 --------------

Grand total, construction, genera'---------------------------- - ------------------ --- 608,681,000 18,374,000 650,801, 000 21,181,000 715,851,000 24,618,000 
(627, 055, 000) (671, 982, 000) (740, 469, 000) 

1 Reflects changes made by the revised approved budget, submitted in House Document No. 
91-100, dated April 15, 1969. 

2 Restudy funds only (col. 3). 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I call attention to the fact 
that included in the above list are 62 new 
projects not one of which has anything 
to do with air and water pollution, nor 
were they approved by the Budget. 

Of those projects 32 are entirely new 
projects which were not listed in the 
budget. The total cost when completed 
of these alone will be around $725 mil
lion. 

There are 30 other projects which are 
past the planning stage but which are 
not budgeted items. The total cost of 
them when completed will be around 
$525 million. 

Altogether the increased expenditures 
in the pending bill on new projects that 
have nothing to do with water and air 
pollution and which have not been rec
ommended by the Budget have a total 
cost in excess of $1.25 billion. 

The record should be clear that when 
Senators go home and expound their 
great interest in water and air pollution 
and motherhood they can also let it be 
known that they do not have quite as 
much interest in the American taxpayer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Delaware to recommit. On 
this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico <Mr. ANDER
soN), the Senator from North Dakota 
<Mr. BuRDICK), the Senator from Missis
sippi <Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator from 
Arkansas <Mr. McCLELLAN) , the Sen
ator from Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS), and 
the Senator from New Jersey <Mr. WIL
LIAMS) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from North Da
kota <Mr. BURDICK) would vote "nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLDWATER), 
the Senator from New York <Mr. Goon-

ELL), the Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
MATHIAs), and the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. ToWER) are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Iowa <Mr. MILLER) 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. AL
LOTT), and the Senator from South Car
olina (Mr. THURMOND) are detained on 
official business. 

If present and ·-oting, the Senator 
from Colorado <Mr. ALLOTT), the Senator 
from Iowa <Mr. MILLER), and the 3en
ator from Texas <Mr. TowER) would 
each voJ.e "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. THURMOND) is paired with 
the Senator from New York <Mr. Goon
ELL). If present and voting, the Senator 
from South Carolina would vote "yea" 
and the Senator from New York would 
vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 5, 
nays 82, as follows: 

Byrd, Va. 
Griffin 

Aiken 
Allen 
Baker 
Bayh 
Bellm on 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brooke 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Case 
Church 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Cranston 
Curtis 
Dodd 
Dole 
Dominick 
Eagleton 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Gore 

(No.150 Leg.) 
YEA 5-5 

Hansen 
Proxmire 

NAY8-82 
Gravel 
Gurney 
Harris 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hatfield 
Holland 
Holllngs 
Hruska 
Hughes 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javlts 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kennedy 
Long 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Montoya. 
Moss 
Mundt 

Williams, Del. 

Murphy 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Prouty 
Randolph 
Rlblcoff 
Russell 
Sax be 
Schwelker 
Scott 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, Ill. 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stevens 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Tydings 
Yarborough 
Young, N. Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

All ott 
Anderson 
Burdick 
Eastland 
Goldwater 

NOT VOTING-13 
Goodell 
Mathias 
McClellan 
Miller 
Stennis 

Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, N.J. 

So the motion to recommit was re
jected. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was rejected. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be pro
posed, the question is on the engross
ment of the amendments and third 
reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the b111 to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I ask for the yeas 

and nays on final passage. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask the 

distinguished majority leader, What is 
the order of further business? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, re
sponding to the question raised by the 
distinguished minority leader, I an
nounce that the Senate will convene at 
10 o'clock tomorrow morning, and the 
distinguished senior Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) Wlll be 
recognized for not to exceed 30 minutes. 
Then there will be a 10-minute period 
for morning business. After that, the 
Senate will proceed to the consideration 
of S. 2577, a bill to provide additional 
mortgage credit, and for other purposes. 
A time limitation on that bill has been 
agreed to on the basis of an agreement 
between the distinguished Senator from 
Utah (Mr. BENNETT) and the distin-
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guished Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. 
PROXMIRE). 

Following that, it is hoped to take up 
the continuing resolution relative to ap
propriations, and following that, the 
nomination of Judge Haynsworth wUl 
be laid before the Senate, and the debate 
will be started. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I need 
about 15 minutes for a speech. Will the 
majority leader accommodate me? 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 9:45 
A.M., AND FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATOR JAVITS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate con
vene at 9:45 a.m., and that the Senator 
from New York be recognized for not 
to exceed 15 minutes immediately after 
the reading of the Journal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

PUBLIC WORKS FOR WATER, POL
LUTION CONTROL, AND POWER 
DEVELOPMENT AND ATOMIC EN
ERGY COMMISSION APPROPRIA
TIONS, 1970 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (H.R. 14159) making appro
priations for public works for water, pol
lution control, and power development, 
including 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. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, my col
league, the Senator from New York <Mr. 
GooDELL), is unable to be here and I ask 
unanimous consent that his remarks, 
prepared for the debate today, be in
cluded in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I wish to com
mend the distinguished Chairman of the 
Public Works Subcommittee (Mr. Ellender) 
and the members of that Subcommittee for 
their comprehensive work on the FY '70 Pub
lic Works Appropriations Bill. 

Earlier this year, I was greatly alarmed to 
learn that the revised budget request for 
public works construction in the State of 
New York had been reduced. from $7 million 
to $3.1 million. 

New York State constitutes over 9% of the 
population of the United States. Many of our 
facilities, most notably the Port of New York, 
serve the entire Nation. Yet, the revised 
budget would have allocated only 5% of the 
total funds for public works construction in 
the country. 

Although I fully appreciated the fact that 
the inflationary cycle made budgetary re
straints necessary, the drastic cuts sugges.ted 
in the revised budget would have seriously 
hampered the ability of the State to service 
its urgently needed construction projects. 

In view of this great need, I contacted the 
Chairman (Mr. Ellender) and strongly re
quested that the funds be restored. I am 
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delighted by the Committee's response which 
recommends an appropriation of almost $6.8 
million in construotion funds for New York 
State projects-more than twice as much as 
the revised budget request. 

Among the funded projects, several were 
of particular concern to me: 

THE NEW YORK HA-RBOR ANCHORAGES 

The Port of New York, which serves the 
metropolitan area and the Nation, desper
ately needed funds to permit work on the 
deepening of anchorages to accommodate the 
ever increasing tanker traffic in the waters. 
As the Port of New York is our Nation's ma
jor harbor, this construction would ulti
mately benefit U.S. economy. Although al
most $3.5 million was requested by the State 
of New York, the City of New York and the 
Port of New York Authority, only $500,000 
had been recommended by the Administra
tion. 

The Committee responded .to my request 
for more funds for this project by recom
mending a total of $2.9 million. I believe 
these funds will permit the significant con
tinuation of construction on this important 
project. 

NEWARK BAY-HACKENSACK RIVER 

This project in New Jersey is a bi-state 
concern. The channel dimensions of this 
waterway in Newark Bay have become a seri
ous safety problem and threaten to impede 
traffic in the Port of New York area. 

This vitally needed Port of New York Proj
ect has only received $100,000 in pre-con
struction funds over the past three years and 
as a result, no construction work has been 
started. The Administration budget request 
for this project was a mere $500,000 despite 
the fact that all those involved in the proj
ect recommended a minimum appropriation 
of $5 million. The Committee has approved 
a sum of $2.7 million, which will allow con
struction to begin on the project. 

FIRE ISLAND INLET AND MONTAUK POINT, 
BEACH EROSION 

Protection of the beaches in this area has 
become imperative because of the severe 
storm damage which has been incurred on 
the South Shore of Long Island in the past. 
A total of $500,000 was recommended by the 
Administration for this local flood control 
project. I strongly endorsed additional funds 
for this project and the Committee has rec
ommended a total of $880,000. In addition, 
the State of New York has given assurance 
that sufficient State funds will be available 
to rna tch the Federal share. 

In addition, I note that the Committee 
has also recommended an appropriation of 
$500,000 for the Fire Island Inlet to Jones 
Inlet. This strip of beach has also been se
verely damaged by storm and is in great need 
of protection. 

Protection of the natural shoreline is es
sential for the conservation of the entire area. 

IRONDEQUOIT BAY 

This project, authorized in 1958, proposes 
a channel access between Irondequoit Bay 
and Lake Ontario so that recreational 
navigation can be pursued in the area. The 
Committee has recommended an appropria
tion of $100,000 to begin construction on 
this long-awaited project which will greatly 
benefit the people of Monroe County and 
surrounding areas. 

The Committee has also approved funds 
for several important s,tudies on State proj
ects whlch I have supported. These proj
ects include preconstruction planning of 
harbor refuge at Hamlin Beach State Park 
with a recommendation of $40,000; and com
pletion of the Lake Erie-Lake Ontario Water
way which will improve the St. Lawrence 
Seaway system so vitally important to the 
maritime economies of the United States and 
Canada. A recommendation of $100,000 has 
been made by the Committee for this study. 

I thank the Committee members for their 

recommendations on behalf of New York 
State and I am grateful for their responsive
ness to my requests. Many of these projects 
are designed to protect and preserve the 
natural resources of the State. Many will 
make these resources more usable. I am 
hopeful that the recommendations, will pre
vail in conference. 

DICKEY-LINCOLN SCHOOL PROJECT 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the pub
lic works appropriations bill includes an 
item of $807,000 to continue advance en
gineering and design <'n the Dickey
Lincoln School hydroelectric project in 
northern Maine. 

The record of ·~he past neveral years is 
filled with evidence of the benefits which 
New England's first Federal hydroelec
tric power project would bring, . the re
lationship of those benefits to cost, the 
need for low-cost power in northern New 
England, the need for peaking power 
throughout New England and New York, 
and the inability of the New England 
electric utilities to meet growing power 
demands. 

The record will show that the other 
body has consistently rejected the funds 
needed to move this project ahead and 
has turned its back on one :region of the 
Nation while continuing to provide funds 
for sources of low-cost power in virtually 
every other region of the United States. 

The record will show that an invest
ment of $2,154,000 has already been 
made in the project and that only $1,-
346,000 is required to complete the ad
vance engineering . and design on this 
project. Failure to appropriate the funds 
included in this bill will be a greater 
waste of money than the cost of com
pleting that task. 

The record will show that the senior 
Sena'j()r from Maine (Mrs. SMITH) has 
worked diligently to obtain appropria
tions for this project only to be set back 
by the other body time and again. The 
record will show that neither the senior 
Senator from Maine, who is on the Ap
propriations Committee nor I, as a mem
ber of the Public Works Committee, has 
ever attempted to withhold authoriza
tion or appropriation for needed, eco
nomically feasible projects in other parts 
of the country. 

I believe that the Dickey-Lincoln 
School project will stand on its own in 
comparison with any project constructed 
anywhere in the United States. I believe 
it will help to assure an adequate supply 
of low-cost power and a Federal yard
stick for New England and that it is 
needed to avert the major critical power 
failures which continue to threaten New 
England due to the inability of the pri
vate utilities of the region to fulfill their 
obligations to supply power. 

The record of the past demonstrates 
that these private power companies 
would rather invest their funds in adver
tising campaigns about what they might 
do and lobbying campaigns against what 
should be done than in developing the 
region's power resources and supplying 
power needs. 

I hope that the conferees will support 
the appropriation of these vitally needed 
funds so that New England can get on 
with the job of meeting her power sup
ply demands and protecting the health 
and welfare of citizens by making avail-
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able an adequate supply of power when
ever it is needed, not just when New Eng
land's private utilities are prepared to 
make it available. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I support 
the bill H.R. 14159, the public works for 
water, pollution control, and power de
velopment and Atomic Energy Commis
sion appropriation bill, 1970. In addition 
to the matters I have already discussed, 
I direct attention to title III of the bill 
in which the Committee on Appropria
tions, for the first time since enactment 
of the Water Pollution Control Act of 
1965, has recommended full funding of 
the authorization for waste treatment 
works. This action on the part of the 
committee, which will be adopted by the 
Senate, · represents a significant con
gressional redirection to meet our en
vironmental needs. 

Full funding of pollution control is an 
action which recognizes today's prior
ities, an action which is needed and wlll 
be well received by the public. There is 
a growing and proper demand for pro
tecting and improving the quality of our 
environment if we and future genera
tions are to live. And this step provides a 
solid indication that the Congress is re
sponding to that demand and need. 

I want particularly to compliment 
Senator ELLENDER, chairman of the Com
mittee on Appropriations, for his judg
ment and leadership in recommending 
and reporting this provision from the 
committee. The ranking minority mem
ber of the subcommittee, Senator MILTON 
YouNG, together with the full commit
tee has done a great service to the coun
try and all its people. I cannot let this 
occasion pass without paying similar re
spect to Senator MusKIE, chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Air and Water Pol
lution, of the Public Works Committee, 
and to Senator BoGGS, ranking minority 
member of that subcommittee, for whom 
this action today gives evidence of their 
long and steadfast efforts in the continu
ing battle to abate air and water pollu
tion. As the ranking Republican member 
of the Public Works Committee, which 
has jurisdiction over basic legislation on 
water and air pollution and solid waste 
disposal, I would like to say that every 
member of the committee and its able 
staff under the leadership of Senator 
RANDOLPH, the chairman, have worked 
and contributed fully to this important 
cause. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques
tion, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico <Mr. ANDER
soN), the Senator from North Dakota 
<Mr. BuRDICK), the Senator from Mis
sissippi <Mr. EASTLAND) , the Senator 
from Arkansas <Mr. McCLELLAN), the 
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), 
and the Senator from New Jersey <Mr. 
WILLIAMS) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. ANDERSON), the Senator from North 
Dakota <Mr. BuRDICK), the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator 
from Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS), the Sen
ator from New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS), 
and the Senator from Arkansas <Mr. 
McCLELLAN) would each vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLDWATER), 
the Senator from New York <Mr. Goon
ELL), the Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
MATHIAs), and the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. TowER) are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Iowa <Mr. MILLER) 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. AL
LOTT) is detained on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Colorado <Mr. ALLOTT), the Senator from 
New York (Mr. GOODELL), the Senator 
from Iowa <Mr. MILLER), and the Sen
ator from Texas <Mr. TowER) would each 
vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 86, 
nays 2, as follows: 

Aiken 
Allen 
Baker 
Bayh 
Bellmon 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brooke 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Case 
Church 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Cranston 
Curtis 
Dodd 
Dole 
Dominick 
Eagleton 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Gore 

Proxmire 

All ott 
Anderson 
Burdick 
Eastland 

[No. 151 Leg.) 
YEA8-86 

Gravel 
Grifiin 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hatfield 
Holland 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Hughes 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javits 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kennedy 
Long 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Montoya 
Moss 

NAY8-2 
Williams, Del. 

Mundt 
Murphy 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Prouty 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Russell 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, Ill. 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stevens 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tydings 
Yarborough 
Young, N.Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-12 
Goldwater Miller 
Goodell Stennis 
Mathias Tower 
McClellan Williams, N.J. 

So the bill (H.R. 14159) was passed. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist on its amendments 
and request a conference with the House 
of Representatives on the disagreeing 
votes of the two houses thereon, and 
that the Chair be authorized to appoint 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. EL
LENDER, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. MCCLELLAN, 
Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. STEN
NIS, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. 
YOUNG of North Dakota, Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. 
MuNDT, and Mrs. SMITH of Maine con-
ferees on the part of the Senate. · 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 
this great success the Senate owes 
a deep debt of gratitude to the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Loui
siana <Mr. ELLENDER). His handling of 
this measure today marked yet another 
outstanding achievement for the able 
chairman of the Public Works Sub
committee of the Appropriations Com
mittee. Senator ELLENDER is a skilled and 
highly effective advocate. His command 
of every facet of a measure he leads is 
exemplary. The dedicated service he has 
always given the Senate and the Na
tion is unexcelled in this body. With 
this success today he has again demon
strated the fine qualities that have dis
tinguished him over the years. May I 
add, that he is to be particularly com
mend.ed for assuring an effective fight 
this year against the ravages of water 
pollution by defending so successfully 
the full funding of that program. The 
Senate is deeply grateful. 

Assisting Senator ELLENDER in the task 
of preparing this bill in committee and 
presenting it to the Senate was the very 
capable and distinguished ranking mi
nority member of the subcommittee, the 
distinguished Senator from North Da
kota <Mr. YouNG). He, too, contributed 
to the success of the measure with his 
strong and effective support. 

The other members of the subcom
mittee are also to be praised for their 
contributions to the debate and for the 
high caliber with which this measure was 
handled. 

· Noteworthy also, were the contribu
tions of the distinguished senior Senator 
from Delaware <Mr. WILLIAMS) and the 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. NELSON). They offered their own 
strong and sincere views on the measure 
and cooperated splendidly to assure its 
efficient disposition. 

But especially, I should say again, we 
are indebted to Senator ELLENDER. His 
devoted efforts have produced an ap
propriations measure of very high 
quality, indeed. 

PROVISION OF ADDITIONAL 
MORTGAGE CREDIT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar No. 
510, S. 2577. I do this s6 that the bill 
will become the pending business. 

There will be no votes on this bill to
night. There may be Senators who wish 
to speak on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be read by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
2577) to provide additional mortgage 
credit, and for other purposes. 

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

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency with an amend
ment to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 

That s~tlon 7 of the Act of September 
21, 1966 (Public Law 89-587; 80 Stat. 823), 
is amended to read: 

"SEC. 7. Eff~tive September 22, 197Q-
" ( 1) So much of section 19 (j) of the Fed-
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eral Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 371(b)) as pre
cedes the third sentence thereof is amended 
to read as it would without the amendment 
made by section 2 (c) of this Act; 

"(2) The second and third sentences of 
section 18(g) of the Federal Deposit Insur
ance Act (12 u.s.a. 1828(g)) are amended 
to read as they would without the amend
ment made by section 3 of this Act; 

"(3) The last three sentences of section 
18(g) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act 
(12 u.s.a. 1828(g)) are repealed; and 

" ( 4) Section 5B of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1425b) is repealed." 

SEc. 2. (a) Section 18(g) of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1828(g)) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentences: "The authority 
conferred by this subsection shall also apply 
to noninsured banks in any State if (1) the 
total amount of time and savings deposits 
held in all such banks in the State, plus the 
total amount of deposits, shares, and with
drawable accounts held in all building and 
loan, savings and loan, and homestead as
sociations (including cooperative banks) in 
the State, which are not members of a Fed
eral home loan bank, is more than 20 per 
centum of the total amount of such deposits, 
shares, and withdrawable accounts held in all 
banks, and building and loan, savings and 
loan, and homestead associations (including 
cooperative banks) in the State, and (2) 
there does not exist under the laws of such 
State a bank supervisory agency with au
thority comparable to that conferred by this 
subsection, including specifically the author
ity to regulate the rates of interest and 
dividends paid by such noninsured banks on 
time and savin~ deposits, or if such agency 
exists it has not issued regulations in the 
exercise of that authority. Such authority 
shall only be exercised by the Board of Di
rectors with respect to such noninsured banks 
prior to July 31, 1970, to limit the rates of 
inter·est or dividends which such banks may 
pay on time and savings deposits to maxi
mum rates not lower than 5¥:! per centum 
per annum. Whenever it shall appear to the 
Board of Directors that any noninsured bank 
or any affiliate thereof is engaged or has en
gaged or is about to engage in any acts or 
practices which constitute or will constitute 
a violation of the provisions of this subsec
tion or of any regulations thereunder, the 
Board of Directors may, in its discretion, 
bring an action in the United States district 
court for the judicial district in which the 
principal office of the noninsured bank or 
affiliate thereof is located to enjoin such 
acts or practices, to enforce compliance 
with this subsection or any regulations 
thereunder, or for a combination of the fore
going, and such courts shall have jurisdic
tion of such actions, and, upon a proper 
showing, an injunction, restraining order, or 
other appropriate order may be granted 
without bond." 

(b) Section 5B of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Act (12 u.s.a. 1425b) is amended to 
read as follows: 

"SEc. 5B. (a) The Board may from time to 
time, after consulting with the Board of Gov
ernors of the Federal Reserve System and the 
Board of Directors of the Federal Deposit In
surance Corporation, prescribe rules govern
ing the payment and advertisement of in
terest or dividends on deposits, shares, or 
withdrawable accounts, including limitations 
on the rates of interest or dividends on de
posits, shares, or withdrawable accounts that 
may be paid by members, other than those 
the deposits of which are insured in accord
ance with the provisions of the Federal De
posit Insurance Act, by institutions which 
are insured institutions as defined in section 
401 (a) of the National Housing Act, and by 
nonmember building and loan, savings and 
loan and homestead associations, and coop
erative banks. The Board may prescribe dif
ferent rate limitations for different classes of 
depost·ts, shares, or withdrawable accounts, 
for deposits, shares, or withdrawable accounts 

of different amounts or with different matur
ities or subject to different conditions regard
ing withdrawal or repayment, according to 
the nature or location of such members, in
stitutions, or nonmembers of their depositors, 
shareholders, or withdrawable account hold
ers, or according to such other reasonable 
bases as the Board may deem desirable in 
the public interest. The authority conferred 
by this subsection shall apply to nonmember 
building and loan, savings and loan, and 
homestead associations, and· cooperative 
banks in any State if (1) the total amount 
of deposits; shares, and withdrawable ac
counts held in all such nonmember associa
tions and banks in the State, plus the total 
amount of time and savings deposi.ts held in 
all banks in the State which are not insured 
by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora
tion, is more than 20 per centum of the total 
amount of such deposits, shares, and with
drawable accounts held in all banks, and 
building and loan, savings and loan, and 
homestead associations (including coopera
tive banks) in the State, and (2) there does 
not exist under the laws of such State a 
bank supervisory agency with authority com
parable to that conferred by the first two 
sentences of this subsection, including spe
cifically the authority to regulate the rates 
of interest and dividends paid by any such 
association or bank on deposits, shares, or 
withdrawable accounts, or if such agency 
exists it has not issued regulations in the 
exercise of that authority. Such authority 
shall only be exercised by the Board with re
spect to such nonmember associations and 
banks prior to July 31, 1970, to limit the rates 
of interest or dividends which such associa
tions or banks may pay on deposits, shares, 
or withdrawable accounts to maximum rates 
not lower than 5¥:! per centum per annum. 

"(b) In addition to any other penalty pro
vided by this or any other law, any institu
tion subject to this section which violates a 
rule promulgated pursuant to this section 
shall be subject to such civil penalties, which 
shall not exceed $100 for each violation, as 
may be prescribed by said Board by rule and 
such rule may provide with respect to any 
or all such violations that each day on which 
the violation continues shall constitute a 
separate violation. The Board may recover any 
such civil penalty for its own use, through ac
tion or otherwise, including recovery thereof 
in any other action or proceeding under this 
section. The Board may, at any time before 
collection of any such penalty, whether be
fore or after the bringing of an action or 
other legal proceeding, the obtaining of any 
judgment or other recovery, or the issuance 
or levy of any execution or other legal proc
ess therefor, an<! with or without con
sideration, compromise, remit, or mitigate 
in whole or in part any such penalty or any 
such recovery. 

" (c) Whenever it shall appear to the Board 
that any nonmember instt.tution is engaged 
or has engaged or is about to engage in any 
acts or practices which consti.tute or wm 
constitute a violation of the provisions of 
this section or of any regulations thereunder, 
the Board may, in 1ts discretion, bring an 
action in the United States district court for 
the judicial district in which the principal 
office of the institution is located to en
join such acts or practices, to enforce com
pliance with this section or any regulations 
thereunder, or for a combination of the fore
going, and such courts shall have jurisdic
tion of such actions, end, upon a proper 
showing, an injunction, restraining order, 
or other appropriate order may be granted 
without bond. 

"(d) All expenses of the Board under this 
section shall be considered as nonadmin
istrative expenses." 

SEC. 3 Section ll(i) of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act (12 u.s.a. 1431(i)) is 
amended-

( I) by striking out "$1,000,000,000" ·and 
inserting in lieu of "$4,000,000,000"; 

(2) by striking out the last sentence there-· 

of and inserting in lieu thereof the follow
ing: "Each purchase of obligations by the 
Secretary of the Treasury under this sub
section shall be upon terms and conditions 
as shall be determined by the Secretary of 
the Treasury and shall bear such rate of in
terest as may be determined by the Secre
tary of the Treasury taking into considera
tion the current average market yield for the 
month preceding the month of such pur
chase on outstanding marketable obligations 
of the United States."; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof a new 
paragraph as follows: 

"It is the sense of Congress that the au
thority provided in this subseotJion be used 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, when alter
native means cannot effectively be employed, 
to permit members of the Home Loan Bank 
System to continue to supply reasonable 
amounts of funds to the mortgage market 
whenever the ability to supply such funds is 
substantially impaired during periods of 
monetary stringency and rapidly rising inter
est rates and that any funds so borrowed 
will be repaid by the Home Loan Bank Board 
at the earliest practicable date." 

SEc. 4. (a) Section 19(a) of the Federal 
Reserve Act (12 u.s.a. 461) is amended by 
inserting after the word "interest," the fol
lowing: "to determine what types of obliga
tions, whether issued directly by a member 
bank or indirectly by an affiliate of a mem
ber bank or by other means, shall be deemed 
a deposit for the purposes of subsection 
(j) ,". 

(b) (1) The fourth sentence of section 18 
(g) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1828(g)) is amended to read as 
follows: "The Board Of Directors is author
ized for the purposes of this subsection to 
define the terms 'time deposits' and 'savings 
deposits', to determine what shall be deemed 
a payment of interest, and to prescribe such 
regulations as it may deem necessary to 
effectuate the purposes of this subsection 
and to prevent evasions thereof." 

(2) Section 18(g) of such Act is further 
amended by inserting after the fifth sen
tence the following: "The provisions of this 
subsection and of regulations issued there
under shall also apply, in the discretion of 
the Board of Directors, to obligations other 
than deposits that are undertaken by in
sured nonmember banks or their affiliates 
for the purpose of obtaining funds to be 
used in the banking business. As used in 
this subsection, the term 'affiliate' has the 
same meaning as when used in section 2(b) 
of the Banking Act of 1933, as amended ( 12 
U.S.C. 221a(b)), except that the term 'mem
ber bank', as used in such section 2(b), shall 
be deemed to refer to an insured nonmember 
bank." 

(c) The first sentence of section 18(g) of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 u.s.c. 
1828(g)) is amended by inserting "or divi
dends" after "interest" 

SEc. 5. Section 19(b) of the Federal Re
serve Act (12 u.s.a. 461) is amended by add
ing at the end thereof a new sentence as 
follows: "The Board may, however, prescribe 
any reserve ratio, not more than 22 per 
centum, with respect to any indebtedness 
of a member bank that arises out of a trans
action in the ordinary course of its banking 
business with respect to either funds re
ceived or credit extended by such bank to a 
bank organized under the law of a foreign 
country or a dependency or insular posses
sion of the United States", 

SEC. 6. Section 708 (b) of the Defense Pro
duction Act (50 U.S.C. 2158(b)) is amended 
by striking out everything -after "United 
States", the first time it appears, and insert
ing a period in lieu thereof. 

SEC. 7. Section 708('f) of the Defense Pro
duction Act (50 u.s.a. 2158(f)) is repealed. 

EXPANDING THE MORTGAGE MARKET 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, the 
purpose of S. 2577 is to increase the sup
ply of mortgage credit during periods of 
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tight money and to strengthen the execu
tion of monetary policy. The objective of 
the bill is not to blunt the overall fight 
against inflation, but rather to assure 
that the impact of anti-inflationary pol
icy is distributed more equitably among 
different sectors of the economy. The 
committee is specifically concerned that 
the housing sector of the economy not 
bear a grossly disproportionate share of 
the burden of slowing down inflation. 

In the 1968 Housing Act, Congress re
affirmed our national housing goals and 
set forth a specific goal of building 26 
million housing units over the next dec
ade, including 6 million units for lower 
income families. Likewise, the Full Em
ployment Act of 1946 established as na
tional goals the achievement of full em
ployment, stable prices, and economic 
growth. The Committee believes that our 
national housing goals rank equally with 
the objectives of the Full Employment 
Act and should not be abandoned or 
ignored during periods of restrictive fiscal 
and monetary policy. 

The purpose of the bill would be 
achieved in the following ways: 

Section 1 extends until September 22, 
1970, flexible authority to regulate the 
rates of interest paid by financial institu
-tions on time-and-savings deposits. A 
failure to extend this authority could 
precipitate another rate war between 
banks and savings and loan associations 
such as we had in 1966 with disastrous 
effects upon the supply of mortgage 
credit. 

Section 2 extends limited rate control 
authority over nonfederally insured fi
nancial institutions in those States where 
uninsured deposits are greater than 20 
percent of total deposits and the State 
banking commissioner lacks comparable 
authority. 

Section 3 increases from $1 to $4 bil
lion the authority of the Home Loan 
Bank System to borrow from the Treas
ury. In addition, the section indicates it 
is the sense of Congress that the author
ity be used to help stabilize the mortgage 
market during periods of tight money. 

Section 4 permits the Federal Reserve 
Board to limit the rates paid on com
mercial paper obligations issued by the 
holding company affiliates of commercial 
banks. Through this device, large com
mercial banks have been able to raise 
funds by offering rates higher than the 
rate ceilings permitted under the Board's 
regulations. 

Section 5 gives the Federal Reserve 
Board added authority to establish higher 
reserve requirements on Eurodollar bor
rowings from foreign-owned banks. Large 
commercial banks have been able to 
evade the monetary actions of the Fed
eral Reserve Board by borrowing in the 
Eurodollar market. 

Sections 6 and 7 reactivate the author._.. 
ity once contained in the Defense Pro
duction Act for establishing a voluntary 
credit restraint program similar to the 
one used during the Korean war. Under 
this authority, the President could es
tablish committees of financial leaders to 
work out programs for allocating credit 
to the most essential uses. 

THE IMPACT OF TIGHT MONEY ON HOUSING 

Mr. President, when the National As
sociation of Real Estate Boards testified 

on S. 2577, its witness observed that "we 
are now facing the worst housing short
age this country has experienced since 
the years immediately following World 
War ll." The current :figures on housing 
starts, v-acancy rates, and savings flows 
fully support this claim. The restrictive 
monetary policies of the Federal Reserve 
are having a disastrous effect upon our 
national housing goals outlined in the 
1968 Housing Act. 

It is no secret that tight money 
uniquely discriminates against the home 
buyer. Periodic savings in monetary pol
icy over the last 20 years have led to 
corresponding swings in the level of 
housing starts. Housing has traditionally 
been the balance wheel in our economy, 
bearing the main burden of fighting in
flation. Moreover, the discriminatory im
pact on housing is likely to become more 
acute in the future given the increased 
reliance placed upon monetary policy to 
help stabilize the economy. 

Following the 1966 experience, Gov. 
Sherman Maisel, of the Federal Reserve 
Board, estimated that the housing sector 
was forced to absorb between 60 to 70 
percent of the impact of tight money 
whereas that industry comprises only 3 
percent of our gross national product. 
When an industry accounting for only 
3 percent of the economy takes 70 per
cent of the cutback because of policies 
that result in tight money, the impact 
is clearly discriminatory and unfair. 

The instability in the housing industry 
is not inevitable nor is it due to natural 
economic forces. It is a direct result of 
government economic policies. Since gov
ernment itself creates instability in the 
housing industry, it is perfectly reason
able to call upon the Government to re
duce at least part of the instability for 
which it is responsible. We are not subsi
dizing the homebuyer or homebuilder by 
increasing the supply of mortgage credit 
during periods of tight money. On the 
contrary, we are attempting to alleviate 
at least part of the damage caused by 
the Government itself when it tightens 
up on the money supply. 

During the current period of tight 
money, housing starts have skidded from 
an annual rate of 1,878,000 in January to 
1,383,000 in August, although the Sep
tember :figures show a temporary recov
ery to 1,518,000. However, both the Com
m~rce Department and the National As
sociation of Homebuilders are predicting 
further declines to the end of the year. 
For the entire year, it is expected we will 
build only 1.3 million units whereas we 
should build at least 1.8 million units to 
maintain the schedule for meeting our 
10-year housing goals. 

When we look at our annual rate of 
expenditure in the third quarter com
pared to the last quarter of 1968, we find 
that housing is the only sector which 
has been forced to cut back. Overall GNP 
is up 5.6 percent, consumer spending on 
durable goods is up 4.6 percent, State 
and local construction is up 3.5 percent, 
Federal spending is up 1.4 percent, busi
ness spending on new plant and equip
ment is up 9.8 percent, but residential 
construction is down 2.5 percent. 

One would think that housing would 
·be forging ahead. We have the greatest 
demand; the worst housing shortage in 
ye•ars. Vac•ancy rates are at their lowest 

points in years. Family formations are at 
an all time high. The potential demand 
for housing is tremendous. Moreover, we 
as a nation are committed to better 
housing, particularly for low and moder
ate income citizens. 

The reason housing has fallen off is 
simple-it is due to the restrictive mone
tary policies of the Federal Reserve 
Board. The reduction in the growth of 
the money supply has squeezed the total 
supply of credit and sent interest rates 
sky high. Effective interest rates on con
ventional mortgages climbed from a na
tionwide average of 7.23 percent at the 
start of the year to 8.08 percent at the 
end of September. This is unheard of, 
and of course it is catastrophic for home 
building when interest rates average over 
8 percent. Likewise, effective interest 
rates on FHA mortgages climbed even 
higher-from 7.36 to 8.36 percent. 

High interest rates have an onerous 
impact upon the average family budget. 
Twenty years ago, a veteran could pur
chase a $10,000 home with a 4-percent 
mortgage and his monthly payments for 
principal and interest were under $50. 
Today, a similar home would cost the 
veteran at least $20,000. He would be 
mighty lucky if he could get an 8-per
cent mortgage. At this rate, his monthly 
payments would be nearly $150. 

The price of the home has doubled; 
the rate of interest has doubled; but the 
monthly payments have tripled. If this 
keeps up, the American family will be 
spending all their income on interest. 

There can be no quarrel with the ad
ministration's efforts to control infla
tion. However, certain high officials in 
the administration seem to have a cal
lous indifference to the fact that the av
erage homebuyer is called upon to pay 
most of the cost. 

Last -March, the Senate Banking and 
Currency Committee held hearings on 
the alarming increase in interest rates. 
A number of proposals were advanced 
for cooling down plant and equipment 
spending by large corporations. These 
were summarily rejected by Under Sec
retary of the Treasury Charls E. Walker. 
When asked how the administration 
plans to control big business spending, 
Mr. Walker replied: 

I have a proposal that worked every time 
in the past. It worked in 1966; it will work 
this year. A restrictive monetary and fiscal 
policy. 

Mr. Walker did not mention, of course, 
that the 1966 restrictive monetary pol
icy worked largely at the expense of 
homebuilding. 

During those same hearings, Mr. 
Walker optimistically predicted that the 
administration's policies would soon bear 
fruit. On March 25 he said: 

I feel we are moving close to a cresting 
out in inflationary expectations, interest 
rates and capital spending. 

Since his statement 7 months ago, 
the Treasury bill rate increased from 
6.1 percent to 7.1 percent; the annual 
rate of corporate capital spending went 
up by $3 billion; and the annual rate of 
price increase went up from 4.9 percent 
to 5.4 percent. Some cresting. 

I am glad to see the President is 
finally calling in the leaders of the busi
ness community to enlist their aid in 
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the :fight against inflation. This action 
was urged upon the administration over 
6 months ago. Had it been adopted 
sooner, we might not have had the in
tolerably high interest rates we have 
today. Nevertheless, I am hopeful that 
the President will take a firm tone with 
business. The latest economic surveys 
show the corporate capital spending ... 
boom will run well into 1970 notwith
standing Mr. Walker's deep and abiding 
faith in the effectiveness of general fis
cal and monetary policies. 

RENEWAL OF RATE CONTROL AUTHORITY 

This section extends until September 
22, 1970, the authority to establish flex
ible ceilings on rates paid by financial 
institutions on time and savings depos
its. The authority was first enacted by 
Congress during the 1966 credit crunch 
to restrain excessive competition for 
funds by commercial banks and savings 
and loan associations. Unless renewed by 
the Congress, the authority expires on 
December 22, 1969. 

The 1966 legislation also for the first 
time gave the Federal Home Loan Bank 
Board authority to prescribe the maxi
mum rates of interest which federally 
insured savings and loan associations can 
pay on savings deposits. Under this au
thority, the Bank Board has established 
a ceiling of 4% percent on passbook ac
counts and 5% percent on certificates 
of deposits. 

The 1966 legislation also requires that 
the Federal Reserve, the FDIC and Home 
Loan Bank Board consult with one an
other prior to establishing deposit rate 
ceilings for their respective institutions. 

A failure to renew the 1966 legislation 
could precipitate another rate war be
tween banks and thrift institutions. 
Similar unrestrained competition in 1966 
caused thrift institutions to lose billions 
of dollars of savings to commercial 
banks-savings which otherwise would 
have gone into mortgage investments. 

UNINSURED FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

Section 2 extends Federal deposit rate 
control authority to nonfederally insured 
financial institutions including mutual 
savings banks in those States where State 
officials lack comparable authority and 
where uninsured savings deposits exceed 
20 percent of total savings deposits. This 
authority would not become fully effec
tive until July 31, 1970. During the in
terim, the Federal financial agencies 
would have authority to prevent the rates 
paid by nonfederally insured institutions 
from exceeding 5¥2 percent. Rate control 
authority over nonfederally insured in
stitutions would expire on September 22, 
1970, along with the expiration of the 
flexible rate control authority for fed
erally insured institutions provided for 
under section 1. 

The requirement that uninsured de
posits exceed 20 percent.of total deposits 
confines the application of Federal rate 
control authority over nonfederally in
sured institutions to one State-Mas
sachusetts-where deposits in savings in
stitutions not subject to Fe~eral rate 
ceilings comprise over 60 percent of total 
deposi~. Moreover, under Massachusetts 
law, the State banking commissioner does 
not have comparable authority to estab
lish ceilings on the rates of interest paid 
by nonfederally insured institutions. 

TREASURY BORROWING AUTHORITY 

Section 3 amends section 1HD of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Act which au
thorizes the Federal Home Loan Bank 
Board to borrow up to $1 billion from the 
Treasury. The authority would be in
creased to $4 billion. 

The amendment also requires that the 
rate charged on such borrowing be set at 
the current market yield on Treasury ob
ligations. Existing law permits borrow
ing at a lower rate, hence the proposed 
amendment would remove any subsidy 
involved in such borrowing. 

The amendment also provides the 
Treasury with a positive mandate from 
the Congress to permit such borrowing 
authority to be used in order to prevent a 
drastic reduction in housing starts. De
spite many erratic swings in housing 
construction, the authority to borrow 
from the Treasury has never been used 
since its original enactment 19 years ago. 

Specifically, this legislation indicates 
that it is the sense of the Congress that 
the authority to loan to the Home Loan 
Bank Board "be used by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, when alternative means 
cannot effectively be employed, to permit 
members of the Home Loan Bank Sys
tem to continue to supply reasonable 
amounts of funds to the mortgage mar
ket whenever the ability to supply such 
funds is substantially impaired during 
periods of J.nonetary stringency and 
rapidly rising interest rates:: 

The funds borrowed from Treasury 
would be reloaned by the Bank Board 
to those savings and loan associations 
about to undergo a sharp reduction in 
their volume of mortgage lending. The 
Home Loan Bank System would be re
quired to repay the Treasury at the 
earliest practicable date which in most 
cases should be within 6 to 12 months. 
Hence there would be no permanent im
pact on the Federal budget. 

Mr. President, the purpose of this sec
tion is to increase the availability of 
mortgage credit on reasonable terms dur
ing periods of tight money. The home 
loan bank system has done an excellent 
job in loaning funds to our savings and 
loan associations so that they can con
tinue making mortgage loans. During the 
first 9 months of 1969, the home loan 
banks advanced $2.6 billion to savings 
and loan associations. Without this $2.6 
billion, the housing industry would have 
taken an even more severe blow. 

But the home loan banks must also 
borrow the funds they loan to member 
associations. During a period of tight 
money the ability of the home loan banks 
to borrow is curtailed. Home loan bank 
obligations are backed by the Treasury. 
Nonetheless, investors demand that a 
higher rate be paid on home loan bank 
obligations compared to a Treasury ob
ligation of comparable maturity. This 
differential can grow to as much as one 
percentage point during periods of tight 
money. 

Since the home loan banks must pass 
along their borrowing costs to member 
associations, who in turn pass the cost 
on to the home buyer, a difference of one 
percentage point can be crucial. It means 
the monthly payments can be reduced 
by $15 for the average home buyer. In a 
tight market, a one percentage point re
duction in the rate means that thousands 

of young families can afford to buy a 
house when they otherwise could not. 

It has been charged that the use of 
Treasury credit facilities somehow con
stitutes an unjustified subsidy to the 
home buyer. In actual fact, the use of 
Treasury borrowing authority will not 
cost the Government a penny. The home 
loan bank system will repay the Treas
ury with interest at the same rate it costs 
the Treasury to borrow. 

It has also been argued that a subsidy 
is still involved since the Home Loan 
Bank is permitted to borrow at a rate 
lowe.r than it would have to pay if it 
issued its own obligations. We are now 
dealing in semantics. I fail to see how 
anything can be called a subsidy if there 
is no cost to the taxpayer. If we accept 
this twisted definition of subsidies, then 
many other programs already on the 
books are backdoor subsidies. For ex
ample, commercial banks can now bor
row from the Federal Reserve at 6 per
cent, which is aJt least 2 percentage 
points below what they would have to 
pay on the open market. I do not hear 
any cries that commercial banks or their 
customers are being subsidized by the 
Federal Government. 

The increased bo.rrowing authority, to
gether with the congressional mandate 
that it be used to help housing, is a mod
est attempt to redress the imbalance in 
our monetary policy. I hope that it will 
be used by the administration to help 
ease the heavy burden on the American 
homebuyer. 

COMMERCIAL PAPER BORROWING 

Section 4 strengthens the autho.rity of 
the Federal Reserve Board to administer 
reguation Q which establishes the maxi
mum rate of interest which commercial 
banks can pay on time and savings de
posits. There is a loophole in regulation 
Q permitting large banks to obtain funds 
in excess of the £eiling through the bank 
holding company device. Under this de
vice a bank holding company or its non
banking subsidiary can issue short-term 
notes in the commercial paper market 
at prevailing rates which at the present 
time are more than 2¥2 percentage 
points higher than the regulation Q ceil
ing. The proceeds can then be channeled 
by the parent holding company to its 
subsidiary bank. This can be done by 
purchasing loans outright o.r by purchas
ing participation shares in the bank's 
loan portfolio. In either event, the bank 
has additional loanable funds to con
tinue its business lending activity. Com
mercial banks have raised over $2.9 bil
lion through this device over the last 9 
months. 

The Federal Reserve Board has testi
fied that it felt it would be desirable to 
clarify its legal authority to control com
mercial paper borrowing under regula
tion Q. siri.ce the committee acted, the 
Board has issued proposed regulations 
to place commercial paper borrowings 
under the regul,ation Q ceiling. While I 
am glad to see the Board move in this 
direction I believe the legislation is st111 
needed ~ preclude any potential legal 
challenge to the proposed regulations. 

EURODOLLAR BORROWING 

Section 5 permits the Federal Reserve 
Board to establish reserve requirements 
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of up to 22 percent on funds borrowed by 
U.S. member banks from foreign-owned 
banks. The practice of borrowing funds 
abroad in the Eurodollar market con
stitutes another offset to the Federal Re
serve Board's monetary policy. Large 
commercial banks have borrowed over $7 
billion in the Eurodollar market during 
1969, notwithstanding the restrictive 
monetary policy of the Federal Reserve 
Board. The funds so obtained have per
mitted these large banks to continue 
making business loans to their corporate 
customers, thus adding to the infla
tionary pressures on the economy. 

The authority to promulgate higher 
reserve requirements can make it more 
expensive to borrow Eurodollars and thus 
curb their excessive inflow. As a result, 
commercial banks wou!d be forced to 
curb their lending sooner than they 
otherwise would, thus contributing to the 
effectiveness of our anti-inflationary 
policy. It is not fair that the homebuyer, 
the small businessman, the farmer, and 
State and local governments should be 
forced to cut back while large corpora
tions forge ahead on Eurodollar financ
ing. 

VOLUNTARY CREDIT RESTRAINT PROGRAM 

Sections 6 and 7 reactivate the author
ity under which the Federal Reserve 
Board administered a voluntary credit 
restraint program during the Korean 
war. This authority was contained in the 
Defense Production Act of 1950. It au
thorized the President to consult with 
representatives of the financial commu
nity in order to establish voluntary pro
grams of credit restraint. 

Under this authority, as delegated by 
the President, the Federal Reserve Board 
established industrywide committees of 
banks, investment banking firms, life in
surance companies, savings and lo~n as
sociations, and mutual savings banks. 
The committees established voluntary 
lending criteria designed to ration credit 
to the most essential uses without drastic 
increases in interest rates. While there 
were a number of problems in the imple
mentation of the criteria, by and large 
the program achieved its objectives. 

A National Voluntary Credit Restraint 
Committee issued a statement on March 
10, 1952, evaluating the success of the 
program. This statement was published 
in the March 1952 Federal Reserve Bul
letin and reads as follows: 

At the outset of the program, which was 
without precedent in the country's financial 
history, there was widespread skepticism as 
to what might be accomplished by a self
regulation effort in the highly competitive 
field of lending. This has been supplanted by 
a recognition that the program has proved 
practicable, workable, and effective as a sup
plement to fiscal, credit, and other anti
inflationary weapons • • • The program has 
been an important factor in holding prices 
level during the first year of its operation. 
(Statement released by National Voluntary 
Credit Restraint Committee, Mar. 10, 1952.) 

Mr. President, during the hearings on 
this provision, the administration pre
sented a complex but unconvincing argu
ment against it. The essence of their ar
gument seems to be a fear of a perverse 
expectational effect. That is, businessmen 
might mistakenly think that full-scale 
price and wage controls are coming and 

therefore increase their spending plans 
even more to beat the deadline. 

I do not think this is a realistic view. 
In the first place, we are talking about 
voluntary credit controls, not mandatory 
price and wage controls. There is nothing 
in the legislation to authorize mandatory 
price or wage controls. In the second 
place, there is no reason to assume that 
the business community has closely fol
lowed this legislation, ready to spring 
into action if enacted. Thirdly, I would 
think the average businessman would 
not go on a spending spree if he thought 
voluntary credit controls were to be tried. 
On the contrary, he might very well delay 
his capital outlays in the expectation of 
lower interest rates. 

I believe the enactment of the author
ity will strengthen the hands of the Pres
ident in the war against inflation. It is 
purely discretionary. There is nothing in 
the bill which requires the President to 
use the authority unless he sees fit to use 
it. I can see nothing wrong in giving the 
President the additional authority to be 
available if needed. 

Should interest rates continue their 
meteoric rise and should the administra
tion conclude a voluntary credit restraint 
program is necessary, the authority 
would be there to use. On the other hand, 
if we do not enact the authority now and 
the administration is forced to ask for 
the legislation at a later date, the finan
cial panic which the administration fears 
might very well take ~Jlace. It is much 
better to put the authority quietly on the 
books now so that it is available if needed. 

Another argument raised against a 
voluntary credit restraint program is 
that it is unworkable and unfair. This 
was n::>t the case when the program was 
successfully tried during the Korean war. 
I believe the program can work, at least 
for a short p3riod of time. But that is 
all that we may need before general 
fiscal and monetary policies begin to take 
hold. In the meantime, voluntary credit 
rationing can avoid an excessive increase 
in interest rates and channel credit to 
high-priority uses such as housing and 
State and local spending. 

Why should we be building fancy re
sort hotels and cutting back on schools? 
Why should we be financing conglom
erate mergers and starving the home
building industry? Why should we be 
feeding an unsustainable corporate in
vestment boom and squeezing the small 
businessman? 

The proposal for a voluntary credit re
straint program is certainly a modest 
and responsible proposal. First, it is vol
untary; second, it is discretionary with 
the President. Some business groups tes
tifying before our committee called for 
mandatory price and wage controls to 
channel funds into housing. The admin
istration characteristically endorsed a. 
policy of cautious inaction. The commit
tee has wisely rejected these two ex
tremes and instead has recommended a 
middle ground approach. Unless we lack 
confidence in the ability of the admin
istration to act wisely, I believe we 
should put the authority for a voluntary 
credit restraint program back on the 
pooks, to be used by the President if 
needed. 

CLARIFICATION ON THE LIABILITY 
OF NATIONAL BANKS FOR CER
TAIN TAXES-REPORT OFA COM
MITTEE-INDIVIDUAL VIEWS <S. 
REPT. NO. 91-530) 
Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, from 

the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency, I report favorably with an amend
ment the bill <H.R. 7491) to clarify the 
liability of national banks for certain 
taxes, and I submit a report thereon. I 
ask unanimous consent that the report 
be printed, together with individual 
views. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be received and the bill will be 
placed on the calendar; and, without 
objection, the report will be printed, as 
requested by the Senator from Wis
consin. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION TOMORROW 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that all 
committees be permitted to meet during 
the session of the Senate tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CRANSTON in the chair) . Without objec
tion, it is so ordered. 

PERSONAL STATEMENT OF MR. 
BYRD OF WEST VIRGINIA WITH 
RESPECT TO H.R. 12307, INDEPEND
ENT OFFICES AND DEPARTMENT 
OF HOUSING AND URBAN DE
VELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 
1970 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, yesterday I was absent from the 
Senate because of official business. I wish 
to state that had I been present during 
the consideration of H.R. 12307, I would 
have voted "nay" on the amendment of
fered by the able Senator from Ohio <Mr. 
YouNG) to reduce the civil defense appro
priation by a total of $8.3 million. The 
rollcall vote is indicated in the RECORD 
at page 33699, as No. 146 Legislative. 
I want the RECORD to show that I would 
have voted "nay" had I been present and 
voting. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

ADJOURNMENT TO 9:45 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, 1f there is no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, in ac
cordance with the previous order, that 
the Senate stand in adjournment until 
9: 45 a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 
·6 o'clock and 17 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until tomorrow, Thursday, 
November 13, 1969, at 9:45a.m. 
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NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 

Senate, November 12, 1969: 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

Maj. Gen. Royal B. Allison,            FR,


Regular A ir Force to be assigned to posi- 

tions of importance and responsibility des-

ignated by the President in the grade of 

lieutenant general under the provisions of 

section 8066 , title 10 of the United States


Code.


IN THE ARMY 

The Army National Guard of the United


States officers named herein for promotion as 

Reserve commissioned officers of the Army, 

under provisions of title 10, United States


Code, sections 593 (a) and 3392:


To be major general


Brig. Gen. Joseph G. May,            ,


Adjutant General's Corps.


Brig. Gen. LaClair A. Melhouse,        

    , Adjutant General's Corps.


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS


EDUCATION TAX EXEMPTIONS 

HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN 

OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, November 12, 1969


Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, with ref- 

erence to the pending proposal to amend 

the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 

allow credit against income tax to in- 

dividuals for certain expenses incurred 

in providing higher education, I am 

strongly convinced that this bill, which I 

am cosponsoring in the House, or some- 

thing based on its principles, is neces- 

sary to meet urgent needs of parents 

struggling these days to provide their 

children with higher education. 

The previous experience of Congress 

concerning legislation of this kind, for 

one reason or another has not been very 

successful. House and Senate committees 

have, apparently, not been convinced of 

the need or practicability of this legisla- 

tion. 

The Senate wisely inserted an amend- 

ment to H.R. 6950 during the 90th Con- 

gress, and, as is often the case with these 

matters, it was deleted in the conference 

at a time when it was well on its way to 

becoming law. This was lamentable. 

I would not belabor the point of the 

vastly increased cost of modern, college 

education with regard to secondary and 

higher levels. It is truly prodigious. This 

cost has been rising in leaps and bounds, 

getting far beyond the means of a great 

many people in our society, who are in- 

tent upon educating their promising boys 

and girls. 

The situation in regard to this soaring 

expense is somewhat akin to that obtain- 

ing in medical and hospital costs, in that 

the rich and the poor, for different rea- 

sons, have it easier. In the case of the 

rich, there is no serious problem, and the 

poor, though grievously burdened, are in 

a position to obtain scholarship benefits 

and other aid for their young folks, even 

though their struggles and sacrifices are 

great. 

It is the rank and file in m idd le- 

income groups, so to speak, who have the 

majority of eligible scholars, who are 

harried and handicapped by the heavy 

burdens of prohibitive, rising costs of 

higher education. 

With about 50 percent of high school 

graduates planning to attend colleges 

these days, and this percentage, fortu- 

nately rising every day, almost 8 million 

college students are pursuing advanced, 

college education, and the huge sum that 

is required to defray its costs cannot pos- 

sibly in all or even a high percentage of 

cases, be met by the family of young 

students, and we must have massive, pub- 

lic support in this area, if we would meet 

drastic needs. 

I realize there are some people who do 

not want such a program, and there are 

those who think we are doing enough. 

But the plain fact is that many very 

bright, promising boys and girls and their 

families are having a desperate struggle 

to get a college education, and I think 

the Congress must be willing to take the 

bull by the horns, and put enough money 

into this program in order to educate the 

millions of young people who are quali- 

fied, deserving, and seeking higher learn- 

ing at all levels, to fit themselves for busi- 

ness and the professions. 

Obviously, tax relief for their parents 

is one way by which these burdens can be 

lightened for millions of American fam- 

ilies. Other steps are necessary, including 

large funds for loans and grants for pro- 

grams providing scholarships, aid and 

jobs for the students. 

I hope that the Ways and Means Com- 

mittee, and its counterpart on the other 

side of the Capitol, will take a sharp, 

sympathetic look at this problem, and 

come up with some real, generous, ade- 

quate help for our young people, and 

their folks, so they can be assured of get- 

ting a good college education without 

bankrupting their families and causing 

their parents concern and frustration 

because they are not able to help them as 

they would like to do, or cannot help 

them adequately at all. 

I compliment my colleagues in the 

House and other people who have given 

so much attention to this problem, and 

hope that before long some reason, and 

understanding, and generosity of spirit 

will take hold here in the Congress to put 

these education programs on a solid, 

funding basis, so they can meet the needs 

of our young people aspiring to higher, 

academ ic training. N o other nation


should be ahead of us in education, or


in anything else that is needed.


I realize that fixing taxing credits is 

a complex, intricate problem that must


be accomplished by experts in this field


attached to our committees, the Internal 

Revenue Service, academic and lay tax


experts, whose views should be consid-

ered and carefully weighed, and written 

into law. 

The important thing is to make the 

credits substantial enough to relieve par- 

ents who are contributing as much 

as 

they can to the higher education of their 

children. 

I realize, of course, that this must be 

done without imposing unabsorbable loss 

of tax revenues that would put our basic 

tax bills out of line, though I do not be- 

lieve this would necessarily follow, if 

proper expertise is exercised by our com- 

mittees, their gifted advisers and other 

available experts. 

In a rapidly changing world, where our


young generation is being buffeted by


unprecedented influences pulling them in


all directions away from safe moorings,


Congress must stick to basic fundamen-

tal principles and techniques that have


been responsible for the growth and suc-

cess of this great free system of ours in


guarding our liberties and making possi-

ble unprecedented prosperity and well-

being.


We would be foolish, indeed, to scrap


the things that have made us great, just


because we have some people in the coun-

try who think the ideas of Karl Marx


are superior to those which built our un-

rivalled free economy and libertarian in-

stitutions, which have served us so well,


and which can be changed and adjusted


to any need that may develop in our


society without pulling basic principles


up by the roots and without letting them


pass us by.


Let us go forward across a broad front


with policies, programs, and measures


designed to provide primary, elementary,


secondary, higher, and professional edu-

cation for the children and the youth


of this country.


Let us change our laws and our in-

stitutions in every way that may be


sound and necessary to meet and solve


our problems. Let us enact such laws as


we may need to serve our social programs


at appropriate levels, and provide fully


and adequately for the health, education,


and well-being of the American people


of every age.


Let us keep our great country free and


prosperous, with opportunities for all


who aspire to them, a place where lib-

erty, individual rights, and equality un-

der the law in an ordered society shall


be the lot of our humblest fellowmen and


women.


INDONESIAN JOINT VENTURE


OPERATION HAILED


HON. HUGH SCOTT


OF PENNSYLVANIA


IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES


Wednesday, November 12, 1969


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, recently


Mr. Julius Tahija, chairman of the Pa-

cific Indonesia Businessmen Association


Investment Promotion Council, delivered


a most thoughtful address to the Amer-

ican Management Conference. While his


concern was primarily with the impact


of American management on a growing


Indonesia, his ideas have wide import-

ance for the continuing development of


enlightened social policy on the part of


American business throughout the world.


I commend this address to Senators and


xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-x...

xxx-...
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