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The people who have dreamed up a.nd plan 

to execute this blast, seem to have no con­
cern or responsibility for wha.tever may he.p­
pen. They a.re obviously not sure of the re­
sults themselves. They do know, however, 
that whatever happens the United States wlll 
protect them and pay all the bills for dam­
ages. These people a.re ignoring possibilities 
of disasters which could very well happen, 
causing loss of life, property, industry, re­
sources, ecology and other factors which 
could affect the whole North Pacific basin, 
with a. device which ls obsolete. 

Severa.I yea.rs ago the AEC wanted to blast 
a harbor in Ala.ska, with atomic explosives. 
At that time, the idea was killed. I hope The 

people can kill this idea. The blast t.o ex­
cavate a. harbor in Alaska would probably 
have been about one-tenth the power of this 
blast. 

The AEC has given no indication to the 
public of the purpose of this blast, with an 
obsolete type of weapon. They have set off 
enough smaller blasts so that they should be 
able to calculate the results of any size of 
blast. Perhaps if there was a. good reason, 
worth great gamble with the possible results, 
the public would be more understanding. 

With no known logical facts to justify this 
blast, I think the people should demand that 
the $113 million cost so far, should be writ­
ten off as a horrible mistake, and forget the 
whole fireworks display entirely. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 14, 1971 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, on roll­
call No. 226, the motion to recommit the 
proposed contempt of Congress citation 
against Dr. Frank Stanton, president of 
the Columbia Broadcasting System, I 
was unavoidably absent. If present and 
voting, I would have voted "yea." 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, July 15, 1971 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Reverend Allen W. Singh, St. John 

Christian Methodist Episcopal Church, 
Washington, D.C., offered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal God, we thank Thee for calling 
these great men and women for Thy 
service. As they begin their day's work, 
we beseech Thee to shower Thy blessings 
upon them. 

Make Thy purpose and will known to 
them. Enlighten their hearts and minds 
so that they may become sensitive to the 
needs and aspirations of Thy children. 
May all of them become aware of their 
solemn duties and obligations. Bestow 
upon them the courage and strength to 
face all the difficulties and hardships 
which may come in their way. Grant 
them the wisdom to see that which is 
true, good, and beautiful. Fill their hearts 
with love that they may be able to estab­
lish justice and righteousness. Help them 
to lead this great Nation in such a way 
that it may become a source of blessings 
to all people; and this world may become 
a better place to live. 

Be with us and hear our prayer. 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam­
ined the Journal of the last day's pro­
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Without objection, the Journal stands 
approved. 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate proceeded to reconsider 
the bill <S. 575) entitled "An act to ex­
tend the Public Works Acceleration Act, 
the Public Works and Economic De­
velopment Act of 1965, and the Appala­
chian Regional Development Act of 
1965," returned by the President of the 
United Strutes with his objections, to 
the Senate, in whi:ch it originated. 

The message further announced that 
the said bill did not pass, two-thirds of 
the Senators present not having voted 
in the affirmative. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees ·to the amendments of the 

House with amendments to the bill <S. 
991) entitled "An act to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to continue a 
program of research, development, and 
demonstration of processes for the con­
version of saline and other chemically 
contaminated water for beneficial use 
and for the treatment of saline and 
other chemically contaminated waste 
water to maintain or improve ithe quality 
of natural waters, and for other pur­
poses," in which concurrence of the 
House is requested. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill <S. 581) entitled 
"An act to amend the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945, as amended, to allow 
for greater expansion of the export 
trade of the United States, to exclude 
Bank receipts and disbursements from 
the budget of the U.S. Government, to 
extend for 3 years the period within 
which the Bank is authorized to exercise 
its functions, to increase the Bank's 
lending authority and its authority to 
issue, against fractional reserves and 
against full reserves, insurance and 
guarantees, to authorize the Bank to 
issue for purchase by any purchaser its 
obligations maturing subsequent to 
June 30, 1976, and for other purposes," 
requests a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. SPARKMAN, 
Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. PACK­
WOOD, and Mr. BENNETT to be the con­
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
S. 581, EXPORT EXPANSION FI­
NANCE ACT OF 1971 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­
imous consent that the House insist 
on its amendments to the bill <S. 581) 
to amend the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945, as amended, to allow for greater ex­
pansion of the export trade of the United 
States, to exclude Bank receipts and dis­
bursements from the budget of the U.S. 
Government, to extend for 3 years 
the period within which the Bank is 
authorized to exercise its functions, to 
increase the Bank's lending authority 
and its authority to issue, against frac­
tional reserves and against full reserves 
insurance and guarantees, to authorize 
the Bank to issue for purchase by any 

purchaser its obligations maturing sub­
sequent to June 30, 1976, and for other 
purposes, iand agree to the conference 
asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? The Chair hears none, and ap­
points the fallowing conferees: Messrs. 
PATMAN and BARRETT, Mrs. SULLIVAN, 
Messrs. REUSS, ASHLEY, MOORHEAD, Wm­
NALL, J. WILLIAM STANTON, BLACKBURN, 
and BROWN of Michigan. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON 
THE ROLE OF THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT IN COMMUNITY 
RELATIONS 
<Mr. EDWARDS of California asked 

and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex­
tend his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to announce that 
the Civil Rights Oversight Subcommittee 
of the Committee on the Judiciary will 
hold a series of public hearings on the 
role of the Federal Government in com­
munity relations. These hearings will 
commence with testimony from the U.S. 
Department of Justice on July 28, and 
from the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 
on July 29, 1971, at 10 a.m. each day in 
room 2141 of the Rayburn House Office 
Building. Public witnesses will be sched· 
uled to testify at later dates. 

Those wishing to testify or to submit 
statements for the record should address 
their requests to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, House of Representatives, 
room 2137, Rayburn House Office Build­
ing, Washington, D.C. 20515. 

REFERRAL OF Bn.L TO PRIVATE 
CALENDAR 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the signed with­
drawals of objection to H.R. 6666 by my 
colleagues Mr. HAYS and Mr. STANTON be 
entered in the RECORD and that the bill 
accordingly be permitted to be placed 
on the next Private Calendar subject to 
the approval of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

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

There was no objection. 
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TWO OUTSTANDING EVENTS TO BE 
HELD IN SIOUX CITY, IOWA, DUR­
ING THE NEXT WEEK 
<Mr. MAYNE asked and was given per­

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

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
call attention of my colleagues to two 
outstanding events which will be held in 
my home city of Sioux City, Iowa, dur­
ing the next week. The Midwest Gover­
nors' Conference will take place in Sioux 
City and its neighboring community of 
South Sioux City, Nebr., from July 18 
through July 20, with Gov. Robert Ray 
of Iowa and Gov. J. J. Exon of Nebraska 
acting as host Governors. Then on 
Wednesday, July 21, the Eighth Annual 
Sioux City Rivercade will begin and run 
through July 25. This great celebration 
which each year dramatizes the impor­
tance of the mighty Missouri River to our 
Nation will present a varied program of 
events including boat and land parades, 
Huck Finn fishing de:riby, boat races, 
athletic events, and musical and theatri­
cal entertainment. The central theme 
will again be the need for continued 
development of the Missouri's resources 
consistent with full preservation of the 
ecology of the region. I want to commend 
Commodore Toby C. Dellamano and his 
staff for planning what promises to be 
the most successful rivercade in history 
and to congratulate the queen of the 
river, Miss Cindy Irwin, who has reigned 
with such distinction during the 'pa.St 
12months. 

It is with great pleasure that I now 
invite all Members of the House of ReP­
resentatives and the other body to attend 
this year's rivercade. Commodore Del­
lamano assures me that a warm welcome 
will await you as honored guests in 
Sioux City. 

AMENDMENT TO BE OFFERED BY 
REPRESENTATIVE SKUBITZ TO 
DELETE THE LYONS, KANS., RA­
DIOACTIVE WASTE REPOSITORY 
FROM THE ATOMIC ENERGY COM­
MISSION BILL 
<Mr. SKUBITZ asked and was given 

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

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, during the 
course of .the debate today on the Atomic 
Energy Commission authorization bill I 
mtend to submit an amendment to strike 
the $3.5 million for land acquisition and 
construction of a waste disposal plant 
in Lyons, Kans. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want the body to 
know the position of the State of Kansas 
and the Governor on this project. 

Yesterday there was delivered to my 
office a copy of a letter which the Gov­
ernor of Kansas has sent to the chairman 
of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. 

The Governor says: 
The AEC contends that it must have the 

site and the facilities before it ca.n con.duct 
these additional tests. Kansas scientists dis-
agree; they believe these additional tests can 
be conducted in laboratories. 

I appreciate these attempts to compromise 

opposition to the Lyons project, but I cannot 
accept them. 

Then, Mr. Speaker, he ends up his 
letter with this statement: 

As Governor. I am going to use au the 
authority of the Kansas Governor's omce to 
prevent the AEC from forcing this potentially 
dangerous project on the people of Kansas. 

If Congress .a.pwoves the AEC project, 
Kansas Attorney General Vern Miller ls mak­
ing preparations to file a lawsuit to halt the 
project; I will support him in legal action. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
RULES TO FILE REPORTS 

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com­
mittee on Rules may have until midnight 
tonight to file certain privileged repom. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
TeX'as? 

There was no objection. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 9388, TO AUTHORIZE 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
1972 ' 

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of ·the Committee on Rules I 
call up House Resolution 528 and ask for 
iits immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. RES. 528 
Resolved, That upon th:e adoption of this 

re.sol u t!on it sh&ll be in order to move th.alt 
the House resolve iU>elf' into the Committee 
of the Whole ljouse on the St.ate of tlh.e 
Union far the consideration of' the bill 
(H.R. 9388) to authorize approp!'lia.tians to 
the Atomic Energy C-Ommlss1on in &000rd­
ance with sec1llon 261 of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as &mended, and for other pur­
poses. After general deoote, which shall be 
confined to the blll and shia.11 ocmtinue not to 
exceed one hour, to be equally divided e,,nd 
oo.ntrtolled ·by the cha1Il'lm.81Il Ml.d ;ran.king 
minority member of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Ene:r.gy, the bill shall be read for 
aanendment under the five-minute rule. At 
the concl uslon of' the oons1dera.tlon of the 
bill for a.mendm.-ent, the Committee she.11 
rise .a.nd report the bill to the House with 
such amendments es may have been adopted, 
&nd the iprevious question shall be considered 
as ordwed on the bill and a.m.endment.s 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except one motion to reoommit. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. YOUNG) is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois <Mr. ANDERSON) pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may con·· 
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 528 
provides an open rule with 1 hour of gen­
eral debate for consideration of H.R. 
9388, the purpose of which is to authorize 
appropriations for the Atomic Energy 
Commission for fiscal year 1972. 

The bill authorizes appropriations to 
the AEC totaling $2,321,187,000-$2,025,-
571,000 for operating expenses and $295.-
616,000 for plant and capital equipment. 

Approximately 50 percent of the au­
thorization is for civilian applications of 
nuclear energy and the balance is for 

military purposes. The sum of $116.4 mil­
lion is for the high-energy physics pro­
gram for which the AEC acts as princi-

. pal funding agent for the entire Gov­
ernment. 

The bill was reported by the Joint 
Conunittee without a dissenting vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
the rule in order that the bill may be 
considered. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I would only like to add a short 
comment to the excellent statement by 
my di1stinguished colleague the genitleman 
from Texas <Mr. YouNG) in connection 
with the rule we are asking for on the bill, 
H.R. 9388. I am making these remarks 
as a member of the Committee on Rules, 
and also as one who is privileged to serve 
as a member of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

In this authorization bill the Joint 
Committee has looked very carefully at 
the twin goals of improving the environ­
ment and meeting the growing energy 
needs of our Nation. The Joint Committee 
strongly supports the President's goal of 
achieving the demonstration of a breeder 
reactor by 1980. This bill does just that. I 
might add that one of the reasons this 
bill has been del:ayed was to make sure 
we included the necessary provisions of 
the June 4 Presidential message on 
energy. 

The committee also applauds and sup. 
ports the goal of developing the breeder 
reactor as a key element in the national 
fight against air and water pollution. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize 
fiscal 1972 funding for the Atomic Energy 
Commission. The total authorization is 
for $2,321,187,000. This figure is $37,210,-
000 above the administration's request. 
The authorization is broken down into 
two main categories: 
Operating expenses _________ $2,025,571,000 
Plant and capital equipment_ 295, 616, 000 

The two major increases are for space 
nuclear propulsion, $37 million, and the 
cascade improvement program for the 
AEC's uranium enrichment plants, $35 
million. These increases are off set by de­
creases in programs with less priority or 
where funds could not be effectively spent 
in fiscal year 1972. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an excellent bill. 
The Joint Committee has put many long 
hours into its deUberation on this impor­
tant piece of legislation. I know of no ob­
jection to the granting of the rule, and I 
urge the adoption of the rule. 

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

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question on the resolu­
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

SALINE WATER CONVERSION ACT 
OF 1971 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
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Speaker's desk the bill <S. 991), to au­
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
continue a program of research, develop­
ment, and demonstration of processes 
for the conversion of saline and other 
chemically contaminated water for bene­
ficial use and for the treatment of saline 
and other chemically contaminated 
waste water to maintain or improve the 
quality of natural waters, and for other 
purposes, with Senate amendments to 
the House amendments thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendments to the 
House amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend­

.ments to the House amendments, as 
follows: 

Page 7, of the House engrossed amend­
ments, strike out lines 11 to 16, inclusive, 
and insert: 

"{b) The Secretary will cooperate with 
the Administrator of the Environmental Pro­
tection Agency to insure that research and 
development work performed under this Act 
makes the fullest possible contribution to 
the improvement of processes and techniques 
for the treatment of saline and other chem­
ically contaminated waters and to avoid the 
duplication of the experience, expertise, and 
data regarding desalting technologies which 
have been acquired in the performance of 
the Saline Water Conversion Act." 

Page 9, line 2, of the House engrossed 
amendments, strike out "2" and insert "3". 

Page 9, line 5, of the House engrossed 
amendments, strike out "subsection (a) of 
this section" and insert "subsection lO{b) 
of this Act". 

Page 9, line 7, of the House engrossed 
amendments, strike out "subsection 2 ( e) and 
section 3" and insert "subsection 3(e) and 
section 4". 

Page 9, of the House engrossed amend­
ments, strike out lines 17 to 22, inclusive, 
and insert: 

"(c) the term 'other chemically contami­
nated water• refers to waters which contain 
chemicals susceptible to removal by desalting 
processes;". 

Resolved, That the Senate agree to the 
amendment of the House of Representatives 
to the title of the above-entitled blll. 

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, do I understand that .the 
amendments of the other body are purely 
technical, as the gentleman has indicated 
to me, and that there is no increase in 
the cost of the bill? 

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

Mr. HALL. I am glad to yield to their 
gentleman. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, the 
Senate amendments to the amendment 
of the House to S. 991 to expand and 
extend the desalting program being con­
ducted by the Secretary of the Interior, 
and for other purposes, are of two cate­
gories. First, there are three technical 
amendments to correct certain internal 
cross references in ·the House amend­
ment. 

Second, there are two amendments 
which deal with language changes. The 
other body feels that these two amend­
ments are necessary to preserve the 
agreement on language between the 
Senate futerior Committee and the Sen­
ate Public Works Committee. The first 
of these substitutes a new subsection 6 

(b) having to do with coordination be­
tween the Secretary of the Interior and 
the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency. This amendment 
makes no real change in the central 
thrust of the language in subsection 
6(b) of the House amendment. It mere­
ly makes explicit that which was already 
implicit; to wit, that the saline water 
conversion research program and the wa­
ter quality research program be coordi­
nated in the interest of avoiding dupli­
cation and waste. 

The second language change effected 
by the Senate amendments is found at 
subsection 8(c) where a substitution is 
made in the definition of the term "other 
chemically contaminated water." The 
Senate amendment defines this term to 
refer to waters which contain chemicals 
susceptible to removal by desalting proc­
esses. This is a somewhat more precise 
definition than that in the House amend­
ment to S. 991 which enum€1l'ated a 
number but not all sources of potential 
chemical contamination. 

Mr. Speaker, these amendments do 
not weaken or alter the central objec­
tives sought by the House in its amend­
ment to S. 991. If anything, they pro­
vide a more explicit expression of the 
House's intentions in this area; namely 
that these two programs--saline water 
conversion research and water quality 
enhancement research-be conducted in 
such a way as to be mutually support­
ing with a minimum of duplication of 
effort and expense. 

Accordingly, I urge the House to agree 
to the amendments to the Senate to the 
amendment of the House to the bill S. 
991. 

Mr. Speaker, may I assure my col­
league, the gentleman from Missouri, 
that the amendments are germane. They 
make certain language more explicit and 
they are in accordance with the rules of 
the House. The majority and minority 
members of the committee of which I 
am the chairman are in support of these 
amendments. 

Mr. HALL. The gentleman's answer to 
my question is that there is no increase 
in the cost? 

Mr. ASPINALL. The gentleman is cor­
rect. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I wish to state on be­
half of the minority, we have examined 
the motion being made and find it in 
accordance with the intent and purposes 
of the legislation. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Colo­
rado (Mr. AsPINALL)? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments to the House 

amendments were concurred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

U.N. PARTICIPATION ACT 
<Mr. HORTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, through 
inadvertent error, I am listed as a co­
sponsor of H.R. 6589, a bill to amend the 
United Nations Participation Act of 1945 
to prevent the imposition thereunder of 
any prohibition on the importation inlto 
the United States of any strategic and 
critical material from any free world 
country for so long as the importation of 
like material from any Communist coun­
try is not prohibited by law. I wish at this 
time to withdraw my cosponsorship of 
this proposed legislation. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, I make 

the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

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

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol­

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 191] 
Abourezk Gray Pepper 
Adams Hanna. Pettis 
Alexander Hansen, Wash. Rees 
Blanton Hawkins Reid, N.Y. 
Erasco Hebert Saylor 
Carey, N.Y. Hicks, Wash. Scheuer 
Clark Holifield Steed 
Clay Kastenmeier Steiger, Ariz. 
Daniel, Va.. Landrum Stephens 
Danielson Long, La. Stuckey 
Da. vis, Ga.. Mccloskey Teague, Tex. 
Dellums McCormack Thompson, Ga.. 
Donohue McCulloch Tiernan 
Dow Meeds Van Deerlin 
Edwards, La. Melcher Whitten 
Eshleman Metcalfe Wilson, 
Flynt Mills, Ark. Charles H. 
Foley Mollohan Wright 
Fraser Pelly Zwach 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 377 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

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

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR THE ATOMIC ENERGY COM­
MISSION, 1972 
Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 

move tha;t the House resollve itself into 
the CommitJtee of the Whole House on 
the Sta.te of the Union for the oorusidera­
tion of the bill <H.R. 9388) to authorize 
appropmtions to the .ArtJomic Energy 
Commission in accordance with section 
261 oif the Atomic Energy Act; of 1954, as 
amended, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITI'EE OF THE WHOLE 

Aooord.ingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con­
sideraition of the bill H.R. 9388, with 
Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read­

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMA!N. Under the rule, the 

gentleman from Illinois <Mr. PRICE) will 
he recognized for one-half hour, and the 
gentlleman from California <Mr. HosMER) 
will be recognlized for one-half hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from IDinois <Mr. PRICE). 
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Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield my.self 10 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, this will be the first 

time in 25 years that this legislation will 
have been presented to the House by 
anyone other than our esteemed col­
league, the gentleman from Galifornia 
<Mr. HOLIFIELD). Unfortunately, Mr. 
HOLIFIELD is not able to be with us to­
day since it was necessary for him to 
return to California because of a death 
in his family. 

This authorization bill is the product 
of many days of hea.rings by the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, searching 
questions by our committee and its staff, 
and several months of careful considera­
tion by the committee after which the 
committee reached unanimous agree­
ment. 

I regret that we have not been able to 
bring this bill before you until today. 
However, the administration subinitted 
two amendments to its requested author­
ization bill, the last of which was received 
by the Joint Committee on June 11. These 
amendments delayed by about 2 months 
final cominittee action on the bill. 

Last year and the year before when our 
distinguished former chairman, CHET 
HOLIFIELD, had the privilege of seeking 
favorable action in the House on the AEC 
authorization bill for fiscal years 1970 
and 1971, he pointed out that each bill 
was one of the most austere fiscal meas­
ures reported out by the Joint Committee 
in recent years. The bill now before you 
is, in many respects, even more stringent, 
especially considering the inflationary 
trends which exist today. 

This bill would authorize apprqpria­
tions to the Atomic Energy Cominission 
totaling $2,321,187,000. This amount in­
cludes both operating expenses and plant 
and capital equipment costs. This total 
dollar amount is essentially the same as 
for fiscal year 1971. However, a more pre­
cise comparison would show a reduction 
in purchasing power of 5.9 percent be­
cause of the cost-of-living increase that 
has occurred in the past year. In terms 
of constant dollars, H.R. 9388 contains 
the lowest dollar amount authorized in 
the last 6 fiscal years. 

Section 101 (a) of H.R. 9388 would au­
thorize appropriations of $2,025,571,000 
for operating expenses of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, including the ad­
dition of $50 million for the liquid metal 
fast breeder reactor demonstration pro­
gram set forth in section 105(d). Sec­
tions 101 (b) and 105 of the bill would 
authorize appropriations of $295,616,000 
for plant and capital equipment. Tables 
summarizing the authorization amounts 
for the AEC's major programs are set 
forth on pages 3 and 55 of the Joint Com­
Inittee's report accompanying the bill. 
These tables show the changes which the 
Joint Cominittee has recommended in re­
lation to the amounts requested. These 
changes reflect the committee's judg­
ment concerning the funding necessary 
to achieve the Commission's high-prior­
ity program goals. 

Just over 50 percent of the total pro­
gram costs reflected in the Joint Com­
mittee's recommended authorization 
bill would be applied to the civilian ap­
plications of atoinic energy. The major­
ity of the program costs associated with 

the AEC authorization for the past 3 
years has been for military applications. 
The committee hopes that the program 
will continue to be predominantly civil­
ian oriented. Of course, we recognize that 
the funds for military applications must 
be sufficient to meet our vital national 
security needs. 

Turning now to the most significant 
items in this bill. 

URANIUM ENRICHMENT 

I am pleased to report that progress is 
planned in the coming fiscal year toward 
providing the necessary uranium enrich­
ment capacity needed to meet the rap­
idly growing civilian demand for nucle.ar 
fuel. The administration has released 
the impounded $16.1 million appropri­
ated for fiscal year 1971 to begin a Cas­
cade improvement program-CIP. The 
CIP ultimately will modernize and ex­
pand by more than 25 percent the capac­
ity of our Nation's only three uranium 
enrichment plants. 

Also very significant is the fact that 
the President asserted in his June 4 En­
ergy Message to the Congress: 

The Government must carry out its re­
sponsibility to ensure that our enrichment 
capacity expands at a rate consistent with 
expected demands. 

For several years the present and pre­
vious administrations have moved far 
more slowly in implementing the CIP 
than, in the judgment of the Joint Com­
mittee, the need for additional enrich­
ment capacity demands. For 3 successive 
years the Atomic Energy Commission has 
recommended that substantial funds for 
CIP be requested in the Presidential 
budget. However ... the fiscal 1971 budget 
request contained only $5 million for ar­
chitect-engineering work and the fiscal 
1972 budget request contained no funds 
at all. 

Therefore, the Joint Committee has 
responded this year as it did last year 
when $16.1 million was added. This year 
the committee is recommending the ad­
dition of $35 million in construction 
funds for the CIP in fiscal 1972 and it 
strongly urged that the Congress author­
ize and appropriate this full amount. 

NUCLEAR REACTOR, HANFORD, WASH. 

H.R. 9388 contains funds to bring back 
on line this month the dual purpose nu­
clear reactor at Hanford, Wash. The ad­
ministration had decided in January to 
cut back on plutonium production by 
shutting down that reactor in the hope 
of saving budget dollars. Reconsideration 
of the plutonium production picture, the 
impact on the community of the pro­
posed action, and the actual financial 
benefit to the Government from such 
action led to a reversal of that decision 
by the President. 

Under a new agreement to keep the 
facility operating for 3 years the Wash­
ington Public Power Supply System will 
pay up to $20 million per year for the 
availability of nuclear reactor steam to 
produce electric power. 

WEAPONS 

This year, the Joint Committee ex­
amined the AEC weapons program 
budget with particular care and in great 
detail. The committee concluded that 
the request for operating funds was in 

consonance with the stated aims of as­
suring that the Nation's current and fu­
ture security requirements are met. The 
full AEC request of $848.6 million is rec­
ommended for authorization. 

Within this amount is $19.7 million 
for project Cannik.in, an underground 
nuclear test to be conducted during fis­
cal 1972 at Amchitka Island, Alaska. A 
total of over $165 million has been spent 
to date on the Amchitka Island program. 

An earlier 1 megaton nuclear under­
ground test-Milrow-was conducted at 
Amchitka to determine the feasibility of 
conducting the Cannikin nuclear test, 
which will be less than 5 megatons. The 
AEC and the Department of Defense 
have indicated that this underground 
test is necessary for the defense and se­
curity of the Nation. 

CIVILIAN NUCLEAR POWER 

During the past several years voltage 
reductions, scheduled interruptions of 
service to local areas, and unusual ar­
rangements for wheeling electric power 
over extreme distances have made the 
general public increasingly aware of the 
seriousness of electric power shortages. 
Delays in getting new plants on the 
line-both fossil and nuclear fueled­
ha ve caused a narrowing of capacity re­
serve margins in a number of regions 
throughout the country. Compounding 
this situation is the scramble by utilities 
to find and contract for the limi,ted sup­
plies of low-sulfur content coal and oil 
in order to meet newly imposed air 
quality standards. Meanwhile, supplies of 
natural gas, one of the cleanest energy 
sources, are being consumed at an ever 
increasing rate. Moreover, in recent 
years, for the first time in our history, 
consumption of natural gas has substan­
tially exceeded additions to reserves. 

The Joint Committee endorses and 
fully supports the movement within this 
Nation to achieve an environment which 
is both esthetically pleasing and health­
ful to the general populace. But we must 
not lose sight of the fact that the avail­
ability of electricity is a vital factor in 
our everyday life. It affects our health 
and general welfare both directly and 
indirectly. New arrangements at both 
Federal and State level a.re being con­
sidered to assure that full consideration 
is given to the potential environmental 
impact resulting from the siting and op­
eration of electric powerplants. The 
committee is hopeful that procedures for 
considering and approving sites and op­
erating cha.racteristics of steam power­
plants will be developed and utilized in 
a manner which will provide for full 
consideration of all significant environ­
mental factors without undue delay in 
processing. 

FAST BREEDER REACTORS 

In his June 4, 1971, message to the 
Congress concerning the need for and 
the means of achieving an abundant 
supply of clean energy. President Nixon 
announced a national commitment to 
the successful demonstration of the 
liquid metal fast breeder reactor by 
1980. Additional to the AEC budget in 
furtherance of that message included $27 
million for base technology under the 
civilian power reactor program and 
LMFBR-related efforts in general reac-
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tor technology and nuclear safety. An 
additional $50 million for direct assist­
ance in the demonstration program also 
was requested. This brings the total 
amount of AEC support to $130 million 
for the LMFBR demonstration plant. 
The Joint Committee has recommended 
authorization of these funds. 

The Joint Committee believes that it 
would be appropriate for the administra­
tion to carefully consider the advisability 
of building at least two breeder demon­
stration plants. Additional demon­
stration plants not only would provide 
a broader technological base for tthe 
emerging LMFBR industry, but also 
would add the element of true competi­
tion to the development and contribute 
significantly to assuring timely achieve­
ment of the goal the President has set. 

I want to call attention to two features 
of this program mentioned specifically in 
the committee's report. The committee 
has recommended authorization of $1 
million less than the amount requested 
by the Commission for modifications to 
the Liquid Metal Engineering Center fa­
cility and $1 million less than the 
amount requested for modifications to 
existing AEC reactors, critical assem­
blies, and major test facilities for the 
reactor development program. The Joint 
Committee did not intend by that action 
to obstruct in any way the progress in 
the overall LMFBR program which is 
absolutely mandatory if the President's 
announced goal for demonstration of the 
breeder is to be achieved. 

With respect to these two items, it is 
the intent of the committee that the 
Commission should proceed with modi­
fications to the LMEC and other vital 
test facilities as soon as the scope and 
estimated costs of the necessary con­
struction projects have been identified 
and the necessary funding authorized. 
Sufficient funds might not be available 
in fiscal 1972 to accomplish the neces­
sary modifications and improvements at 
LMEC. The committee expects that any 
additional funds needed for LMEC, a.s 
well as reactor modifications, will be 
included in the AEC's fiscal 1973 budget 
request. 

With respect to both of these line 
items, the committee encourages the 
Commission to use its existing authority 
to do advance architect-engineering 
work on projects which would qualify 
under line items of this nature in fiscal 
1973. 

Also in connection with the breeder 
reactor program, section 107 of H.R. 9388 
would authorize the Commission to enter 
into an arrangement, for a period not to 
exceed 7 years, for the continued opera­
tion of Enrico Fermi Atomic Power Plant 
Unit 1 using fuel materials to be leased 
by the AEC with fuel use charges waived 
up to a total amount of $9.1 million 
subject to future adjustment for any 
AEC changes in fuel prices or use 
charges. The arrangement also is to pro­
vide for research and development ac­
tivities of programmatic interest to the 
AEC. 

DESALTING 

During its public hearings on the civ­
ilian nuclear power program, the Joint 
Committee expressed speciial interest in 
Commission studies which have been 

conducted under the budget categories 
of desalting program and other proc­
esses and general research and de­
velopment. The committee has recom­
mended the addition of $1.5 million to 
the amount requested for civilian nu­
clear power which is intended to restore 
to last year's level of $4 million the 
funds for general research and develop­
ment. The added funds would be avail­
able for desalting studies. 

RADIOACTIVE WASTE REPOSITORY 

The bill reported by the Joint Com­
mittee contains $3.5 million in construc­
tion funds for site acquisition and design 
of the proposed radioactive waste reposi­
tory to be located at Lyons, Kans. The 
administration had requested the full 
authorization of $25 milUon for the 
project. 

Questions and objections have been 
raised concerning the desirability of 
moving forward on the repository, par­
ticularly before research has been com­
pleted on such factors as three dimen­
sional studies on heat transfer at a salt­
shale interface, areal hydrology and 
geology, possible environmental damage, 
the transportation of the waste to the 
salt mine, and waste retrieval after 
burial. The Joint Committee believes 
that these areas can be explored while 
further steps are taken. 

The committee explored these issues 
in 2 days of public hearings. The AEC 
has indicated that many questions can­
not be answered until small amounts of 
high-level radioactive waste, to be sup­
plied from Government sources, are ac­
tually deposited in the salt mine to dem­
onstrate the feasibility of using this fa­
cility for its intended purpose. The Joint 
Committee agrees that such research 
should be done but also completely agrees 
that all reasonable questions raised must 
by answered from the standpoint of sat­
isfYing Kansas and Federal officials be­
fore the Lyons facility is put into opera­
tion as a Federal repository for indus­
trial wastes. 

Sufficient operating funds of $1.85 mil­
lion are being recommended for further 
research and development related to the 
Lyons project to obtain additional data 
deemed desirable before full project au­
thorization. 

The Joint Committee is fully cognizant 
of the concern about this program ex­
pressed by Members of the Kansas con­
gressional delegation and the Governor 
of Kansas. The committee has recom­
mended that the Council on Environ­
mental Quality or the Environmental 
Protection Agency take the initiative to 
establish an advisory council to render 
advice to the executive and congressional 
branches of the Government. Such an 
advisory council should include repre­
sentatives of those two agencies, the AEC, 
and the State of Kansas. 

SPACE NUCLEAR PROPULSION 

The Joint Committee has recom­
mended that a total of $52 million in 
operating funds be authorized for AEC's 
research, development, engineering, and 
test efforts on space propulsion systems, 
an increase of $37 million over the 
amount included in the President's fiscal 
year 1972 budget, but the same as re­
quested by AEC in its budget submission 

to the Office of Management and Budget. 
The primary effort within that program 
is the development of a nuclear engine 
for rocket vehicle application-the 
NERVA program. 

The Joint Committee has long sup­
ported the efforts of the Commission and 
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad­
ministration-NASA-to develop a re­
usable and refuelable space nuclear pro­
pulsion system which would be uniquely 
qualified for a multitude of space mis­
sions planned as part of the U.S. space 
program for the late 1970's and 1980's. 
The reduction in effort proposed by the 
administration would decimate this pro­
gram. 

It is necessary that the AEC funded 
portion of the NERVA nuclear subsystem 
be continued while NASA is proceeding 
toward construction of the first ground 
test reactor and engine. Moreover, it is 
imperative that the total NERVA pro­
gram move along with harmony and syn­
chronization among the many facets in­
volved, since disproportionate levels of 
effort by either NASA or the AEC would 
cause unacceptable and ex.pensive delays 
on the overall program. The ref ore, the 
Joint Committee has recommended in­
creases for the AEC program to bring it 
up to the level of the AEC's request to 
OMB and comparable to the authoriza­
tion of funding for NASA appr01Ved by 
both bodies. 

NAVAL NUCLEAR PROPULSION 

The Joint Committee has recommend­
ed authorization of $140 million-the 
amount requested by AEC-f or the oper­
ating costs of the naval propulsion pro­
gram. These funds will enable the Com­
mission to proceed with its advanced de­
velopment program for naval propulsion 
reactors. The unprecedented challenge 
from Soviet nuclear submarines makes 
imperative the retention of the U.S. 
technological advantage in this field. In 
the past year the United States lost its 
lead in numbers of nuclear submarines. 
In addition the total submarine force 
level of the United States is only one­
third the size of the total Soviet sub­
marine fleet. 

Because of the Joint Committee's deep 
concern over the impact on national 
security of recent decisions of the Defense 
Department concerning nuclear-powered 
warships, the committee has directed its 
Military Applications Subcommi 1Jtee to 
investigate Defense Department and 
Navy plans for application of nuclear 
propulsion to surface warships and sub­
marines. 

The Joint Committee expects that this 
investigation will assemble all the fact.8 
needed by the Congress to evaluate the 
appropriate level of continued develop­
ment and application of nuclear propul­
sion to surface warships and submarines. 

CONTROLLED THERMONUCLEAR RESEARCH 

H.R. 9388 contains nearly $30 million 
in authorization of operating costs for 
tfrle controlled thermonuclear research 
program, the full amount requested by 
theAEC. 

This program holds great promise for 
the development of an unlimited and 
clean source of electric power. However, 
three benchmarks-scientific, technical, 
and economic fea.sibility-must be 
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achieved in order to bring this technology 
to commercial realization. The final 
benchmark possibly could be reached 
sometime between the years 1995 and 
2005 if all goes well. 

The Joint Committee has followed the 
CTR program closely since its inception 
in the early 1950's. To date, the Congress 
has authorized and appropriated more 
than $400 million for research in CTR. 
It will take more funds and more time 
to ascertain even fundamental feasibil­
ity. This most likely will be accomplished, 
but our Nation can ill-afford to place 
total reliance on so great an uncertainty 
for a major portion of known power 
needs in the near future. 

EFFECT OF RADIATION EXPOSURES ON MAN 

The Joint Committee has recom­
mended authorization of additional 
funds-$770,000-for the AEC's biology 
and medicine program to assure that 
maximum scientific knowledge is gained 
from the examination of certain unfor­
tunate humans exposed to high radiation 
doses during the first third of the 20th 
century through radium painting of 
watch dials and medical applications of 
radiation. 

This work is conducted at the Center 
for Human Radiobiology, Argonne Na­
tional Laboratory, Illinois. Failure to take 
full advantage of the opportunity to 
derive this rare data would likely forever 
deny our having this information, be­
cause our improved knowledge and safety 
precautions today render remote the pos­
sibility of such exposures. 

The committee also has been following 
closely the study of mortality of atomic 
energy workers being conducted by the 
University of Pittsburgh under contract 
with the AEC. The population under 
study includes personnel who have 
worked and lived in the vicinity of nu­
clear reactors from the early days of the 
atomic energy program. Only tentative 
conclusions can be drawn at this early 
stage of the project. The committee has 
been informed, however, that when com­
pared against suitable controls, no health 
d~fferences appear between the atomic 
energy workers examined thus far and 
the control groups. 

The Joint Committee is ever conscious 
of the need to obtain the best scientific 
data available on human exposure result­
ing from the uptake of radionuclides and 
human exposure from radiation sources. 
This has been a matter of prime respon­
sibility and of special interest by the 
committee for 25 years. 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 

Included in H.R. 9388 is authoriza­
tion of $153.3 million for capital equip­
ment not related to construction. The 
committee has reiterated its urging of 
last year that the Commission continue 
to increase its standards for assuring 
maximum use of existing equipment and 
reducing procurement of new equipment 
to a minimum. Accordingly, the commit­
tee made a general reduction of $ 7 
million. 

TITLE II 

Section 201 of the bill amends sections 
31 and 33 of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954 without adding any costs to the 
AEC program. The amendments broaden 
the authority of the AEC to conduct 

environmental and eneirgy-relat.ed re­
search for others or under its own pro­
grams in areas other than those related 
strictly to nuclear missions. The dual 
need for protecting the environment and 
supplying adequate sources of clean 
electric power, and research and develop­
ment programs to meet that need, were 
stressed by the President in his energy 
message to the Congress. The amend­
ments in section 201 would provide addi­
tional authority for AEC to use the talent 
and resources of its national laboratories 
to facilitate research and development 
for clean energy from all energy sources. 

CONCLUSION 

The Joint Committee believes H.R. 
9388 provides the minimum authorization 
for the continuation of the major pro­
grams and activities of the Atomic 
Energy Commission in an economic 
manner. The effect of all the careful ad­
justments made by the committee in 
relation to the administration's request 
to the Congress is that $44.8 million was 
added by the committee to the total 
amount for operating expenses, and $7.6 
million was subtracted by the committee 
from the total amount for plant and 
capital equipment. In total net eff eci, the 
committee added $37.2 million to the 
overall budget, or a net increase of o .2 
percent over the amount authorized for 
fiscal 1971. 

The Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy unanimously urges the enact­
ment of H.R. 9388 as reported by our 
committee. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I commend the distin­
guished vice chairman of the Joint Com­
mittee on Atomic Energy on his excel­
lent summary of the principal features 
of H.R. 9388, and I am pleased to rise 
with him to urge passage of this bill. 

The report on this bill is complete and 
it shows that every effort has been made 
by the Joint Committee to obtain the 
maximum value for each dollar included 
in this bill. Thus, despite the Joint Com­
mittee's addition of $37 million to the 
operating costs of space nuclear propul­
sion program, and its addition of $35 mil­
lion for the necessary improvements to 
our gaseous diffusion plants, the total 
amount recommended by the Joint Com­
mittee is only 0.2 percent higher than 
the amount authorized by the Congress 
for fiscal year 1971. In reality, consider­
ing the effect of inflation, the total 
amount to be authorized by H.R. 9388 is 
more than 5 percent less in purchasing 
power than was authorized for fiscal 
year 1971. 

While our able vice chairman has men­
tioned the major features of the bill, 
there are a few programs that I should 
like to touch upon briefly. The first is the 
AEC's source materials program. Decem­
ber 31 , 1970, marked the end of the AEC 
procurement of uranium concentrate and 
the financial support which that pro­
curement provided to the uranium in­
dustry. That program was exceptionally 
successful in bringing the United States 
from a position of total dependence on 
foreign uranium sources of supply in 
1942 to our present status of world lead­
ership in uranium production. The do-

mestic uranium mmmg industry is a 
vigorous, up-to-date industry with every 
indication of being fully capable of re­
sponding to the anticipated future de­
mands. This represents yet another 
phase of our Nation's nuclear program 
which has become completely self-suf­
ficient. 

Another program which I feel war­
rants special comment is the plowshare 
program-the peaceful uses of nuclear 
explosives. The Joint Committee has 
recommended an increase of $3.1 mil­
lion in operating funds for this program. 
This additional amount consists of $2.6 
million to embark on a 5-year program 
to provide nuclear stimulated natural 
gas in consumer pipelines and $0.5 mil­
lion to initiate efforts to resolve the ma­
jor technical questions relative to nu­
clear stimulation of geothermal heat 
sources. A feasibility study on nuclear­
geothermal potential has been conducted 
jointly by industry and the Government, 
and these funds will be used to address 
some of the technical issues generated 
through that study. These two energy 
sources-natural gas and geothermal 
heat--can be of significant aid in solving 
our energy needs in an environmentally 
acceptable manner. 

Mr. Chairman, once again, I want rto 
oommend President Nixon for the com­
mitment he made in his June 4 energy 
message to the Congress to begin work 
on modernimtion and expansion of our 
uranium enrichment oapaicity at a rate 
consistent with expected demands. We 
now know that, within just a few short 
years, the capacity of our uranium en­
richment plants will not be sufficient oo 
meet the demand for nuclear fuel. Quite 
naturally, the President's budget plan­
ners seek to postpone the investment of 
funds in this needed capacity expansion 
as long as possible. Unfortunately, by 
doing so, they are forcing all of us to itake 
an increasing risk of a nuclear fuel short­
age near the end of this decade. The 
Joint Committee's recommendation of 
$35 million for the Cascade improvemenit 
program will enable the AEC to move 
forward in expanding this Nation's 
uranium enrichment capacity 0lt a rate 
which the committee deems absolutely 
essential. 

There are, of course, many other 
aspects of this total program too nu­
merous io comment upon in detail. I 
shall attempt to answer any questions 
my colleagues may wish to ask about the 
bill or the accompanying report. 

As noted by the gentleman from 
Illinois, Vice Chairman PRICE, this bill 
represents the results of thorough in­
quiry and careful consideration by the 
members of the Joint Committee and the 
report before you was filed without dis­
sent. The bill has the committee's unan­
imom support and I commend it to you 
for your favorable consideration. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. ASPINALL) . 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, I support the 
purposes and aims of H.R. 9388. 

I wish to commend the vice chairman 
of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
and also the ranking minority member 
of the committee on the House side for 
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the work they have done on this legisla­
tion. 

The funds to be authorized by H.R. 
9388 include an additional $2.2 million 
for the new plutonium recovery facility 
at the Atomic Energy Commission's 
Rocky Flats weapons production plant 
near Golden, Colo. That amount is $12.8 
million less than the $15 million re­
quested by the AEC as part of its line 
item construction project 71-9, the so­
called fire, safety, and adequacy of oper­
ating conditions projects, various loca­
tions. 

For fiscal year 1971, the Congress au­
thorized and appropriated $9.9 million 
to begin the preliminary work on the new 
plutonium recovery facility and to permit 
renovation of the existing recovery fa­
cility. The total cost of this project, in­
cluding renovation of the existing facil­
ity, could range as high as $63 million. 
The Joint Committee fully supports the 
prompt completion of the new plutonium 
recovery facility. The committee was ad­
vised, however, that certain preliminary 
design work for this facility is several 
months behind schedule and that title I 
design will not be completed until May 
or June 1972. 

The total cost of title I and title II de­
sign and renovation of the existing plu­
tonium recovery facility is estimated by 
the AEC at $12.1 million, which will be 
provided by the $2.2 million recom­
mended for authorization for fiscal 1972 
plus the $9.9 million authorized and ap­
propriated for fiscal 1971. The additional 
$12.8 million included in the AEC's fiscal 
1972 request, but not recommended for 
authorization, would have provided part 
of the funds to construct the new facility. 
In view of the delay in the design of the 
project, the Joint Committee deleted the 
$12.8 million from the bill. The deletion 
represents merely a deferral of the fund­
ing until fiscal year 1973 and the Joint 
Committee in its report has urged the 
AEC to request the full amount needed 
for construction of the plutonium recov­
ery facility in its fiscal 1973 budget sub­
mission. 

BACKGROUND 

In May 1969 a fire caused extensive 
damage at the Rocky Flats nuclear weap­
ons plant. Thereafter, the AEC made a 
thorough fire and safety review of all its 
facilities to be certain that the latest in 
improved materials and procedures were 
being fully implemented. An extensive 
review was conducted by the AEC staff 
and its contractor personnel, and by two 
well-qualified insurance oonsultants­
the Factory Insurance Association and 
the Factory Mutual Research Corp. 

After making provision to utilize avail­
able resources, such as general plant 
project funds, the Commission identified 
a number of high-priority construction 
projects to be undertaken which required 
additional authorization and appropria­
tion of funds. These are the facilities to 
be funded under project 71-9. One of 
these is the new plutonium recovery fa­
cility at Rocky Flats. 

Let me say at this point that the Joint 
Committee obtained assurance from the 
AEC in December 1970, when the supple­
mental authorization to begin these proj­
ects was reported, that no existing AEC 

plant-including the Rocky Flats plant-­
is operating in an unsafe manner. On the 
contrary, the objective of these improve­
ments is to provide maximum assurance 
that a major accident, such as the Rocky 
Flats fire of May 1969, will not occur. 

In the case of the existing plutonium 
recovery facility, the AEC had developed 
a number of alternatives for its replace­
ment, including construction of a new 
facility in various configurations above 
and/ or below ground, or complete ren­
ovation of the existing facility. Also, 
the AEC proposed certain improvements 
in the recovery building currently in use. 
Implementation of these improvements 
is now underway. 

The first step toward construction of 
the new plutonium recovery facility was 
a study of the various alternatives under 
consideration. The AEC advised the Joint 
Committee in December 1970, that about 
6 months would be needed to complete 
preliminary design work on the projects 
to be funded under 71-9, including the 
plutonium recovery facility. However, it 
was not until the first of May 1971, that 
an architect-engineering firm for the 
plutonium recovery facility was selected 
to perform the study of the various alter­
natives and a letter contract was signed 
between it and the AEC. 

The preliminary study of alternatives 
is now scheduled to be completed in Sep­
tember or October of this year. Upon 
completion, the AEC will furnish to the 
Joint Committee and the appropriations 
committees of the House and Senate the 
results of the preliminary study in ac­
cordance with the desire of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee expressed in 
its report on the 1971 supplemental ap­
propriation bill. 

Upon selection of an agreed-UPon al­
ternative for construction of the new 
facility, title I design work will be initi­
ated. The title I design is expected to be 
completed a:bout May or June 1972, after 
which the detailed-title II-design will 
be undertaken. A contract for full con­
struction conceivably could be awarded 
at about the time title I design work is 
completed but that contract more likely 
will be awarded and construction under­
taken when title II design work is well 
underway or nearing completion. In the 
meantime, the AEC may need to contract 
for some long-lead time equipment or 
initiate construction such as excavation 
and placement of foundations for the 
new recovery facility. The Joint Commit­
tee has been advised that AEC has the 
:flexibility to use any of the total of $45.7 
million in funds for project 71-9 recom­
mended for authorization and appropri­
ation through fiscal 1972 which is not 
otherwise obligated to accomplish these 
objectives if warranted. 

In conclusion, the deletion of the $12.8 
million requested by the AEC for partial 
funding of construction of the new 
plutonium recovery facility will not in­
terfere with the prompt completion of 
that facility. Also, it will give the Joint 
Committee the opportunity to recom­
mend authorization of the entire project 
with the knowledge of the information 
to be developed in the coming months 
and after selection of the construction 
alternative which best suits the future 

needs of the Commission's weapons pro­
duction complex. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairmain, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen­
tleman from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON) . 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair­
man, I have often had occasion in con­
nection with our consideration of the 
annual authorization bill for the Atomic 
Energy Commission to make the obser­
vation that I think this committee is 
singularly blessed in having Members 
like the two men from California, my 
colleague on this side of the aisle, Mr. 
HOSMER, and our absent chairman, CHET 
HOLIFIELD of California, as well as the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. AsPINALL) 
the gentlemain from Illinois (Mr. PRICE) 
and others who have for as long as a 
quarter of a century in some cases been 
dealing with some of the rather abstruse, 
difiicul t, and complex problems which 
are involved in the work of this 
committee. 

This afternoon I certainly want to pay 
tribute to them again for their diligent 
efforts and the expertise which they have 
contributed to the work of the committee 
on this authorization bill. It makes the 
job of some of us who are a little more 
junior in our service on the Joint Com­
mittee on Atomic Energy less onerous 
than it otherwise would be. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in en­
thusiastic support of lthis legislation. 

I realize that in the hour to come 
when the bill is read for amendment un­
der the 5-minute rule, objections may 
be raised to certain authorizations or 
portions of this bill. I can only suggest to 
the Members of the House and the mem­
bers of the committee that they should 
bear in mind these matters have had a 
very searching analysis and thorough 
scrutiny by the full Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. Many hours of hearings 
have been held. All of those with con­
trary points of view I think would agree 
that they have been given every cour­
tesy and opportuinty to state and present 
their points of view and that the de­
liberations and the decisions made by 
the committee have been made carefully 
and in the light of all the arguments 
that have been offered for the record. 

Let me also say that I am particularly 
proud of this bill today because of the 
impetus it is going to give to the breeder 
reactor program. I spoke very briefly of 
that when I addressed the House prior 
to the adoption of the rule. 

Without being unduly repetitious and 
taking a great deal of time, let me again 
refer to the message of the President on 
the 4th of June which did lay the 
foundations, I believe, for the kind of 
concerted national effort that we are 
now making through a process of re­
search and developmen.t which will ul­
timately conclude and culminate with 
the construction of a commercially 
feasible breeder reactor and the kind of 
a program that will solve the kind of en­
ergy crisis which threatens to overwhelm 
us. It wili enable us to meet our en­
ergy needs in a way which is compati­
ble with our best interests and compati­
ble with the war that we are waging at 
home against the enemies of pollution 
both of our air and water. 

Mr. Chairman, let me also emphasize, 
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however, with all due deference to the 
executive branch, that this is not a new 
program insofar as this committee is 
concerned. It is one to which we have 
given attention for a number of years. 

The fundamental research and devel­
opment has gone forward in years past 
that will make the added funding and 
the support that we now get from the 
executive branch more meaningful be­
cause the preparatory work has been 
done. I think with this additional sup­
port, however, we can hopefully look 
forward to the successful conclusion of 
this program within the time frame sug­
gested. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill does provide 
for an increase in the amount of fund­
ing that has already been authorized for 
a cooperative industry fast breeder dem­
onstration project. We want, we need, 
and we expect to have the cooperation 
of private industry in developing this 
particular source of energy. 

Last year our committee recom­
mended and the Congress authorized $50 
million in direct cost as the Govern­
ment's share in this cooperative venture 
between industry and the Federal Gov­
ernment. As a consequence of the Pres­
ident's message of last June, a request 
has been received to increase that 
amount to $100 million-to double it­
and that is provided for in the bill that 
is now·before us. 

So, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion let 
me urge the House to give its support 
this afternoon to this particular pro­
gram and this particular cooperative 
venture in the development of the breed­
er reactor. 

Let me also urge you, as we consider 
under the 5-minute rule the amend­
ments that may be offered to this bill, 
that the members of the committee will 
find themselves in unanimous opposition 
for the reasons that these matters have 
been thoroughly and carefully studied. 
On the basis of the record of the hear­
ings and the report, I think you will 
agree that we have brought you a good 
and acceptable piece of legislation for 
which you can vote with pride. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to associate myself with the re­
marks which have been made by my dis­
tinguished colleague from Illinois on the 
Joi:Qt Committee on Atomic Energy, par­
ticularly with referenoe to what he said 
about the unique and distinguished lead­
ership on which we pride ourselves on the 
Joint Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, as a junior member of 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
and as the distinguished gentleman from 
Illinois pointed out, it certainly makes 
it so much less burdensome when we 
have such competent leadership. 

Mr. Chairman, controlled thermonu­
clear research-CTR-is directed toward 
the creation of a major new source of 
energy using the process of the stars and 
our sun-the fusion of elements. Fusion 
fuel should be relatively inexpensive and 
of limitless supply since it could consist 
of heavy hydrogen from the sea. The 
fusion power sources-the reactors-will 
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be inherently safe. There should be mini­
mal interaction with the environment, 
because of high thermal efficiency and 
less waste heat per megawatt of power 
generated. It might be possible and prac­
tical to build energy sources that directly 
convert thermonuclear plasma to elec­
tricity without going to steam first. 

SUPPORT BY CONGRESS 

The Joint Committee on Atomic Ener­
gy and the Congress have supported this 
program since the mid-1950's and have 
appropriated over $400 million through 
fiscal year 1971. The fiscal year 1972 rec­
ommendation is for $29.8 million. 

FUSION RESEARCH FINANCING FACTS 

In its fiscal year 1972 ·estimate of what 
could be profitably spent, the CTR branch 
of AEC's Research Division requested 
$34.3 million. This request was reduced 
by AEC to $29.8 million, which OMB ap­
proved for the budget. It is clear that the 
executive branch recognizes the value of 
CTR research 

It should be abundantly clear that 
doubling or tripling the CTR budget 
would be the height of fiscal irresponsi­
bility when those in charge of the pro­
gram only requested 15 percent more 
than they received. Furthermore, CTR 
was the only program in the AEC's phys­
ical research category which received a 
substantial increase over fiscal year 1971, 
$1.8 million. Five other programs were 
reduced substantially and one was in­
creased $60,000. 

FUSION RESEARCH STATUS 

Fusion research is at a critical point. 
For the past 25 years, research has been 
directed toward experiments to produce, 
to heat, and to study thermonuclear 
plasmas. Many approaches and devices 
have been under study. Among these are 
magnetic mirror systems, steady state to­
roidal systems, pulsed high-beta pinch 
systems, and liaser initiated systems. 

All the approaches have one factor in 
common-to initiate a true thermonu­
clear reaction by fusing the hydrogen 
atoms in the plasma. This means temper­
atures of between 50 and 100 million de­
grees and a plasma density that ap­
proaches currents of millions of amperes. 
Once the plasma is generated, it must be 
confined for a significant fraction of a 
second. 

SCIENTIFIC FEASIBILITY 

Fusion research is close to achieving 
the three above-mentioned requirements 
simultaneously. Each of the thr~tem­
perature, density, containment-has 
been obtained separately and some in 
pairs. It is expected that when several 
new devices are completed, the milestone 
called scientific feasibility will be 
reached. This should be by about 1975, or 
earlier. 

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY 

At that time, and only at that time, 
can CTR research be directed toward 
what then appears to be the most prom­
ising route. At that time plans will be 
developed to build two or perhaps three 
different reactors to demonstrate the at­
tainment of technical feasibility. Tech­
nical feasibility will be demonstrated by 
a net output of energy. Another major 
factor which needs to be learned will be 
an indication of "start-up" energy. Any 

reactor system that requires thousands 
of megawatts to go into operation could 
prove impractical. Materials testing for 
specific systems could also be accom­
plished in these demonstration reactors. 

The top researchers in the CTR field 
give a best estimate of about 1985 for 
technical feasibility to be demonstrated. 

ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY 

Economic feasibility must follow tech­
nioal feasibility like day follows night. 
A fusion system that oannot compete 
economically will not be bull t. It will 
take about two demonstration reactors, 
considerably more sophisticated than 
those built to demonstrate technical f ea­
sibility to ascertain the economics of fu­
sion. We can expect such ·a demonstra­
tion in the period from 1995 to 2005. 

MISPLACED RELIANCE ON FUSION 

To summarize, those who cry "fusion 
now," are either unaware of the facts 
concerning CTR or for some inexplioable 
reason are deliberately misleading the 
public. 

If the liquid metal fast breeder reactor 
is not ready for commercial operation by 
1980, from what other source will the 
United States derive the electrical energy 
necessary to meet requirements conserv­
atively estimated to be at least twice the 
demand today? 

Those who are opposing all present 
generation nuclear reactors today, under 
the guise of protecting the environment, 
probably oan be expected to be heard 
from again when fusion approaches 
reality. What then? 

Without responsible consideration of 
the available alternatives, a misguided 
vote on this crucial energy question could 
doom our Nation; without adequate 
power we shall have no economic vitJa.lity, 
no jobs, no recognizable standard of liv­
ing ·and no improvement in our environ­
mental quality. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. PRICE). 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise today in support of H.R. 9388, and 
in particular the proposed authorization 
of $120 million for the liquid metal fast 
breeder reactor-MLFBR-program. 

I have a particular interest in this 
program because of a study presently 
being carried out by Texas A. & M. Uni­
versity. The acronym for this program is 
Nuplex. Nuplex is defined as a very large 
complex consisting of a nuclear power 
reactor, electric production, water de­
salination, chemical processing and pro­
duction, agriculture, and associated ac­
tivities-a new and much larger dimen­
sion in totally interrelated enterprises 
based on low-cost, abundant electricity 
and water. 

The purpose of the Nuplex study is to 
explore the potentialities for the State 
of Texas of new and very large concen­
trated sources of electric power, desalted 
sea water, and the many chemicals which 
can be produced in associated operations. 

The unprecedented size of such energy 
centers together with a vastly upgraded 
technology in desalting and in nuclear 
energy generation allows one to project 
lower costs and unusual methods for 
using the plant output. Some of these 
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are closely related to possible solutions 
for the great problems of our time: ef­
ficient food production and distribution, 
wise utilization of the environment, and 
more social and economic opportunity 
for large groups of people. 

The university is challenged by the 
many questions raised by such a concept 
and the opportunity of service through 
research and education in the several 
areas in which the institution has a 
proven capability. 

Phase I of the Nuplex study seeks to 
identify those areas in which additional 
research is needed to provide basic de­
sign criteria for the Nuplex. The work 
of phase I has been divided into eight 
technical areas: 

First. Nuclear energy. 
Second. Electric power production. 
Third. Desalination and chemical engi-

neering. 
Fourth. Crop production and crop 

ecology. 
Fifth. Water resources. 
Sixth. Byproducts and ecology. 
Seventh. Socioeconomic considerations. 
Eighth. Systems management and 

engineering. 
I. NUCLEAR ENERGY 

Unique among energy resources are 
uranium and thorium which have only 
one major use: the production of energy. 
All other energy resources have other 
value as raw materials for manufactured 
products. The Nuplex concept is a nat­
ural result of the growth and evolution, 
over the past 20 years, of nuclear energy 
as a prime energy source. As a conse­
quence, many of the problems that are 
basic to the Nuplex have been, or will 
eventually be, solved in order to satisfy 
future electrical energy requirements. 
There is every reason to believe that to­
day's nuclear reactors can be scaled up 
to Nuplex size with decreased unit energy 
cost. The nuclear reactor design and type 
selected for a Nuplex will depend on the 
temperature required in the Nuplex elec­
trically, water desalting and chemical 
production systems. 

The potential reduction in unit energy 
cost possible with the scale-up of current 
nuclear reactor plants concepts makes 
it desirable to consider nuclear energy as 
the prime energy source in the Nuplex. 
Present estimates indicate that near­
term nuclear reactor powerplant outputs 
may be increased considerably by simply 
increasing present reactor sizes. A con­
siderable development effort in the 
United States and abroad is already un­
derway toward achieving lower electric­
ity costs via "scale-up" of near-term 
reactors and the long-term development 
of new reactor concepts for single pur­
pose electric utility plants. It should be 
noted that the design problems are rela­
tively insensitive to the ultimate use of 
the generated power or steam, except as 
to the temperature of the delivered 
steam. 

In considering a dual purpose reactor 
for a Nuplex, the choice of the reactor 
type, near term or far term, will largely 
depend on the desired ratio between elec­
tricity and water. That is, the potential 
for higher temperatures in develop­
mental reactors might not have as large 
an economical advantage as a reactor 

with a long-lived nuclear fuel operating 
at a lower temperature, if the electricity 
to water ratio is low. 

This generalizaition must be tempered 
with two basic considerations: First, far­
term technology reactors off er more po­
tential for operating at high steam plant 
temperatures with attendant electric 
generation efficiency impr-0vements, and 
undoubtedly, this will be the direction of 
the main thrust of the nuclear industry; 
second, far-term technology reactors may 
offer inherent cost advantages over the 
present near-term reactors. 

Finally, current feasibility studies of 
nuclear powered plants, considering both 
single and dual purpose desalination, lead 
to the conclusion that ·the nuclear reac­
tor, far term or near term, should be 
of the indirect cycle type with a hea:t 
exchanger or steam boiler between the 
nuclear reactor and the electric evapo­
rator complex. This is ex·tremely impor­
tant from an operational point of view, 
since the steam generator acts as a buff er 
between the reactor and the generator 
or desalting plant. Relatively simple con­
trol systems, already developed, will be 
satisfactory. 

II. ELECTRIC POWER PRODUCTION 

The scale-up of present day reactors 
and the development of advanced con­
cepts for power generation and the pre­
dicted low energy costs would make a 
Nuplex type project profitable. However, 
equally important is the plant factor of 
the Nuplex loads. The highest possible 
plant factor-0.90 or better-can only be 
achieved through careful planning of the 
Nuplex industrial mix, the irrigation pro­
cedures, and the appropriate assurances 
of the continuity of supply of power, wa­
ter, and steam. Reliability analysis of 
alternative system arrangements is of 
the utmost importance. 

The feasibility of operation of dual 
purpose plants to accommodate varia­
tions in demand is another area where 
investigations will be of value. 

The growing demand for electric 
power and the addition of new gen­
erating capacity to meet the increase is 
a continuous process. Electric power de­
mand has been increasing at the rate of 
about 8 percent per year, a doubling 
every 10 years. 

Generating unit sizes have also con­
tinuously increased over the years. A 
200-megawatt electrical generator was 
the average size in 1963, while 1,300-
megawatt electrical units are now un­
der construction at the Tennessee Valley 
Authority Cumberland plant. 

Typical of the increasing trend of re­
placing the conventional steam genera­
tors by nuclear steam supply systems, the 
Cumberland plant uses two boiling water 
reactors as its heat source. This trend 
has been enhanced by the increase in 
fossil fuel costs and a decrease in the 
unit capital costs of nuclear plants, as 
well as by the relative abundance of nu­
clear fuels as compared with fossil fuel 
reserves. Further, fossil fuels have al­
ternate uses as chemical bases while nu­
clear fuels do not. In 1967, nuclear power 
accounted for nearly half of the t-Otal 
capacity on order in the United States. 
Present day reactor technology is based 
on light water types producing saturated 

steam at about 500 to 550 degrees Fahren­
heit-as described in the preceding sec­
tion. 

SEA WATER DESALINATION PLANTS 

Desalting sea water to provide new 
freshwater resources for the arid regions 
of the world has been receiving a great 
deal of interest since the beginning of 
this decade. 

Among the processes investigated, 
evaporation has been found to be the 
most practical. Multistage :flash evapo­
ration plants have been designed to use 
low-grade steam at about 250 degrees 
Fahrenheit, the limitation on temper­
ature being imposed by the necessity 
of scale and corrosion prevention. 

More recently, multieffect-multistage 
:flash evaporation and combination ver­
tical-tube-multistage :flash evaporation 
designs seem to be promising as a means 
for large-scale sea-water desalting. This 
technology is described in greater de­
tail in chapter m. 

DUAL-PURPOSE POWER/WATER PLANTS 

Comparing the steam conditions re­
quired for power production and for sea­
water desalting, it seems that a power­
plant receiving steam at 500-550 degrees 
Fahrenheit and exhausting it at 250 de­
grees Fahrenheit to a sea water evapo­
rat-Or would combine the production of 
both commodities in one plant. Such a 
dual-purpose plant has definite economic 
advantages over separate power and wa­
ter plants of the same production ca­
pacities. 

NUPLEX TYPE POWER/WATER PLANT 

Economic advantages could be ob­
tained from establishing a Nuplex as a 
regional development project. The pow­
er, water, and steam requirements of the 
Nuplex can only be determined after the 
sizes and types of industries have been 
selected, but it is clear that the electri­
cal requirements will probably be larger 
than 2,000 megawatts electrical. 

PLANT CYCLE 

The Nuplex's power and water require­
ments would then determine whether 
or not the electrical power could be pro­
duced by a back-pressure turbine ex­
hausting low-pressure steam to the de­
salting plant for the production of fresh 
water. If additional power is required 
without a corresponding increase in wa­
ter output, a condensing turbine could 
be used to generate the additional power. 
If, however, it is desired to produce addi­
tional fresh water while maintaining the 
constant electric power output, a high­
pressure steam bypass to the desalting 
plant could be utilized to produce the 
additional fresh water. ' 
III . DESALINATION AND CHEMICAL ENGINEERING 

The Nuplex concept is based on the 
premise that considerable economy can 
be realized by the wedding of four usually 
independent functions, nuclear electric 
power, agriculture, sea water desalina­
tion and industry. 

In spite of over 15 years of rather ex­
tensive research, there is still no method 
that competes seriously with the various 
forms of evaporation for sea water de­
salination on a large scale. Freezing 
processes cannot be scaled · readily to 
large sizes. Reverse osmosis cannot now 
produce potable water from sea water in 
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a single stage, and even if it could, it 
does not benefit greatly in cost per unit 
of size by scale up to very large capacities. 

Evaporation equipment, consisting al­
most entirely of vessels and heat trans­
fer equipment, can be scaled to large 
size with considerable confidence and 
with great reduction in investment per 
unit of production. 

The operating oost of a large evapora­
tion plant consists principally of heat 
and capital costs. Considerable question 
surrounds the figures of 20 to 30 cents per 
thousand gallons often quoted for very 
large plants. These costs depend greatly 
on what price one places on the heat 
taken from the powerplant. In general, 
the higher the temperature of steam fed 
to the desalin'3.tion plant the greater its 
value. Capital costs are a.lso open to 
question in that very optimistic values 
for the cost of money have been as­
sumed. Even so, for desalted water to be­
come extremely attractive for agricul­
tural use, it.s cost must be reduced sub­
stantially. 

The largest single capital cost is in 
heat transfer surface, and the main op­
portunity for reducing this investment is 
by finding cheaper heat transfer mate­
rials or in finding a more rapid way to 
transfer heat. Limiting factors in all 
such considerations are the corrosive 
nature of sea water and its tendency to 
deposit scale on heat transfer surfaces. 

One very promising approach, that has 
not been extensively developed, is the 
use of direct contact heat transfer. Sev­
eral variations have been proposed and 
others are possible, but all employ an 
immiscible liquid, such as a hydrocarbon, 
to transfer heat. The advantages are ob­
vious. With no metallic heat transfer, 
surface scale and corrosion are virtually 
eliminated. The equipment, then, con­
sists almost entirely of vessels. Further­
more, heat transfer rates are greatly in­
creased. The principal limitation seems to 
be that no one knows how to design such 
equipment on a large scale. 

In considering nuclear desalination 
systems of this size, one cannot ignore 
the interactions with the environment. 
Careful study must be made of concen­
traited brine disposal and heait dissipa­
tion. Is is more economical to produce a 
slightly concentrated brine and dilute 
this with even larger volumes of sea wa­
ter prior to disposal, or is it more eco­
nomical to produce a much smaller vol­
ume of highly concentrated brine which, 
incidentally, could serve as feed to certain 
processes in the industrial complex? 

No plants built thus far have greatly 
concentrated the feed water, though it 
may turn out this is ithe optimum way 
to oper:ate. It is interesting that varia­
tions in the direct contact systems men­
tioned above could easily produce satu­
rated brine. 

Heat dissipation might not be a prob­
lem in the winter, but in the summer 
some problem would almost certainly ex­
ist. A possible solution would be to form 
a checkerboard pattern of cooling ponds 
and agricultural areas. This would have 
the effect of favorably modifying the 
temperature in both winter and summer. 
These ponds must be sealed to prevent 
saline contamination of the agricultural 
areas. Serious consideration must ·also be 

given ito water intakes to prevent undue 
disiturbance of the inlet areas and also to 
prevent contamination of the feed water. 

IV. CROP PRODUCTION AND CROP ECOLOGY 

Inexpensive, abundant energy is the 
foundation of efficient food production in 
agriculture. The Nuplex concept suggests 
how energy can be produced and used 
to achieve such a goal . But, agricultural 
research has not concentrated on the 
technical and scientific questions that 
come up in connection with highly or­
ganized, energy-rich, fwturistic methods 
for growing food plants. How to use the 
desalinized water in the most efficient 
way, how to create an ideal environment 
for plants, and how to utilize byproducts 
and waste heat in crop production are 
relevant sample questions which are con­
sidered in detail as research challenges. 
Also, we find that food production re­
search in general can be modernized to 
match the level of technology represent­
ed by the energy production in ·a Nuplex. 

The Nuplex concept and its study open 
up a new world of ideas and possibilities 
that must be explored quantitatively, by 
prediction and modeling, preferably by 
computer methods. For many students, 
particularly in agriculture and in ap­
plied biology, .this is still a novelty. By 
participating in the Nuplex research, 
students will learn about computer simu­
lation of cropping systems. This would· 
be a much needed step forward in the 
opportunities the university now .affords 
in the area of crop ecology and produc­
tion. 

The size and complexity of the pro­
posed Nuplex agricultural system require 
not only simulation on paper but also 
realistic tests of the model results. These 
tests are best done in an artificial but 
controlled environment with stands of 
real plants. Conventional growth cham­
bers, greenhouses, and field plots cannot 
fill this need. Agricultural produotion re­
search at the university would acquire a 
new dimension if an environmental fa­
cility, comparable in sophistication to 
those used in engineering research, were 
to be built as part of the Nuplex research 
effort. 

The Nuplex idea, with its very high 
capital and technology input, forces us 
to conceive and specify the optimum en­
vironment for plant growth and food 
production, in contrast to the adaptive 
approach that now characterizes much 
research in agronomy. It also stimulates 
the conception of unconventional meth­
ods of environment control. 

SPECIFIC RESEARCH TOPICS 

Controlled delivery of water or nutri­
ent solutions to plants without waste. 

It is an error to accept statements that 
water derived from desalination is just 
another source of irrigation water. Salt­
free water, free of particulate matter and 
other trash, could be used in water deliv­
ery systems thait are much more efficient 
than those generally used in conven­
tional irrigation. 

There are two attractive possibilities. 
The first is trickle irrigation, in which 
a small-bore perforated pipe is laid in a 
furrow to deliver water uniformly and 
frequently, perhaps even continuously. 
The delivery can be regulated to match 
plant requirements almost exactly, thus 

eliminating waste by seepage and main­
taining an optimum condition for the 
growth of plants. The distilled water re­
mains in closed conduits until it reaches 
the roots and it can be fortified with 
nutrients if required. A great advantage 
of a trickle system is that it oould also 
be used to enrich the atmosphere around 
the leaves with carbon dioxide. Trickle 
irrigation is novel, but data from Israel 
reported in 1969 show a doubling of crop 
yields with less water use than usual. 

Trickle irrigation still results in some 
waste of water by surf ace evaporation. 
This loss can be avoided by subirrigation, 
in which a perforated or porous tube is 
buried and water delivered under pres­
sure. Salt accumulation above the tube 
and clogging have made this method im­
practical up to now. Studies in the Lub­
bock, Tex., area showed that water re­
quirements could be reduced by 40 per­
cent, when subirrigation was used in 
cotton production. Also, more recent 
work there demonstrates that there are 
ways to avoid clogging. A large and con­
stant supply of desalted water gives a 
new look to this old problem. 

In both cases we need to study the 
problem in depth to provide design 
criteria for the dimensions of the tubing 
and its grid and for the optimization of 
the water conditions in the root zone. 
These findings should then be verified 
in experiments with plants to document 
both plant response and water use, so 
that we can determine how much poten­
tial increase in plant production can be 
obtained from a given supply of pure 
water. 

Humidification of the above-ground 
environment plants. 

Engineers and plant scientists have 
known for some time that watering the 
roots of plants does not necessarily in­
sure the most favorruble environment for 
the rest of the plant. In sunny, warm 
weather the volume of water evaporated 
by a crop is so great that a partial dry­
ing of the plant occurs, so that growth 
is slowed down during the better part of 
the day. 

In conventional, irrigated agriculture 
this is accepted as a fact of life. With the 
availability of piped pure water we can 
look into alternatives such as dispersing 
water in the leaf canopy in the form of 
mist, fog or foam. This must be done 
without cutting off the essential ft.ow of 
light to the leaves. Little is known about 
the possibilities of misting, fogging or 
foaming, but at least one report shows a 
120-percent increase in tomato yield. 

V. WATER RESOURCES 

The economic and population growth 
of Texas depends to a large extent on the 
use of natural resources, especially water. 
Evidence clearly establishes that the use 
of fresh water supplies is proceeding at 
a greater rate than they are being re­
placed by natural processes. The concept 
of the Nuplex offers the interesting pos­
sibility of considering saline water 
sources as potentially large, new and 
unrestricted fresh water resources. 

A Nuplex which produces distilled 
water may be a realistic alternative for 
conventional water supplies, particularly 
for water resources developed by im­
portation. Water developed by the 
Nuplex could be considered new water 
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and would not have the historical and 
legal claims associated with present 
water resources. In some respects, the 
Nuplex water may be more desirable, 
and, therefore, more valuable than water 
of natural origin. 

The study of the Nuplex concept, and 
the choices it offers, provide faculty and 
students with a real opportunity te ex­
plore how important natural resources, 
such as water, can be used, altered or 
managed to the maximum benefit of 
mankind. 

SPECIFIC RESEARCH TOPICS 

Four research areas in water resources 
development have been identified as fol­
lows: 

An economic comparison of the Nuplex 
water production with other water 
sources should be made. For example, in 
water development plans for south and 
west Texas, diversions from east Texas or 
from the lower Mississippi were sug­
gested. These sources and proposals for 
water development should be compared 
to the Nuplex and the desalted water it 
produces. In this research the goals would 
be to: First, identify water developments 
and water qualities which would provide, 
in south Texas the amounts of water 
equivalent to those producible in a Nu­
plex; second, measure the cost of develop­
ing these alternative water supplies and 
compare them with costs of producing 
water in the Nuplex, and third, determine 
the values-in-use of the water supplies 
for all possible Nuplex and off-site pur­
poses, agricultural, municipal, and indus­
trial. 

The construction and testing of models 
and systems for handling the large 
volume of water that the Nuplex produces 
is an additional significant research op­
portunity. 

Water problems stem from the fact 
that water is usually not available at the 
time or in the quantity or quality de­
manded. Water resource planning has as 
its aim the resolution of conflicts with 
regard to the quantitative and qualitative 
availability of water, which usually in­
cludes the specification of required struc­
tures and necessary operating rules. The 
water planning aspects of the Nuplex 
would, thus, be a research effort in itself. 
In this aspect of the research, system 
models would be developed which would 
permit the analyst to consider the alter­
native uses of the various center compo­
nents and to identify those components 
which contribute most significantly to the 
total costs and benefits. 

An interesting example of such re­
search is the possibility of providing 
municipal water for the El Paso area. 
The Nuplex project could supply water 
directly to El Paso, using electrical energy 
for pumping water, or the Nuplex could 
deliver water to the lower Rio Grande, 
allowing El Paso to dra.w greater quanti­
ties of water from the upper part of the 
river under existing treaties. A systematic 
method for resolving such questions 
would be a key research objective. 

There are, of course, detailed questions 
concerning the operation of the total 
water system that would need to be re­
solved. Models which simulate the de­
mands, the pipelines, the valves and 
pumps must be made and used to mini-

mize tihe total cost of operation, and to 
maximize its flexibility and efficiency. 

Use of relatively pure water from a 
Nuplex for municipal and industrial use 
creates special opportunities and perhaps 
some problems. Research is needed to 
establish the economic benefit of reason­
ably pure water, and the cost as a func­
tion of purity must be compared to the 
benefits to laundering and food process­
ing operations, for example. 

There are also potential problems. Re­
search must show whether Nuplex water 
may be deficient in mineral content for 
consumption by humans or animals, and 
what measure must be taken to overcome 
these problems. We suggest a study of 
the suitability for drinking purposes of 
processed water, not omitting the pos­
sible presence of any toxic or harmful 
compounds that may result from the 
heating of sea water or any other aspect 
of its preparation. 

There will be research questions asso­
ciated with the storage of Nuplex water. 
It will be necessary first of all to deter­
mine the storage capacity which will be 
needed for the successful operation of the 
system. Storage will be required for flow 
regulation when the output from the 
plant varies and when use and output do 
not coincide. Storage may also be re­
quired to provide ·backup hydroelectric 
power for the powerplant in case of nu­
clear or primary electric powerplant fail­
ure. Storage capacity for the agricultural 
enterprise would be particularly large, 
perhaps as much as 30 billion gallons. 

VI. BYPRODUCTS AND ECOLOGY 

The basic byproducts resulting from 
the power-potable water units of the Nu­
plex are heat and concentrated sea water. 
Research approaches related to the re­
covery of a larger number of chemical 
elements from the concentrated sea water 
have been suggested. A study on the use 
of the concentrated brine for brine 
shrimp culture is presented. The inter­
face between the Nuplex and the ecology 
of the area inftuenced by the Nuplex is 
discussed. It is suggested that the cool­
ing water emuent from the Nuplex, after 
proper cooling, could possibly be used to 
purge a bay area and thereby create a 
more stable and cleaner environment for 
the biota, plant, and animal life of the 
bay. Food processing with the power, 
steam, and water produced by the Nu­
plex has been recognized as a potential 
adjunct to the agricultural systems of the 
Nuplex. 

The basic raw materials needed by the 
power generation and potable water pro­
duction units of the Nuplex are sea water 
and uranium. Sea water is used both as 
cooling water and as a source of potable 
water through evaporation and subse­
quent condensation. About 7 x 10° gallons 
of sea water will be required daily by the 
Nuplex. Of this volume, 5x10° gallons 
will be used as cooling water, 1x10° gal­
lons will become potable water and 1x10° 
gallons will become concentrated sea 
water, containing approximately 70 parts 
per thousand dissolved solids. 

The site selected for the intake of this 
large volume of sea water is important 
both to the ecology of the sea, at and ad­
jacent to the pumping site, and to the 
quality of the water obtained. Shallow 

bays would result in more polluted water 
than the open sea. Likewise, the ecology 
of shallow bays of limited volume would 
be adversely influenced by the daily re­
moval of 7x10° gallons of water. 

The two chief byproducts of the 
Nuplex are concentrated sea water and 
heat. The heat must either be utilized by 
the other components of the Nuplex or 
discharged to the environment without 
adversely influencing the ecology of the 
environment coming under the influence 
of the Nuplex. 

The concentrated brine contains a host 
of chemicals and, therefore, has poten­
tial economic value. The residues of the 
concentrated brine will eventually have 
to be returned to the sea. However, such 
a process must be controlled so as not 
to destroy or severely damage the biota 
of the area receiving the concentrated 
sea water. 

VII. SOCIOECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

The availability of large quantities of 
electricity and water provided by a 
Nuplex would cause monumental socio­
economic changes to take place in the 
geographical location of the facility. 
Those new agricultural and industrial 
activities that are dependent on energy 
or water resources would gravitate to the 
area. This new economic pull of energy 
and water with new and different types 
of agricultural and industrial activities 
would change the entire economy of the 
area and would be responsible for creat­
ing agricultural and industrial enter­
prises that do not presently exist. A ma­
jor impact would be made in the direc­
tion of upgrading the lives and produc­
tivity of the people influenced by the 
Nuplex. 

It is in the nature of reality of econom­
ic interdependencies that any new devel­
opable resource added to an economic 
system, region, or area will have reper­
cussions which directly and indirectly 
influence every aspect of the economic 
system and of the society which depends 
on the economic system. When the new 
"exogenous influence" is in the nature 
of such a profoundly important indus­
trial and consumer input as a new source 
of power and a major new source of clean 
fresh water, the impact on the entire 
economic system in which this occurs 
can be used to change the economic and 
social characteristics of the selected area. 

The desirable effects will be all those 
associated with the greater availability 
and lower cost of higher quality inputs. 
These forces will tend to result in high­
er wages, better living conditions, great­
er returns on investment, and a general 
expansion of the economy. 

The actual, real impact on the econ­
omy which would result from the de­
velopment of a Nuplex in any area or 
region would depend on the extent of 
the alteration of the previously existing 
input and output cost factors in that 
region. The actual economic impact of 
the Nuplex will depend upon the rela­
tive prices of what it has to offer in pow­
er, water, minerals from the sea, and a 
myriad of other industrial inputs as com­
pared with the prices of the same things 
available through conventional means 
and conventional markets. This conclu­
sion, however, assumes that social bene-
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fits and private market conditions vir­
tually refiect each other but this is not 
always the case. Consideration will also 
be given to the potentialities of the Nu­
plex from the point of view of the public 
or social benefit point of view, in addi­
tion to the point of view of the private 
economy at relative prices. 
Vlll. SYSTEMS ENGINEERING AND MANAGEMENT 

Nuplex is a mammoth proj eot and a 
highly complex system. From a systems 
management and engineering stand­
point, nothing of comparable size and 
complexity has been planned, designed, 
implemented, and operated as an inte­
grated system previously. The systems 
management possibilities in such widely 
diverse areas as economic development, 
resource management, regional analysis, 
process control, and urban and environ­
mental planning are almost limitless. 

If effective research is to be conducted 
at ·Texas A. & M. University on the devel­
opment of a Nuplex, it will be beneficial 
to the overall research effort to develop 
analytical models which characterize 
the salient features of the entire system. 
The advantages gained from these mod­
els are many. The research on Nuplex 
will be conducted by a number of tech­
nical groups, each of which will explore 
an individual area in detail. Dw·ing the 
early research phases, the availability 
of analytical models representing the 
entire system will permit evaluating the 
relative importance and priority of re­
search on various components of the sys­
tem, measuring the success in research 
objectives, and establishing the time 
scale on which decisions should be made. 

Mr. Chairman, this is but a small sam­
pling of a very ambitious program 
planned by Texas A. & M. University. 

With fresh water supplies all but de­
pleted in my congressional district and 
much of Texas and the Southwest, I see 
this program as our possible salvation. 
I urge my colleagues to adopt this au­
th01rization and to fund the program 
fully in order that our Nation may have 
the full benefits which will be derived 
from nuclear energy. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Idaho 
(Mr. HANSEN). 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, 
this is the first time I have had the privi­
lege to appear in support of the annual 
Atomic Energy Commission aJUthoriza­
tion bill since my assignment earlier this 
year to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to underscore the comments made by my 
colleague, the gentleman from lliinois 
(Mr. ANDERSON), and to join him in pay­
ing tribute to the ~eadership role that 
this committee has played in the Con­
gress and the country over nearly a quar­
ter of a century. 

On August 2 of this year, the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy will 
observe its 25th birthday. It is im­
portant and signilficant to note also that 
among its present membership are two 
of our colleagues who were appointed to 
the committee when it was first organized 
on August 2, 1946, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HOLIFIELD) and 

the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
PRICE). 

I would commend them for their lead­
ership over the quarter of a century that 
the committee has so effectively carried 
the important and awesome burden of 
shaping our Nation's nuclear energy 
programs. 

NUCLEAR SAFETY 

Mr. Chairman, among the important 
and, I would say, high-priority programs 
covered in the bill before us is the au­
thorization that it contains $42,940,000 
for research and development in the field 
of nuclear safety. This includes work on 
light water reactor safety, fast breeder 
reacoor safety, and techniques for long­
term storage of radioactive wastes. A 
great deal of the important work in the 
water reactor safety research is being 
performed at the National Reactor Test­
ing Station located in Idaho in the dis­
trict I have the privilege of representing 
in Congress. 

The initial budget request in this pro­
gram was for $35,940,000, the same 
amount as estimated for the previous 
fiscql year. Subsequently, by amendment 
to the request, the amount was jncreased 
by $7,000,000, $4,000,000 of which was a 
direct consequence of President Nixon's 
energy message of June 4 and was identi­
fied specifically to supplement planned 
work in the field of fast breeder reactor 
safety. 

Another portion of the increase re·· 
quested was identified for research and 
development related to the proposed na­
tional r9dioactive waste repository to be 
located at Lyons, Kans., more than dou­
bling research and develooment funds for 
long-term storage of radioactive wastes. 
The initial amount of $850,000 was in­
cre~ed to $1,850.000. 

The Joint Committee fully endorses 
this increase in funding. 

During fiscR.l veR.r 1971, exnerimental 
data were developed in the light water 
saf etv research program relative to 
emergency core cooling in a small test 
model. A soecial task force was anoointed 
within the regull':ltory staff to studv the 
applicability of these data to the safetv of 
reactors in operaition, under construction, 
and those undergoing licensing review. 
As a consequence of the review. interim 
criteria were developed by the AEC regu­
latory staff for the evaluation of the ade­
quacy of the design of emergency core 
cooling systems for these reactors. 

The committee report comments upon 
this develooment iand I shall not discuss 
it in detail at this time. I would like to 
emphasize, however, that the Commis­
sion has been conducting analytical and 
experimental light water saf etv research 
over a oeriod of :veR.rs. in fact, since the 
beginning of the civilian nuclear power 
program in the 1950's. 

The results of these research and devel­
opment programs as they become avail­
able are added to the overall 'body of in­
formation which forms the basis for as­
sessing the margins of safety in reactor 
designs. Conservatism in interpreting 
such data has been a. characteristic of 
AEC licensing evaluations. This ap­
proach, coupled with redundancy and 
diversi•ty of safety-related comp0nents, 
has resulted in the enviable safety record 

of the nuclear power industry-no mem­
ber of the public has ever been injured as 
a consequence of the operation of a 
civilian power reactor since the begin­
ning of the program. 

I would only add that the Joint Com­
mittee reviews both the AEC's safety re­
search program and its licensing pro­
gram. We have always insisted that 
safety is the paramount consideration 
in the nuclear power program and we 
believe the Commission is carrying out 
that mandate. 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NATIONAL ENVIRON­

MENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) (PUBLIC LAW 
91-190) 

Once NEPA became law on January 1, 
1970, there remained the practical prob­
lem of developing the administrative pro­
redures for its effective implementaltion 
on a Government-wide basis and within 
€.'a.Ch agency. The President issued Ex­
ecutive Order 11514 in March of 1970-set­
ting forth agency responsibilities inc:lud­
ing the development of procedures to in­
sure timeily public informaltion on Fed­
eral plans and programs with environ­
mental impact. It also set forth the 
responsibilities of the Council on En­
vircrunen tal Quality-CEO. 

Certainly the most importaillt duty, 
from the standpoint of implementaition 
of the law, was that of preparing and 
issuing guidelines to the Federal agen­
cies for the preparation of detailed en­
vironmental statements required by sec­
tion 102(2) (C) on major Federal ac­
tions and recommendations or reports on 
legislation significantly affecting the hu­
man environment. Less than a month 
later, on April 2, the AEC issued a state­
ment of policy on implementing the new 
law relative to its regulatory functions. 

Ln May 1970, the CEO published its in­
terim guidelines for the benefit of Fed­
eral agencies and again, within a month, 
the AEC issued interim procedures for 
AEC operations a revised policy on reg­
ulations to refieot not only those guide­
lines but the provisions of the Water 
Quality Improvement Act of 1970 which 
had become law on April 3, 1970, the 
day after AEC's in1tial policy statement. 
AEC also published, on June 11, 1970, in­
terim procedures for implementing NEPA 
in its regulatory functions. These were 
further refined in January 1971. 

After leng;thy consideration of com­
ments on its interim guidelines, the CEO 
published proposed revised guidelines on 
January 22, 1971, again inviting com­
ment. The final guidelines were adopted 
on April 21, 1971. AEC has recently fur­
ther amended both its regulations and 
internal procedures in the light of these 
final guidelines. 

An analysis of the record will reveal 
thait the AEC has been assiduous in its 
eff ort.s to assure compliance with the 
intent of NEPA and conformity with the 
guidance provided by the CEQ in its in­
ternlal operaitions and in the regul:aited 
activities of others. In its first review of 
the administration of this act, the House 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com­
mittee pointed out that the AEC inter­
preited the Executive order of March 1970 
as requiring public availability of draft 
environmental reports while other agen­
cies did not. The CEO interim guidelines 
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published in April 1970 contalined no such 
prolVision and even the final guidelines 
proposed in January 1970 and adoJY(;ed 
in April 1971, provide only tha.rt such 
draft statements must be available at 
least 90 days before agency action. 

The final guidelines specifically exclude 
recommendations and proposals on leg­
islation fr.om that requirement. Instead, 
they provide that statements relative to 
legislative proposals are to be made avail­
able to the public when presented to the 
Congress. The AEC has consistently fol­
lowed the more liberal policy of mak­
ing such statements publicly available 
in draft form when circulated among 
agencies for comment-often as much 
as a year before legislative action and 
6 months before the legislation is even 
submitted to the Congress. It is, there­
fore, somewhat difficult to understand 
the criticism voiced about the way the 
AEC has acted to comply with NEPA. 
One might wonder aloud, "What more 
could an agency do?" 

NEPA-THE ROLE OF CONGRESS 

There has been raised the issue of 
compliance with the National Environ­
mental Policy Act of 1969-Public La.w 
91-190, NEPA. A similar issue was raised 
last year relative to the SST. It appears 
we shall be hearing much about the re­
quirements imposed by that act. 

This then is an issue of major signi.ft­
cance for this body and, indeed, for the 
entire Nation, for the course we chart 
now will be the path for those who fol­
low. And we are talking about essentially 
every single piece of legislation which 
will come before us-certainly almost 
every money bill. If one should have a.ny 
doubt about the truth of that statement, 
I invite his attention to the report issued 
last month by the Committee on Mer­
chant Marine and Fisheries-of the 
other body-on administration of the 
Environmental Policy Act. 

The basic question before us then is 
what do we see as the role of the Con­
gress in performing its legislative func­
tion relative to assuring compliance 
with NEPA. In particular, it is section 
102<2> <C> of the act, which requires 
preparation of environmental impact 
statements, that should be the focus of 
our attention. 

There is absolutely no doubt that the 
legislation and the history surrounding 
it reflect the unqualified intention of the 
Congress to assign this regponsibility for 
review of environmental effects of gov­
ernment programs and licensed activities 
to the executive branch. Requiring exec­
utive agencies to prepare statements 
assessing potential environmental con­
sequences of governmental acts is 
intended to assure the appropriate con­
sideration of environmental effects 
sufficiently in advance of those govern­
mental actions to protect our natural 
resources and to develop an environ­
mentally sensitive bureaucratic decision­
making process. 

The aot placed the duty for the prepa.­
ra.rtion of detailed environmental staite­
ments Qil the responsible official to be 
designated by the various Federal 
agencies. It ialso reqUJires oonsultation 
among the various agencies with a.ppro­
priaite expertise on the issue at hand and 

the obtaining of comments thereon by 
such agencies-Federal, State, and 
looal-to assure the best and most thor­
ough consideration of environmental 
questions. The aot further established a. 
new entity-the Council on Environ­
meilltal Quality-to oversee and co­
ordinate these efforts and provide the 
necessary direction by way of guddelines 
for administering this statute. This has 
been done over the past 18 months and, 
as could be anticipated, it has been a 
complicated growing and learning proc­
eS3. One cannot impose a.n overriding 
new requirement on essentially the entire 
govemmental decision.making process 
and expect no problems. 

Whait the Policy Act and the entire 
history surrounding it do not reveal is 
the intended role, if any, for the Con­
gress once the Executive has complied 
with the requirements for an environ­
mental review and a detailed statement 
has been prepared wiith appropriate con­
sultaitions and oonsideraition of com­
ments by others. I submit that the Con­
gress certainly should saitlisfy itself tha!t 
the procedures have been compiled with, 
but that it would be unwise for us to 
attempt to second-guess each of the sub­
stantive conclusions reached through 
thrut thorough review by specialists in 
these fields. Basically, this "102 st&te­
menit;" is another sourre of inf ormaition­
a major source--upon which we can rely 
in reaching our conclusions as to how 
we cast our votes. We can accept 6r 
reject tha.rt information. I hasten to add 
tha.rt this is no call for abcticartion by the 
Congress of its responsibility to assure 
itself that the right decision will be made 
on the basis of the best facts. 

lt seems clear 1Jo me that the respon­
sibililty for the environmental evaluauon 
was deliberately and wisely placed by the 
Congress UPon the executive branch, 
where the expertise lay, or is more readily 
available. The system adopted insures 
agia.ill!st preemptory action by any single 
aigency through the agency 001DSulta­
tion-comment provisions, public awa.re­
neS3 and the oversight of ·the President's 
Oouncil on Environmenta.l Quality. 
InadeqUQiCy of perform·ance of those 
duties constitutes violation of the law, 
subject to judicial oorreetion--e. remedy 
to which several of our courts have been 
and are presently addressing their atten­
tion. If we in the Congress 1are w con­
tinue rto f unotion at a.II in carrying out 
our legislaitive role, we simply cannot 
afford the luxury of conducting a de­
novo review-ei>ther in committee or in 
Chamber-of each of these technical 
issues. I oan th:ink of no more effective 
way to paralyze the Congress. 

This is not to say Congress has no role 
in assuring compliance with the act. 
Surely each committee with jurisdiction 
over the activities of any agency can as­
sure that such agency is performing its 
responsibilities under NEPA in an appro­
priate manner. The Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy has been doing essentially 
this kind of review for 25 years. Most re­
cently, during the past 2 years, starting 
before NEPA became law, we conducted 
hearings on the environmental effects of 
producing electric power. The 4-volume, 
3,200 page record is being used as a text 
in several university coilrses on environ-

mental protection. This is just an ex­
ample. Other committees have been 
equally regponsible in carrying out their 
oversight functions. 

In addition, by providing the essential 
resources, the Congress can assure ade­
quate staffing of the Council on Environ­
mental Quality which is charged with 
the difficult task of formulating and rec­
ommending national environmental pol­
icies, including administration of the en­
tire Federal establishment. By making 
that central executive entity administra­
tively and technologically strong, we can 
do much to assure compliance with the 
congressional intent in enacting NEPA. 

As indicated at page 49 of the report, 
the committee is recommending an addi­
tional $660,000 for community support at 
Richland, Wash. This action is in keep­
ing with the spirit of the Atomic Energy 
Community Act of 1955 under which the 
AEC is to provide just and reasonable 
support to its former community. 

The addition is needed because of 
the severe economic distress in that area 
which was exacerbated this year by the 
closing down of the K-east production 
reactor by the AEC. High unemployment 
has resulted in a reduced bond issue for 
schools and the defaulting of pledges to 
sustain the community hospital. The 
recommended additional funds will be al­
located for these two ·activities as well as 
for municipal operations. The Richland 
School District would receive assistance 
payments totaling $350,000, the hospital 
would receive, through the city of Rich­
land, $200,000 and $110,000 would be 
made available for municipal operations. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, only 
yesterday a copy of a letter was hand 
delivered to me which was ·addressed to 
the Chairman of the AFC, senit; by Gov­
ernor Docking, dated July 13. I quote 
from the letJter: 

The JoiDJt Oommlttee on Atomic Energy 
staff omce has info:rm.ed me your Oommittee 
bias voted to authortz.e the funds for ia:le 
·AEC plans to proceed with construction of 
the AEC wsst.e depository over the objec­
tions of Kansas. I also am asking you to 
support opposing :the Lyons project 1! the 
bfill should reaah the Senat.e floor. 
. If the Congress approves the AEC project, 
the Kansas Attorney General Vern Miller ls 
mald:ng preparations to file a lawsuit to ha.Lt 
the project; I will support him in legal 
aotion. 

That ~ signed by Governor Docking. 
Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. SKUBITZ. I yield to the gentle­

man from New York. 
Mr. WOLFF. The gentleman, I would 

say, makes a very good case in support of 
his position. I feel very strongly that 
·tlhis is another oase that illustraJtes that 
the powers of the Atomic Energy Com­
mission as both the promotor of nuclear 
power and the regulator of nuclear power 
are in conflict. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. I thank the gentleman 
for his commen1E. 

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Cha'irman, several 
of our colleagues on the Atomic Energy 
Committee recently circulated a letter 
urging us to vote againstt the Mink 
amendment. It said, 

Arms control agreements being consid~ed 
at SALT call for ABM to protect national 
command centers. One of two U.S. warheads 
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essential for this purpose can.not be devel­
oped without Cannikin data.. Dropping oa.n­
nikin could road.block SALT progress. 

I must respectfully suggest that my 
colleagues are mistaken. The basic 
Spartan missile, which is the vehicle for 
whi'Ch this warhead is intended, would 
be useful only in an anti-Chinese de­
fense, which has been disowned by 
President Nixon. The basic Spartan con­
tributes nothing to national command 
center defense, nor to any other kind of 
an·ti-Russian defense. 

Obviously, if the Spartan is of no use 
against a Russian attack, it is not worth 
very much as a bargaining counter in 
arms limitation talks with the Russians. 

It is a known fact th'at Spartan is only 
useful against a small unsophisticated 
attack. A heavy sophisticaJted attack, 
which is the only kind the Soviets would 
ever send agiainst us, would cut through 
a Spartan defense like a blowtorch 
through oleomargarine. That is why we 
have Sprint missiles. 

The Russians can penetrate a Spart!an 
defense in any one of a number of ways. 
They can use chaff to blind the radar 
that guides Spartan. They can use light 
decoys such as balloons to confuse the 
radar. They can use precursor warheads 
to blind the radar. Any one of these 
would do the job, and we can be sure the 
SoViet attack plans call for the use of all 
three at once. 

In addition, the huge Spartan warhead 
itself will tend to black out its own radar. 

The only ABM that has any hope of 
success is the Sprint missile, which inter­
cepts at low altitudes where decoys do not 
work and blackout is ineffective. Sprint 
still has the problem of physical vulner­
ability of its radar, but that is not the 
problem before us today. 

The point is, Sprint is the only ABM 
that has any hope of working, and it 
does not need this test. It does not use a 
five-megaton warhead; it uses a warhead 
about one-thousandth that size. 

It as been said that Cannikin will cause 
undesirable enVironmental effects. I am 
not qualified to pass on this. But I can tell 
you from a national security standpoint 
that this test is a waste of money. We do 
not need this warhead and we do not need 
this missile. In the words of Dr. Herbert 
York, a former Presidential science ad­
viser, Cannikin is a "pointless ex;periment 
in search of an unnecessary weapon." 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
particularly interested in the bill, H.R. 
9388, which authorizes appropriation.s to 
the Atomic Energy Commission. The de­
velopment of a large nuclear energy gen­
erating plant at Zion, Ill., in my congres­
sional district, has raised serious ques­
tions regarding the effect of this facility 
on the environment. 

Mr. Chairman, many persons have rec­
ommended the installaJtion of cooling 
towers in connection with this facility on 
the assumption that this would prevent 
any degradation of the water or marine 
life of Lake Michigan in the area near 
the new generating plant. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to note 
that the committee has recognized the 
dangers which may be inherent in the 
emuents from such a nuclear generating 
system. As a partial avoidance of this 

threat, the committee appears to feel 
that a gas-cooled reactor program might 
be preferable. I am hopeful that such a 
program will be successful to the end 
that thermal effects may be avoided in 
future systems. 

Mr. Chairman, I am also encouraged 
by the research agenda which the com­
mittee has undertaken as indicated on 
page 28 of the report of the Joint Com­
mittee on Atomic Energy where the com­
mittee states fiatly rthat it is supporting: 

The development of new a.nd improved 
techniques for the control of emuents from 
nuclear facilities (which) will lead to en­
hanced ability of nuclear power plants and 
related facilities to operate with minimum 
adverse impact upon the environment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not satisfied that 
cooling towers are the answer for the 
Zion nuclear generating plant. I dread 
the prospect of cooling towers which 
might reach to a height of 500 feet and 
emit a cloud of steam with its adverse 
thermal effects on the atmosphere--let 
alone the adverse physical appearance 
iand esthetic degradati'On of the area 
which such a cooling system would pro­
duce. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee has in­
dicated its full awareness of the environ­
mental impact produced by nuclear 
energy generating systems. Notwith­
standing the completion of the Zion 
plant, I would expect that any new tech­
niques which are developed would be 
adopted which would reduce thermal or 
other types of pollution. 

Mr. Chairman, the need for additional 
sources of electrical energy are tremen­
dous. The committee-and the Members 
of this House--by their votes today are 
manifesting their determination to pro­
vide for the needs of the people while, at 
the same time, protecting this and future 
generations against any adverse effects 
on the human environment. I commend 
the committee on bringing this bill <H.R. 
9388) to the fioor, and I am pleased to 
give it my support. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, the 
authorization bill for the At.omic Energy 
Committee approved by the Joint Com­
mittee includes operating costs of $27.6 
million, offset by estimated revenues of 
$17.5 million, for the dual-purpose new 
production reactor at Hanford, Wash. 
The authorization of these funds was 
requested by the administration in its 
May 6 amendment to the AEC author­
ization bill. This reversed the earlier ad­
ministration decision to shut down the 
N reactor at the AEC's Hanford plant. 
The request for funds to restart the N 
reactor, effective July 1, 1971, was made 
pursuant to an agreement concluded in 
April 1971 between the executive branch 
and the Bonneville Power Administra­
tion and the Washingt.on Public Power 
Supply System that the N react.or would 
be operated by the AEC for 3 years-­
fiscal 1972 to 1974-provided that the 
Washington Public Power Supply Sys­
tem-WPPSS-will pay the AEC up to 
$20 million a year for the availability of 
the N reactor to produce steam in an 
amount equivalent to 4 billion kilowatt 
hours a year. 

The N reactor is a dual-purpose reac­
tor in that it is used for the production 

of plut.onium. for weapons and other pur­
poses and also to supply steam to gener­
ate 800,000 kilowatts of electricity for 
the Pacific Northwest. 

The Joint Committee strongly sup­
ports the continued operation of this 
reactor. First and foremost it will aug­
ment the supply of plutonium available 
to meet national defense requiremen~ 
without the N reactor there would be no 
contingency supply available to meet any 
need other than known firm require­
ments. The N reactor will be immedi­
ately available during the next 3 years 
to meet unforeseen plutonium require­
ments precluding a delay of many 
months for start-up of a single-purpose 
reactor and initial production. 

This action also results in a substan­
tial reduction in threatened job cutbacks 
in an already severely depressed area of 
the State of Washington. And it will en­
hance the supply of electric power in the 
Pacific Northwest of which--even with 
the N reactor operating-there will be 
an increasing shortage in the next 2 
years. In addition, efforts to move for­
ward on diversification of industry in 
the Hanford area will be significantly en­
hanced. 

The Atomic Energy Commission ad­
vised the Joint Committee on January 28, 
1971, of the decision to shut down the 
two Hanford reactors which was made 
following an examination of require­
ments for reactor products. The Commis­
sion advised that the three production 
reactors remaining in operation at its 
Savannah River, S.C., plant were more 
versatile for the production of the several 
reactor products for which there were 
defined military and civilian require­
ments. The AEC said that the three Sa­
vannah River reactors were sufficient to 
meet "established requirements." 

The K-East and N reactors were to 
have been shut down immediately as well 
as related fuel element fabrication and 
supporting research and development ac­
tivities at Hanford and Fernald, Ohio 
The separation facilities at Hanford as­
sociated with fuel processing and pluto­
nium handling were to have been discon­
tinued at a later date. Thousands of AEC 
contractor employees were to have been 
terminated. 

Following strong protests from the 
people of the Hanford area and the State 
of WaShington, the Washington oon­
gressional delegation, other Members of 
Congress, and the Governor of Wash­
ington State, the President ordered the 
shutdown of the N reactor suspended. A 
special administration tJask force ~ 
appointed to study the matter. Letters 
were exchanged and conferences were 
held between administration officials, 
the joint committee, Members of Con­
gress, and a task force led by Governor 
Evians. New :flacts were brought to light, 
some of which I discussed earlier, which 
demonstrated that the projected budget 
savings were much smaller than orig­
inally thought and that the adverse im­
pact of the reactor shutdown would have 
been very great. Finally, the administra­
tion agreed in April to restart the N re­
actor and requested the necessary addi­
tional funds in May. 

I wish to commend the executive 
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branch for reversing its decision to close 
down the only operating dual-purpose 
reactor. The President and his assistants 
demonstrated a willingness to listen and 
to consider the factors pointed out by 
others from both political parties who 
were interested only in ~uring that the 
full story was known before final action 
was taken. 

The Congress must now follow through 
in the same bipartisan spirit by enacting 
the necessary authorization and appro­
priation of funds for continued opemtion 
of the N reactor. 

I insert at this point in the RECORD a 
February letter from Senator JACKSON to 
the President which explains in greater 
detail the reasons why the N reactor 
should continue lin opemtion, and also 
the omce of Management and Budget 
letter to Governor Evans outlining the 
agreement to continue operation of that 
reactor. • 

The letters .follow: 
U.S. SENATE, 

Washington, D.C., February 8, 1971. 
The PRESIDENT 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Administra­
tion's decision to shut down the K EAST and 
New Production Reactors at Hanford, Wash­
ington, involves a fundamental change tn a 
long-standing national defense policy and 
will cause serious and direct adverse conse­
quences to the economy of the West, as well 
as indirect national effects. These very sig­
nificant points were brought out during the 
hearings (executive session) held by the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy on Febru­
ary 4, 1971. I would like to summarize for 
your personal attention, certain of the facts 
in the hearing record: 

1. Closure of these two reactors will mean 
that, for the first time in the history of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, this Nation will 
not have a capabllity to supply plutonium 
beyond currently known requirements of the 
Department of Defense. There would be no 
existing capacity to deal promptly with con­
tingencies, because of the lead-time (approxi­
mately three years) in getting closed produc­
tion reactors back on the line. It is my un­
derstanding that the Department of Defense 
desires some production flexibility to deal 
with contingencies and took that position 
during the decision-making process. There is 
no explanation of the considerations which 
warrant such a drastic change in the national 
defense posture. 

2. The New Production Reactor (NPR) ts 
a dual-purpose reactor, which is used for 
the production of weapons plutonium and 
also to supply 800,000 kilowatts of electricty. 
For perspective, the NPR is the Nation's only 
dual-purpose reactor; most of the U.S.S.R.'s 
plutonium producing reactors are dual-pur­
pose. Thus, the Soviets apparently do not 
have the long-lead time problem which is in­
herently associated with the reactivtation of 
single purpose plutonium production re­
actors. 

3. The 800,000 kilowatts of electricity from 
the NPR is supplied to the Pacific Northwest 
under arrangements between the Atomic 
Energy Commission, the Bonneville Power 
Administration (BPA) and the Washington 
Public Power Supply System. The Pacific 
Northwest and the Southwest need the power 
from the NPR. Indeed, Mr. Richmond, the 
Administrator of Bonneville Power, testified 
that BPA, because of the lack of power 
sources, had not contracted to supply power 
to any industrial user since 1966. He fur­
ther testified that there is no established 
replacement for the NPR power, and indeed, 
that unavallabi11ty of NPR power mia.y force 
BPA to cancel or curtail some of its con-

tractual commitments. The loss of NPR 
power occurs at a time when there ts an 
existing disparity between electrical power 
supply and demand in the Pacific Northwest, 
and, indeed, in the Nation. That disparity 
is increasing almost daily because of the 
increasing demand for power which ts ac­
companied by the increasing difficulties en­
countered by the producers of power. One 
example of the many difficulties associated 
with the lag in the power supply is the 
environmental problems associated with 
certain low sulfur fossil fuels, particularly 
in the Los Angeles area. There are no easy 
and immediate solutions to these problems. 
The lead-time necessary to construct and 
put into operation a nuclear reactor or any 
other power plant which would replace the 
NPR output ts from 5 to 7 years. In short, 
the unavailabil1ty of NPR power could well 
result in economic chaos. 

This Government Viewed the NPR as a 
distinct national asset when it was author­
ized in 1961, both economically and for na­
tional defense purposes. In my view, the 
record shows that the NPR continues to be 
such an asset. Continued operation of the 
NPR can contribute beneficially in each of 
the foregoing areas of national concern 
(plutonium production supply contingency 
and electrical power), and, I might add, with 
minimum environmental impact. 

4. The Hanford, Washington, area ls the 
only known example of a Government-indus­
try program initiated during the 1960's at the 
time of earlier production cutbacks, which 
resulted in a con'Verslon from a military 
defense war requirement to a peacetime re­
quirement. This conversion was essentially 
accomplished by commitments by AEC con­
tractors at Hanford to create a diversified 
economic base which would not completely 
depend on AEC activities at Richland. The 
latest shutdown, because of the severe direct 
and indirect economic consequences, could 
well result in a complete unravell1ng of the 
various econcxmic diversification programs 
which are either completed or are near com­
pletion at Hanford. 

Lt ;ts my understanding tha.t a task force 
has been appointed by the White House to 
reconsider the closing of these two reactors. 
Incidentally, I have suggested that the task 
force include a representative of the Depart­
melllt of Defense because, as stated previously, 
the question of current and future pluto­
nium needs is involved. The record made at 
the February 4, 1971, ·hearing contains addi­
tional informastl-on which beara directly on 
the itmporta.nt duty to be performed ·by the 
task force. It will, of course, be ma.de ava.11-
able to the task force, as well as any other 
additional information which may be helpful. 
For that purpose, Mr. Edward J. Bauser, the 
staff's Executive Director, will contact the 
task force. 

The points which I have summarized a.re 
of nationwide significance. I would sincerely 
hope that the Administration wlll decide to 
at least ameliorate the consequences of the 
announced shutdowns by budgeting funds for 
continued operatiion of the NPR. 

Sincerely yours, 
HENRY M. JACKSON, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Mtlitary 
Applications, Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 
Washington D.C., April 2, 1971. 

Hon. DANIEL J. EvANS, 
Governor of Washington, 
Olympia, Washington 

DEAR GOVERNOR EvANS: This is to con­
firm our telephone conversation of today 
in which we a.greed on a revised proposal, 
as outlined below, for continued operation 
of the Hanford N Reactor. 

Representatives of the Washington State 
task force met with representatives from 
OMB, the AEC and the Department of the 

Interior on March 30, and 31, 1971, to review 
the details behind the N Reactor proposal 
transmitted to you on March 11, 1971. As a 
result of this joint review, we have been 
able to tsolat"'e the differences between the 
data your task force has been using and 
that on which our proposal was based. 
While the differences have been identified 
some of them remain judgmental and could 
only be resolved through actual experience. 

The major issue involves the net cost to 
the Federal Government for operating the 
N Reactor. In reviewing the details it was 
recognized that our estimated annual av­
erage net operating cost of $31 million 
should be adjusted downward. Your task 
force and we agree that a downward ad­
justment of $3 million should be made to 
refiect federal revenues that would be lost 
if the N reactor were shut down. We further 
agree that additional downward reductions, 
of an unkown and unresolved a.mount, 
should be made to reflect economies that 
could be achieved by optimum scheduling 
and operations. 

In recogndtion of -thds uncertainty a.bout 
the nece6Sa.ry level of costs, and taking ac­
count of all of the non-budget factorB 
which bear on this problem, the adminis­
tmatlon is prepared, subject ito the neces­
sary Congressional authorizations and a.ppro­
pria.itlons, to continue operating the N Re­
actor for the next three fiscal years (July 1, 
1971, to June 30, 1974) prov1ded th.a.t the 
WPPSS will ·pe.y the AEC a ma:x.imum of 
$20 milllon per year for avalla.bllity of the 
reactor to pr-Od.uce steam 1n a.n a.moUI1Jt 
equivalent to 4 b1llion kwh per year. '11his 
payment would be based U\l)On a.vaila.bllity of 
the reactor to produce steam, not upon the 
a.mount of steam. actually produced and used 
by the utmties from t;hast ava.tle.blllty. This 
payment level would begin July 1, 1971. 

In order that the reactor and associated 
faoillties can be operated at .the lowest pos­
sible cost consistent with safe operations and 
AEC's plutonium production objectives, fu­
ture scheduling and meth-Ods of operation 
should be jointly developed in a. good faith 
effort by the AEC and the WPPSS. Any re­
ductions achieved in net operating costs, 
a.ft.er allowing for plutonium cred.t.t, below 
$20 million per year, will be used to reduce 
the oosts to the utilities f91' steam avail­
ablllty. 

We do not insist that as a condition to this 
proposal itohat the Bonneville Power Admin­
istration !lnc.rease their cUITent contract 
I1altes but strongily urge tha't all efforts be 
made to recover full costs as early as possible. 

The Washington Public Power Supply Sys­
tem must reach a conclusion by June 30, 
1972, regarding exercising the contractual 
provision to assume full responsibility fof 
the operation of ;the Hanford N Reactor not 
la.ter than July 1, 1974. 

In order that we may proceed wd.th oon­
trtl.Ctual arrangements, would you please in­
dicate your endorsemelllt of th.is agretmlen.t 
by signing and returning a copy of this 
letter. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD B. RICE, 

Assistant Directar. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to also comment 
on the necessity for AEC support for the 
city of Richland, Wash. 

As indicated at page 49 of the report, 
the committee is recommending an addi­
tional $660,000 for community support 
for this community. This action is in 
keeping with the spirit of the Atomic 
Energy Community Act of 1955 under 
which the AEC is to provide just and rea­
sonable support to its former community. 

The addition is needed because of the 
severe economic distress in that area 
which was exacerbated this year by the 
closing down of the K-east production 
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reactor by the AEC. High unemploy­
ment has resulted in a reduced bond 
issue for schools and the defaulting of 
pledges to sustain the community hos­
pital. The recommended additional funds 
will be allocated for these two activities 
as well as for municipal operations. The 
Richland School District would receive 
assistance payments totaling $350,000; 
the hospital would receive, through the 
city of Richland, $200,000; and $110,000 
would be made available for municipal 
operations. 

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. Chair­
man, I speak in support of the entire 
amendment being offered by the distin­
guished gentleman from New York. How­
ever, I would like to direct my remarks 
particularly to that portion which will 
provide additional funding in the amount 
of $2.3 million for the very necessary 
work which remains and must be done 
to insure the safety of the emergency 
core cooling system. 

At a time when we appear to be stak­
ing so much in nuclear power as our 
possible prime energy source of the fu­
ture, we should look at both sides of the 
coin. Reactor technology offers great 
hope for the future. However, it also 
gives rise to potential dangers of the 
most profound magnitude. 

This is particularly true in the case of 
the liquid metal fast breeder reactor. 
There is in this authorization $164,300,-
000 for civilian power reactors which is, 
in the words of our committee: 

Largely directed toward the development 
of the Liquid Me:ta.l Fast Breeder Reactor, an 
objective which has and deserves the high­
est priority in the AEC's civilian power re­
actor development program. 

Certainly, this is a view which we all 
can support. 

The amendment we are considering 
does not relate directly to the LMFBR 
but, indirectly, has a very important re­
lationship. 

The recent tests by the AEC on the 
reliability of the emergency core cooling 
system for the current generation of re­
actors simply have not demonstrated 
that the technology we 'possess today is 
sufficient to guarantee the safety of these 
potentially very lethal power producers. 

Some of the potential problems as­
sociated with our present reactor tech­
nology, both from a scientific and ad-· 
ministrative aspect, have been raised in 
an article in the July 1971 edition of 
"Not Man Apart," which is published for 
Friends of the Earth, John Muir Institute 
for Envixonmental Studies and the 
League of Conservation Voters. It is en­
titled "New Evidence: Nuclear Plants 
Are Unsafe," and is written by Mr. Wil­
son Clark. I do not purport to speak for 
its authenticity, though I can state thiat 
Mr. Clark is considered highly competent 
in this field. Time will not permit me to 
read the article, but I would like to in­
clude it in the RECORD at this point and 
commend it to the consideration of my 
colleagues. 
NEW EvmENCE-NucLEAR PLANTS ARE UNSAFE 

(By Wilson Clark) 
La.st May 3, the Congressional Joint Com­

mittee on Atomic Energy (JOAE) held a se­
cret hea.ring on ithe subject of nuclear power 
plant safety. In ithe ensuing days, rumors of 
the impact of this closed hearing were con-

firmed by sources wi.ithin the Atomic Energy 
Commission (AEC). On May 10, unexpected­
ly, the text of a communique to the JCAE 
by AEC Chairman Glenn Seaborg was leaked 
to the press. 

Seaborg's startling letiter reveals that the 
results of a series of experiments conducted 
for the AEC ait its National Reactor Testing 
Station in Idaho and "problems . . . en­
countered during construction, preoperatlon­
al testing and early operations (of nuclear 
power plants) .. . indicate the need for a 
more rigorous effort in this area (safety pro­
gram)." Seaborg announced that a four-man 
AEC staff commlittee "is conducting an ex­
tensive evaluation of all the information on 
EGOS performance" (Emergency Core Cooling 
Systems) and that "pending completion of 
this review, we anticipate that there will be 
delays in the licensing of some plants now 
under consideration." 

The key phrase in Seaborg's letter is 
"ECCS performance." This refers rt;o the es­
sential back-up system in huge nuclear pow­
er plants thart provides for emergency cooling 
water to be supplied to the fuel core of the 
reactor in situations w'here the deadly ra­
dioact1 ve fuel (such as uranium or plu­
tomium) is melted down, triggering a reac­
tor disaster. Such a fuel melt-down could 
cause a breach in the "containment" of the 
reactor, meaning thait some or all of the 100 
tons of lethal r.aidioactive material contained 
in large power plants would be released to 
the environment, conta.minating massive 
amounts of land and wounding or killing in­
dividuals exposed to the destructive pa.th of 
runa.way poisons. 

The recent Idaho experiments on Emer­
gency Core Cooling Systems are pa.rt of a 
long series of episodes involving nuclear 
power plant safety within the AEC; for years, 
pressure has ·built up in the AEC .and lits ad­
visory committees for increased spending on 
reactor safety. Much of ·this interest has been 
based on fears of the ina.dequacy of such 
critical power plant engineering components 
as the cooling systems. A brief history of the 
AEC's efforts in this area indicate little 
progress. 

In 1967, a select group of nuclear scien­
tists reported to the AEC on the sta.tus of 
EOOS and overall reactor· safety research. In 
thelr 226-page documerut, they clearly indi­
cate thart "if emergency core cooling systems 
do not function and me1t-down of a substan­
tial part of an irradiated core occurs, the cur­
rent state of knowledge regarding the se­
quence of events and the consequences of 
the melt-down is insufficient ito conclude 
with certainty that integrity of contain­
ments ... will be maintained." The 1967 ire­
port details a grim sequence of events recerut­
ly summarized in Science magazine (May 28, 
1971) .a.s follows: 

The Teport "depicts the 250-iton core of a 
large rea.ctor as dripping and finally slump­
ing illlto a molten pool ia.t the ·bdttom of the 
react.or vessel within ain hour after ?the re­
actor has lost iits coolant." Subsequent events 
would be more than enough to allow rthe core 
to melt through the steel reactor vessel, and 
to oarry it through rtons of concrete benea.th, 
wi:thin ran hour or so. Beyond this point, inu­
cleaT engineers speak, half itongue-':ln-cheek, 
of .the "Chinese Synd'l'Oille," a term derived 
f.rom the presumption tha.t the oore would 
conJtinue melting i.t.s wsy into tthe ea.rth, in 
the general direction of Asia. 

ln Febl'llary 1968, the AEC's select sa.:fert;y 
advisory group, ithe Advisory Oommit.itee on 
Reao0or Sa.feguMds (ACRS), reported ithiait 
the 1967 reactor safety study constitutted a 
"valua'ble service," and rthe AORS agreed thalt 
nuclear power plant containment safety 
meant 11-ttle withouit guarantees of cooling 
system effectiveness. The ACRS Teport 
"stirongly recommends that a positive &p­
proach be adop1ted towsord studying rthe work­
ability of protec!tive measures ito cope with 
core melt-down." The ACRS argued rtha.t 
addition.al expertments were necessary and 

that a.n '"a.ddition.al design and development 
eff0!11t be aimed at means for providing pro­
tection" against this sort of major accidenit. 
The ACRS concluded its comment wiith ithe 
a.dmonltion that "these lll.8/tters be pursued 
vigorously." 

After tthe 1ssua.nce of the 1967 independerut 
report :and the ensuing comment by the 
ACRS, 1t was clear to the AEC it.hat something 
would have ·to be done to iresolve the major 
questions about core cooling and rela.ted 
questions of reaobor safety. However, no spe­
cial safety Tesea.rch programs were pressed by 
the AEC in response •to the recommendations 
of its advisors. By spring 1969, the situation 
ha.ct become critical. Joseph Hendrie, chair­
man of the ACRS, wrote rto the AEC's general 
manager, Riobert Hollingsworth, that cha.nges 
in the types of 18/I'ge reactors being con­
structed required. "studies ... to develop re­
actor design concepts providing a.ddit1ona.l 
inherent ,sa.fert;y, or, possibly, new safety fea­
tures to deal w11th very low probaibililty acci­
dents involving primary system rupture fol­
lowed by ia functional failure of tthe emer­
gency core cooling syiStem." 

By this time, other commibtees at the AEC 
were getting 1nt.o the act. One document rthe.t 
surfaced in Washing.ton ia few weeks ago was 
wriJtten by a select group of consultants ito 
the AEC's Division of Regulation in 1969. It 
is a study called "lnternal Study Group Re­
port of June, 1969," hea.ded by Howe.rd 
Mangelsdorf, who is also a member of <the 
ACRS. This study states the problems w'ith 
no unceritainty: "The large number of con­
st;Jruction permits for lthese power reactors 
Which have been i·ssued in the last several 
years does not J.mply there is a decreasing 
need for water reactor safety Tesea.rch. Raith­
er, because rthese construction perm1lt.s were 
issued on the b81Sis thait; the pla.nned research 
programs would resolve cert.a.in safety ques­
tions related to these ireactors and because 
new questions have resu1ted from the in­
creases in reactor power level a.nd power 
densiity, there is an increasing need for safety 
resea.rch." 

Mangelsdorf's team might as well not have 
wasted its time and effort calling attention to 
the research problem. The AEC failed to act. 
Chairman Hendrie of the Advisory Commit­
tee on Reactor Safeguards was forced to write 
letters to AEC chairman Seaborg and the 
AEC's general manager in November 1969 ex­
plaining that two-year projections of fund­
ing for reactor safety researoh "will be con­
siderably below the AEC estimates O! need 
... As a consequence, ma.ny safety research 
activities have not been initiated, have been 
slowed, or have been terminated." Hendrie's 
letter ended with a plea for funds to rectify 
the "urgent need for additional research and 
development." 

Even thiis letter from the ACRS failed to 
prompt further development Of the AEC's 
reactor safety program. In fact, funds spent 
on reactor safety in the last two years have 
decreased; the AEC spent $37.1 milllon in 
:fisoal year 1970 on reactor safety, but only 
$35.9 million this year. In addition to the 
overall question O! adequate funding to pro­
vide public protection, the AEC admitted last 
year before the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy that the safety project at the Idaho 
facility ha.ct ·been woefully mismanaged. Mil­
ton Shaw, director of the AEC's Division of 
Reactor Development and Technology, told 
the JCAE on March 11, 1970: "For one reason 
or another, we were unable to get from Phil­
lips (Petroleum Co.) the management talent 
necessary to get the LOFT and PBF projects 
done." The acronyms refer to reactor testing 
programs: Loss Of Fluid Test Facility (LOFT) 
and Power Burst Facility (PBF). Presumably, 
the AEC is working this out with Phillips 
Petroleum, the contractors for thls impor­
tant project. Nothing further has been om­
cially said about the management problem. 

On the technical level, plenty has been 
said about the importance of the LOFT pro­
gram, in which the core cooling experiments 
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a.re being conducted. A July 1970 memoran­
dum from scientists in charge of the ECCS 
experiments in Idaho emphasized that "the 
highest priority issues which a.re currently 
unresolved ... include ... (the) urgent 
need . . . for blowdown test data from a 
system having simulated (reactor) core heat, 
ECC injection, and a geometry representative 
of power reactions." 

This report indicates the importance of the 
tests that were conducted last November and 
December. The "priority issues" are still "un­
solved," since the test results indicate that 
the vital core cooling systems do not work. 
Here's what happened. A series of six experi­
ments was conducted by the Idaho research 
team on a miniature, nine-inch model of a 
reactor pressure vessel such as that used in 
a nuclear power plant of the pressurized 
water type. (Nine large plants of this · type 
now operate in the U.S.) The experiments 
were designed to test the adequacy of the 
cooling system, which functions in an emer­
gency to fiood the reactor core with water to 
prevent a runaway melt-down. All six tries 
to get emergency cooling water into the 
simulated reactor vessel failed; only 10 per­
cent of the emergency water reached the 
"core" on the reactor model. 

So, after years of AEC promises about the 
postulated safety of the giant reactors going 
up a.II over the country, the one set of key 
experiments indicates that this basic emer­
gency system does not work. Not wishing to 
get caught with their pants down, AEC of­
ficials in Washington responded in typical 
fashion-Keep ·It Quiet! According to in­
formed Washington sources, even the mem­
bers of the pro-nuclear Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy were not informed until AEC 
chairman Gllenn Seaborg wrote the commit­
tee explaining that "there will be delays" in 
licensing new nuclear plants. Since the word 
leaked out last month, the AEC has con­
sistently played down the importance of the 
tests to the public. On May 27, the AEC of­
ficially announced that the tests "were not 
designed to represent the response of an 
a.otual operating nuclear power plant to a 
loss-of-coolant accident .... This is not the 
type of problem requiring the shutdown of 
operating plants." On the contrary, this is 
precisely the type of problem that should re­
quire closing nuclear powerplants, or at least 
require the modification of existing plants to 
provide emergency systems that do work. In 
private, the AEC admits this--but not to the 
public. The Washington Post reported on 
May 28 that the AEC is seriously consider­
ing issuing an order to utilities requiring 
that power levels be cut down 20 percent 
on all currently operating nuclear power 
plants. An AEC source was quoted: "It's only 
one of several possible things we might do 
if we find we have a. design problem in our 
emergency core cooling system." 

The unnamed ofilcial was evidently afraid 
to admit that such a design problem has 
been found. In fa.ct, as of this writing, fears 
of honesty concerning this issue abound at 
the AEC. An article in the nuclear-industry­
oriented newsletter, Nucleonics Week (May 
20), quoted a Washington lawyer represent­
ing a reactor manufacturer: "Unless this is 
dealt with openly, the critics of nuclear 
power are going to spread it around that the 
AEC is trying to do something under­
handed ... . " 

Both the AEC and the JCAE, however, 
seem dead set against bringing the issue 
into the open. A phone call to the JCAE 
brought only the response that "the issue is 
nothing to worry a.bout." The JCAE also 
told us that a transcript of the secret hear­
ing of May 3 "is not available to the public." 

In their own way, the nuclear buffs of the 
AEC and its Congressional ofilce, the Joint 
Committee, are very worried. The JCAE held 

a special session on May 3 to get additional 
funding for the AEC's inadequate safety 
budget. The AEC's assistant general manager 
for reactors, George Kavanaugh, told the 
Joint Committee that $2 million was needed 
to beef up the safety program. He said the 
AEC needed the money to "help resolve 
significant technical issues." When pressed 
under questioning by Senator Howard Baker 
(R-Tenn.), though, Kavanaugh admitted 
that a $2 million figure was inadequate and 
that he really thought the safety research 
program needed $30 to $40 million more. 
Kavanaugh said that the Idaho experiment 
results ca.me out worse than he anticipated, 
adding: "If it were better, we might not have 
been allowed to come up here asking for 
money." 

A niumber of importra.n t issues are rra.ised 
by the whole sequence of events leading up 
to the final, belated admission by AEC offi­
cials thalt the problem exl.sit:s. 

1. The AEC has rat least one foot to stairu:l 
on. As its ofilcial statement confirms, the 
emergency cooling experiments were con­
ducted on ra. tiny model that does IllOt aotua.lly 
duplicate a. real reactor. There's a big dif'­
farence btw~n a nine-inch ipieoe of labo.m.­
tory equi·pment and a 65-ftoot-high reactor 
vessel in a nuclear power plant. In rtJhe LOFT 
experiments -at Idalho, test.s on e. working 
reaotor--etill much sma.11-er than the power 
plia.nt reactors-will not be initiated for four 
yea.rs. This means quite simply that the 
AEC, the enviiromn.eDJte.lists, and the ipublic 
will not know whether nucle:a.r power plants 
are safe until Slfter 1975, possibly-when 
perhaps 10 to 20 peroeillt of' electricity gen­
erated in the US will be .nruclear. The scores 
of reactors either opemting or gioing in.to 
oper.aitLon cam.not be presumed sa.fe untU 
the evidence is in. Whrat do we do in the 
intertm? 

Two modes of' action include support of a.n 
immediate moratorium on further operation 
and coru:;truotion of nuclear power pla.nts 
and support of Senia.tor Mike Gravel's (D­
Al·a.ska) bill to end government financing of· 
insurance for nuclewr power plants under 
the Price-Anderson Aot (S. 1855). If this bill 
were passed, ending fedenm S'Ubsidi.za.tion• of· 
reactor insurance against massive disasters, 
it is widely believed that ut111ties would not 
be able to a.cquire privat-e 1nsumnce in order 
ito continue operia.ting rea.c1:iors (or to build 
new ones). 

2. The manner in which this lnfol"'IDlation 
on nuclear power safety has been handled 
by the AEC and the JCAE clearly i<ndicates 
that changes are necessary. It must be ma.de 
clear to legislators and public leaders a.oross 
the country thait reactor safety has nothing 
t.o do with "cla.ssified" or secret matters; 
rather, this issue is one of• public health and 
sa.tety, as AEC ohaiirman Sea.borg seems t.o 
recognize. The rule of secrecy being per­
petuated by rthe Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy under the chairma.nship of' Senartior 
John Pastore (D-Rhode Island) must end. 
No more secret hearings on ou.r welfare, 
thank you! 

3. The Atomic Energy Oommi.ssion should 
be dismembered, if not abolished. The AEC's 
du.al role--lts il'egulation and promotion of 
nuclear power-is clearly e.giains<t 'the public 
interest a:nd could well result in a radio­
active Alrmageddon. 

Mr. Chairman, this article may appear 
to be critical of our committee. If this 
is interpreted to be the case by some, 
let me hasten to add I have no desire to 
support such criticism, rather I com­
mend the committee and its most dis­
tinguished chairman for the effort 
which has gone into the bill we have 
before us. 

The point here can be simply stated: 
We are not certain of the efficacy of our 
present emergency core cooling system 
for the nuclear powerplants we have 
today. This system is based on the use 
of water. The emergency core cooling 
system for the liquid metal fast breeder 
reactors will be far more complicated and 
difficult to design because, it is my un­
derstanding, it will be based on the use 
of liquid sodium. 

Mr. Chairman, when we are faced with 
the possibility of hundreds of nuclear 
plants being in operation within a few 
short years, we must be absolutely cer­
tain of their safety because their poten­
tial for danger far outweighs any other 
manmade machine or device for peace­
ful purposes past or present. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I join 

with my colleagues in opposing funds for 
Cannikin tests, and I commend the 
efforts of the gentlewoman from Hawaii 
in her attempts to alert the Congress 
and the Nation of the dangers inherent 
in nuclear weapons testing. 

I believe that if America is going to try 
and convince the world that we are 
indeed dedicated to peace and justice, 
that we must take some bold steps. 

One such step would be for the United 
States to. halt testing of systems such 
as Cannikin. 

On one hand the administration talks 
of its initiatives toward limiting nuclear 
arms and arms tests; on the other hand, 
the Defense Establishment pushes hard 
for programs like Cannikin. 

The world judges America by our 
actions, and I cannot see how Canni­
kin-or any other of the myriad nuclear 
and conventional arms systems-.are 
bringing the world toward peace. 

It used to be said that if the military 
is given a weapon, that they will do 
everything possible to utilize it. Nowa­
days, that thesis should be changed: 
Once the Military Establishment has e.n 
idea about some new gimmick or scheme, 
it never will let go. 

Given unlimited resources, I really can 
find little wrong-usually-with the mili­
tary going around and playing games. 

But, $20 million is no trifle. Measured 
against the impact that same $20 mil­
lion could make in education, health, 
job training, and other critical areas, I 
think it is a tragic waste to "spend" it 
on Cannikin. 

A final note: with almost 42 percent of 
its budget in weapons, I wonder if we 
should not retitle the AEC the "Atomic 
Weapons Commission." I am interested 
in peace, not war, and so I find it im­
possible to vote for this bill. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, we are 
offered, at the purchasing price of $19.7 
million, a weapons test of at best mini­
mal value and great risk to t'he environ­
ment and human life. I 1ask that we ac­
cept Mrs. MINK'S amendment to the 
authorization for fiscal year 1972 funds 
for the Atomic Energy Commission. 

The risks involved in the proposed 
weapons test at Amchitka are well es­
tablished. They are even acknowledged 
by the Atomic Energy Commission's own 
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environmental impact staJtement. The 
AEC report admits these three dangers 
of Cannikin: 

First, the Aleutian Island chain is a 
region of intense seismic activity, and 
the possibility of Cannikin's causing 
premature release of an earthquake can­
not be absolutely ruled out. 

Second, there is reason to believe that 
this test could unleash a destructive 
tsunami, a wave similar to a tidal wave. 
The report cites the case in 1964 of the 
Prince William Sound earthquake, which 
spawned a tsunami which killed 12 and 
left hundreds homeless in Crescent City, 
Calif ., 2,000 miles away. 

Third, the danger of released radio­
activity is discussed at length in the re­
port. Longshot, a 1965 test of a much 
smaller yield, resulted in seepage of 
tritium, a radioactive isotope of hydro­
gen. And while the AEC assures us that 
the Cannikin site is designed to assure 
containment of radioactive explosion 
products, similar assurances in regard to 
the Project Baneberry test of last year 
in Nevada proved incorrect. Certlainly 
there is even more ground for uncer­
tainty at Amchitka, where geologic con­
ditions are even less familiar than in 
Nevada. 

In addition, there is little evidence 
that tlhe importance of this test C'an out­
weigh these risks ·to the environment. 

The AEC impact report states in 
vague, unexplained terms that Cannikin 
is a vital part of the U.S. weapons de­
velopment program. The test was at its 
inception required for the development 
of a high yield Spartan ABM for defense 
against nuclear attack by China. This 
requirement seems to have lost its 
urgency in light of the Defense Depart­
ment policy established in 1969 of using 
the Spartan to protect our own offensive 
missile sites; the Defense Department's 
intention is now to develop an improved 
Spartan with much lower yield. 

Surely $19.7 million can be put to bet­
ter use than Cannikin. I urge again that 
we accept the amendment offered by 
Mrs. MINK. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
express my concern over a number of 
questions raised by H.R. 9388. 

As I have indicated many times in the 
past, my primary concern with regard 
to all AEC programs stems from the 
agency's dual mission-that is, the pro­
motion and regulation of the atomic 
energy industry. At the proper time, I 
will off er an amendment to add a new 
title III to H.R. 9388 to transfer the 
AEC's licensing authority to the Depart­
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
As I will explain in more detail when the 
amendment is offered, I feel that a trans­
fer of this kind would do much to add 
needed checks and balances to our system 
for licensing nuclear powerplants, and 
would also lead to stronger nuclear safety 
standards. 

With regard to the bill before us today, 
I am particularly concerned by two pro­
visions-the small amount of money 
available for nuclear safety programs 
and the emphasis on development of a 

fast breeder reactor, at the expense of 
the fusion research program. The au­
thorization for nuclear safety prograins 
in this bill is only $42.9 million-which is 
8 percent of the total authorization for 
programs associated with reactor devel­
opment by the AEC in the coming year. 
I feel that this apportionment of funds 
shows a shocking lack of regard for the 
safety of the American people, and par­
ticularly those who live near operating 
reactors. 

As my colleagues know, there is only 
one vital safety capability protecting the 
public from catastrophic contamination 
should a nuclear plant develop a cooling 
problem. Thiat is the ability to cool the 
core of the plant under emergency con­
ditions. Despite this fact, however, there 
has never been a large scale test of the 
emergency core cooling system in a real 
reactor situation, and the AEC's request 
for $5 million for this program in fiscal 
1972 was cut by the Office of Manage­
ment and Budget to $2.7 million. The $2.7 
million request was approved and in­
cluded in the bill reported by the joint 
committee, but it is my understanding 
that an amendment will be offered to 
provide the full $5 million originally re­
quested by the AEC for testing of the 
emergency core cooling system. I will 
support that amendment. 

With regard to the fission and fusion 
research programs, the committee bill 
contains only $30 million for research on 
a new fusion reactor, compared with 
substJan tial sums being in vested in the 
fission research programs, and particu­
larly development of the liquid metal fast 
breeder reactor. In view of the fact that 
the fusion reactor seeins to be the best 
future hope for safer, more effiicient, and 
less damaging energy from the stand­
point of radioactive emissions, I will sup­
port an amendment to increase funding 
for the fusion research program. 

I am also concerned over the 'implica­
tions of Cannikin, the underground nu­
clear test planned for Amchitka in Octo­
ber. It is my understanding that the test 
is not needed for any planned weapons 
defense system and that there are risks 
of possible earthquakes, tsunamis, radia­
tion leaks, and national wildlife refuge 
damage resulting from the test. I will 
therefore support efforts to delete fund­
ing for this test from the bill. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, one item 
in this bill that I am particularly pleased 
to see is the full $29.8 million recom­
mended by the AEC for research in ther­
monuclear power--or fusion power as it 
is more commonly called. 

No one has yet harnessed the energy 
caused when two atoins fuse long enough 
to derive controlled power from it-even 
though the time needed is only 250 mi­
croseconds. But that day may well be not 
far off. In a laboratory buried under the 
Physics-Math building at the University 
of Texas, Dr. Bill Drummond and his 
team of scientists think they may reach 
that breakthrough as early as this year. 
Using a new and modified version of a 
$1 million doughnut-shaped aluminum 
bottle called the Texas Tokamak, they 

are making steady progress toward that 
all important first breakthrough toward 
useful fusion power. 

Mr. Chairman, even though this process 
is not yet a scientific feasibility, the prog­
ress toward making it one is too real, 
and our energy needs too great not to 
continue to give fusion research our full 
and continued support. 

In a search for resources from which 
to derive power, fusion uses the plasma 
made from the plentiful supplies of heavy 
hydrogen in our oceans. In the search for 
a source of power which will not take 
more away from the environment that it 
gives to it, fusion power is clean. 

There are a few other centers across 
this land where fusion research is going 
on at the present time, each one trying 
its own route. They deserve our sup­
port. They deserve our encouragement. I 
am glad to see them getting some. In the 
future, I hope we can give them even 
more. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I have no further requests for time. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SEC. 101. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Atomic Energy Com­
misslJOn in accordance with the proV'isions of 
section 261 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 
as amended: 

(a) For "Operating expenses," $2,025,571,-
000, not to exceed $116,400,000 in operating 
costs for the High Energy Physics program 
category. 

(b) For "Plant and capital equipment," 
including construction, acquisition, or mod­
ification of facilities, including land acqui­
sition; and acquisition and fabrication of 
capital equipment not related to construc­
tion, a sum of dollars equal to t..he total of 
the following: 

(1) NUCLEAR MATERIALS.-
Project 72-1-a, electrical system modifica­

tions for higher power operation of gaseous 
diffusion plant, Paducah, Kentucky, $2,000,-
000. 

Project 72-1-b, cooling waiter system mod.­
ifica.ttons for higher power operia.tion of 
gaseous diffusion plant, Paducah, Kentucky, 
$2,800,000. 

Project 72-1-c, replacement of direct buried 
radioaotive waste transfer lines, Riohle.nd, 
Washington, $2,300,000. 

Projeot 72-1-d, irradiaited fuel storia.ge fa­
cilitly, National Reactor Testing Staltion, 
Idaho, $2,500,000. 

Project 72-1-e, improvements in mdioac­
tive waste management and supponting fa.­
cili'ties, multiple sites, $5,000,000. 

Project 72-1-f, component preparaition lab­
oratories, multiple sites, $3,000,000. 

Projeot 72-1-g, facilities for 'integira.ted 
operation of chemical 'Separations plants, 
Richland, Washington, $1 ,500.000. 

Projeot 72-1-h, air filter for laiborartory fa­
cilities, Savannah River, South Carolina., 
$2,500,000. 

(2) ATOMIC WEAPONS.-
Project 72-2~a. weapons production, devel­

opment, and tiest installaitions, $10,000,000. 
Projeot 72-2-b, weaspons neutron research 

!a.cililty (AE only), Los Alamos Scientific Lab­
oratory, New Mexico, $585,000. 

( 3) REACTOR DEvELOPMENT .-
Projeot 723a, liquid metal engineering cen-
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ter facllity mocilfica.tlons, Santa Susana, 
California, $1,000,000. 

Project 72-3-b, national radioactive waste 
repository, Lyons, Kansas, $3,500,000. 

Project 72-3-c, analytical support facility, 
Mound Laboratory, Mia.m.isburg, Ohio, $850.-
000. 

Project 72-3-d, research and development 
test plants, Project Rover, Los Alamos Scien­
tific Laiboratory, New Mexico, and Nevada 
Test Site, Nevada, $1,000,000. 

(4) PHYSICAL RESEARCH.-
Project 72--4--.a, accelerator improvements, 

zero gTadient synchrotron, Argonne National 
l.Ja.boraitory, Illinois, $225,000. 

Project 72-4-b, accelerator and reaotor ad­
ciltions and mocilfications, Brookhaven Na­
tional Laboratory, Illinois, $225,000. 

Project 72-4-b, accelerator a.nd reactor ad­
ditions and modifications, Brookhaven Na­
tional Laboratory, New York, $280,000. 

Project 72-4-c, a.ccelerartor improvements, 
Cam.bridge Electron Accelerator, Massachu­
setts, $75,000. 

Project 72-4-d, accelerator improvements, 
Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, Berkeley, 
California, $180,000. 

Project 72~. accelerator and reactor im­
provements, medium and low energy physics, 
$400,000. 

( 5) BIOLOGY AND MEDICINE.-
Project 72-5-a, radiobiology and therapy 

research facility (AE only} , Los Alamos Sci­
entific Laboratory, New Mexico, $345,000. 

(6) GENERAL PLANT PROJECTS.-$41,080,000. 
(7) CAPITAL EQUIPMENT.-Acquisition and 

fabr.ication of capital equipment not related 
to construction, $153,296,000. 

SEC. 102. LIMITATIONS.-(a) The Commis­
sion is authorized to start a.ny project set 
forth in subsections 101 (b) (1). (2), (3) , 
(4), and (5) O!Illy if the current estimated 
cost of that project does not exceed by more 
than 25 per centum the estimated cost set 
forth that project. 

(b) The Commission is authorized to start 
any project under subsection lOl(b) (6) only 
if .it is in accordance with the following: 

(1) The maximum currently estimated cost 
of any project shall be $500,000 and the max­
imum currently estimated cost of any build­
ing included in such project shall be $100,-
000 provided that the building cost limita­
tion may be exceeded if the Commission 
determines that it is necessary in the in­
terest of efficiency and economy. 

(2) The total cost of all projects, under­
taken under subsection lOl(b) (6) shall not 
exceed the estimated cost set forth in that 
subsection by more than 10 per centum. 

SEc. 103. The Commission is authorized 
to perform construction design services for 
any Commission construction project when­
ever ( 1) such construction project has been 
included in a. proposed authorization bill 
transmitted to the Congress by the Com­
mission and (2) the Commission determines 
that the project is of such urgency that 
construction of the project should be initi­
ated promptly upon enactment of legisla­
tion appropriating funds for its construction. 

SEC. 104. When so specified in an appropri­
ation Act, transfers o! amounts between 
"Opera.ting exoenses" and "Plant e.nd capi­
tal equipment" may be made as provided in 
such appropriation Act. 

SEC. 105. AMENDMENT OF PRIOR YEAR ACTS.­
( a) Section 101 of Public Law 89-32, as 
a.mended, is further amended by (1) striking 
therefrom the figure "$2,658,821,000", and 
substituting therefor the figure "$2,664,521,-
000"; (2) striking from subsection (b) 
thereof the figure "$398,045,000", and substi­
tuting therefor the figure "$403,745,000"; and 
(3) striking from subsection (b) (4) for 
project 66-4-a, sodium pump test fa.cll1ty, 
the words "for design and Phase I con­
struction," and further striking the figure 

"$6,800,000" and submitting therefor the 
figure "$12,500,000". 

(b) Section 101 of Public Law 91-44, as 
a.mended, is further a.mended by striking 
from subsection (b) (5) thereof the figure 
"$560,000" for project 70-5-a, conversion of 
heating plant to natural gas, Argonne 
National Laboratory, Illinois, and substitut­
ing therefor the figure "$860,000". 

(c) Section 101 of Public Law 91-273, as 
amended, is further a.mended by ( 1) striking 
from subsection (b) ( 1) thereof the figure 
"$14,700,000" for project 71-1-e, gaseous dif­
fusion production support facilities , and sub­
stituting therefor the figure "45,700,000"; 
(2) striking from subsection (b) (1) thereof 
the figure "$6,400,000" for project 71-1-f, 
process equipment modifications, gaseous 
cilffusion plants, and substituting therefor 
the figure "$10,400,000"; and (3) striking 
from subsection (b) (9) thereof the figure 
"$25,500,000" for project 71-9, fl.re, safety, 
and adequacy of operating conditions proj­
ects, various locations, and substituting 
therefor the figure "$45,700,000." 

(d) Section 106 of Public Law 91-273, as 
amended, is a.mended by striking from sub­
section (a) thereof the figure "$50,000,000", 
wherever it appears therein, and substitut­
ing therefor the figure "$100,000,000." 

SEC. 106. RECISSION.-Public Law 90-56, as 
a.mended, is further amended by rescincilng 
therefrom authorization for a project, ex­
cept heretofore obligated, as follows: 

Project 63-3-b , isotopic space systems facil­
ity, Sandia Base, New Mexico, $2,250,000. 

SEC. 107. LIQUID METAL FAST BREEDER REAC­
TOR BASE PROGRAM PROJECT.-As part of the 
Commission's liquid metal fast breeder reac­
tor base program, the Commission is hereby 
authorized to enter into a definitive arrange­
ment, for a term not exceecilng seven yea.rs, 
for the conduct in the Enrico Fermi Atomic 
Power Plant of a. progmm of plant operation, 
and research and development of program­
matic interest to the Commission; a.nd the 
Commission is further authorized as pa.rt of 
such arrangement, and without regard to the 
provisions of section 169 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to waive use 
charges for special nuclear material, up to 
a. total amount of $g.,100,ooo, and to distrib­
ute special nuclear material by lease during 
the term of the arrangement. 

TITI'...E II 
SEC. 201. (a) Subsection a. of section 31 of 

the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
is amended by (1) striking the word "and" 
from the end of pa.mgraph (4) thereof; (2) 
striking from the end of paragraph ( 5) 
thereof the period and substituting therefor 
"; and" and (3) by a.clcilng thereto a new 
paragraph (6) to read.as follows: 

"(6) the preservation and enhancement 
of a viable environment by developing more 
efficient methods to meet the Nation's energy 
needs." 

(b) The first sentence of section 33 of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as a.mended, 
is a.mended to read as follows: "Where the 
Commission finds private fa.cil.Lties or labora­
tories a.re inadequate for the purpose, it is 
authorized to conduct for other persons, 
through its own facilities, such of those ac­
tivities and studies of the types specified in 
section 31 as it deems appropriate to the de­
velopment of energy." 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois <during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani­
mous consent that the bill be considered 
as read, printed in the RECORD, and open 
to amendment at any point. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi­
nois? 

There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MINK 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I off er an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. MINK: On the 

first page, line 7, strike out "$2,025,571,000," 
and insert in lieu ·thereof "$2,005,871,000,". 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I urge this 
committee to support my amendment to 
delete $19.7 million from this Atomic En­
ergy Commission authorization bill 
which has been provided for in this 
legislation to supplement $165 million 
which has <already been spent on Project 
Cannikin. 

Project Cannikin was planned 5 or 6 
years ago by the AEC to test a five-mega­
ton nuclear warhead. In 1969 Project 
Milrow tested ia one-megaton warhead. 
This is a continuation of that experi­
ment. 

On April 20, 1971, Dr. Harold Agnew, 
director of the Los Alamos Scientific 
Laboratory testified to the Senate Com­
mittee on Armed Services that the ABM 
Spartan warhead Will be tested in 
Alaska. This was the first clear state­
ment made by a Government otlicial as 
to the reasons for this test of a weapon 
of this magnitude. 

Cannikin as with Milrow, is to be 
staged in Alaska, on the island of Am­
chitka where a 6,000-foot hole has been 
dug in which this five-megaton bomb is 
to be exploded. 

Only one result of the explosion is cer­
tain; that it Will blow out an under­
ground cavity the length of two football 
fields in which dangerous radioactive 
water and gases from the explosion will 
remain for thousands of years. 

All other consequences are a-Omittedly 
speculative, but are sutliciently ominous 
to cause reasonable men to ask whether 
this test is necessary in view of the risks 
involved. 

The Presidential Ad Hoc Panel on 
the Safety of Underground Testing 
chaired by Dr. Kenneth Pitzer, former 
president of Stanford University, made 
the following points in their report: 

There does not now appear to be a basis for 
eliminating the pQSSibillity that .a large test 
explosion might induce, either immediately 
or .after a period of time, a severe earthquake 
of sufll.ciently large magnitude to ca.use seri­
ous damage well beyond the limits of the 
test site. This possib111ty is more serious for 
tests of greater than a megaton, since the 
larger initial explosion would lead to greater 
a.lt.era.tilon of the regional stress pattern. 
Further it has recently been suggested tha.t 
the greoa.t earthquakes (magnitude 8.5) are 
actually composed of -a rapid succes.sion of 
earthquakes of magnttudes 6.5 to 7.0. Since 
the Amchitka. area in Ala.ska is st111 more 
active seismically, the hazard of inducing an 
earthquake must be considered to be greater 
at that location than e.t either Nevada sites. 
Amchltka !s more seismic than Nevada by at 
least a.n order of magnitude . . . if the trig­
gered earthquake were a large one (magni­
tude greater than 8) and the rupture prop­
agated to the east where the population 
density increases, there could be dam.e.ge due 
to -ground vibration as well a.s tidal waves. 

The people of the State of Hawaii are 
deeply worried and apprehensive and 
With good justification. In 1946 an 
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Aleutian earthquake triggered a tidal 
wave-tsunami-which rolled across the 
Pacific and killed 173 persons in Hawaii, 
and destroyed $25 million worth of prop­
erty. This happened again in 1957 doing 
$3 million worth of damage in Hawaii. 
In 1964, a similar earthquake in Alaska 
touched off another tidal wave which 
killed 12 persons in Crescent City, Calif., 
and left 400 families homeless. 

The risks to the people of Hawaii, as 
well as California and Alaska is un­
deniable. Even the AEC admits this; 
however it argues thaJt the risk is small 
and when balanced against the impor­
tance of the test to our national security 
that this risk is acceptable. 

The Federation of American Scientists 
Executive Board made up of eminent sci­
entists like Dr. Jeremy Stone, Dr. Her­
bert York, Dr. Marvin L. Goldberger, and 
Dr. Herbert Scoville, have all urged the 
cancellation of this test. They argue that 
the test is unnecessary in view of the 
changes in our nuclear defense strategy. 
They agree with Wolfgang K. H. Panof­
skythat-

The protection offered by Sa'feguard for 
the Minuteman force ls negligible. Even if 
Safeguard functions perfectly it offers sig­
nificant protection to Minuteman only over 
a very narrow band of threats; if the threat 
continues to grow as rapidly as it is at pres­
ent, Safeguard is obsolete before deployed; if 
the threat levels off, Safeguard ls not needed. 

Dr. Jeremy Stone, in testimony pre­
sented to the AEC at Anchorage, Alaska, 
on May 28, 1971, stated: 

Tho.se who reject Safeguard reject the ne­
cessity for Cannlkin. 

Those who reject the necessity Ior Spartans 
in Safeguard reject the necessity for Can­
nikin. 

Those who reject the necessity for Basic 
Spartans in Safeguard reject the necessity for 
Gannlkin. 

And even those who want Basic Spartan in 
Salfeguard still reject the necessity for Can­
nikin unless they insist on proof-testing it at 
great financial expense and at the environ­
mental risks described previously. 

Under these circumstances who can possi­
bly call Cannikin a compelling necessity? 

Basically, Cannlkin is a bureaucratic over­
sight ... an experiment that has been waiting 
to 'be cancelled since, in early 1969, the Presi­
dent changed the rationale for the U.S. ABM 
away from the anti-Chinese defense. 

No underground nuclear device of the 
size of Cannikin has ever before been 
exploded in the United States. All the 
tests in Nevada were of the !-megaton 
size. 

I am not a scientist, but I am suffi­
ciently aware of the hazards of radio­
active contamination of our environment 
to repeat the warnings of many who are 
scientists and who have studied the cum­
ulative effects of our pollution of the 
ocean by radioactive fallout, of the pol­
lution of our agricultural crops from fall­
out, of the pollution of the etHuents from 
our nuclear powerplants and the dan­
gerous correlation between this and 
deaths of fetuses and new born children. 

The further contamination of our 
oceans will seriously damage our :fish­
ertes. The prospect of this contamination 
is a possibility in the Cannikin test. 

Despite all the expertise possessed by 

AEC on December 18, 1970, radioactive 
matertials were leaked into the atmos­
phere through a crack during an under­
ground test in Nevada. Baneberry radio­
active counts doubled 2,000 miles away 
in canadia. 

No one can give the assurance that 
such spillage of radioactive materials 
will not occur from a test five times in 
magnitude, in the ia.ir through cracks in 
the earth, in the ocean through similar 
cracks nor can anyone give any positive 
assurance that the aftershocks will not 
be of such a magnitude as to trigger a 
tidal wave which could sweep over Ha­
waii, and parts of the west coast. 

These are enormous risks. And what 
for? For a. test of a weapon which ex­
perts tell us is not now necessary for the 
defense of our country in view of new 
technological developments in weaponry. 

I urge my colleagues in this House to 
support my amendment. 

The material follows: 
THE COALITION TO STOP THE ALASKA NUCLEAR 

BLAST 
WASHINGTON, D.C., July 12, 1971. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: This Thursday morn­
ing the Artomic Energy Commission authori­
zation bill for FY 1972 is scheduled for fioor 
action. The bill contains $19.7 million for 
the 5 megaton nuclear test called Gannikin 
scheduled for Amchitka Island in ee.rly 
October. 

The Coalition to Stop the Alaska. Nuclear 
Blast is composed of conservaltion, peace, 
and scientific organizations opposed to the 
test. We maintain thait Gannikin is pur­
poseless since it ls not needed for any ple.nned 
weapons defense system and that the risks 
of possible earthquakes, tsunamis, radiation 
leaks, and National Wildllfe Refuge da.mage-­
each with grave environmental conse­
quences--cannot be a.voided. Recently the 
following eight na.tion'8.l organiza.tions wrote 
the President asking for Ca.nnikin's cancel­
lation: Commlittee for Nuclear Resnonsi­
bility, Federation of American Scientists, 
Friends of the Earth, Natura.I Resources De­
fense Oouncil, SANE, Sierra. Club, The Wil­
derness Society, ·and World Federalist. 

Representative Pat.sv Mink will offer an 
amendment to delete the funds for the test 
from the AEC authorization bill . We urge you 
to supp.art this action. 

Please contact us if we can be of any 
help. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD LAHN, 

Coordinator. 

A CRITIQUE OF THE AEC's CANNIKIN 
ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 

The National Environmental Polley Act 
(NEPA) of 1969 requires all federal agencies 
to file an Environmental Impact Statement 
before embarking on programs that signifi­
cantly affect the environment. The Impact 
Statement must cover the following point.s: 

(i) the environmental impact of the pro­
posed action; 

(11) any adverse environmental effects 
which cannot be avoided should the proposal 
be implemented; 

(111) alternates to the proposed action; 
(iv) the relationship between local short­

term uses of man's environment and the 
maintenance and enhancement of long-term 
productivity; 

(v) any irreversible and irretrievable com­
mitments of resources which would be in­
volved in the proposed action should it be 
implemented. 

The act requires a total disclosure of all 
information so that it is posslible to evaluate 
the benefits of a project against the risks of 
environmental damage. It was expected that 
.by requiring a factually detailed study open 
to ha.rd public scrutiny, the public interest 
would be served and the environment would 
be protected. 

Though the thought of an environmental 
impact statement for a 5-megaton nuclea.r 
bomb is somewhat incomprehensible (this is 
the test of a device which ls designed to de­
stroy the environment), it ls still required, 
since the experiment ls a. project of a fed­
eral agency, the Atomic Energy Commission, 
and the test is unquestiona.bly of major en­
vironmental significance. 

The AEC has filed it.s final NEPA statement 
with the Council of Environmental Quality 
but, unfortunately, the statement provides 
no basis for making a credible evaluation of 
the project. There is neither an explanation 
of the benefits of the test nor a determination 
of the effect on the environment if everything 
were to go wrong. 

BACKGROUND 
Since the 1969 NEPA law went into effect, 

there has never been an impact statement 
filed for an individual nuclear test. A Draft 
Statement was written in November 1970 for 
the total underground nuclear program car­
ried out in Nevada. 

The Ca.nnlkin test was originally .scheduled 
for October 1970 and a Draft Statement was 
issued in June 1970. This statement was 
severely criticized in Congress, and the $2C> 
million needed to continue the project was 
not appropriated. Senator Edmund Muskie 
.said that the funds were withheld and the 
project stopped "because the Atomic Energy 
Commission failed t.o file a satisfactory state­
ment on such test's envlronmentaa effects." 

The test was rescheduled for autumn 1971, 
and a Redraft Statement was issued at the 
end of April 1971. Eighteen senators, in a 
lebter to William Ruckelshaus, Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency; 
Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman of the AEC; 
and Russell E. Train, Chairman of the Coun­
cil on Environmental Quality; urged that the 
AEC conduct public hearings "to permit a 
thorough public review of the benefits and 
risks involved." 

Under Senate pressure, and at the request 
of Governor Eg.a.n of Alaska, AEC hearings 
were conducted on May 26, 1971, in Juneau 
and on May 28 .and 29 in Anchorage. Besides 
the large amount of public testimony, Hear­
ing Examiner Robert Miller of the AEC 
heard the same three hours of staltement.s 
from the same ten AEC witnesses in both 
Juneau and Anchorage. 

At the end of June 1971, the AEC issued 
the Fin.al Impact Statement, supposedly im­
proving and refining its previous draft sta.te­
ments, based on inputs from the public and 
other government agencies. The Statement is 
fifty-nine pages long, and contains a ten­
page bibliography as well as an annex of 
federal agency comments and AEC responses. 
It may be obtained by writing Mr. John A. 
Erlewine, Assistant General Manager for Op­
erations. The Atomic Energy Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 20545. 

There are three main areas of environmen­
tal impact that are the crux of the issue: 
1) effects on Amchitka; 2) radiation leaking 
into the surrounding water and venting into 
the air; and 3) earthquakes a.nd tsunamis. 
(NOTE: Page numbers in parentheses refer 
to Fina.I Impact Statement, unless specified.) 

EFFECTS ON AMCHITKA 
The AEC states that the effects of the ex­

plosion will be localized with little long-term 
damage. "The principal environmental effects 
of Ce.nnlkin are those resulting from occu-



25230 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE July 15, 1971 

patlon of Amchitka by a work force of some 
hundreds of men." (page 1) 

Item: 'I1here a.re forty-four bird species 
that inhabit Amchitka Island. Fifty-five pairs 
of bald eagles and nineteen pairs of peregrine 
falcons nested during 1970. Within four miles 
of ground zero a.re eight bald eagle nests and 
two peregrine falcon nests. 

AEC states: In the worst case, nests within 
four miles could be destroyed resulting from 
the occurrence of rock and ea.rthslldes a.long 
the coastal areas. Mllrow (the megaton test 
conducted in 1969 on Amchltka.) dislocaited 
14,000 cubic yards of rock and peat and lt is 
expected that Cannikln will dislocate more. 
"Extrapolation from Milrow experience indi­
cates that Cannlkln may damage one or two 
eagle or falcon nesting sites so severely that 
they would be unsuitable as future nesting 
locations. This amount of damage to nesting 
sites would not affect the reproduction po­
tential. or populations of their species, nor 
should there be any measurable effects on 
population density or reproduction potential 
of the other avian species as a result of the 
Ciannlkln test." (page 34) 

Point: Dr. Clayton White of Brigham 
Young University calls Amchitka's falcon 
population the "most dense ln the world 
right now." Any detrimental effects upon 
the island's peregrine population would only 
bring this already endangered species closer 
to enlnction. It is mentioned that the timing 
of the test ls such that hatching will alree.dy 
have occurred, but it is overlooked that the 
nesting eagles a.nd peregrines will have young 
in the nest at that time. This fa.ct could 
compound the population damage. 

Throughout the document, the AEC ex­
trapolates from Mllrow in the manner of the 
above AEC quotation. Since there is no rea­
son to believe that a. linear or any other 
simple relation exists (Le. since Mllrow was 
a.bout one mega.ton and since Cannikln will 
be a.bout five megatons, rthen 08.nnikil.n W'lll 
be five times as destructive as Mllrow) be­
tween the two, Lt is therefore not credible 
to extrapolate from one point. 

AEC states: In the worst case, some small 
scrapfish (three spine stickleback) ranging 
in number up to a. few thousand would be 
killed. It is possible that some fish in the 
closest streams will be injured or killed by 
shock effects, but a.it worst would affect only 
a small fraction (one to ten per cent depend­
ing on species) of the total island popula­
tion. Changes of plankton levels ln nearby 
ponds ma.y occur and the draining of one or 
two ponds ls possible. 

Note: The shock of the immediate :impact 
causes water in the streams and ponds near 
ground zero to be "thrown into the air." 
(page 52) In Mllrow, this resulted ln strand­
ing on land some of the stickleback fish 
population. The motion also creates a mo­
mentary sharp rise and fa.1.1 in pressure in 
the lakes and along the sea coast. This effect 
killed stickleback in two ponds near Mllrow. 

AEC states: The Ba.ttelle Columbus Labo­
ratory, under contract with the AEC Nevada 
Operations Office, initiated ecological studies 
on Amchitka in 1967. A short-term and long­
term post-shot program has been established 
to document the environmental effects of 
Cannikln. 

Point: Despite contracted studies, Wallace 
Noerenberg, Commissioner of Ala.ska. Depart­
ment of Fish and Game, testifying ln Juneau 
on May 26, 1971, had to correct AEC figures. 
"Both impact statements (Draft and Re­
dratlt) use the figure 2500 to represent the 
total sea. otter population on Amchltka.. Re­
cent surveys reveal that the population is 
in excess of 4000 animals. . . . Both reports 
use the figure 200 otters as residing within 
the four mile 'impact zone.' Recent surveys 
indicate a population approaching 600 ani­
mals." The June AEC statement reflects the 

Fish and Game Department's corrections of 
late May. 

AEC states: "Overpressures greater than 
100 pounds per square inch may rupture 
otter tympanic membranes (eardrums) 
which ultimately can be expected to cause 
death in otters so affected 1f they are unable 
to dive for food.'' Twenty to 100 sea otters 
may be killed. (page 36) It is estimated that 
ten to fifteen per cent of the population will 
be affected. 

Point : Commissioner Noerenberg made sev­
eral other points concerning the otters. 1) 
Otters tend to segregate by sex, with sexually 
active males genera.Uy concentrating in 
"male areas." Two such "male areas" near 
the blast may be affected; the ensuing loss 
of mature males will have a much larger 
effect on the population than a random death 
pattern of the same number. 2) The ground 
shock of the blast will affect the large num­
ber of otters resting on rocks with possible 
results of bruising, internal injuries, rib or _ 
skull fractures or leg injuries-the effect on 
pregnant females might also be significa.Illt. 

AEC states: "The Amchitka sea lion and 
harbor seal populations a.re not expected to 
be affected by Cannikin.'' (pages 36) 

Point: Commissioner Noerenberg states 
that there ls great concern for the sea.I and 
sea. lion population (estimated a.t 350 and 
750 respectively) off Amchltk·a.. "We a.re of 
the opinion that pressure effects would be 
a.s serious on these animals as on otters, e.nd 
that the AEC should consider this impact as 
well.'' 

AEC states: "Bioenvironmenta.l program 
scientists are confident that populations of 
commercial fish and shellfish species will not 
be endangered from Ca.nnlkln." There 1s the 
unlikely possiblUty "that casua.Uties may 
include: hundreds of fish ln the near-shore 
area. such a.s Pacific cod and dusky rockfish; 
a. few salmon ln deeper offshore water; hun­
dreds of fish su-ch QS Atka, mackerel, lantern 
fish, rockfish and smelt ln mid-water, off­
shore areas; and thousands of rockfish and 
Pacific cod in offshore bottom areas.'' (page 
37) 

Point: The Ala.ska. Fish and Game Depart­
ment is much more concerned about the 
effects of radioactivity lea.ks than the ground 
shocks affecting commercial fish. The worth 
of the Alaska. fishing industry ls categorized 
in the report, Commercial Fisheries Related 
to Amchitka Island, by Abra.ms, K~p and 
Kerkwood. Tota.I income of Pacific salmon 
fisheries in 1970 was $60,034,000; King crab 
was $13,919,000; shrimp was $2,935,402; Tan­
ner crab was $1,399,918; Dungeness crab was 
$1,050,194; and scallops was $1,131,254. 

Commissioner Noerenberg states, "The 
'ownership' of salmon passing Amchltka is 
international ln scope and the consequences 
of any contamination of these animals would 
be worldwide in regard to marketing and 
human consumption problems." 

The Alaska Sportsmen's Council, in a letter 
to the Governor of Ala.ska.. dated June 2, 
1969, stated, "In short, a food supply system 
that feeds a. large pa.rt of the world-a. sup­
ply and fishery resource which has never 
been fully developed-would likely be ruined. 
How far the contamination might spread 
With the assistance of the Japanese current 
is unkown. One thing is certain: If there is 
any chance whatsoever that the blast will 
vent, it is too gireat a risk. The AEO has made 
no such guarantee. It cannot." 

RADIATION LEAKING INTO THE WATER AND 
VENTING INTO THE AIR 

AEC states: "Scientists and engineers do 
not conceive of any process by which a vent­
ing of radioactive material could occur. 
However, if those experts were completely 
wrong, the greatest conceivable venting 
would be a. few percent of the total radio-

activity produced by this equipment.'' (page 
2) 

Point: The AEC has never planned an un­
derground test and expected it to vent radia­
tion and, since 1963 limited test ban trea.ty, 
nations have been prohibited from violating 
international boundaries with radiation fall­
out. However, the AEO record of preventing 
leakage is not good. From 1963 to the end 
of 1970 "there were 230 announced U.S. un­
derground nuclear explosions at the Nevada 
Test Site and elsewhere, including five Plow­
share cratering tests. Of the non-Plowshare 
tests, seventeen inadvertently leaked radio­
activity detectable off-site." (page 17) In a 
letter dated March 11, 1971, from Dr. Glenn T. 
Seaborg, chairman of the AEC, to senator 
Gravel, it ls stated that "there were approxi­
mately forty tests in which some radioac­
tivity was detected only in the immediate 
vicinity of the firing point.'' 

Point: The AEC's worst case of a. few per­
cent venting must be further explained. A 
percent of the radioactive inventory of the 
largest underground test ln U.S. history 
certainly deserves a detailed discussion with 
an exhaustive look a.t the effects on the en­
vironment. A small percentage of a. large 
number ls stm a. large number-and cannot 
be disregarded by a. wave of the AEC's hand. 

AEC states: The extensive Nevada. contain­
ment experience "has contributed to the de­
velopment of sound test containment pro­
cedures .... Each time a leak of ra.dloa.ctivity 
has occurred, there has been careful investi­
gation in a.n effort to learn the ca.use so that 
lea.ks from similar ca.uses can be avoided.'' 

Point: Judging by the leaks that have oc­
curred and continue to occur (the largest 
one ever occurred last December), it may be 
concluded that either the AEO has not done 
a proper job ln studying past failures or 
that ea.ch test ls unique in the combination 
of characteristics such as tonnage exploded, 
geology, hydrology, climatic condll.tlons, etc., 
and so the outcome is unpredictable. 

The la.st failure, Baneberry, was exploded 
December 18, 1970, in Yucca. Fla.ts at the 
Nevada Test Site. The test was less than 
twenty kilotons and was reported to have 
leaked radiation over thirteen states and 
contaminated the clothing of 900 test s-lte 
workers. "The final total release estimate for 
Baneberry is approximately three mega.curies 
(3.000.000), reference to R (Release time) 
plus 12 hours.'' (Seaborg to Gravel letter, 
March 11, 1971) 

AEC states: "Geological and physical data. 
obtained during two earlier successful low­
yleld tests very near to the Baneberry site 
(one had been 2,000 feet to the north and 
the other a.bout the same distance to the 
east) had indicated the sultablllty of the 
Baneberry site." 

Point: How much confidence, then, can be 
placed ln the geological and physical studie! 
that have justified, to the AEO's satisfaction, 
the Ca.nnikln site? In this light, do the Mll­
row explosion results have any significance 
in predicting the outcome of Cann1kin? The 
AEC constantly refers to Mllrow in estimat­
ing the Ca.nnikin results. 

AEC states: "In order to assure contain­
ment of ra.dloa.ctivity, lt is necessary to 
(be) ... (a.n) adequate distance from 
faults .... The Ca.nnlkln site is 3,300 feet 
south of the Teal Creek Fa.ult and 2,800 feet 
north of a. suspected fa.ult .. .'' (page 19) 

Point: It should be noted that the Bane­
berry leak did not occur through a. fa.ult. 
According to AEC reports, the 910-foot deep 
test split the earth with its own pressure 
which exceeded expectations because "the 
earth around the explosive device was more 
saturated with water than had been ex­
pected.'' If Baneberry (less than twenty kilo­
tons) had enough power to "force gas 
through the ground to the surface" and to 
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open up a "fissure 315 feet long," why can't 
Cannikin, in water-saturated rock, push gas 
2800 feet to the suspected fault? 

AEC stated: No one is likely to know where 
every single fault is located, but the big ones 
are known. (This point emerged in a meeting 
of Fred R. Tesche, AEC Deputy Director, and 
Senator Gravel's staff.) 

Point: The February 1971 quake in Los 
Angeles occurred along the Soledad Fault, 
which was considered too insignificant to put 
on seismic fault maps. 

AEC states: "Most of the radioactive mate­
rial associated with the detonation will be 
incorporated into and trapped in rock melt, 
or will be adsorbed onto the surfaces of rock 
material. Most material will therefore be 
essentially retained in the bottom of the 
explosion zone. The volatile fission products 
and tritium are exceptions." (page 22) 

Point: There is no documentation sup­
porting the AEC statement that the radio­
active materials will be incorporated into, 
trapped in, or adsOrbed onto rather than 
go into solution under the conditions of 
salinity, high pressure, and very high tem­
perature. 

AEC states: "Those radionuclides not 
trapped in the solidified rock melt will be 
susceptible to migration in ground water. 
Only an insignificant fraction of the trapped 
radionuclides will be slowly leached from 
the surfaces of the fused rock." (page 23) 

Questions: How much of what radio­
nuclides are there? What is the insignifi~ 
cant fraction? Without knowing how much 
of whalt is dnrolved it ls not possible to talk 
·a.bout environmental impact. 

AEC states: "Tritium in water is of more 
concern than other radioactive mart;erials 
since it will migrate at nearly the velocity 
as the natural ground water." (page 23) 
Three mechanisms are described whereby 
tritlated water can migrate to the sea: 
Mechanism 1 is described as "most likely" 
and the "migration would take a thousand 
years or more." Mechanism 2 "ls estimated 
to take over a hundred yea.rs." The third 
mechanism is described as very unlikely and 
the "contaminated water would reach the 
sea dn about two or three years . . . This 
would dntrocluce tritiated water into the 
ocean with an initial concent:ooM.on about 
1,200 times that of the ROG (Radioactivity 
Concentration Guide) for water ... The as­
sumptions of this model a.lso imply a sharp 
reduction in adsorption surface and, there­
fore, at some later time other radionuclides 
such as strontium, cesium, ruthenium, and 
antimony would also be introduced into the 
ocean in concentrations higher than the 
RCG." (pages 23-25.) 

Points: No support ls given as to why one 
model ls more probable than any other. All 
proof ls embodied in the credibility of the 
terms "most likely", "less probable", and 
"very unlikely". 

Long Shot (the 80 kiloton test on 
Amchitka on October 29, 1965, at the time 
billed as first and last test on the island) 
released tritium "about one month after the 
test." It was "detected in three small ponds 
on the north edge of the surface zero pad 
and in drainage ditches from those ponds." 
(page 14.) 

AEC states: "No leakage of tritium or 
radioactive noble gases is expected for Can­
nikin; behavior comparable to Mllrow ls like­
ly." (page 15) 

Point: Assuming the worst Cannikin oase 
of leaking tritium in 2 to 3 years and apply­
ing this case to Milrow, we would not see 
any tritium from Milrow yet because it has 
been less than two years since Milrow. The 
Milrow experience with tritium can not be 
used for predicting Cs.nnikin. 

IAEC states: Even if the extreme tritium 
migration mod.el were true "dilution Of that 

water by the sea water would take place 
rapidly ... there would be an effective dilu­
tion factor of above 100,000 within a few 
hours." (page 25) 

Points: Commissioner Noerenberg stated, 
"Ooncernlng the one kn.own radioactive ele­
ment that has leaked on Amchitka, tritium, 
little is known of its impact on fish. How­
ever, a recent paper given by Erickson (from 
the University of Washington Radiation Lab­
oratory) at the Third National Radio-ecology 
Symposium, discusses the impact of both low 
and high level concentrations of tl"itium on 
guppies. His conclusions are that even low 
levels .:i.ffect the germ plasm causing changes 
in growth, sex ratio, ability to withstand 
stress and courting behavior. 

"It is reported in two papers that Silver 
Salmon fry held in cooled affluent from the 
pile area at Hanford suffered 100 per cent 
mortality in eight weeks. Even a.t dilutions 
of 1 :50 increased mortalities were evident." 

Polika.rpov, in his book "Radioecology 
of Aquatic Organisms" (1966, Reinhold 
Book Div, New York) states among his con­
clusions: (page 260) a.) "The frequency of 
occurrence of abnormalities in the larvae of 
sea fishes has been shown •to be increased a.t 
strontium-90-yytrtum-90 concerutra.tlons of a 
trillionth of curie per liter oa.nd above, i.e. a.t 
levels that have already been reached in the 
Pacific Ocean and in the Irish Sea." b.) "It 
has been shown that further radioactive con­
tamina.tion Of the seas and oceans 1s inad­
missible, because it entails great risk of a.) 
producing irreversible changes in the hydro­
biosphere, b) disrupting the resources upon 
which fisher'ies depend and c) producing 
dangerous levels of contamination in the 
m.arine organisms consumed by man." 

AEC states: "It is not conceivable tha.t 
Oannikin would cause release of under­
ground radioactivity from the cavities whlch 
remain from the earlier Milrow and Long 
Shot tests." (page 2) 

Point: The above statement contains the 
entire discUS1Sion by the AEC about this sub­
ject. There are no references, studies, or even 
expLana.Uions as to why this possibllity is 
"not conceivable." 

EARTHQUAKES AND TSUNAMIS 

AEC stated in the Draft Environmental 
Statement (.June 1970), "experience gained 
by observation of past nuclear detonations 
Bllld earthquakes oombine to provide ex­
tremely positive a.ssurance that the Oannikin 
explosion cannot of itself ca.use a severe 
earthquake." (page A-4) 

Point: In a. letter druted .July 21, 1970 to 
the AEC, Louis Ricmsselot, the Deputy Assis­
tant Secretary of the Department of Defense 
commented, "Substitute for" ... provide ex-
tremely positive assurance ... " the phrase 
"indicate that it is highly unlikely." "The 
AEC complied. 

AEC states: " ... it is highly unlikely that 
the Ca.nnikin explosion can, Of itself, trigger 
a severe ea.rthquake. Furthermore, the possi­
bllity of the Ca.nnlkin explosion or an earth­
quake causing a damaging tsunami (seismic 
sea wave) is even more unlikely." (page 3) 

Point: The Presidential Ad Hoc Panel on 
the Safety of Underground Testing cha.ired 
by Dr. Kenneth Pitzer, former President of 
Sta.nford University, made the following 
points in their November 27, 1968 Report 
which was withheld for some time by the 
Atomic Energy Commlsslion: " ... there does 
not now appear to be a basis for eliminating 
the possib111ty that a. large test explosion 
might induce, either imme<Mately or after a. 
period of time, a severe earthquake Of suf­
ficiently large magnitude 1x> cause serious 
damage we11 beyond the Mmits of the test 
site. This possibility is more serious for tests 
of greater than a megaton since the larger 
1n1 tial explosion would lead to greater altera.-

tion of the regional stress pattern. Further, 
'1t has recently been suggested that the great 
earthquakes (magnitude 8.5) a.re actually 
composed of a rapid succession of earth­
quakes of magnitude 6.5 to 7.0." 

Point: The terms "highly unlikely" and 
"even more unlikely" as used for earthquakes 
a.nd tsunamis respectively do not rule out an 
occurrence of the event. Assuming the worst 
case that a.n earthquake and a tsunami do 
occur there must be a. discussion of what will 
happen. There is none. Therefore the envi­
ronmental impact cannot be judged and so 
this Impact Statement ls deficient a.nd delin­
quent. 

AEC states: There is "almost one cha.nee 
in 100 that there will be an earthquake as 
big as or bigger than Ca.nnikin in the vicinity 
of Amchitka in any two-week period. For the 
whole of the Aleutian Islands and Alaskan 
Peninsula, the probability ls higher, more 
like one in 20." (page 53) 

Point: What would happen in the worst 
possible case if the Ca.nnikin shock of about 
7.0 richter scale occurred coincidental to a 
natural earthquake of 7.0 or greater? What 
would be the resulting earthquake magni­
tude? Would this be large enough to set off 
e. tsunami? 

AEC states: "Most existing experience is 
from large underground explosions in Ne­
vada." (page 55) 

Point: The Pitzer Report states, "Since the 
Amchitka area in Alaska is stlll more active 
seismically, the hazard of inducing an earth­
quake must be considered to be greater at 
that location than at either Nevada site ... 
Amchitka is more seismic than Nevada by at 
least an order of magnitude." 

AEC states: "It is expected that the only 
observable effect from Cannikin will, again 
(meaning like Mllrow) , be a cluster of small 
aftershocks in the vicinity of the explosion 
site." (page 55) 

Point: The Pitzer Report states that "it 
would appear that safety ca.n be achieved in 
the proposed central Nevada and Alaskan test 
sites only by gradually increasing the yield 
and thus developing the necessary experience 
during the test program." Going from 1 mega­
ton to 5 megatons doesn't meet the definition 
of gradually increasing. 

Pitzer Report states: " ... there ls good 
evidence that great earthquakes consist of a 
superposition of smaller (magnitude 6 to 7) 
events triggered in succession." And, " ... if 
the triggered earthquake were a large one 
(magnitude greater than 8) and the rupture 
propagated to the east where the population 
density increases, there could be damage due 
to ground vibration as well as tidal waves." 

BENEFITS 

AEC states: The test is necessary for "the 
development of nuclear weapons technology 
of prime significance to our national security 
requirements." (p 46) 

Point: On April 20, 1971 Dr. Harold Agnew, 
Director of Los Ala.mos Scientific Laboratory, 
testified to the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services that 1) the ABM Spartan warhead 
will be tested in Alaska, and 2) the Spartan 
warhead "would be useful in a limited way" 
in high altitude attacks against very large­
yield Soviet weapons. To justify the risks in 
undertaking the test there must be a full dis­
cussion of the ABM Spartan system. To hide 
behind the phrase national security when the 
ABM system has been vociferously attacked 
in public for many yea.rs is to imply that the 
test can't be justified. 

Point: Dr . .Jeremy Stone, executive director 
of the Federation of American Scientists, a 
military weapons expert, staited, "Basically, 
Cannikin is a bureaucratic oversight--an ex­
periment that has been waiting to be can­
celled since, in early 1969, the President 
changed the rationale for the U.S. ABM away 
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from the anti-Chinese defense." Other sci­
entists llke Drs. R&thjens and Scoville have 
called the Spartan an "obsolete" weapon. If 
the public ls to bear the risks the AEC must 
justify the benefits of this weapon. 

CONCLUSIONS 

There are few federal projects that have 
the magnitude and the possible grave en­
vironmental consequences as Cannlkin. The 
explosion of a 5 megaton bomb ls surely one 
of the greatest unnatural acts man can per­
form. The prediction and evaluation of the 
possible outcomes requires a rigorous scien­
tific discussion (whether laymen can under-

stand it ls irrelevant) . Such a discourse ls 
required for the Cannikin Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

Unfortunately, the AEC's Impact Sta.te­
ment ls more of a public relations type press 
release than a scientific document. It ap­
pears it was written to allay fears instead of 
to present information. 

Some specific faults-
Though the Table of Contents seems to 

indicate a certain organization to the docu­
ment this ls misleading since the small quan­
tity of information per subject that ls con­
tained ls scat.tered in random disarray 
throughout the statement. lit seems that 

many different people wrote the document 
and didn't know what the others were doing. 

There are statements that are made in 
the summary tha.t are nowhere else supported 
or referenced in the text. 

The statement covers insignificant, irrele­
vant points in great detail and falls to provide 
any information or credible answers to the 
questions of greatest magnitude. 

The statement does not provide enough 
data or discussion to determine the environ­
mental impact of the Cannlkln project. It 
therefore does not comply with the intent 
and the letter of the National Environmental 
Polley Act. 

(FROM HEARING BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, U.S. SENATE, 91ST CONG., lST SESS., ON S.J. RES. 15~TO PROVIDE FOR A STUDY Al'fD EVALUATION OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL AND OTHER FOREIGN POLICY ASPECTS OF UNDERGROUND WEAPONS TESTING, SEPT. 29, 1969) 

EXHIBIT A.-SOME SIGNIFICANT MILITARY TESTS 

(1 kiloton=l,000 tons of TNT; 20 kilotons= Hiroshima bomb; 1,000 kilotons=l megaton) 

Remarks Name Date Location Depth/rock Yield 

f }~~g;~~f ~~~~~i \:f _=== == = = == == = ======= ==== == == == == = = = = == = ::~:f :~'.~ == == ======== === ~!. ~l: Ull i?~n~~~~~t=~i~~= = == =====-~;~~~-~~ =a;~============ === ======== if t~g~g. 
v~~~n~a~rgl:s~nm:~~iii.i_m_ lafeigsa-fose--tembeiigs_C __________ " Ranier" __ _____________ Sept 19, 1957 Nevada test site _________ 790 feet in tuff ___ __________ ___ ________ u kl 
T y . • p --------------- -- ------------------------------- ---------- -- - - ------------------------ - --- - -- --- --- --- - - -------L ~s~ s~ggestb triggered q_uakes __ _________________________ ___ ____ "Hardhat" -- -- ------ -- - Feb. 15, 1962 Nevada test site _________ 943 feet in granite ___ ____ ___ __ ___ ______ 5.9 kl 

1
1m1te test an treVty signed Aug. 5, 1963 _____ _____________ ------------ --- - ---- ______ ------- - ____ --------- - ---- - - - __ ------- ______ ------ •. - - --------- - - - -- - -- - - - --- - -

B~t test ~o rock ~j.s aga~- - -- ---------------------------------- "Bilby"-- -------------- Sepl 13, 1963 Nevada test site ____ _____ 2,413 feet in tuff __ ___ ___ ________ _____ _ 200 plus kl 

v~,~eJ!t~~~o:n ~~~~~-~~~1~~== = = == == == == == == == == == == ==== = = == == = == P.5~~~g~Y.~~~~~~--= = = = == = ~t· ~~: ~~t -Mississiiijii_-: == ===== ==== -cavity-in saif_-: == == == = = == == = = == = = ==== = 5 kl 
1st test in Alaska; ~adiation leaked; seismic mag.=6.2 _____________ "Longshot" --- - -------- Ocl 29, 1965 Amchitka ___ __ _____ _____ 2,300 feet in andesite ____ _________ ___ __ 80 kl 

L
Las Vegas rolls again __ ________ ___ ___________ _________________ _ " Greeley" _______ __ _____ Dec. 20, 1966 Nevada test site •. _______ Data unavailable ___ __ __________ ___ ___ _ 850 kl 

as ~egas. swings, Salt Lake City jolted! San Francisco rolls; earth "Faultless"- --- - -------- Jan. 19, 1968 Central Nevada _____ ____ 3,200 feet_ ___ _____ ___________ ______ __ 800 kl 
spltts, nses 15 feet at ground-zero; giant cracks extend 3 miles; 
earthquakes of mag. 4-5 followed. 1st test at new site. Holes to 
accommodate multimegaton tests being drilled. 

1st underground megaton blast; seismic mag. = 6.4 ; fault displaced "Boxcar"------- - ------ Apr. 26, 1968 Nevada test site _________ 3,800feet_ __ __ ______ ______________ __ _ 1.2 meg. 
by 3 feet; faulting for 5 miles, triggers thousands of aftershocks. 

Deeper megaton test ; approximately same effects as " Boxcar." "Benham"_------- _____ Dec. 19, 1968 __ __ _ do __ _______________ 4,600 feet in porous volcanic tuff ______ __ 1.1 meg. 
Until it went off, AEC did not know if it would be larger or smaller 
than "Boxcar." 

~d megaton test.. .• ---- -- - - - - - -- -- - -- ------- - -------- _______ __ "Jorum" -------- _______ Sepl 16, 1969 ____ _ do ______ ------- - ___ 3,800 feet_ ___ _________ _____ ___ ---- -- - A meg. 
alibration test for multimegaton tests at Amchitka ________________ "Milrow"--- -------- - -- Ocl 2, 1969 Amchitka ___ ____________ 4,000 feet_ ___ _____ _______ _____ __ __ ___ A meg. 

ExHl:Brr B 
EARTHQUAKES AND THEm MAGNITUDES 

The magnitude of an earthquake measures 
the energy of its seismic waves. For con­
venience a logarithm.le scale is used: that ls, 
magnitude 4.0 is ten times the energy of mag­
nitude 3.0; magnitude 5.0 ls ten times the 
energy of magnitude 4.0; and so on. 

Underground explosions, which also pro­
duce seismic waves, can be assigned magni-

tudes just like earthquakes. Underground 
nuclear explosions seem to put a.bout 0.1 % 
of their energy into seismic form. An under­
ground nuclear blast of 1 kiloton would have 
a magnitude of slightly less than 5.0. A one­
megaton explosion produces a magnitude of 
about 6.5. However, the seismic magnitude 
of underground explosions va.rtes widly, 
depending upon the kind of surrounding 
rocks. Soft rock attenuates seismic energy fa.r 
more rapidly than a hard rock like granite. 

SOME HISTORIC EARTHQUAKES OF INTEREST 

Date Place 
Estimated 

deaths Pro perty damage 
Depth in 

Magnitude miles 

1737 ---- -- Calcutta, India __ _____ _____ ------- ____ --- - ------ ______________ --------_______ 300, 000 
1906 ___ ___ San Francisco ___________ _____ ___________________ ____ 8.3 _____ _______________ 700 $800 million. 
1920 ____ __ Konsu, China_ ____ ____________________________________________________ ______ 180, 000 
1923-.. ___ Japan ________ _________ ___________________________ __ 8.3_ _____ __________ ____ 100, 000 Vasl 
1933 ______ Long Beach, Cali'-- ---------------------------------- 6,3 _________ 5 to 6______ 120 $60 million. 
1960 __ ___ _ Chile----- ------- - -------- - -- - ---- - ---- - ------------ 8,4__ __ ________________ l, 000 $600 million. 1960 __ __ __ Agadir ____________ _________________________________ 5.7 __ ______ 11to2____ ___ 12, 000 Total at Kasbah. 
1962 __ __ __ Iran. _______ ------------ - ------------- ____________ _ 7.5__ _ _ _ _ _ __ ___ _ __ ____ _ 12, 000 
1964 ___ ___ Skopje, Yugoslavia ___ _______________________________ 5.4 ________ 8__________ 1, 000 
1964 ___ ___ Alaska _----- - - - --- _______________ ____ ______________ 28.4 _______ _ 12_____ __ __ 125 $311 million. 

illt_=~ = = i~*~{;~~~==== == ==== == == == == ==== = = = = == == == ==== == = ~:h~=i.b== =-~~== == = = = = =- -- ------~~ - rsgg.'Sb
1

~'.on. 1969 ' - ______ •. do ________________________ •• -- . • - •. ___ • _. _ ----. 6.6 ___ __ • _______ • _________________ _ 

1 Comparable in depth to planned multimegaton tests in Nevada and Alaska. 
2 This quake began with a shock of 6.5-which is the direct seismic punch delivered by a 1-meg. bomb-and snowballed to magni­

tude 8.4. 
3 Largest earthquake in the world during 1965. 
'Sept. 11, 1969 : began with quake of magnitude 5.2, triggering up to 6.6. 

THE COMING ATOMIC BLAST IN ALAsKA 

(By Paul Jacobs) 
Even on g<llOd d'a.ys, Which are very in­

frequent, Amohitka Island is depressing. 
Located 1,400 miles from the coast of Alaska 
and only 800 miles away from Siberia, this 
island, 'Which is pa.rt Of Alaska, ls forty..itwo 

miles long and less than five miles wide. The 
only access to it is by .a.ir. It ls cold, wet, 
barren, windy, treeless, surrounded. by stormy 
and itreacherous seas, and norm.ally unin­
habited, except for arctic birds and sea otters 
Who live on tlhe offshore rocks. But since 
1964, men have been on the island: Am-

chitka is a site for underground testing of 
nuclear bombs by the Atomic Energy Oom­
misslon and the Department of Defense. 

In late Beptember or early Oclt.ober, the 
most powerful a.nd potentially destructive 
man-made explosion in history is scheduled 
to be set off a.t the botltom of a 6,000-foot 
hole drilled below the surface of A.mchitka. 
The explosion, which is referred. to as Opera­
tion Cannlkin, will be ca.used by a five-mega­
ton nuol~u bomb, with the destructive pow­
er of approximartiely 10 bllllon pounds at 
TNT. The devastating effec~ of thatt amoWl!t 
of nucleair energy are far beyond compre­
hension, especially when one remembers that 
the blomlbs that wiped OUlt Hiro6hlma and 
Nagasaki were only 20 kilotons each, the 
equlvalelllt of only 40 milllon pounds of TNT. 

Only one result at the explosion seems cer­
tain: lm~t.ia.ntaneously, the explosion will 
blow out a.n undergrowrui ca.vity the length 
Of two football fields in which, says the AEC, 
all the dangerous radioactive wa.ter and ~ 
from the explosion will remain for a.t least 
a thousand years. About all otJher effeot.s of 
the bomb bl!tter controversy rages. 

On one side are scientist.s, conservation­
ists, and peace groups, in addition to politi­
cal figures from Alaska, Oa.llfornia, Ha.wa.11, 
Oa.na.dia., Japan, and other oountrles, either on 
the Pacific Rim or bordering the polu re­
gi'Ons. All these individuals and groups op­
pose the test; only the Atomic Energy Com­
mission and the Depa.Ttment of Defense sup­
port 1 t . Much of the opposition to Oa.nn1kin 
comes fI'Olll those scientiSts and envtronm.en­
tallst.s whio insist that it may trigger, either 
immediately or later, a. huge earthquake 
whioh could do very serious da.mage far ·be­
yond Amohlltk'-a and Alaska. 

There a.re other dangers. The explosion 
may ca.use tidal waves; moreover dangerous 
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radioactivity, in the sea. or air or even both, 
may result, and if thalt happens, the fallout 
could easily drift over Oana.da and to many 
other pwrts of the world. C'a.nn1k1n conte.ins 
other pdtentiaJ. environmental perils: the ex­
plosion oould kill birds, fish, and a.nima.ls in 
the area; it may also drastioally disrupt, a.nd 
for a. long time, the delicwte ecological be.l­
a.nee of life in the ArctJ.c Nbrth. 

Commission omclals insist that the pre­
dicted dangers are exaggerated and thalt 
Oannikin Will have "no major impact on the 
environment." But the A.EC hedges on oan­
nikin's effects: according to the direcftor of 
the AEC's W$pons Development Division, 
Major General Edward B. Giller, the agency's 
panel of oonsulta.nrt;s has not sa.id ;t;ihat "there 
will be zero possibillty of some conse­
quences." ln fact, when it was charged tha.t 
Oannikin oould ca.use a.n e1a.rthquake, the 
AEC admlitlted thait "because the understand­
ing of earthquake mechanisms ls still de­
veloping a.nd ls not yet sumcieDtt for exact 
ca.loulatlons, the possibility of such a.n oc­
currence cannot be ruled out." 

I! the pmsibillty of an ea.rthque.ke camnot 
be rUJled ou.t, how then can tJhe A.EC justify 
ta.king such a risk? Well, the Commission 
says, although ift's tn1e that large-sea.le un­
derground explooions lnval"iab!ly oa.use earth­
quakes, such an occurrence in Cannikin's 
oase mig:Q.t be an e.dve.nta.ge. Tha.t adva.ntage, 
so the logic goes, ls thait ;if a natuml earth­
quake is now building up there ;anyway, 
oa.nnikin would release some of the pent-up 
energy prema.turely, thus cutting down on 
What migbrt ·be a much more serious disaster. 

An "unilkely possibility" a.ISO exists, the 
AEC ooncedes, that the radioactive water am.cl 
gas created by the explosion wouldn't just 
remain quietly inside the huge cavity 6,000 
feet below the ground. Insbee.d, it might flow 
up to the surface, in ·two or three yea.TS, 
through the fractured rocks and chimney sys­
tem whd.ch the blast Will orea.te, and then 
mix with the ocean water. I! th.8.lt happens, 
the water willl be 1,200 times more r.adio­
actlve than wha.t is considered. selfe a.nd the 
pro003S will contJ.nue for an estima.ted 130 
ye811'6. 

How unl:i.kely ls the AEC's "unlikely PQE?­
slibility"? In view o! 1lt.s past track record, 
no one can have muoh confidence in the 
Agency's ab111ty to predict what heJppen.s in 

. underground explosions. Prior to Operation 
Gname, held in a New Mexico cave in 1962, 
the AEC .insisted there was "zero posslb111rty" 
thait the test could vent mcMoactlV'ity into 
the atmosphere. Nerertbeless irt did, only 
moments after the shot. Project Long Shot, 
conducted at Am.ohUka. in 1965, was not ex­
pected to leak ra.dioaotl.vity for hundTeds of 
years. Nevertheless it d:l.d, only a few months 
lalter. 

Moreover, 10 percent CY! the UIIldel'g'round 
t&-ts conducted at the AEC's Nevada Test 
Site have caused rndioa.otlvity; none was 
predicted. Project .Baneberry, for example, 
wihlch was detona.ted in Nevada in Decem­
ber, 1970, vented so muc:h unexpected radio­
activity into the .atmosphere that the work­
ers near rtlhe test site ha.d tJo be decontam­
inated. 1mmed.ia.tely a.nd then ev;acuated t:rom 
theiT homes, which remained unoccupied for 
mODJths because of dangerously high radio­
activity counts. A group of these workers 
have ju.st :filed a $500,000 damage suit age.inst 
the AEC, c1aiming their hee.lith has been 
damaged by their sudden e:icposure. 

Alll these underground detonations were 
much, much smaller th&n Cannlkin. Indeed 
it 1s not possible to have any data whatever 
about the effects of an underground explo­
sion of as huge .a scale a.s rthls. The AEC 
picked Amchitka. Island a.s a. test site largely 
because it could not experiment With suOh 
powerful bombs at the Nevada Test Site for 
fear of adverse effects on the surrounding 
population. 
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The first time the AEC tried to use Ala&b. 
forr an alte:rn.a.'te test site was iln 1960, When 
the Oammisslon propooed blowing up a 
huge chunk of the srt:&te's isole.ted ooast llne 
in order to make a. harbor. But nobody in 
AI.ask.a. wanted a. ha.ribor there so <that project, 
named Chariot, was oonverted into e..n. ex­
ca vaition of a liairge, useless hole in the 
giround. Cha.riot was stopped by determmed 
opposition from a few scientist.s who fought 
the AEC, a.n<i finally won. The uncompleted 
Ob.airlot cost the AEC $2 miJlllon. 

But Cha.r.iot, unlike Os.nnikin, had no os­
tensible military purpose and so could not 
be defended as in the interest of "nationa.l 
security." In the m1<i-1960S, :the AEC re­
turned to Ala.ska to caN"Y oUJt Project Long 
Shot, a. smalll underground detona.tlon on 
Amchltka, olad.m.1ng ·that this was only a one­
shot test, not the first in a series o! experi­
ments. Nevertheless, within two years, the 
AEC was ma.king plans to convert Amchitka 
into a full-sea.le test site. In 1969, a. one­
m1lga.ton bomb was exploded underground on 
Amehitka. 

By that time, ma.ny Alaskans were becom­
ing suspicious of the AEC and its claims. One 
of the more wary was the newly elected U.S. 
Sena.tor from Alaska., Mike Gravel, who dis­
covered in 1969 that a Presidential Commis­
sion, headed by Dr. Kenneth Pitzer, then 
president of Stanford University, had been 
appointed to investigate the safety of such 
underground tests. To Gravel's surprise, he 
discovered that he couldn't even get a copy 
of the Pitzer Report because it had been 
classified. Only after he threatened to open 
a. full-sea.le attack on the Commission at a 
hearing of the Foreign Relations Committee 
was the report finally released. Among other 
things, it contained warnings of severe 
earthquakes which might follow large test 
explosions. 

Since then, Gravel has been critical of 
many AEC policies-he has attacked the 
Agency's method of setting standards for 
radiation protection a.t nuclear reactors, and 
the manner in which the AEC uses its public 
information program for what the senator 
has described as AEC propaganda.. For exam­
ple, ithe AEC recently flew sixteen Alaskans 
to its Nevada. Test Sl!te on an all-expense­
paid trip to convince them of the AEC's vir­
tue. Seventeen other U.S. senators joined 
Gravel in 'demanding that the AEC hold pub­
lic hearings and file a. statement on the po­
tential effect on the environment, as required 
by the Environmental Protection Agency. 
Finally, at the end of May, the AEC held a 
three-day hearing in Ala.ska, partly in Juneau 
and partly in Anchorage. 

In addition to AEC omcials, thirty-five 
other witnesses, including some from Canada., 
appeared at the hearings. Of the thirty-five, 
only one spoke in favor of the test and he is 
an AEC contractor. All the others, including 
scientists, Alaskan state government omcta.ls, 
California legislators, conservationists, and 
Canadian representatives, were vigorously op­
posed to Cannlkin. A few days after the hear­
ing, the Ala.ska State Bar Association Con­
vention recommended that the state attorney 
general fl.le a lawsuit, if necessary, to prevent 
the AEC from carrying out the tests. 

The final 'decision a.bout whether Cannikin 
will be carried out as scheduled rests With the 
White House. A committee of undersecre­
taries from all the government departments 
connected with the test is now studying Can­
nikin. The committee's confidential report 
to the President will be made in early July 
and the President will have to act upon it 
quickly for, if rthe test is going to be made, 
it will take a. month or more to lower the 
bomb to the bobtlom of the 6,000-foot hole 
and connect up all the complex machinery 
required. 

The political risks to Nixon are great. At 
this wrLting, protests against the test have 

come from the governments of Japan, Can­
ada., and Finland. Certainly, the test will af­
fect the SALT talks. And if Nixon decides to 
allow the test, he will face the kind of deter­
mined domestic opposition he encountered in 
the SST controversy: a. working coalition of 
the groups and individuals opposing the test 
has been established, ready to begin work at 
once in Washington. They include the Friends 
of the Earth, the Committee for Nuclear Re­
sponsibility, the Federation of American 
Scientists, the Sierra Club, and SANE, among 
others. Those interested in this effort should 
conrtaot the coordinaJtor of the coalition, 
Richard Lahn, Sit 235 Massachusetts Ave­
nue, N.E., Washington, D.C. 20002. 

Lawsuits to prevent the test have been 
prepared in New York, Washington, and 
Alaska.. Legislators in most Western states, 
a.s well as Hawaii, a.re prepared to challenge 
the action locally: one California state sen­
ator has already scheduled hearings on the 
test. Pacifist groups are preparing to send 
small ships into the a.rea a.round Am.chltka. 
All these advance preparations are being 
made openly and the White House staff ls 
aware of them. The strategy of the opposi­
tion ls to keep cool, at the moment, rather 
than open up a large-sea.le, widespread, and 
vocal fight against the tests: the theory be­
ing that Nixon may decide to cancel the test, 
on his own, but might resist taking such an 
action if too much public pressure is brought 
to bear. But a campaign ls ready if he de­
cides to permi.t the test. 

It ls obvious that the President faces still 
another, greater, personal risk if he decides in 
favor of Ca.nnikin: it could conceivably go 
wrong and trigger some kind of disaster. And 
if that happens, the political fallourt on the 
career of Richard Ntxon may be as great as 
the radioactive fallout on the population. 

The AEC and the Department of Defense 
justify Ca.nnikin by conjuring up the "inter­
ests of national security" and maintain that, 
therefore, the small risks of tidal waves, 
earthquakes, and radioactivity must be taken. 
Normally, the phrase "in the interests of 
national security" has a special aura, bring­
ing an automatic response, but in the case 
of Caillllikln, the air of sanctity seems to 
have disappeared. It has disappeared because 
the AEC no longer ls so sacrosanct as it once 
was. lit ls no longer above criticism; lits budg­
et requests are now being challenged. For 
the past few yea.rs, the AEC's credib111ty has 
been widely questioned and it has been 
forced to engage in controversies with its 
critics, and has, often, defended itself very 
badly. And while the post of the AEC Chair­
man was once considered a. rare prize, Glenn 
Seaborg, the present Agency head, ls re­
portedly seeking a way of leaving it grace­
fully. 

The Department of Defense, too, no longer 
has automatic approval for its actions as it 
once had. Few people believe wha.t lis said in 
Washington. Ironically, in the case of Can­
nikln, the AEC and the DOD cannot muster 
even a. very strong military case; rthe flve­
megaton bomb they want to test was de­
signed for use in a. specific type of Spartan 
missile, but, according to an impressive num­
ber of arms experts, that missile is obso~ete. 
Dr. Harold M. Agnew, director of the AEC's 
Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, told a Sen­
ate hearing la.st April that the Spartan sys­
tem, of which the Ca.nnikin bomb ls to be 
a part, would only "be useful in a limited 
way." 

That "limited way" ls evidently enough 
for the AEC and the DOD to warrant their 
going ahead with the test. After all they 
reason, we've built the bomb, invested $20 
million in Cannikin, so how else can such 
vast expenditures be justified except by det­
onating the bomb? Besides, if you were an 
AEC or DOD omcial, wouldn't you want to 
find out if the damn thing actually works? 
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[From the Wall Street Journal, June 24, 1971 J 
BLASTING THE BLAST: AEC's PLAN TO STAGE 

ATOM 'I'EsT IN ALASKA BRINGS SHARP DIS­
SENT; CRITICS FEAR QUAKES, WAVES, HARM 
TO U.S.-SoVIET TIES; No DANGER SEEN BY 
AGENCY; BUT Is THIS TEST NECESSARY? 

(By Jam.es E. Bylin) 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA.-It sounds like the 

governmental agency for all seasons. 
Here in Alaska, it's transplanting sea otter, 

rescued from the edge of extinction, to build 
new herds in itheir old habit.a.ts. It maintains 
a.rcheologica.l digs that have shed new light 
on the arrival of ma.n in North America. It 
helps in air and sea rescues. Forty-five per­
cent of its work force a.re minority-group 
members. 

But it also has a scheme the.t, many Alas­
kans and non-Alaskans feair, could produce 
a catalog of catastrophes, including earth­
quakes, tidal waves, radioaotive poisoning 
and even a rupture in delicate U.S.-Soviet 
relations. 

The agency is the Atomic Energy Commis­
sion, and it has embarked on what promises 
to be one of its most controversial campaigns 
Since the da.ys of atmospheric nuclear testing 
a decade ago. This fall, probably in October, 
the AEC plans to detonate the biggest under­
ground nucleaa- test in U.S. history on iso­
lated Amchitka Island in Alaska's Aleutian 
Islands. Code-named Cannikin (the AEC says 
its code names have no meaning), it would 
be nearly five times larger than any under­
ground blast ever undertaken by the U.S. 
The test would be a five megaton "event," 
to use an AEC term, equal to five million 
tons of TNT and 250 times larger than the 
bomb dropped on Hiroshima in 1945. 

A REPLY 
The AEC says the test should be perfectly 

safe. But it is being questioned and criticized 
by Alaska officials as well as conservationists 
and scientists nationally. The opposition is 
spearheaded by Mike Gravel, a U.S. Senator 
from Alaska, who argues ithait the test should 
"be canceled and the island fully restored 
and that the AEC count Amohitka and 
Alaska out of any future plans for the 
detonation of atomic bombs." Meanwhile, 
Aleuts, the naitives who inhabit the Aleutians 
(though not Amchitka) are threatening to 
go to court to block the test. 

In a sense, the dispute is a replay. The 
AEC tested a nuclear device on Amchitka in 
October 1969 amid vociferous protests. This 
time, though, the stakes are much higher. 
That was a one-megaton explosion, about 
as large as any set off in the AEC's southern 
Nevada. testing grounds, to determine wheth­
er the Amchi.tka site could S&fely handle big­
ger tests. The AEC's conclusion: it could. 

At first glance, Amchitka would seem the 
ideal site for underground tests. The treeless, 
42-mile-long island is utterly remote from 
large population centers. It is 1,400 miles 
west-southwest of Anchorage and 2,500 miles 
west-northwest of Seattle. Nearly 10,000 
troops were stationed on the island during 
World War II, leaving behind a system of 
airstrips and roads. Today, rats a.re the only 
land mammals on Amchitka besides AEC 
personnel. 

The island, however, happens to straddle 
one of the world's most active earthquake 
zones, ralsing the concern that the blast, 
which ttself is expected to register 7.0 on the 
Richter seismic sea.le, could trigger a giant 
temblor and perhaps even a tidal wave. 
(Scientists prefer "seismic wave" or the Jap­
anese term, tsuna.Ini, tJo the misnamed tidal 
wave.) And Alaskans have reason to worry 
a.bout earthquakes. Much of the state was 
devastated by the Good Friday quake in 1964. 

THE AEC'S POSITION 
That quake, Sen. Gravel says, began with 

a shock of a.bout 6.5 and triggered 1tself to a 
peak of 8.4. (The recent San Fernando Valley 
quake was 6.6.) Referring to Cannikin, Sen. 

Gravel says, "what type of energy can be re­
leased with that kind of trigger? No one 
knows. Would Ca.nnikin's 7.0 Richter scale 
reading, C'.ombined with a 7.0 natural earth­
quake, remain a harmless 7.0 event? The 
odds shift markedly against such an even­
;tuall.lty occurring without some toll." 

The AEC's claims 'the chances it would set 
off a quake are remote, but it does acknowl­
edge that "because the understanding of 
earthquake mechanisms is still developing 
and is not yet sufficient for exaict calcula­
tions, the possiblity of such an occurrence 
cannot be ruled out." 

One AEC scientist says that earthquake 
country may be a "good place" for under­
ground testing and that if an earthquake 
happened to be triggered it might actually 
be beneficial, in a manner of speaking. Ex­
ploding a bomb in a site like Amchitka., he 
says, would "represent much less a departure 
than in another plaice where quakes aren't 
common." And in the unlikelihood a quake 
ls triggered, it would undoubtedly have been 
''ready to go" e.nyway and its force could be 
less than if mother nature hadn't been pre­
empted, he reasons. Also, he claims, any 
quaike would be localized, little different from 
what occurs frequently there. 

RADIOACTIVITY IS FEARED 

The 1964 Alaskan quake unleashed a. mas­
sive seismic wave that smashed coastal areas 
throughout the Pacific Ocean basin; 27 blocks 
of downtown Crescent City in northern Cali­
fornia were leveled by the wa.ve, for instance. 
Cannikin's chances of duplicating this dis­
aster are "negligible," according to the AEC. 
William G. Van Dorn, a Scripps Institute of 
Oceanography seismologist working for the 
AEC, says that "no large tsunami has origi­
nated in recorded history" in the western 
Aleutians, where Amchitka is located. In 
1965, Mr. Van Dorn says, a 7.5 magnitude 
quake only 20 Iniles from Amchitka "pro­
duced only a small, local tsunami." The key 
reason, he explains, appears to be that 
tsunamis tend to happen where quakes pro­
duce vertical ground motions. Unlike in the 
eastern Aleutians, the motions a.re horizon­
tal in the western Aleutians, he adds. 

For many critics, the earthquaike-seismic 
wave questions are secondary. "These threats 
a.re real, but more real is the threat of radio­
active containina.tlon as the result of an ac­
cidental venting because these have ha,p­
pened with remarkable regularity," charges 
Earl J. Bell, a spokesman for the National 
Audubon Society, which opposes the test. 

Since the signing of the limited test ban 
treaty in 1963, the AEC has exploded 230 
underground devices, of which 17 "leaked 
radioactivity detectable offslte," the AEC ad­
mits. The one leak Cannikin opponents won't 
let the AEC forget occurred last December in 
Nevada, ca.using the AEC to suspend tests. 
Project Baneberry, a 20-klloton device (equal 
to 20,000 tons of TNT) was detonated at a 
depth of 910 feet. Though the AEC thought 
it was fully famUia.r with the area's geology 
because .it had conducted other tests neal"by, 
the earth's surface suddenly cracked and 
radioactivity was spewed over several states. 
The AEC now blames unexpectedly high 
water content at the test depth for the acci­
dent. It exploded its first post-Baneberry 
device in Nevada June 16 a.nd said the ex· 
plosion didn't ca.use any radiation leakage. 
So, the AECJ says, "we will be conducting 
other tests in the relatively near future." But 
it can't test .in Nevada devices as big as that 
planned for Amchitka because of the effeci 
on high-rise buildings in Las Vegas. 

James E. Carothers, the AEC's a.ssist.a.nt di­
rector for nuclear testing, claims that the 
bigger the test's yield, the safer it is as far 
as ra.dioaictivity is concerned. Two factors 
cause this phenomenon, according to Mr. 
Carothers: The bigger devices are buried 
deeper, thus placing more layers of rock be­
tween the device and the surface, and the 
bigger detonation tends to melt more of the 

rock about it, sea.ling off the cavity. Cannlkin 
would be detonated at a depth of 5,875 feet. 

Alaskans &Te pM'ltlcularly conceimed over 
the possib1lity of another k.lnd of radioactive 
contamtrua.tton: seepa.ge .into the Bering Sea. 
The Aleutians are the crossroads for the 
spaiwning migrations of Pacific salmon. 
"Should contamina.tion of ithese sa.lmon oc­
cur, the economic disaster tto one of Alaska's 
IM'gest industries would be of very lairge 
magnirtude," warns Wal.lace H. Noerenberg, 
commissioner of the Alaska Depalitment of 
Fllsb ia.nd Ga.me. In 1970, Alaska fishermen 
haiuled in $60 m.1111on worth of salmon. 

A DISAGREEMENT ON DILUTION 
After Oa.nnikin is detollalted, the exploston­

fiormed cavity is expected w collapse, cre­
ating a. rubble-filled "chimney" ito tthe sur­
face; lit should fill with water within 150 to 
500 da.ys. Leona.rd M. Ga.rd, the AEC's super­
visory geologist from <the U.S. Geological 
Survey, says '1"3Cl10e.ctive water shouldn'•t reach 
ithe sur!e.ce of this sink. Whe.t ls mOISt likely 
to occur, Mr. Gard says, 1s for ithe radio­
activity ito be itraipped underground, seeping 
out ito ithe Bering See. in about 1,000 years, 
ait which itime .it would be 'ha:rmless. The 
"very unlikely" alternative would be for the 
·radioactive water to reach tthe Bering Sea. in 
two or <three yea.rs ait raibout 1,200 times sate 
levels e.nd continue Ito be discha.rged for 130 
years, he says. 

"In this unlikely event, the mixlng wilt;h 
ocean wasters in longshore currents would 
initroduce an effective dilurtlon factor," Mr. 
Ga.rd says confidently. 

BUJt Jerold Lowenstein, a :ra.dia.tion e~ert 
art; the Un1vers1ity of Ce.llfornia Medical Cen­
ter in Sa.n 1'\raalclsoo, scoffs art; the "ma.glc of 
dilution" a.nd says low levels of radioactlv.tty 
oa.n e.ccumulaite a.nd be reconcentratted in the 
food cycle. Sen. Gravel adds, "In these days 
When the ll81tion is deeply concerned about 
mercury poisoning 8IIld. the market for sea.­
food products bas faJ.len off Sh81I'ply, even the 
suspicion rthait radioactive water 1s lea.king to 
the surface could deva.st.&te tthe market for 
'8.11 fishery species of the NOl"th Pacific." 

Conservationists a.re especiaJ.J.y enraged be­
cause the AleUJtl&n Isle.nds, including Am­
chLtka, a.re a national wildlife refuge. Burt 
when he est.a.blished the refuge in 1913, 
PresidenJt Ta.ft provided tba.t Amchiltk& could 
be used for military purposes. Sa.ys the Au­
dubon Society's Mr. Bell, "I it'hink irt is per­
fectly clear <thait coaUng stsltions and the 
like were the kind of military purpose thalti 
President Ta.ft ccms1dered commensuria.te 
wl.lth wildllfe refuge status. It is obvious rt.hat 
he could not have concelva'bly .imagined itha.t 
this might include rtestlng five-mega.ton nu­
clear weapons." 

"NO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT" 
Oainnlkin, the AEC claims, W'iU cause "no 

slgnificaint environmental impact" on Am­
chitka. The isle.nd is home ito ithe ende.ngered 
sea ot;ter, which the AEC has been !b.elping 
transplant to other ha.bltalts in a.n effort to 
expand its ranks. Perhaps as many as 20 sea. 
otters "could suffer measurable physiological 
effects" from ithe test, ithe AEC says, ·but the 
overall 'impact will be "negllgible." The AEC 
adds thwt "a few fish of commercially impor­
t.a.nit species may be killed by the shock." 

As far as the Aleuts a.re concerned, the 
Aleutians should belong to them under a 
complex Alaskan native land claims settle­
ment now pending before Congress. lllodor 
Phllemonnf, president of the Aleut League, 
which ls threatening a lawsuit, says the 
Aleuts "were and a.re entitled to tbe protec­
tion of provisions of the Constitution. Prop­
erty should not be taken without due proc­
ess." The proposed explosion, he alleges, is 
am.other example of the white man subjecting 
Aleuts to "mistreatment and misfortune." 

But the overr·lding issue in the controversy 
may be whether the ,t;est is actwi.lly necessary. 
Officially, the AEC hasn't disclosed the pre­
cise purpose of the $160 mllllon project ex-
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cept that "the test is considered of vital 
importance to natlonall security." llil testi­
mony to a Senate committee in April, an 
AEC oIDolaJ a.clm.1 tted Cannlk1n will be to 
test the warhead for the Spartan antlbaJ­
llstlc misslle. 

If that's the case, some scientists allege, 
then Cannik1n ls pointless, Jeremy J. Stone, 
director of the 2,000-member Federation of 
American Scientists, olaJ.ms Cannik1n was 
conceived by the AEC in 1966 under Presi­
dent Johnson to test the Spartan missile, 84'.l 

antl-Ohlnese missile defense system. How­
ever, Mr. Stone contends, the Nixon admin­
istration in early 1969 revised the ABM pro­
gram to have the defense at Minuteman 
ICBM's against a Soviet threat as its pri­
mary purpose, with the defense of cities from 
a China attack as a supplemental program. 
"There now ls ample reason to belleve that 
a. majority of the U.S. Senate will not sup­
port an antl-Oblnese ABM," he says, adding 
that the Sparte.n missile isn't necessary in 
the ICBM defense system. 

"Basica.lly," Mr. Stone argues, "Cannlkin 
ls a bureaucratic overslght--an experiment 
that has been waitililg to be canceled." 

The final green light for Ca.nnlkdn must be 
:Hashed by President Nixon. 'I'he Anchorage 
Dally Times, quotes "reliable sources" in 
Washington as saying the admJJillstratlon may 
cancel Cannlk1n because of its "potential 
polltlca.l risk" in the wake of the recent 
agreement with the Soviet Union a.t the 
Strategic Arms Llmita.tiOIIl. Talks to negotiate 
llmits on defensive ABS systems. (One AEC 
omciaJ grumbles that the Russians earlier 
this year set otf a. six-megaton test on an 
Arctic Island and "you didn't hea.r too muCih 
ta.Ik about that.") 

Like its smaller Amchitka predecessor in 
1969, Cannik:ln ls generating muoh interna­
tional 111 will, especially in Canada. and Ja.· 
pan, two fishllilg nations. Pa.trick Moore, a 
Canadian conservationist, points out that 
Japan, Caneda. and even the Soviet Union 
(which is 800 miles from Amchltk.a) a.re 
closer to the blast site tha.n is rthe contigu­
ous U.S., and thus "exposed to a more se­
rious threat" His suggestion: If the U.S. 
wants "to indulge" itself in the test, ex­
plode it in the geographic center of the U.S. 
in central Kansas. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the amendment of­
fered by the gentlewoman from Hawaii. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentlewoman 
from Hawaii stated, this test has been in 
the making for quite a few years. As a 
matter of fact, it is only one of a series 
that has been going on for at least a half 
a dozen years, although it is one of the 
most important ones in that series. 

However, I do not share ·the gentle­
woman's fears or misgivings as to the 
possible effect of this test on the area 
involved. The test will give a seismic 
shock equivalent to the magnitude of 
about seven. This test has been an­
nounced for quite a long time. In a let­
ter dated July 7, 1971, from Dr. Seaborg 
to Senator PASTORE, chairman of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, it 
was stated that--

This test must be conducted on a timely 
basis for many reasons. 

This is only one of a series. It is hoped 
it could be the final one, and if the re­
sults are a success, perhaps it will be 
the final one in this particular series. 

The idea that the tests are unnecessary 
apparently originated with persons who 
did not have security clearance and have 
never been involved in a weapons pro­
gram and who know nothing about forth­
coming weapons systems. There simply is 

no factual basis for such an assertion. 
The Under Secretary's committee of the 
National Security Council has approved 
the preparations for the test which have 
been underway since 1966 and will make 
the final review of all possible environ­
mental effects prior to the execution date. 
The Under Secretary's committee is 
chaired by the Under Secretary of State, 
and members ·are the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, ·and the Director of the 
CIA. The Interior and Commerce De­
partments will probably participate in it. 

The President will give final approval 
for the conduct of the test. 

Detonations are to take place in a room 
50 feet in diameter and 6,000 below the 
surf ace, as the gentlewoman from 
Hawaii has described, at the end of a 
54-inch cased shaft. About $165 million, 
as was stated, already has been spent on 
the test. 

There has been a suit filed in the Fed­
eral District Court in this city to enjoin 
the test, so it is a controversial matter. 
Basically the public and a coalition of 
environmental groups allege that the 
Atomic Energy Commission has failed to 
comply With the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969. I could cite a detailed chronological 
series of actions taken by the AEC on this 
program which meet and which ·indeed 
go even further than the requirements of 
that act and the appropriate guidelines 
published by the Council of Environ­
mental Quality. 

CHRONOLOGICAL HISTORY 

In 1966: Initial briefings of Governor 
of Alaska and Alaskan congressional 
delegation. 

February 1967: AEC officials met sepa­
rately in Alaska with the Governor and 
State officials, representatives of ·the U.S. 
Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife, 
Federal Interior Field Committee, Alaska 
Federation of Native Associations, Bu­
reau of Land Management, Commander 
in Chief of Military Forces, Alaska, news 
media and conservaitionist organizations. 
Response was generally friendly. 

July 1967: Two Seattle reporters es­
co!'lted on visit to Amchitka. 

August 1967: Commander in Chief, 
Military Forces, Alaska, brief ed. 

January 1968: Conference in Seattle 
with Alaska Commissioner of Fish and 
Game to arrange cooperation on sea 
otter transplant. 

June 1968: Representatives of Audu­
bon magazine, Reuters News Agency, and 
Anchorage newspapers were escorted on 
visit to Amchitka. 

September 1968: Trip arranged for 
Alaska Fish and Game Department em­
ployee to cover and photograph sea otter 
transplant activities on Amchitka. 

September 1968: National Geographic 
writer-photographer team escorted to 
Amchitka. 

September 1968: Meeting in Washing­
ton with Panel on Biological and Medi­
cal Sciences, Committee on Polar Re­
search, National Academy of Sciepces, to 
brief on Amchitka bioenvironmental pro­
gram. 

February 1969: NVO and EPA officials 
met with Alaska health and welfare offi-

cials for discussion of Amchitka activities 
and impact on Alaska. 

May 1969: CBS television crew escort­
ed Ito Amchitka. 

May 1969: NVC representatives visited 
news media and conservationist organi­
zations in Fairbanks. 

June 1969: AEC top management 
team-Commissioner Costagliola and 
others-visited Governor Miller at 
Juneau and held public meetings in 
Juneau, Anchorage, Fairbanks, and 
Kodiak. Response generally favorable, 
except for some opposition in Kodiak. 

June 1969: Amchitka visit by member 
of Oregon Nuclear Coordinating Com­
mittee and reporter from New York 
Times. 

July 1969: NVOO information officer 
opened Alaska information office in 
Anchorage. 

July 1969: Three meetings in Wash­
ington wiJth: Department of the Inte­
rior-including Under Secretary Train, 
AssistJant Secretary Klein, and Fish and 
Wildlife Commissioner Meacham; staff 
of Alaska congre~ional delegation; and 
staffs of eight national conservation or~ 
ganizations. Provided details of pre­
dicted effects and scientific program 
planned on Milrow. 

July-October 1969: Continuing con­
tacts with Alaska news media, talks and 
film showings to civic and women's or­
ganizations, \'isits to other Alaskan cities 
and towns. 

July 1969: Dr. Ogle, test division leader 
of LASL, visited State officials in Juneau. 

August 1969: Escorted group of 15 
Alaska news media reporters and photog­
raphers to Amchitka. 

August 1969: Meeting at Washington 
with Canadian Government scientists on 
seismic and tsunami concerns. 

August 1969: NVO representatives met 
with Congressman Pollock to discuss 
Amchitka activities. 

September 1969: AEC exhibit during 
10-day Alaskia Sba.te P1aiT at Palmer, 
distributing thousands of copies of AEC 
literature, showing sea otter transplant 
and "Amchirtka Revisited" films, and 
talking with public. 

September 1969: Amchirtka visit by 
official of Naitional Wildlife Federation, 
Dr. W. Burr of Division of Biology and 
Medicine/ AEC/HQ and representaJtive of 
White House Office of Science and Teoh­
nology. 

September 1969: Amehiltka. visit by 
Congressmen GoonLING of PeIUlSylvanda 
and DINGELL of Michigan. 

September 1969: Si~-six Alaska leg­
isl.aitive representatives, civic and con­
servationist leaders, reporters, e.nd 
photographers ere escorted on a 1-day 
Viisit to Amchirtka via chartered plane. 

September 1969: Alaska Legislattve 
Council briefed in Anchorage on Milrow 
safety precautions, and predicted effects. 
F'ive representatives of Hawaiian Legis­
lature a.nd Governor's office attended the 
briefing. 

September 1969: Hearings before the 
Sen&te Foreign RelaJtions Committee on 
Senate Joint Resolution 155. 

September-October 1969: Maintained 
Information Center, open to public, in 
Anchorage Westward Hotel for 1 week 
prior to Milrow. Exhibits, motion picture 
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showings, and briefings. Approximately 
100 invited Government and civic lead­
ers "observed" the Milrow event on 
October 2, with direct line telephone 
reports from Amchitka. Response-­
excellent. 

Ootober 1969: Mil.row "open file" of 
technioal informaitlion established at 
three universities and the State museum. 

November 1969: Hearings before the 
Muskie Commission on S. 3042. 

December 1969: Briefed Govern.or's 
cabinet ill Jwieau and his Amcmtka 
panel in Anchorage on Mil.row results. 
LaJtter meeting open rto public and press. 

February 1970: Two Hawaiian scien­
tists, advisers to the Governor, visited 
Los Alamos and the Nevada test site. 

April 1970: Three Alaskan news re­
porters accompanied to Amchitka. 

April 1970: NBC-TV team escorted to 
Amchitka Island to obtain material on 
environmental subjects. 

April 1970: Briefings ·by AEC in Jwieau 
for members of the Alaska Legislature 
following hearings by the Joint Staff Af­
fairs Committees of the Alaska Senate 
and House of Representatives on Rep­
resentative Moses' resolution against 
testing on Amchitka; open to public. 

Plans made for AEC cooperation with 
Department of the Interior and State of 
Alaska to trap and transplant sea ot­
ters to Washington and Oregon. 

NV provided slides and script showing 
the Milrow event to the Washington 
State Civil Defense Organization. 

May 1970: Governor of Hawaii, Speak­
er of the Hawaii House of Representa­
tives and Speaker of the Hawaii Senate 
were briefed on Milrow results and Can­
nikin plans. 

Sea otter trapping and transplant op­
eration public annowicement. Arrange­
ments made for news media to cover 
operation. 

Jwie 1970: Routine activities. 
July 1970: Sea otter trappin·g and 

transplant operation conducted, accom­
panied by reporters from the Oregon 
Journal, Portland, and Bill Burrid Pro­
ductions, HollyWood, to Amchitka. 

August 1970: Kojo Tanaka, Japanese 
wildlife photographer, and Bob Stevens, 
freelance writer, visited Amchitka to do 
story on wildlife. 

September 1970: Routine activities. 
October 1970: Routine activities. 
November 1970: Routine activities. 
December 1970: R. E. Miller letter to 

Alaska Governor Egan offering to con­
duct briefing on Cannikin. 

January 1971: Alaska Senator TED 
STEVENS and· staff visit Amchitka for 
briefing and tour of Cannikin site. 

NV Informa·tion Officer David G. Jack­
son interviewed on University of Alaska 
forum radio program in Fairbanks. 

Briefed commercial fishing industry 
leaders at a Seattle meeting. 

February 1971: Routine activities. 
March 1971: Resolution introduced in 

Alaska Legislature to require AEC to 
comply with Environmental Policy Act of 
1969. AEC replies that requirements have 
been met. Arrangements made for AEC 
omcials to brief Alaskan Governor and 
Legislature leaders. 

Aleutian Canada geese transplanted 
to Amchitka by Department of the In-

terior with cooperation of AEC. National 
Geographic Society reporter accom­
panied ·the geese to the island. 

April 1971 : AEC group briefs Alaska 
Governor and Legislature leaders in 
Jwieau. Governor Egan requests public 
hearings on Cannikin be held in Alaska. 
Plans made for Alaskan legislators and 
representatives of the Governor's offlce 
to visit NV and NTS. 

April 1971: Sea otter trapping and 
transplanting operation announced. Ani­
mals will be sent to Oregon. 

Senator BAKER and part of his staff, 
two members of the committee on pub­
lic works, and a Senator GRAVEL staff 
member visited Amchitka. 

May 1971: Members of the Alaska 
Legislature and Governor's staff visit NV 
and NTS for briefing and tour. 

Canadian and Japanese Embassies 
briefed on May 24 and 26, respectively. 
· Alaska hearings on Cannikin were held 
in Juneau on May 26 and Anchorage on 
May 28. NV Deputy Manager briefed 
Governors of Hawaii, California, and 
Washington. 

Canadians and Japanese presented 
testimony at hearings. 

June 1971: Members of the press-­
Alaskan State and national media­
escorted on visit to Amchitka June 7-9. 

Amchitka program movie released and 
made available for distribution in Wash­
ington, D.C., Nevada, and Alaska. 

Sea otter transplant annowiced in 
April completed. 

July 1971: Briefed new Alaskan Com­
missioner, Department of Environmental 
Conservation, at Jwieau on July 1. 

Press tour to Amchitka on July 5-7 
for New York Times and ABC-TV. 

Department of the Interior briefed on 
Cannikin progress and effects evaluation 
July 6. National Wildlife Federation and 
National Resources Council briefed 
July 7. 

This matter 'is before the court. I sub­
mit that if there has been any violation 
of the law. the court will supply the ap­
propriate remedy. 

Mr. Chairman. our task with this test 
is to help assure the national defense. 
We shall not meet that responsibility by 
casting a vote which will be tantamount 
to the first step down the ladder of uni­
lateral disarmament, and that is pre­
cisely the reason for the providing of 
these fwids for this particular test which 
is so essential for the protection of our 
national security. 

Mr. Chairman. we cannot rely upon 
untested equipment in our arsenal to as­
sure our national defense. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
point out that environmental effects have 
been touched on which are something 
that I think and I wish I had the time 
to read the chronological history of this 
so that every Member would have the 
assurance that full consideration has 
been given to all of these matters and 
that in our opinion. after months of 
study, the committee feels that this test 
should go on. 
CANNIKIN-AEC ACTIONS UNDER THE NATIONAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1989 

Jwie 17, 1970: Draft issued to Federal 
and State agencies including the Council 

on Environmental Quality and the States 
of Alaska and Hawaii. 

Jwie 19, 1970: Draft submitted to 
JCAE and appropriations committees. 

Jwie 20, 1970: Notice of availability of 
draft published in Federal Register­
more than 300 copies sent to public upon 
request. 

April 27, 1971: Revised statement sent 
to JCAE taking into consideration agen­
cy comments prior to that date. 

May 26, 28, 29, 1971: Public hearings 
by AEC in Jwieau and Anchorage. 

Jwie 21, 1971: Final statement sent to 
JCAE. 

Jwie 23, 1971: Final staitement pub­
Ushed. Copies were furnished to the 
Council on Environmental Quality and 
the Environmental Protection Agency. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair­
man, I move to strike the requisite num­
ber of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is important 
to make the point at the very outset of the 
debate on the amendment which has 
been offered by the distinguished gentle­
woman from Hawaii that when the gen­
tlewoman speaks of experts and when 
she quoted the names of some people who 
admittedly are very distinguished scien­
tists in our cowitry, she was quoting very 
largely the names of those individuals 
and people who have annowiced their 
opposition to any kind of ABM-anti­
ballistic missile program-who are op­
posed to that program and would like to 
kill it. 

If you are totally opposed to any 
kind of an antiballistic missile program, 
I suppose you would have some justifica­
tion for saying let us not concern our­
selves at all about completing a test proj­
ect for which preparations have gone on 
for a period of 6 years. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I think we have a 
higher duty this afternoon to examine 
the arguments which have been raised 
against this particular project. 

In this age of environmental and eco­
logies.I concern it is entirely proper that 
we do address ourselves to the concern 
that has been expressed and presumably 
will be expressed by others, that the shot 
will have deleterious effects that will de­
grade the environment, that the release 
of tritium will poison the atmosphere, 
will kill the seals, and have otherwise ad­
verse consequences on the ecology. 

I would like to point to a statement 
that appears in the final environmental 
statement that was made on this par­
ticular subject. They said the principal 
environmental effects are those resulting 
from construction on Amchitka and by 
the work force of some hwidreds of men. 

That, in effect, is I think the answer to 
the argument that we are doing great 
violence to the environment by conduct­
ing this test. 

Let me remind you that this device is 
going to be placed at the bottom of a 54-
inch encased hole 6,000 feet--more than 
a mile-below the surface of the earth. 
The effect of the explosion is going to 
ca.use the overburden to collapse into 
this hole where this device has been 
placed and exploded. In other words, you 
will have the barrier of all that earth and 
rock against any venting of noxious fu­
sion products into the atmosphere. 
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Mr. Chairman, the question has been 
raised by some that we have to worry 
about tritium and is there a possibility 
of tritium being released as a result of 
this explosion. 

I think most of you know that this is 
a radioactive substance. Tritium is a ra­
dioactive isotope of hydrogen with a half 
life of 12.3 years. 

The scientific testimony which was 
presented before the committee was to 
the effect that no tritiated water is ex­
pected to reach the Cannikin subsidence 
pool at ground zero, since after 22 months 
none has reached the Milrow subsidence 
pool from the shot point 4,000 feet be­
low the surface. That is the shot that 
took place in October 1961. 

The testimony before the committee 
went on to point out that the most prob­
able route for any water from this cavity 
at 6,000 feet to reach the surface is to 
percolate, in about 1,000 years, ro some 
point between the shoreline and one­
quarter of a mile into the Bering Sea. 
In that time, of course, the radioactivity 
would have decayed. to a minuscule 
amount. 

And so I suggest there is no danger, 
on the basis of the evidence adduced 
before the committee, that you have to 
worry about this radioactive substance 
tritium being released into the sur­
rounding water and poisoning the 
aJtmosphere. 

So I hope very much thait in our con­
cern for the environment--and it is a 
proper concern-I submit that we do not 
ignore the clear facts that are in the 
record here and delay the shot and the 
project which has been in preparation 
for many years which the very distin­
guished Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, Dr. Glenn Seaborg, has said 
is necessary to the security of our 
country. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for the rejection 
of the amendment. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the necessary number of words. 
I support the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Hawaii <Mrs. MINK). 

Mr. Chairman, my remarks will not 
involve the environmental aspects of the 
matter, but instead will involve the ABM 
characteristics of the Spartan-Sprint 
system, which apparently is the basis for 
needing this test. 

The reason that I do this is for some 
time in the past we have been required 
in the Seattle area to study the Spartan­
Sprint system, and I was deeply involved 
in producing technical papers with a 
number of scientists at the University 
of Washington who later testified, and 
presented papers on this system. The 
key issues were the type of system and 
whether or not it was necessary. 

I want to point out that I think there 
is a balancing between national secu­
rity and the environmental interest in 
conducting these dangerous tests. I think 
the environmental interests have been 
well discussed by the gentleman from 
Illinois and by the other members of the 
committee. But with regard to the mili­
tary requirement, the committee report 
says it is necessary and indicates that 

lthis will be really a device for a warhead 
of approximately 5 megatons, on page 
18 of the report. 

Dr. Jeremy Stone, who testified on this 
in Alaska, is the director of the Fed­
eration of American Scientists, con­
firmed in his testimony in Anchorage­
and it is in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of June 4-that this would be about a 
5 megaton weapon-which means a de­
vice to create the basic Spartan, as 
opposed to the improved Spartan, is 
being tested. 

To those of you who have not been 
involved--

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
would the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I would point out to the gentleman from 
Washington that we are not talking 
about a weapon, we are talking about a 
research and development program, test­
ing scientific theory that possibly, in the 
future, might have something to do with 
warheads. But we are not talking about 
a 5-megaton warhead as a WOOJP<>n. 

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the gentleman 
from Illinois for his statement on that. 

The point that I wish to make is that 
the size of the test is based, in terms 
of military matters, on what its poten­
tial use might be. 

Now, when Dr. Stone issued this state­
ment, and so that your understand that 
we are not talking about people who 
have no knowledge or 'Security clearance, 
but instead some of our most distin­
guished scientists. Dr. Stone's statement 
was approved by the members of the 
Council of the Federation of American 
Scientists, one of whom, for example, is 
Herbert F. York, who was the Director 
of Defense Research and Engineering 
of the Department of Defense under 
Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy, and 
Herbert Scoville, who was Deputy Di­
rector of the CIA under the same two 
Presidents, and Dr. Marvin Goldberger, 
who was a member of President Ken­
nedy's and Johnson's Scientific Advisory 
Committee-all of whom have top secu­
rity clearances and all of whom have in­
dicated that this is ia 5-megiaton type 
test which would be used potentially, in 
the military for the so-called "basic" 
Spartan, missile. The "basic" Spartan 
is part of a system that started With 
Sentinel and Safeguard and involved a 
very large explosion whereby the radia­
tion from the explosion occurring in 
outer space would release neutrons and 
would in effect kill an incoming warhead. 
And again, this is not classified material. 
We have now changed this system and 
the reason for the change, of course, 
which was predicted by some of us when 
we had the prior debate on the ABM, is 
that a 5-megaton warhead exploding 
in the atmosphere, or possibly out of it, 
would effectively blank out the overall 
system radar for 15 minutes. This is why 
people such as Dr. Norval Fortson, as­
sociate professor of physics at the Uni­
versity of Washington, have indicated 
that we must use a smaller type weapon. 
That is why we have had statement from 

scientific people such as Dr. York, who 
have said "This is a pointless experiment 
in search of a useless weapon." 

The only reason that I bring this 
forth at this time-and I have tried to 
avoid repeating the environmental argu­
ments bec·ause they will be presented by 
others--is so thait the Members will be 
aware of the fact that we are in this case 
faced with a lack of information of 
why this is necessary. The more 
detailed explanation is classified in­
formation, but we should know be­
fore we approve this whether it is an 
experiment to develop a weapon we 
may never ever deploy-in fact the in­
formation indicates that we probably 
never will deploy it because we will soon 
have a new and improved type missile 
system which will involve a much small­
er warhead of the type that can be test­
ed in Nevada. 

That is why I have taken the floor for 
these few minutes to discuss the pur­
pose of this test and raise the question 
of whether it is necessary at all. 

I certainly have great respect for the 
chairman of the committee, and for the 
gentleman from Illinois, both of whom 
have spoken on this subject. 

Of course, I do not pretend to second 
guess all of the knowledge that these 
men have. But I am trying to present 
to the Members the viewpoint of a dis­
tinguished group of American scientists 
who have indicated the military neces­
sity for this test is of much lower pri­
ority •than has been indicated, in the 
debate. If this is true then on balance 
the environmental arguments become 
more weighty and have a greater bal­
ancing etf ect against conducting these 
tests. 

Mr. MIKV A. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word and rise in SUP­
port of "the amendment. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MIKVA. I yield to my distin­
guished colleague. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I think the impression seems to be that 
this is the largest underground test that 
has ever been attempted, and from the 
statement I have just heard some may 
have that impression. But this is not the 
case. 

The Soviet Union in October of last 
year detonated a nuclear device-'alld I 
say "device" because these are not weap­
ons-they are test devices, and they are 
in consonance with the series of under­
ground tests that the Soviet Union and 
the United States have been conducting 
ever since the moratorium on atmos­
pheric tests. But nevertheless the Soviet 
Union has detonated a nuclear device 
that had an estimated yield of up to 6 
megatons. Ours will be below 5. It usually 
has been stated as 5 but ours will be be­
low 5. 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, I am re­
luctant to disagree with my distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from Illinois, 
but I cannot be persuaded that simply 
because the Russians are doing their bit 
to despoil the environment that we ought 
to keep up with them or feel comforted 
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that we are a little bit behind them in 
our despoliation. 

The fact of the matter is, aside from all 
the other reasons that my other col­
leagues are talking about, there has been 
no evidence brought forward to indicate 
that this test can be conducted safely 
so far as the environment is concerned. 

I would hope that in the latter third 
of this 20th century we would finally 
reverse the presumption that we can go 
ahead and take chances with our envi­
ronment as long as somebody cannot 
prove the harm in specific, quanti1tative 
terms. 

I feel that we do not have a limitless 
amount of iair and wiater so that we can 
go ahead and dump everything in it and 
do everything to it and not suffer the 
consequences. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MIKVA. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair­

man, I am constrained to ask the gentle­
man to yield because of the statement 
that he just made that there is absolutely 
no evidence that this will not have an 
adverse reaction on the environment. 

I am reading now from the statement 
that was submitted by the commission 
in the environmental statement where it 
clearly says and I quote: 

No significant environmental impact can 
be expected from the seismic activity caused 
by the cannikin test. 

This is in the statement submitted 
under the law. How can the gentleman 
say that there is no evidence? 

Mr. MIKVA. As against that, my col-
• league is aware, there have been count­

less instances of experts who have come 
forward, and they are scientists in the 
main, who have objected to the test. Who 
has come up with the answer as to what 
is going to happen to all the energy re­
leased by the concussion and heat and 
power? 

Can anyone guaran tee---and who is 
going to underwrite the guarantee-as to 
what will be the total atmospheric ef­
fects? 

I am not comforted by the fact that 
my distinguished colleague, the gentle­
man from Illinois, finds generally and 
through collateral evidence that this is 
something that will not happen in a 
thousand years. 

It seems to me if it only remains con­
tained for 100 years, we will not be able 
to hold him to these statements and my 
great grandchildren will suffer the con­
sequences. 

So I would say a very thin case has 
been presented-very, very thin because 
this environmental evidence is certainly 
not the kind, I think, we would want to 
stand on before the bar of history and 
say, "We did what we had to." 

I am not at all comforted by the fact 
that this is a smaller bomb or a smaller 
device trum the Rtissians set off. I am 
not at all comforted by the fact that 
some say we can anticipate no conse­
quences, because there again we are 
back to the old presumption, and that is 
that it is up to those who oppose changes 

in the environment to prove their case. 
It is on that very basis that we have 
fouled up all of our lakes, our rivers, a.nd 
the air around our big cities. 

I would hope that, if nothing else, we 
have reached the point of wisdom to say 
that we would like those who want to 
change the natural course of things to 
make their case before we go ahead and 
explode 5 megiatons of material, even in 
a constructed area. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair· 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MIKVA. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. The gen­
tleman, as always, is extremely eloquent, 
but he has not presented us with a 
scintilla of evidence of how the adverse 
consequences of which he complains 
might occur. When the question involves 
the security of our Nation then I think 
it is incumbent upon the gentleman to 
come forward with more than mere con­
jecture or hypothesis as to what might 
or could occur. 

Mr. MIKVA: I believe my colleague has 
joined the issue. The question is, "Who 
has the burden of proof?" If those of us 
who oppose the development have the 
burden, then I agree with the gentle­
man. But I would suggest at this point 
that when someone proposes to put 5 
megatons of explosives into effect, they 
ought to have the burden, and on that 
distinction I rest. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

In reply to the gentleman from Illinois 
who just spoke let me say that the evi­
dence he requested was furnished amply 
in 1969 at this very same site, Amchitka, 
when the Milrow shot went off at 6.5 on 
the Richter scale. Despite all the moan­
ing and the groaning and the dire 
prophecies that preceded that shot, 
nothing happened to the environment. 
There were no earthquakes or radiation 
consequences to anyone or tsunamis; 
absolutely not one adverse thing hap­
pened that these people got up and told 
you was going to happen and alleged 
would hurt everybody so much. There is 
0.5 difference on the Richter scale be­
tween those two shots, Milrow and Can­
nikin. I think that that is ample evidence 
for anybody who does not choose to be 
unreasonable that this shot can be car­
ried on without anymore consequences 
than Milrow; that is, none. 

Let me say something to the gentleman 
from Illinois, who gave us a lecture on 
anti..tballistic-missile systems. Unfortu­
nately the lecture he gave us stops some­
where between Sentinel and Safeguard. 
Sentinel, you will remember, was the 
Spartan-Sprite combination that the 
Johnson administration was going to 
have installed as an overall, big universal 
antimissile umbrella. Then along came 
Safeguard as successor to Sentinel, where 
you envisaged an outer umbrella and an 
inner umbrella. I suppose the gentleman 
was not listening when the last enuncia­
tions were made from the SALT negotia­
tions, when both sides got up and said, 
"We are going to have a treaty; we are 

going to have an arms limitation treaty, 
and a part of that treaty is going to be 
an ABM system, a system which will be 
limited on each side to one installation to 
protect the national command centers, 
respectively, of the United States and the 
Soviet Union." 

Now, my friend, if you want to have a 
SALT treaty, if you want to have some 
arms control limitations, how in the 
world are you going to negotiate a stable 
treaty between the two superpowers if 
one of them unilaterally takes out of its 
arsenal the capability, the opportunity to 
build a symmetrical ABM system on both 
sides when you get down to winning 
peace. My friends, I suggest that you ac­
tually understand what these two super­
powers are after, for each has an ample 
sufficiency under even strike conditions 
to wipe out the other. 

What they are trying to do is to sta­
bilize the situation so that mutual de­
terrence will continue and not be dis­
sipated. I submit the only way we can 
do that is to go ahead and finish off this 
test. 

Now, what about all these alleged 
dangers? Nobody has shown how much 
risk is involved in any of these radiolog­
ical or ecological allegations. Some 
small risk is one thing; a large risk is 
something else. The degree of risk is 
certainly a relevant consideration. I 
submit there is one kind of risk which is 
silly: the sort of risk involved if we put 
enough monkeys together on enough 
typewriters so that somehow sooner or 
laster they will somewhere produce a 
document that wins the Pulitzer Prize 
for novels. That is a pretty slim risk. 

Nothing has ·been done in alleging 
these dangers except to say we have not 
proven positively -that no consequence 
whatever will occur. How in the world 
are we going to produce a ghost for 
someone to see as evidence that ghosts 
do not exist? That is what is being 
asked. 

On the other hand our Government 
is simply asking to proceed with the 
proteotion of the United States against 
its potential enemy in a fashion and in 
a manner that the authorities of the 
U.S. Government--and most, I might 
add, of the scientific community-agree 
is sane and sensible from military a.swell 
as other standpoints. 

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

This test was first planned 5 years ago 
as part of the development of the Spar­
tan system for protecting cities against 
a possible light Chinese attack. For this 
purpose they planned a missile which 
would explode at high altitudes with 
great force. Now the mission of the sys­
tem has been changed to protecting 
hardened missile sites. For this new pur­
pose it is not necessary to intercept <the 
missiles as high up, and it is unnecessary 
to use the very large warheads which the 
Cannikin project is to test. Since the 
planning of the test, the Defense Depart­
ment has begun development of an im­
proved version of the Spartan system 
which uses smaller warheads aimed more 
accurately. 
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These warheads have already been 
tested. 

Another r0ason given for the high­
a.ltitude, high-yield warhead was that 12 
planned ABM sites needed to be pro­
tected, and the explosion had to occur at 
a high altitude in order to protect all the 
sites. But progress of the SALT talks 
seems to indicate that the United Staltes 
is seeking oo negotiate an agreement with 
the Russians which would limit its ABM 
installations to the two presently under 
construction and the ones around Mos­
cow. If this takes place, it is obvious we 
would not need a four- or five-megaton 
warhead, since whwt we 8l1"e talking about 
protecting would be an ABM only one­
sixth of the size now contemplated. Un­
der these circumstances, how can we 
consider spending many millions of 
dollars on a bomb test which is unneces­
sary and potentially hazardous bath to 
human 'health and to the environment? 

This amendment would eliminate from 
the AEC appropriation fund for the proj­
ect code-named Cs.nnikin. The cannikin 
project would involve an underground 
nuclear explosion five times the size of 
our largest previous test. The explosion 
is too large to be carried out at the AEC's 
usual testing grounds in Nevada, because 
it would cause dangerous ground shaking 
as far away as Las Vegas. 

The shock wave would be equivalent oo 
an earthquake of seven on the Richter 
scale. Instead of the Nevada site, the 
AEC proposes ot use Amchitka Island in 
the Aleutians. This site is in a geologi­
oally active area, between two large faul·t 
lines. There is considerable concern a.bout 
the danger of earthquakes or tidal waves 
resulting from the blast. The existence of 
this risk was amrmed by the Pitzer Com· 
mission, a high-level group set up in 1968 
to evaluate dangers of underground test­
ing. With the present state of knowledge 
in geology we just do not know what 
could result from such a massive under­
ground explosion until we try it-not­
withstanding the AEC's reassurances. 

Another ca.use of concern is accidental 
"venting"--escape of radioactive matter 
from the test site. The AEC says this is 
unlikely, but they· have been wrong be­
fore about such things. After Project 
Baneberry in Nevada last December, 
radioactivity spilled out from a fissure 
near the test site. In response to a query 
of mine dated April 13, the AEC stated 
in a letter to me this week that--

The presence of the ra.dioa.ctive ma.teria.l 
was detected in environmental samples from 
centra.l and northern Nevada. a.nd in most of 
the western United States. 

The AEC's letter also states that over 
the past 8 years, 17 underground test;s 
in Nevada have caused radioactive fall­
out beyond the limit;s of the test site. 

The AEC claims that if any radio­
active material leaked from the test site, 
it would be quickly diluted by sea water. 
We once thought there was nothing to 
worry a.bout from relatively small con­
centrations of mercury in the ocean, 
drained there from factory waste and 
mining operations. After it was too late, 
we found out otherwise. Many marine 

organisms can concentrate such sub­
stances in their bodies. As large orga­
n.isms eat smaller ones, the substance 
becomes more concentrated until a tinY 
concentration of mercury in the water 
leads to a tuna or swordfish too poison­
ous to be eaten. 

Radioactive isotopes can be concen­
trated in the same way. Some aqua.tic 
organisms can concentrate radioactive 
zinc or cobalt in their bodies by factors 
of a hundred thousand to a million. One 
of the most dangerous byproducts of 
atomic explosions is strontium-90. This 
long-lasting isotope concentrates in 
bones, and in extremely tinY concentra­
tions has been shown to damage lthe de­
velopment of fl.sh eggs. Amchitka Island 
is pa.rt of a wildlife refuge ·and the area 
is an extremely valuable fishing ground, 
providing livelihood for the native Aleu­
tian population. It is time that we stop 
thinking we can dump whatever we want 
in the ocean and forget about it. It is 
one of the more frightening develop­
ments of our time that we have finally 
poisoned even the ocean~nd if we con­
tinue to allow such nuclear tests without 
regard for their consequences, we will 
wind up poisoning all mankind. 

It is also to be noted that any radio­
active leak which reaches foreign terri­
tory would violate the nuclear test ban 
treaty. The Canadians have omcially 
indicated. their concern· with the dangers 
of leakage in a note to the State Depart­
ment asking us to cancel the test, because 
any fallout could be carried by preva.iling 
west winds to the Vancouver and Seattle 
areas due east. 

I should like to call attention to the 
testimony of Dr. Richard Fineberg of the 
University of Alaska with respect to 
another serious danger. He has informa­
tion that several thousand tons of 
mustard gas were dumped near Amchitka 
in 1946. These gases, if they a.re there, are 
in drums of half-inoh steel, each contain­
ing arbout 2 tons when full. It is possi­
ble that the explosion could rupture any 
such containers, releasing this deadly 
material over a wide area with who 
knows what effect on ocean or human 
life. 

I Should like to say that the kind of 
security we are seeking by this kind of 
nuclear one-upmanship is a false secu­
rity. I believe it is time for us to stop. The 
way to peace is not through further 
extending our capacity for overkill. I 
think 20 or 30 or 40 times over is enough. 

The idea that either we or our enemy 
can successfully be defended from a. full­
scale nuclear attack by 1an ABM system 
or by any system is simply an illusion. 
Rather than improving our security, such 
project;s rob us of the resources to solve 
our problems at home. 

I think that instead of carrying out the 
biggest and potentially most dangerous 
underground nuclear test to date, the 
administration should be proposing the 
extension of the partial nuclear test ban 
to a comprehensive ban. I think we are at 
the stage when this particular test is cer­
tainly both technically unnecessary and 
very seriously dangerous. 

I urge the adoption of this amendment. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. I shall be 
very brief. I have no intention of prolong­
ing the debate. 

I rise in support of the amendment 
primarily because I care so desperately 
about achieving international peace and 
primarily because I believe human life is 
so sacred that this body must ever be on 
guard against any kind of act which 
would mutilate, destroy, or in any way 
threaten human life. 

I listened carefully as my colleagues 
on this side advanced their argument;s, 
and I have listened with care to the argu­
ments on the other side. 

It seems to me there are three com­
pelling and cogent arguments to which 
we must address ourselves. 

The first was spoken to by my col­
league from Illinois <Mr. MIKvA). Do we 
have a guarantee-can any Member of 
the Committee, can any Member of this 
House, can any member of the Atomic 
Energy Commission guarantee-against 
pollution if we go through with this test? 
I believe, I know the answer is "No." 

The second compelling and cogent 
argument is with reference to the SALT 
talks now ongoing. Time and time again 
I have heard every Member of this body 
say how deeply he was committed to 
peace. It seems to me that if we take this 
action in approving funds for the test at 
Amchitka what we are doing is tipping 
that very delicate balance we have ar­
rived at in terms of achieving some kind 
of deescalation in the arms race. 

The third compelling and cogent argu­
ment lies in the fact that our neighbors, 
other countries, are a.11 afraid of what 
will happen to them in the event we go 
ahead with this test. We have heard the 
position of Canada. We know the concern 
of JapBill. We know the concern of other 
nations. 

As we attempt to regain our interna­
tional leadership it would seem to me the 
international implications of this test 
vi's-a-vis our relationships with friends 
and neighbors ought tJ be considered. 

The planned 5-megaton blast would 
be the largest underground .test ever con­
ducted by the United States in addition 
to being one of the most expensive. The 
Congress withheld funds for this project 
last year. In the interim ithe AEC has 
failed to present adequate refutation to 
the near unanimous contentions of en­
vironmental experts concerning the 
harm itha;t would result from this proj­
ect. Diplomatic activity in the meantime 
has also served to heighten the need to 
eliminate the funding authorwatlon for 
this test. 

The 5-mega.ton warhead to be tested 
is an obsolete one. Present plans for an 
ABM system to protect missile sites call 
for a warhead of 1 megaton. The 5-
megwton device to be tested at Amchitka 
was designed for use on the ABM system 
which has been discarded by the Nixon 
administration. Yet no one in the Penta­
gon or the AF.c has come to the obvious 
conclusion tha.t this modification has 
made tne Amchiitka test ·an unnecessary 
one. 
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Moreover, Ito proceed with the C'alnni­

kin test at this juncture in the SALT 
talks can only do dam.age tlo those deli­
cate negotiations. An enforceable ban on 
underground tests is within reach at Ge­
neva. To detonate such a blast at this 
juncture could ruin the chanres for an 
agreement on this question. There is also 
a substantial probability that radioactive 
debris from the test would travel outside 
the tenitorial limits of the United States 
in violation of the 1963 nuclear test ban 
treaty. 

If military 8Jild diplomatic justifica­
tions for calling off the ·test w&e not 
present, the environmental considera­
tions surrounding the project would be 
sufficient cause for termination. NeaJrly 
30 percent of the underground tests we 
have conducted at Nevada have resulted 
in leaks. Since 1963 one ouJt of every 
dozen explosions conducted by this coun­
try has led to detectable radioactivity 
away from the site of the blast. Leak­
age at Amchitka would result in pollu­
tion of- the Bering Sea and the Alaska 
salmon found !there. 

The site for Crunnikin is one of the 
most seismic regions in the world. A dis­
turbance of the magnitude of this test 
could set off a large earthquake and nat­
ural quakes in this area have caused 
tidal waves or tsunamis. Hawaii, Alaska, 
and California would suffer the conse­
quences of a tidal wave caused' by this 
test. 

An 80-kiloton test at Amchitlm in 
1965 leaked radiation. That test was then 
termed the last Ito be held near the Aleu­
tian Islands. Both the Canadian and 
Japanese Governments protested that 
blast as they have protested the current 
Cannikm test. 

I urge that we join in that protest by 
voting to delete the $19.7 million authori­
zation for the test from H.R. 9388. 

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, I sup­
port the amendment of my very distin­
guished colleague from Hawaii <Mrs. 
MINK) t o delete funds for the Amchitka 
underground nuclear test. Until the 
Atomic Energy Commission or the De­
partment of Defense can provide us with 
a more frank and compelling rationale 
than the one they have so far chosen 
to reveal; namely, that the test is neces­
sary because it is necessary, we should 
provide no funds for this nuclear test 
which many believe bodes disaster. 

Apart from the momentous environ­
mental issues, the most troubling aspect 
of this matter for me has been the re­
fusal of the AEC and the Defense 
Department to provide the Congress 
with any concrete explanation of the 
nature of the benefits supposedly to be 
derived from this experiment. 

We iare asked to approve funds for the 
largest underground nuclear explosion 
ever planned by the Atomic Energy 
Commission. Were it not for the exten­
sive newspaper coverage of the ABM de­
bate during 'the past 5 years, the 
Congress would be ill-equipped to cope 
with this situation on any basis other 
than an act af fiaith. 

I would like first to note some exam-

ples of unresponsiveness on the part of 
the Defense Department ·and the AEC 
which I consider most telling ·and serious. 
Then I shall state some of the principal 
en v'ironmental consequences of the test 
which have led me to conclude that we 
must .prevent thi'S explosion. 

Under the EnVironmental Policy Act 
of 19'69, the Atomic Energy Commission 
is required to file an "impact statement" 
that includes a description of possible 
ecological consequences and of alterna­
tives to any proposed test. other Govern­
ment agencies, among them the Depart­
ment of Defense, are .then expected to 
comment on 1Jhe imPa.ct statement. The 
AEC neglected even to comply at first 
with this requirement. They finally pre­
pared a "draft" statement only after the 
Disarmament Issues Committee of 'the 
United Nations Association intervened, 
in alarm, and in May of 1970 ·brought 
the matter to the attention of the Public 
Works Subcomm'ittee of 'the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations. 

The resulting AEC statement of June 
1970 proved manifestly incomplete and 
inadequate, with the consequence that 
the Appropriations Committee deleted 
the Cannikin test from the AEC's 1971 
appropriations. Yet this insistence by 
Congress on its responsibility to legisliate 
upon an informed basis has apparently 
not moved the AEC, since what it offers 
us this year is no more informative on 
the central questions, of the purpose and 
effects of the Cannikin test. 

The required statement, in the AEC's 
report, of possible alternatives to the test 
is a deplorable but quite representative 
example of the agency's general ap­
proach. The statement begins by assur­
ing us that "a number of alternatives 
were considered," asserts that "the need 
for the Cannikin test has been stated as 
vital to the U.S. weapons development 
program," then reports, without founda· 
tion, that four alternatives were "care~ 
fully examined": 

1. Not Testing this Particular Device-This 
alternat ive would severely hamper the devel­
opment of nuclear weapons technology of 
prime significance to our national security 
requirements. 

We are not told that any technological 
development would be made impossible. 
We are not told why or how such de­
velopment might be "hampered," what­
ever "hampered" means. There is no 
discussion or even reference to any spe­
cific security requirements. Nor is there 
even a pro f orma attempt to explain why 
we cannot be more fully informed. 

2. Testing the Device at Another Loca­
tion-Other sites in the U.S. were considered. 
Two were evaluaJted in detail; one in Central 
Nevada, the other in northwestern Alaska.. 
Amchitka was chosen because of its location, 
reasonable accessib111ty, and because tests to 
be executed there could be expected to have 
minimal impact on tthe environment. 

Without any explanation of the stand­
ard of "minimal impact" we have no 
basis for making the critical judgment 
as to the relative environmental risks 
posed by a test at this particular site. 

3. Testing a Smaller Yield Device-This 
alternative would not obtain the in!ormation 
needed from the Cannlkin test. 

An accurate restatement would be: 
This alternative is unacceptable because 
it is unacceptable. 

4. Delaying the Cannikln Test for More 
Study of Environmentaa Ma1bters.-Am­
ch1tka. environmental matters ha.ve been 
studied since early 1967 and all of the 
planned pre-test investigations have been 
oompleted to determine the adequacy of the 
Amchittka site and the a.n.ticipa.ted environ­
mental impact. To delay Oannlkin would 
serve no useful purpose and would impede 
an importa.n~ weapon development program. 

Or, more compactly-"we cannot delay 
because we do not think we need to 
delay." 

Another occasion when the AEC might 
have stated its reason for the test was 
supplied. by the A.EC hearings held in 
Anchorage, Alaska, on May 28, 1971. In 
his prepared statement, Maj. Gen. Ed­
ward Giller, the AEC Assistant General 
Manager for Military Application, said: 

In Short, only through technological ad­
vancement can we provide an effective nu­
clear force to counter potential actions by 
others. Accordingly, testing is essential for 
providing these technological advances-­
from the testing of new concepts to the test­
ing of finished weapons. 

The statement is typical of the AEC 
stance in that it assumes without proof 
the very conclusion which the agency is 
legally required to justify; that is, 
whether this particular test is necessary 
for an effective nuclear force. 

Consistent with General Giller's asser­
tion is the perfunctory letter which the 
Department of Defense submitted as its 
comment on the AEC impact statement. 
For example: 

At large ranges or teleseismic distances the 
explosion will produce shocks like those from 
an earthquake with little probaible effect on 
animals. At close ranges the shocks will have 
accelerations a.nd displacements which could 
break legs. It is noted that there will prob­
ably be no animals near ground zero at shot 
time. 

The Defense Department letter also 
recommends the following changes in 
the AEC statements concerning possible 
earthquakes: 

Substitute for ". . . provide extremely 
positive assurance" t he phrase "indicate that 
it is highly unlikely." 

The letter concludes: 
It seems clear that Amchitka is, on bal­

ance, the best available site for conduct of 
t he test and that the alternative of not 
testing is unacceptable on important grounds 
of national security. 

This sentence, like the letter itself and 
also like the AEC report which it in 
theory addresses is nebulous, conclusory, 
and, therefore, meaningless. 

Mr. Chairman, this comprehensively 
evasive response to a legal requirement 
for discussion of important environ­
mental issues is just not acceptable. It 
is also, I believe, offensive to the consti­
tutional responsibilities of the Congress. 

Of late it appears that the relation 
between the urgency of the congres-
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sional need to know and the substantive 
value of what we are told is precisely 
inverse. 

Mr. Chairman, because of the impor­
tance of the whole question of disclosure 
and candor on the part of Government 
agencies, I insert in the RECORD at this 
point a statement by Dr. Jeremy Stone, 
director of the Federation of American 
Scientists. The statement was approved 
by the executive board of the federation, 
among whose members are Dr. Herbert 
Scoville, Jr., former Deputy Director of 
the Central Intelligence Agency under 
Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy, and 
Assistant Director of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency under Presi­
dent Johnson; Dr. Herbert F. York, 
President Eisenhower's Director of De­
fense Research and Engineering; and 
Dr. Marvin L. Goldberger, chairman of 
the Department of Physics of Princeton 
University. 

The statement follows: 
II. THE Pmu>OSE OF THE CANNIKIN NUCLEAR 

TEST IS (DELETED) 
(By Dr. Jeremy J. Stone, Director, Federation 

of American Scientists) 
The purpose of the underground nuclear 

test C8.nnikin, scheduled for October in the 
Aleutians, ha.s been widely described in the 
American press, ls evidenitly well-known to 
the Soviet Union, and ls a. sine qua non for 
sensible public deba.te over this test. Never­
theless, it remains highly classified. Specifi­
cally, the purpose of the Ca.nnikln multi­
megaiton explosion-to test the warhead of 
the Spartan ABM wa.rhea.d-ha.s been de­
scribed in such publications as the Washing­
ton Post, the Wa.11 Street Journal, Science 
Magazine, and many others. Indeed, ·the ·rn­
rector of the Los Alamos secret weapons 
laboratory, unmistakably indicated to the 
Sena.te Armed Services Committee in public 
session on April 20 that the test for the Spar­
tan interceptor warhead was to be carried out 
in the Ca.nnikin detonation. Meanwhile, the 
Depa.iitment of Defense and the AEC refuse 
direot inquiries on this subject. 

Further, the test will register on Soviet 
seismographs a.s a.n unprecedently large un­
derground nuclear itest, ma.king it evident 
that the explosion can only be for ABM 
weapons to be used outside ithe a.tmosphere­
hence as a warhead for the Spartan inter­
ceptor. 

Nevertheless, the United States Atomic 
Energy Commission last week released a fifty 
page Environmenita.l Impact Statement on 
this subject without disclosing the purpose 
of the it-est. As required by the National En­
vironmental Polley Act this impact sitaite­
ment must discuss a.11 aspects of the environ­
mental effecting action-including alterna­
tives to the action. Burt; the AEC said only 
tha.t the alternative of not ;testing the device 
would "severely hamper the development of 
nuclear wea.pons technology of prime sig­
nificance to our national security ·require­
ment." How can the public weigh the risks 
of the test against naitiona.l security impera­
tives unless the purpo.se of the test is more 
clearly specified? Public debate is emascul­
ated unless this purpose is provided. And the 
AEC would be effectively in violation of the 
Environmental Policy Aot if-for no over­
riding security reason-lit refuses to provide 
this crttlcal factual item. 

The classification of the purpose of this 
test can only serve the bureaucratic inter­
ests of those who fear exposure of the fact 
that .the purpose of the test has essentially 
vanished. This is because the Ca.nnikin un­
derground test was first planned in 1966 
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when the United States was considering an 
anti-Chinese defense of American ci•tles--­
requiring very large warheads on its inter­
ceptors. Today, America. is ·bull ding an ABM 
system to protect our land-based missiles; 
·this Safeguard ABM system requires, for the 
most pa.rt, much smaller interceptors with 
smaller warheads. Advances with the Im­
proved Spartan wa.rhea.d have further di­
minished the need for explosion of the Basic 
Spartan wa.rhea.d.1 

As Dr. Stone testified in the AEC 
Alaska hearings of May 28, 1971 : 

Basically, Cannikin is a. bureaucratic over­
sight-an experiment that has been wad.ting 
to be cancelled since, in early 1969, the Presi­
dent changed the rationale for the U.S. ABM 
a.way from the anti-Chinese defense. 

If Ulere is very little justification for 
this 5-megaton missile, there is, I am per­
suaded, great peril to the environment 
in the proposed test. 

The three types of threatened environ­
mental impact are: First, effects on 
Amchitka, second, effects of radiation 
leaking into the surrounding water and 
venting into the air, third, effects of pos­
sible quakes and tidal waves. 

Amchitka happens to be a national 
wildlife preserve, containing rare and 
endangered species. Among these are two 
magnificent birds, the bald eagle and the 
peregrine falcon. Within 4 miles of 
ground zero are eight bald eagle nests 
and two peregrine falcon nests. These 
nesting places could be destroyed by rock 
and earthslides produced by the under­
ground blast. A 1-megaton test con­
ducted in 1969 on Amchitka dislocated 
14,000 cubic yards of rock and peat. Since 
Cannikin is a 5-megaton weapon, it is ex­
pected to dislocate more. 

Of even greater concern are the possi­
ble consequences of radioactive leakage 
from the cavern formed by the explosion. 
In 1970, the Alaskan fishing industry was 
worth approximately $80 million. In the 
Alaska AEC hearings, Wallace Noeren­
berg, commissioner of the Alaska Depart­
ment of Fish and Game, testified. as 
follows: 

The "ownership" of salmon passing 
Amchitka ls international in scope and the 
consequences of any conta.minatlon of these 
anilma.ls would be worldwide in regard :to 
marketing and human consumption prob­
lems. 

The Amchitka detonation is expected 
to produce instantly a cavern the size of 
two football fields. The AEC states in its 
impact report that the worst conceivable 
venting out of this cavern would be a few 
percent of the rota.I radioactivity pro­
duced by the experiment. However, the 
AEC has a poor record of preventing just 
such radiation leakage. There have been 
230 announced U.S. underground explo­
sions since 1963. In a letter to Senator 
GRAVEL, dated March 11, 1971, Dr. Glenn 
T. Seaborg, Chairman of the AEC, stated: 

1 A complete discussion of this situation 
ca.n be found in the testimony provided by 
the Federation on May 28, 1971 before the 
Atomic Energy Agency Commission in 
Anchorage, Ala.ska. This statement oa.n be 
found in the Congressional Record of June 4 
{pg. 88200) .together with much other rele­
vant information a.bout this test. 

There were approximately forty tests in 
which some radioactivity was deteoted only 
in the immediate vicinity of the firing point. 

The most recent leak, and the largest 
one ever, occurred in an underground 
explosion on December 18, 1970, at Yucca 
Flats, Nev. That test was reported to have 
leaked radiation over 13 States and to 
have contaminated the clothing of 900 
test site workers. 

With respect to possible earthquakes, 
the AEC draft environmental statement 
concluded: 

Experience gained by observation of past 
nuclear detonations and eaa-thqua.kes com­
bine to provide extremely po.sitlve assurance 
that the Cannikin explosion ce.nnot of itself 
cause a severe earthquake. 

Nevertheless, as I have pointed out, 
the Department of Defense comment on 
this judgment was: 

Substitute for "provide extremely positive 
assurance" the phrase "indicate that it is 
highly unlikely." 

The AEC complied. 
To summarize, the A.EC conclusions 

pertaining to environmental threats to 
Amchitka's wildlife, the Alaskan fishing 
industry, and the inhabitants of Alaska 
and Hawaii remain a catalog of such not 
wholly reassuring phrases as "highly un­
likely" and "even more unlikely"­
phrases which do not and could not rule 
out catastrophic environmental effects. 

Moreover, since the AEC impa~t state­
ment repeatedly offers us ambiguous 
maneuvering at exactly the points where 
specific discussion would be most perti­
nent, I hope that we shall emphatically 
decline the terrible risks which this proj­
ect entails, and I therefore urge my col­
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment ot!ered by the 
gentlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK). 
This amendment, in my view, is a reflec­
tion of the growing awareness of and 
concern over what will be the largest 
underground nuclear test ever staged in 
this country. In fact, it will be nearly five 
times larger than any previous test. 

This test will occur, if we permit it to 
proceed, in my home State of Alaska. 
When I speak today, then, I am speak­
ing for the people w'ho face on a :first­
hand basis the risks inherent in this test, 
no matter how insignificant the Atomic 
Energy Commission predicts those risks 
may be. I share the concern expressed by 
my able colleague from Ha wail and the 
west coast, because we all represent 
people who are genuinely alarmed at the 
dangers and the meaning of the test. 

During recent hearings held in Juneau 
and Anehorage by the AEC concerning 
the cannikin test, numbers of Alaskan 
fishermen, natives, States offi.ci'als and 
concerned citizens testified, and scarcely 
was heard a favorable word about the 
test. At those same hearings, a volume of 
scientific testimony was also produced 
that indicated that the concerns of these 
Alas~an residents were not unjustified. 

At those same hearings, I stated that 
the test should not proceed untU all ques­
tions were answered, and the fullest pos-
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sible information was developed concern­
ing po.ssible adverse eft'ects of the tests. I 
will include some of the questions I asked 
at that time for the RECORD at this point: 
QUESTIONS FROM A.E.C. HEARING ON PROJECT 

CANNIJON-ANCHORAGE, ALAsKA (MAY 28, 
1971) 
{Explanation: "statement" or "impact 

statement" refers to the draft environment 
Impact sta.temenrt; for Project ca.nn.1k1n 
available a.t the time.) 

1. The statement indicates the yield of 
the test as "less than five mega.tons. 

(a.) Is the reason for the omission of the 
exact yield that it cannot be rellably pre­
dicted? 

{b) Have pa.st nuclear detonations by the 
A.E.C. demonstrated thait the yield oan sub­
stantially surpass expectations? 

{ c) If the yield is 4.9 to 5 mega.tons, is 
this not five times larger than a.ny previous 
underground nuclear test in the United 
St&tes? 

{d) If the yield is five times grealter than 
the MILROW test of one mega.ton, ca.n the 
predictable results be derived by assuming 
that they also wm be five times greaiter, or 
will they be more than five times grea.ter, or 
possibly less? 

2. The statement makes a. number of wide­
ranging predictions concerning Cs.nnikin 
based on the experience of the MILROW 
test. Considering the risks involved, does 
the A.E.C. believe that the resullts of a. single 
pre-test provide sufficient dia:OO. for an w1-
derground nuclear detonation five times 
greater tha;n any previously eJttempted? 

3. Regarding the seismic force of the Ce.n­
nikin test, the A.E.C. predicts that it will 
be "a few tenths of a point higher than the 
6.5 va.Iue assigned for Milrow." 

{a) While this sounds like very little, 
isn't Lt true thait tb.Js reading is on a. loga­
rithmic sea.le which means thwt a. few telllths 
of a. point may mean that the force could 
be as much ais five or six times greaiter? 

(b) It is my underst.am.ding thalt the 6.5 
reading for Milrow was in excess of pre-shot 
expectations. Is rthis under-estimate eJso a 
possibility for Ca.nnikin? 

{c) Although I realize that the quest:ton 
of rthis blast acting as a. "trigger" for a 
larger earthquake is one subject to dif­
ferences, is it not 1lhe case that this test 
will provide a. triggering force substaD.Jtia.lly 
larger itha.n any previous test? 

4. Regarding the possible venting of this 
explosion, and the escape of radioactive ma­
terial into either the 91tmosphere or the 
ocean: 

{a.) "Adequ91te distance from faults," is 
listed by the A.E.C. as a requirement for the 
containment of radioactivity, but the Can­
nikin site is within 3,300 feet of one fault 
and within 2,800 feet of another suspected 
fault. Since the zone of "cracking" around 
the blast will extend, according to the A.E.C., 
for a radius of 2,500 feet, might it be a<Lvis­
able to take further time for study of these 
nearby faults, or others presently unknown? 

{b) I understand that the Banebury test 
in Nevada in December, 1970 vented without 
a fault, by simply splitting the earth with 
its own pressure. If Banebury can do this 
at a yield of 20 kilotons, is it not a realistic 
fear with Can.n.ikin having a yield of five 
megatons with identified faults nearby? 

5. One of my greatest concerns regarding 
the chance of venting is the possible escape 
of radioactive material into the nearby ocean, 
which supports a commercial fishery of tre­
mendous value. Although Amchitka is an 
isolated area, it is one which is familiar to 
Alaskan fisherman. No risk to these fisheries 
resources can be allowed. 

(a) The A.E.C. has stated that the migra-

tion of water having harmful radioactivity is 
so slow as to be of little concern. Is the 
period of less than two years since the Mil­
row test sufficient to judge this process in 
the water migration medium which is present 
on Amchitka, or is additional time desirable? 

(b) All descriptions af "safe" contamina­
tion levels are given by ·the A.E.C. in terms 
of freshwater, yet greater concern for Can­
nikin would apply to seawater. Are "safe" 
contamination levels also agreed upon and 
available for seawater? 

{c) The A.E.C. impact statement mini­
mizes the danger of water contamination 
from the bomb by citing a dilution factor of 
one in 100,000 parts. Does our Nation's ex­
perience with DD.T. or mercury pollution 
apply to cast doubts on the safety of dilu­
tion in the case of Cannikin's radioactive 
pollution? 

6. In the case of every possible effect of 
an extremely serious nature (earthquake, 
tidal wave, immediate venting into the air or 
water, or the rapid migration of contaminated 
water), the impact statement assessed the 
chances of such incidents as "remote" or "ex­
tremely unlikely." Following such judgments, 
no statement indicates what the environ­
mental impact of such extreme effects would 
be. In the feeling that even the worst pos­
sible effects should be publicly known, I 
would ask if such information is available 
or if it can be made available? 

(NoTE.-These and a number of other ques­
tions were asked; and in the intervening 
period, some of them were answered.) 

But in spite of the most courteous and 
best efforts of officials of the A.E.C. in the 
intervening period, I must tell you that, in 
my opinion, a number of these important 
questions remain unanswered about the 
potential effects of the test. Because these 
questions remain, I must stand opposed to 
the test on behalf of Alaska's citizens. 

This element of risk becomes even more 
determinative when one considers the 
other questionable aspect of the test which 
is its necessity. In support of allegations of 
necessity, I find only a one sentence pro­
nouncement by the A.E.C. in its final envi­
ronmental impaot statement that it ls neces­
sary. Without explanation, this same sen­
tence provides the only argument for neces­
sity in the committee report on this appro­
priation. 

I think Congress and the public deserve 
more. Disputing the necessity of the test at 
this time is not difficult. The improved Spar­
tan Missile for which this device is certainly 
intended as a warhead, is now under serious 
reconsideration both from defense and for­
eign relations viewpoints. And, 1f I might 
quote from my earlier testimony in Anchor­
age: "The question ls this: At a time when 
these important debates are in progress and 
unsolved, and at a time when only a few days 
ago the President assured the nation that 
significa.nt arms and testing limitation agree­
ments with the Soviet Union were more pos­
sible than in several years, is it the best part 
of wisdom to terminate the debates and the 
hopes by undertaking the largest under­
ground nuclear test ever in the United 
States? I think not." 

Mr. Cha.irm.a.n, on tlha.t day I sadd "I think 
not," and I feel the same today. If I were 
convinced that the fiber of our national 
defense was dependent upon this under­
ground test, then I would be among the 
very first to rise in its support. No reason­
able decision must be stayed at the expense 
of true defense needs. But this is not the 
case here, and my judgment that it is not is 
based on the actions and words of the Ad­
ministration itself in reconsidering our mis­
sile defenses and in placing much deserved 
emphasis on the SALT talks. 

The final point I would make very clear 

to my colleagues today is that the $19.7 
million being deleted by this amendment is 
money intended for the test and its logis­
tics. In discussions with the A.E.C. this 
morning, I gained the following breakdown 
of the $19.7 million: 

Million 
For field construction at test site ______ $3. 5 
For technical support (including tim-

ing & firing, ground motion studies 
and many other lnc.1.dents of the 
test) ----------------------------- 6.0 

For logistic support {Transportation)_ 3. 2 
For maintenance and operations_____ 7. O 

Finally, I believe the most important 
statement is one made by an A.E.C. Repre­
sentative a.s pa.rt of the budget breakdown. 
In effect, the statement was that if the 
A.E.C. were to be told today to cancel the 
test, to clean up and pa.ck up, $8.0 million of 
this $19.7 million would be saved. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that this savings 
is a wise one, especially when it can be 
effected at the same time that a nuclear test 
which is unnecessary and risky will be 
cancelled. 

In conclusion, let me repeat that my in­
terest as Alaska's Representative to this body 
is perhaps a deeper and more personal in­
terest in this issue than others may feel. 
Alaskans are concerned deeply about this 
test, and I feel I cannot do otherwise than 
ca.st my vote in support of the Mink 
amendment. 

The fishing grounds of Bristol Bay and 
the Gulf of Alaska, the communities of 
the Aleutian Islands, the lands on which 
Native Alaskans have lived for dec81des, and 
the other undeniably valuable human a.nd 
physical resources of Alaska add a. mighty 
weight to the sea.le. This weight cannot, in 
my opinion, be offset by brief ola.ims of ne­
cessity and incompletely answered questions 
regarding the potential adverse effects of 
this test. I ask that you join me in sup­
porting this amendment. 

Thank you. 

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

Mr. BEGICH. I yield t.o the gentle­
man from California. 

Mr. HOSMER. I think it ought to be 
pointed out that although the gentle­
man from Alaska states that these risks 
are being taken on a firsthand basis by 
the citizens of his State, the citizens of 
the population centers of his State are 
as distant from Amchitka as is Denver, 
Colo., from Washington, D.C. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair­
man, I move to strike the requisite num­
ber of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very much con­
cerned about this matter and this 
amendment. I am torn between concern 
over our Nation's security and the need 
for this testing and concern for my con­
stituents who live on the north coast of 
California and their security from 
tsunami tidal wave action caused by 
earthquakes or possible earth movements. 

In 1964, as my colleagues will recall, 
the Anchorage, Alaska, earthquake set 
in motion the tsunami that wiped out 
my hometown of Crescent City and 
caused the loss of 12 lives and left hun­
dreds homeless. 

Santa Rosa, Calif., had its downtown 
area destroyed by an earthquake some­
thing over a year ago, so I hope my col­
leagues can understand my reasoning 
for expressing concern. 
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I feel an obligation to bring this to 

the attention of the Members present 
on the :fioor today on behalf of the people 
I represent. 

Also I have done some research on 
some ~f the implications of this pro­
posed test shot and will include some of 
my findings in order to have a more com­
plete record. 

As Mr. HOSMER had stated, there was 
a great deal of concern expressed and 
many questions asked prior to the first 
test shot in this area of Alaska. At that 
time I directed a number of questions to 
the AEC and other agencies of Govern­
ment. I was assured that no problems 
would occur and as Mr. HOSMER accu­
rately stated, there were no earthquakes 
or tidal waves set in motion as a result 
of that test explosion. This was, indeed, 
reassuring. 

Further information brought to my 
attention by experts in the atomic energy 
field are that concern has been expressed 
by the Canadians, Japanese, and Ru~­
sians over the possibility that the Canm­
kin event could cause earthquakes or 
tsunamis and contaminate ocean waters 
and fishing grounds. A possible adverse 
impact on the SALT negotiations has 
also been suggested by some opponents 
here at home. 

The Canadians, Japanese, Russians, 
and those U.S. citizens interested in uni­
lateral disarmament for the United 
States raised essentially identical objec­
tions to the Milrow event-one megaton, 
equivalent to seismic magnitude 6.5-
which was conducted in October 1969. 
These were the effects noted at the time 
of detonation and up to now: 

No radiation releases, with leakage or seep­
age, to the biosphere. The local (Amchitka) 
aftershock was less than magnitude 3 indi­
cating little if any energy coupling to the 
deep fault zone near Amchitka. 

The Cannikln event ls expected to have a 
seismic magnitude of about 7. 

Since no sea wave of any significance 
has ever been caused by an event of 
seismic magnitude 7, it would require 
that Cannikin caused a secondary shock 
much greater than the original seismic 
magnitude. In the history of testing by 
both the United States and the Soviet 
Union, there has never been recorded a 
secondary shock that was larger than 
one-fiftieth the original shock. As a mat­
ter of fact, secondary shocks are gen­
erally no larger than one-one hundredth 
the original. 

It is essentially impossible for a mag­
nitude 7 shock to create a tsunami. Since 
records have been kept of earthquakes 
in the Aleutians chain-since 1900-no 
tsunami from an earthquake in the Rat 
Islands group-which includes Am­
chitka-has been registered beyond the 
local area. As an example, the Rat Is­
land quake of February 4, 1969, had a 
magnitude of 7.5 and a local area runup 
of about 10 feet. The maximum runup 
was recorded at Shemya Island very 
close to the epicenter of the quake. 

The national ocean survey of the Na­
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin­
istration, in commenting on the draft 

Cannikin environmental statement, 
stated: 

Before Milrow it was predicted that the 
only possibility Of producing a damaging 
tsunami was by v!rtue of an earthquake be­
ing triggered of magnitude considerably 
great.er than the magnitude of the seismic 
etrects attributable to Milrow itself. Perma­
nent daming of the ground surface at or 
a.round surface zero and/or displacements on 
faults of one to three feet would probably ~ 
pt'Oduce waves Of several inches height local­
ly but would probably not be det.ected at 
Adak or Shemya, the next nearest population 
points. The results from Milrow show that 
no larger aftershocks occurred and the local 
ground motions which were on the order of 
a. half foot at the shore line did not ca.use 
measurable waves. 

Those U.S. citizens who are concerned 
that the yield of the Cannikin detona­
tion might affect the SALT negotiations, 
apparently are unaware of the fact that 
the Soviet Union conducted the largest 
underground test to date, nearly 6 meg­
atons, on November 14, 1970, on Noyaya 
Zemlya Island. That test had no detecta­
ble effects on disarmament negotiations. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support 
of the pending amendment, offered by 
my colleague from Hawaii (Mrs. ¥nm) 
to delete from H.R. 9388 the $19.7 mil­
lion designated for conducting the Can­
nikan underground nuclear test at Am­
chitka, in the Aleutian Islands. 

Cannikin is supposed to test a nuclear 
warhead of a force equal to 5 million 
tons of TNT. That is approximately 
250 times more powerful than the bomb 
dropped on Hiroshima. It will be the 
largest underground test ever tried. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that this ex­
plosion is not essential to our national 
defense. Furthermore, it is likely to jeop­
ardize -progress at the SALT--Strateg:ic 
Arms Limitations-talks, and it could 
well prove to be an ecological disaster. 

The justification for Cannikin, accord­
ing to the AEC, is to supply a nuclear 
warhead of this size "for a special pur­
pose important to national security:" 
Recent hearings have revealed that this 
"special purpose" is to provide a warhead 
for the Spartan ABM system. This sys­
tem, as now planned, does not require a 
5 megaton warhead. It appears, there­
fore, that the original purpose of Canni­
kin has evaporated since the AEC first 
undertook the project in 1966. 

As for the SALT talks, the President 
has indicated recently that there is move­
ment toward a possible agreement on 
halting the expensive and dangerous 
nuclear arms race, specifically with re­
spect to antiballistic missiles. A decision 
to postpone the Amchitka blast pending 
the outcome of the SALT talks could do 
nothing but brighten the prospect for 
such an agreement. 

But perhaps the most dramatic lia­
bility involved in Cannikin, Mr. Chair­
man, is the running of undetermined en­
vironmental risks. 

One possibility of ecological damage 
is leakage of radioactive material into the 
air and into the ocean. While ·the AEC's 

safety record is generally good, accord­
ing to its own announcement 17 under­
ground tests have leaked radiation in 
one form or another. 

The choice of Amchitka as a nuclear 
test site has long worried the people of 
Hawaii. Amchitka lies at the crux of a 
major earth fault, which extends down 
the Pacific coast to Calif omia, the site 
of a disastrous earthquake earlier this 
year. Although there is no certainty 
in these matters, Cannikin could 
cause an earthquake, with the possibil­
ity of tragic consequences. 

The shock from a nuclear explosion­
caused earthquake might seriously affect 
Amchitka's wildlife. The island, which 
has been a National Wildlife Refuge for 
nearly 60 years will then be lost for this 
purpose. 

There is another definite threat to the 
people of Hawaii, California, Alaska, and 
other Pacific coastal areas. An earth­
quake caused by the nuclear blast could 
well trigger a tidal wave, or tsunami, 
which could sweep across the Pacific 
Ocean. 

Since 1819, 15 such tidal waves have 
struck Hawaii; more than half of those 
were caused by earthquakes originating 
in the Aleutians. I vividly recall the 
series of seven tsunamis which tore into 
Hawaii in 1946, killing 173 people and 
causing more than $25 million in prop­
erty damage. 

In 1960, an earthquake that originated 
in Chile triggered a tsunami which 
claimed the lives of 61 people in Hawaii. 

No one can honestly deny, Mr. Chair­
man, that a 5-megaton nuclear explo­
sion could produce an earthquake and 
trigger a tidal wave that would bring un­
told disaster to Hawaii, Alaska, or Cali­
fornia. Even the AEC admits the risk 
that is being taken. I submit, Mr. Chair­
man that it is an unjustifiable risk. The 
prop~sed enhancement to our national 
security attributable to Cannikin is, at 
best, arguable. In the final analysis, 
there is nothing to be lost, and much to 
be gained, from at least a postponement 
of the planned October 1971 blast date 
for Cannikin. 

That can be accomplished by adopting 
the pending amendment, and I urge its 
adoption. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Mink amendment. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment which has been offered by 
the gentlewoman from Hawaii <Mrs. 
MINK>. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not one of those 
simple decisions where the situation is 
black or white. There is much to be said 
either way. However, on the whole, after 
weighing all of the arguments, pro and 
con it seems to me quite clear that the 
bal~ce is in favor of postponing this test. 

The Atomic Energy Commission de­
clines to give any guarantees that there 
will not be venting of radioactivity from 
the test or that the explosion will not 
trigger an earthquake or a tidal wave. 
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The Commission does not give any such 
guarantees because it cannot. 

If there should be a venting of radio­
actiVity, it could be carried all around the 
world. They can cross into Canada and 
immediately put us in Violation of the 
nuclear test ban treaty. 

If there is a tidal wave, is the Govern­
ment of the United States OT the Atomic 
Energy Committee proposing to idemnify 
the citizens of Alaska, Hawaii, and the 
west coast of this continent? Of course 
not. And yet this is a distinct possibility. 

If the test is so safe, why do they not 
conduct it at the regular Nevada testing 
grounds? Obviously beeause it is not 
that safe. 

Now, there is another aspect here-­
and I am going to be very brief-we 
have heard the argument that the Rus­
sians have been reasonable in the SALT 
talks partly because we went ahead with 
the ABM. Well, maybe that is so, but is 
it not time, ladies and gentlemen, for 
the kind of initiative that the late Presi­
dent Kennedy put forth in his speech, 
in June 1963, at American University 
that broke the deadlock on the test ban 
treaty? Supposing we said, and gave the 
administration time to say, to the Rus­
sians that we believe the SALT talks can 
produce results, that, as a gesture of 
confidence based on the progress already 
made in the talks, we are going to sus­
pend this test belieVing that it will help 
create a better atmosphere for making 
further progress. It seems to me we need 
that kind of new approach, that kind of 
a change from the dismal routine we 
have been going through for most of the 
years of the strategic weapons race. 

For all of these reasons, Mr. Chairman, 
I support the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) 
and urge that a delay in the test be sup­
ported by the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
woman from Hawaii <Mrs. MINK). 

The question was taken; and on a di­
vision (demanded by Mrs. MINK) there 
were--ayes 27, noes 70. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WOLFF 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WOLFF: On 

page 8, a.fter line 7, add a new title to the 
b111, as follows: 

TITLE III 
SEC. 301. (a) All functions, powers, and 

duties of the Atomic Energy Commission 
(herel.na.fter referred to as the "Commis­
sion") under chapter 10 of the Atomic En­
ergy Act of 1954, relating to the Issuance and 
review Of licenses for the transfer, receipt, 
manufacture, production, acquisition, pos­
session, use, Import, or export of ut111zation 
and production facilities, a.re transferred to 
a.nd vested in the Secretary of Health, Educa­
tion, and Welfare (herelna.fter referred to as 
the "Secretary") to be exercised by him in 
accordance with subsection (b). 

(b) The functions, powers, and duties 
transferred by subsection (a) sha.11 be exer­
cised and carried out by the Secretary through 
the fa.cillties and personnel of the Public 
Health Service: except that from and a.fter 

the transfer ( 1) no license shall be tssued 
with respect to a utmzation fac111ty if the 
Federal Power Commission determines (and 
notifies the Secretary) that the issuance of 
such license would be contrary to or incon­
sistent with the national power policies of 
the United States, and (2) no license shall 
be Issued with respect to a utllization or 
production facillty 1f the Secretary of the 
Interior determines (and notifies the secre­
tary) that the Issuance of such license would 
be contrary to or inoonsistent with the con­
servation of natural resources in the a.rea in­
volved or with the national conservation 
policies of too United States. 

SEC. 302. So much of the positions, per­
sonnel, assets, liab111ties, contracts, property, 
records, and unexpended balances of author­
izations, allocations, and other funds of the 
Commission as were employed, held, used, or 
available for use in connection with the 
functions, powers, a.nd duties. 

SEC. 303. The Direct.or of the Office of Man­
agement a.nd Budget shall prescribe such 
regulations (Including regulations establish­
ing the procedures to be followed by the 
agencies Involved in carrying out section 
301 (b) a.nd governing the transfers referred 
to in section 302) as may be necessary to 
carry out this title. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment I am proposing to the bill 
before us, H.R. 9388, would add a new 
title m to the bill. The new title would 
amend chapter 10 of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954 to transfer licensing author­
ity relating to commercial, civilian uses 
of nuclear power from the Atomic En­
ergy Commission to the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. 

The language of my amendment is 
similar to the language of H.R. 1197, a 
bill I introduced at the beginning of this 
Congress and on which I testified before 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
on June 23. I have, however, eliminated 
from the amendment the language in 
H.R. 1197 which would have required a 
finding of practical value for industrial 
or commercial purposes before a utiliza­
tion facility could be licensed. That re­
quirement was eliminated from the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 by Public 
Law 91-560, approved December 19, 
1970, and I will not attempt to reverse 
that congressional policy decision at this 
time. 

My amendment would retain the 
thrust of my bill, and that is to reduce 
the AEC's authority and add checks and 
balances to our present system for li­
censing nuclear facilities. The AEC and 
the Joint Committee have expressed op­
position to such efforts in the past, be­
cause the transfer of licensing responsi­
bility to another agency would weaken 
the AEC. In my judgment, that is pre­
cisely what we need to do. 

As currently constituted, the AEC is 
responsible for promoting, licensing, and, 
for the most part, regulating the atomic 
energy industry. The checks and bal­
ances which are a fundamental safe­
guard throughout the American system 
seem to have been ignored when the 
Atomic Energy Commission was created. 
This has produced a serious danger of 
imbalance in the agency in favor of ex­
pansion-at the expense of objective reg­
ul'ation, licensing, and protection. 

In recent months there have been re­
ports of two issues in which the present 
imbalanced system led to weak regula­
tions. In the first case, that surrounding 
the maximum permissible limit of radia­
tion which may be emitted from nuclear 
powerplan~, the AEC has finally moved 
to lower those standards to 1 percent of 
the present levels. Mind you 1 percent of 
whaJt has been permitted up to now. In 
lowering the standards, the Commission 
acknowledged that there is no safe 
threshold where radiation exposure is 
concerned-a fact which the Commission 
had effectively ignored in enforcing the 
higher standards for many years. Even at 
the new lower levels, there is no guaran­
tee of safety for the public. 

In addition to the radiation standards, 
emergency core cooling system criteria 
have been toughened within the past 
month. Had there been adequate checks 
and balances in the licensing of reactors, 
the stronger criteria might have been is­
sued long ago. 

I believe that a shift of the AEC's li­
censing responsibilities to HEW, with a 
concomitant shift of personnel, records, 
and funds to HEW, might have led to 
stronger core cooling system criteria and 
lower limits for radiation exposure years 
ago. Certainly such a shift now would re­
sult in careful reexamination of nuclear 
reactor licensing procedures and might 
lead to a strengthening of standards in 
many phases of the licensing process. 

When I appeared before the Joint 
Committee recently the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HOLIFIELD) raised certain 
questions about the need for this legisla­
tion and about my position regarding 
atomic energy. I would say to the gentle­
man that I am aware of the fact that we 
are constantly exposed to background 
radiation and that we get radiation from 
X-rays and other modern inventions. 
But I must also say to the gentleman that 
we do not get X-rays every day. Nor can 
we ignore the linear or cumulative effect 
of radiation. It is fact that ·there is no 
safe level of radiation and it is fact that 
the effects of radiation-from all 
sources-can build up over an extended 
period of time. Some low level radiation 
has a half life of over 1,000 years. Think 
of the cumulative effects to man today. 
Think of the genetic effects upon our 
children or grandchildren. 

I would also say to the gentleman that 
the issue here is not our contrasting views 
of the danger of radiation but the funda­
mental question of whether the AEC, or 
any regulatory body, can have too much 
power. To permit the present situation to 
continue would be to ignore the basic fact 
that the AEC cannot responsibly fulfill its 
mission because of the very contradictory 
nature of its assignments. 

I urge support of my amendment. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair­

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WOLFF. I yield to the gentleman 

from Illinois. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I am curi­

ous as to why in your amendment you 
would seek to transfer licensing to the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. They have no background of 
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expertise or knowledge in the licensing of 
atomic facilities. If the gentleman had 
suggested the Environmental Protection 
Agency, I might have seen some logic 
to the suggestion, although I would still 
be opposed, frankly. But I am bemused by 
your suggestion that we transfer this 
responsibility to the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from 
Illinois is recognized. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
the bills to which the gentleman from 
New York has referred, including one 
that he himself has introduced, have 
been referred to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. In recent weeks--on 
June 22 and 23 and July 13 and 14-
in public hearings, we heard testimony 
on these bills. Mr. WOLFF himself ap­
peared before the committee. He and 
others who have introduced similar bills 
have had an opportunity to testify be­
fore the committee. The hearing is still 
going on. We are in recess at the present 
time awaiting additional views on the 
legislation that is before the committee. 

But the proposed amendments are un­
der consideration, and I think that this 
would be an improper way to deal with 
these bills. I, therefore, urge defeat of the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. HOSMER. Although the bills be­
fore the committee are still under con­
sideration, I would like to point out that 
this is the same proposal to transfer the 
licensing and regulatory authority of the 
AEC to the unwelcomed and unwelcom­
ing nest of HEW whose reports last year 
universally were rejected, turned down, 
and so far the reports on the gentleman's 
legislation this year have also all been 
in the negative. Therefore, I also urge 
that the amendment be rejected. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. The gentleman 
is correct. 

Mr BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move· to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from 
New York is recognized. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
not take the 5 minutes. I would merely 
like to say that I agree very emphatical­
ly with the general principle that lies be­
hind the amendment offered by my col­
league from New York (Mr. WOLFF), 
namely, that the AEC should not have 
the dual responsibility of promoting nu­
clear power and at the same time regu­
lating it. I feel that way not because I 
question the ability of the Atomic Energy 
Commission to lay down adequate safe­
guards, but because I question whether 
the public is ever going to have confi­
dence in the safety work of the AEC 
while it has these two conflicting respon­
sibilities. 

As far as the question of which agency 
should have this responsibility, I origi­
nally, last year and early this year, felt 
as does Mr. WOLFF, that it should go to 
HEW. 

Since the creation of the Environ­
mental Protection Agency and since a 
number of trained personnel have al­
ready been tmnsf erred there, I now feel 
that the transfer, if it were made, should 
be to the Environmental Protection 
Agency. I hope that the Joint Commit­
tee will give flavorable consideration to 
that recommendation which I made to 
it in testimony yesterday. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from New York <Mr. WOLFF). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SKUBITZ 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SltUBrrz: Page 

3, lines 9 a.nd 10, after the word "$1,000,000" 
on line 8, strike out all of llnes 9 and 10, the 
words: "Project 72-3-b, national radioactive 
waste repository, Lyons, Kansas, $3,500,000." 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, nearly 
30 years of my life have been spent on 
Capitol Hill. I have as a staff member 
prepared committee reports, and I have 
participated with agencies in preparing 
these reports. I am aware of the cant and 
the ambiguities and the sophistries that 
on occasion can be found in these reports. 
So in the time I have available to me, I 
would like briefly to touch on justifica­
tions cited in the committee report for 
the authorization of funds to purchase 
lands in Kansas to store these deadly 
wastes. 

On page 28 of the report, the Joint 
Committee notes: 

Questions iand objections were raised con­
cerning the deslrablllty of moving forward on 
the reposl.rtory, particularly before research 
has been completed on such factors as three 
dimensional studies on heat transfer a.t a 
salt-shale interface, area.I hydrology and 
geology, possible environmental damage, the 
transportation of the waste to the salt mine, 
and waste retrieval after burial. 

Members of the committee, this hap­
pens to summarize the very problems 
raised by the Department of the Interior 
and by the 40 scientists that met in Kan­
sas on April 5 to confer with the AEC 
referendum. 

AEC has stated that many questions 
cannot be answered until small amounts 
of high level radioactive waste are 
actually deposited in the salt mine to 
demonstrate the feasibility of using this 
facility for its intended purpose. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the contention 
which is vigorously opposed by the Gov­
ernor's scientific advisers. They work un­
der contract with the AEC as advisers 
and consultants on the waste project. 
They tell the Governor this: 

Most of the work requires intensive labora­
tory investigation that should provide a 
sound basis for on-site demonstration. 

This is the very heart of the contro­
versy between the State of Kansas and 
the AEC. Obviously, Kansas does not 
have faith in the AEC, nor trust its prom­
ises-and neither do I. This is why the 
Governor has written the Pkesident of 
the United States, the chairman of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, and 
the chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee, urging that no funds for 

land acquisition be authorized or appro­
priated until Kansas can be sure that 
the project is safe. 

I was not impressed with the state­
ment of the gentleman from Illinois, 
when he said: 

The Joint Committee strongly feels that 
all reasonable questions raised must be an­
swered from the standpoint of satisfying 
Kansas and Federal ofHcla.ls before the 
Lyons facility ls put into operation a.s a 
repository for industrial wastes. 

Mr. Chairman, if the English lan­
guage means anything, this means that 
both Kansas officials and Federal offi­
cials must be satisfied. I do not know 
about the Federal officials, but I do 
know, and I can tell the Members, the 
officials of Kansas are not satisfied. 

But the report really does not care 
about Kansas officials, because it adds 
that important qualifying clause, that 
italicized clause, which, in effect, makes 
it clear that no matter what Kansas 
feels, it is all right to go ahead, burying 
high level waste so long as we do not 
bury industrial waste. 

Mr. Chairman, let us talk about this 
industrial waste from privately owned 
plants. The AEC does not plan to ship 
large quantities of waste into Kansas 
tomorrow. There is no great pressure on 
the AEC to get the facility ready imme­
diately. Big quantities of industrial 
wastes are not sitting around waiting 
to be buried in Kansas. What concerns 
the Kansas scientific community about 
is that the AEC plans to bury deadly 
waste to carry on experiments on the 
site--before it completes its laboratory 
tests. 

Now, the gentleman from Illinois 
<Mr. PRICE) tells us that the committee 
will, as a part of its justification for 
this project, establish an advisory coun­
cil on which representatives from Kan­
sas, from the AEC and from the execu­
tive department will sit. 

I suppose this is to placate the Gov­
ernor of Kansas, the members of the 
delegation, and the people of Kansas. 

Mr. Chairman, who is being fooled by 
this device? It is a Mother Hubbard, 
designed to cover up, to hide something, 
while the basic problems raised by com­
petent scientific minds remain un­
touched. I, for one, would not be a party 
to such bare-faced deception. Nor, I 
predict, will it fool Governor Docking 
and his scientific consultants. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Kansas has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. SKUBITZ 
was allowed to proceed for 4 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, we come 
finally to the report's assurance on page 
62 that if anything gOO\S wrong the proj­
ect will be abandoned. The Joint Com­
mittee tells us that in its 25-year history 
it has not hesitated to cancel and re­
scind projects that went wrong. It says 
that if the research and demonstration 
program at the salt mine does not meet 
reasonable standards before commercial 
operation is begun the project will be 
canceled. 

How comforting. A clear case of nailing 
the barn door shut after the horse is 
stolen. How can the project be safely 
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terminated, as the report puts it, when 
the AEC does not have the means to re­
trieve the dangerous wastes? 

Mr. Chairman, if the Kansas scientists 
are wrong in insisting that further labo­
ratory research is necessary, all that will 
have been lost is a small amount of 
time-perhaps a year, at most two. But if 
the AEC is wrong, as evidence indicates it 
is, Kansas and its people will live with 
that error-if indeed life is possible-­
for the next half million years. That is 
how long these wastes will be deadly to 
mankind. 

I want to add one other point. 
My three colleagues who serve on the 

committee, circulated a letter asking 
Members to vote "no" on this amend­
ment. They admit it is not necessary to 
have ownership immediately. They say 
and I quote--

ownership authority now is almost 
essential-

" Almost essential"-
for the purpose of conducting R & D vital to 
safe storage of existing and future atomic 
wastes. 

Here is where we differ. We say the 
tests should be resolved in the laboratory 
first, before they begin burying waste. 

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

Mr. SKUBITZ. I yield to my colleague 
from Kansas. 

Mr. WINN. I appreciate the gentleman 
from Kansas yielding to me. I rise in sup­
port of his amendment. 

I was just preparing to point out that 
the "dear colleague" letter sent out yes­
terday did say that ownership authority 
"almost essential," as the gentleman just 
pointed out. 

I feel sure the gentleman in his earlier 
remarks, in reference to the rule, pointed 
out the documents and information sent 
to us by the Governor of our State, in 
which the Governor said if Congress ap­
proves the AEC project the Kansas at­
torney general is making preparations 
for filing a lawsuit to halt the project, 
and the Governor would support him. 

Did the gentleman point that out in 
his earlier remarks? 

Mr. SKUBITZ. I did point out that 
particular point. 

Only 2 days ago this body voted against 
proceeding with a contempt citation. 
Why? It was because it did not want a 
confrontation in the Supreme Court of 
the United Staites. Here we are today 
voting on a project that may bring about 
a legal action between Kansas and the 
AEC. 

Mr. WINN. Is it true that there is now 
a lease on the property, and that the 
experiments can go ahead without the 
purchase of the property? 

I pointed out that they have been op­
erating on a lease for a number of years 
in the State of Kansas on this project. 
The only reason the AEC could possibly 
want for insisting on ownership at this 
time is to escape legal actions for dam­
ages to land and life if its experiments 
go awry. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot 
about salt mines from the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

As it started out on its tortuous route 
through the Congress a request for $25 
million in construction money was be­
fore us. In deference to the gentleman's 
fears and alarms and so on, that request 
was scaled down in the authorization of 
$3.5 million. Of the $850,000 operating 
money that was requested for research 
and development in respect to the salt 
mine, in another portion of the bill, we 
added $1 million to it, making a total of 
$1,850,000. 

What this authority seeks to do here 
is simply to permit the AEC to acquire 
this property so that the research and 
development can continue to determine 
whether ultimately, in fact, it will be 
safe for all time to store this high level 
radioactive material in this particular 
place. If so, the title to the property will 
be secure and the storage can proceed 
then,notnow,butthen. 

The gentleman from Kansas quotes a 
Dr. Hambleton who says the work that 
has to be done is largely laboratory work 
and you do not have to have the salt 
mine itself in order to do that work. The 
fact is that the scientists and the experts 
hired by the Atomic Energy Commission 
dispute this and say that an important 
segment of this R. & D. can be done only 
at the site. When you put these high-level 
wastes anyWhere inside the earth, even 
in the experimental quantities, tempo­
rarily and only in order to make sure that 
it can be done safely for all time, you 
cannot put them into leased property, 
but it has to be on Government-owned 
property. That is why it is essential now 
to acquire title to the land. 

I heard the words quoted I had used in 
a letter that it was "almost essential" to 
acquire title. I think indeed I will say to 
the gentleman from Kansas that that 
"almost" probably is a better phraseology 
to use. 

We could eventually acquire title later 
after the feasibility for the use of the 
salt mine was established and proved 
beyond any reasonable doubt. Yes, we 
could do that. But the reason why it is 
"almost essential" that we get title be­
fore is that if we wait until that time, 
the salt mine will cost us so much money 
that there might not be enough left in 
the U.S. Treasury to buy it. The real 
estate speculators will boost the price. 
There is no option to buy it at a price 
certain. I submit that when you get 
into this emotional type of thing that 
is before us, which is going on with 
respect to this salt mine, a sort of 
semantic witch hunt going on and on 
forever, then I tend to suspect the 
reasons behind it. I do not suspect the 
gentleman's motives at all, but I do know 
that in connection with all of these 
other fine areas in this Nation that we 
have tried to set aside for use as na­
tional parks, when we said, yes, we will 
set them aside and have them used for 
national parks, but did not make sure 
of the title first, we found that we do 
not have enough money to buy the land 
later. Up went the price. This is exactly 
what the U.S. Government will run the 
risk of here if it is not permitted to 
acquire title before the value of the 
property is established at a high sum 
as a suitable permanent radioactive 
waste disposal site. 

Let us not place the Government of 

the United States in a corner where it 
can be held up and robbed. 

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

Mr. HOSMER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Does the gentleman 
admit that this is an abandoned salt 
mine and has been abandoned for about 
50 years? 

Mr. HOSMER. I do admit that it has 
been in existence for over 50 years. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I am talk­
ing about an abandoned salt mine and 
not one that is in operation. 

Does the gentleman know of any area 
where abandoned salt mines bring a 
high price? 

Mr. HOSMER. We are talking about 
big hunks of salt underneath the surf ace 
of the earth which have been determined 
to be very useful for the storage of ra­
dioactive waste material and when you 
do that the price goes sky high. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. The gentleman's own 
report says that there are 10,000 to 12,000 
miles of salt in Kansas. 

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

Mr. ROY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment by my distinguished col­
league, the gentleman from Kansas <Mr. 
SKUBITZ). I congratulate him on his ex­
cellent presentation before this Commit­
tee. 

As Mr. SKUBITZ indicated, the purpose 
of this amendment is to delay· the pur­
chase of this site in central Kansas for 
the purpose of long-term storage of high­
level and low-level atomic waste ma­
terial until completion of tests indicat­
ing, as far as is scientifically possible, the 
safety of this proposed repository. 

This bill authorizes moneys under sec­
tion 101 Ca) for such research to deter­
mine the safety of this repository. We do 
not oppose these studies. In fact, we sup­
port funds for research because our fore­
most interest is the safety of the people 
and the quality of the environment of our 
State and our Nation. 

But such tests have not been com­
pleted. Some have not even begun. Safety 
has not been assured. 

But the AEC proposes to go ahead with 
site purchase, construction of storage 
facilities, and perhaps even storage while 
simultaneously conducting safety tests. 

Gov. Robert Docking and the Kansas 
scientific community, especially the Kan­
sas Geological Survey, have worked 
closely with the AEC. But they have in­
sisted and continue to insist that safety 
tests and studies can and must be con­
ducted before the AEC purchases land 
for the site. 

The position of Governor Docking and 
the Kansas scientific community is ex-
pressed in summary in a letter of July 
13, 1971, last Tuesday, to the chairman 
of the Joint Committee on Atomic En­
ergy. It is as follows: 

I repeatedly have asked government of­
ficials and members of congressional com­
mittees to delay the AEC's plans to proceed 
with .the Lyons project until further scien­
tific research can be conducted in the area 
to determine the safety of the project. I be­
lieve this to be a reasonable request. 
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The Joint Committee report also made the 

following statement: "The Joint Committee 
reiterates, with regard to this program, what 
has been its traditional posture throughout 
its 25-year history, namely, that if the re­
search and demonstration program at the salt 
mine in Kansas does not meet reasonable 
standards before commercial operations be­
gin, the project will be cancelled and appro­
priate steps will be taken to safely terminate 
any activities undertaken prior to that de­
cision." I fully appreciate the sincerity o! 
the committee members in making this 
statement; and I sincerely believe the com­
mittee members intend to stand by it. Under 
more normal circumstances, this statement 
perhaps would dismiss many of the fears I 
have concerning the proposed Lyons project. 
But based on our experiences with the "bull­
dozer" tactics of the AEC in the past !ew 
months, I cannot accept this statement and 
then blindly follow the lead of the AEC. 

The AEC has treated the concerns of Ke.n­
sa.ns as trivial when in !act our concerns 
are quite real and should not be dismissed 
by AEC officials working and living, 1,500 
miles from Kansas. An example of .the tactics 
of the AEC can be found in the AEC's new 
environmental statement. The AEC environ­
mental statement does not respond to specific 
comments and criticisms, which often a.re 
met with the response that these comments 
and criticisms call for information and an­
swers which cannot be included in an en­
vironmental statement. 

Dr. W11liam Hambleton, director of the 
Kansas Geological Survey at the University 
of Kansas, summarized the AEC statement: 
"Seemingly, the document ls designed to 
convince the reader that all problems will be 
addressed (1) during the design and develop­
ment phase of the project, or (2) will be 
treated in a Design and Safety Analysis, or 
( 3) will be verified during the demonstra­
tional phase of the facility operation. 

If this environmental statement ls to 
serve as a model for other environmental 
statements, every agency wm request ap­
proval with respect to environmental impact 
on the basis of preliminary conceptual plans, 
explaining that all problems will be solved 
during a design phase of the project, where­
in all adverse environmental consequences 
will be eliminated. In effect, environmental 
statements will be no more than expressions 
of faith and requests for trust. 

Dr. Hambleton concluded: "Contrary to 
the benigh expressions of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, I do not agree that investiga­
tion of the environmental impact of this 
project must be investigated during the 
design and demonstrational phase of the 
storage site. Most of the work requires in­
tensive laboratory investigation that should 
provide a sound basis for on-site demonstra­
tion." 

We in Kansas realize our great national 
energy needs. We are aware that there 
are and will be great amounts of highly 
dangerous atomic waste material which 
has not been placed and will need to be 
placed in long-term storage sites. We are 
aware that the salt mines of our State 
may be the most satisfactory site avail­
able. 

But, my colleagues, we are talking 
about truly perpetual care, about 500,-
000 years, 10 times the history of man 
on earth, and we are only asking that 
such long-term storage be preceded by as 
much assurance of safety as it is scien­
tifically possible to provide. 

If we permit purchase of these lands 
by the AEC, we are irretrievably giving 
up all State control of safety provisions. 

The people of Kansas, the Governor 
of Kansas, and all members of our Kan­
sas congressional delegation oppose site 

purchase before completion and evalu­
ation of tests that may or may not find 
Kansas salt mines to be a safe site for 
storage of atomic waste materials. 

In fact, Gov. Robert Docking states in 
a letter to me dated JUly 13, 1971: 

If Congress approves the AEC project, At­
torney General Vern Miller ls ma.king prepa­
rations to file a lawsuit to halt the project; 
I will support him in legal action. 

I ask support of the amendment to 
delete funds for purchase of the site for 
an atomic waste repository at Lyons, 
Kans. 

To defy the reasoned and measured 
wishes of the State of Kansas is an im­
proper action for this Federal body. 

I woUld like to take the balance of my 
time and direct a question to the gentle­
man from Caliif ornia who preceded me. 

I hope we are not being told that there 
is only 1,000 acres of abandoned salt 
mines in the United States that might 
be possible repository sites for high-level 
and low-level atomic waste materials. 
When you speak of the possible inflation 
which will result if these 1,000 acres are 
not purchased, is it not true that there 
are many other abandoned salt mines? 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, there are some sites, 
alternate sites such as in Michigan and 
in New York State, but those salt mines 
do not have the depth of formation that 
those in Kansas do, and therefore with 
an overabundance of caution these in 
Kansas seem to be the wisest choice to 
continue with in our guarantee to make 
certain that it will be safe to use these 
for these purposes. 

Mr. ROY. But when the gentleman 
speaks of the inflation that will occur, is 
it not true that there are thousands and 
thousands of acres of these salt mines, 
and not just this one small, speciflc area 
about which we are speaking? 

Mr. HOSMER. There are many thou­
sands of acres, but there are not many 
thousands of acres of suitable salt mines. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. If the gentleman will 
yield, the abandoned salt mine that my 
colleague talks about is in Kansas and it 
has been there for 50 years. There has 
been no big rush to buy it. The commit­
tee report shows that one of the reasons 
the AEC wants the Kansas site is be­
cause there are approximately 12,000 
miles of salt in the vicinity of the pro­
posed site. Do not let anybody kid you 
about this being a demonstration proj­
ect; this is going to be the atomic waste 
dump. This is why the Governor wants 
the safety tests made first. 

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment oft'ered by my colleague, the 
gentleman from Kansas <Mr. SKUBITZ) . 
This amendment would delete $3.5 mil­
lion in the AEC authorization bill for 
construction of a proposed national 
radioactive waste i:epository near Lyons, 
Kans. These funds would be used for 
site acquisition, architect-engineering 
services and design of the national re­
pository for nuclear wastes. 

When the Atomic Energy Commission 
first informed me of its decision to estab­
lish the salt mine repository at Lyons 
on June 18, 1970, I emphasized in a pub­
lic statement that before the Congress 

acts on the AEC request for :fiscal year 
1972 it is essential that State public 
health and geological autholi.ties deter­
mine the long-range safety of this proj­
ect. 

Today as we debate this AEC author­
ization, more than a year after the de­
cision was announced, the permanent 
safety of this project still is at issue. In 
fact, there is widespread opposition to the 
construction phase of the repository at 
this time. 

The Governor of Kansas has been in 
communication with the Joint Commit­
tee, the Public Works Appropriations 
Subcommittee, the Atomic Energy Com­
mission, members of the Kansas congres­
sional delegation, and the President, re­
questing that funding of the project be 
def erred until safety of the project is 
assured. 

While many of the responsible lead­
ers of the city of Lyons support the es­
tablishment of the AEC repository near 
their community, I feel the Congress has 
no other recourse but should abide by 
the request of the Governor of the state 
who is acting upon counsel of acknowl­
edged geological, scientific and public 
health authorities of Kansas. 

On July 7, 1971, Gov. Robert Docking, 
of Kansas, wrote to Mr. John A. Erle­
wine, assistant general manager for op­
erations, Atomic Energy Commission, in 
response to the final environmental 
statement of AEC on the proposed ra­
dioactive repository. Governor Docking 
concluded his letter stating: 

The final sta.tement as prepared by the 
Atomic Energy Commission offers no scien­
tific proof of the safety of the proposed 
Lyons project. It offers only pledges to have 
faith in the AEC. Our experiences with the 
officials of the AEC 1n the past few months 
have given us ample reasons not to have 
faith in the AEC. 

You are ignoring the wishes of a great 
many Kansans when you propose----68 you do 
in this final statement--to continue to press 
for construction of the repository without 
first conducting further tests. 

Your final statement, which leaves many, 
many questions unanswered, only reassures 
me that my position regarding the Lyons 
project is the right one: That instead of con­
tinuing with plans to build the repository, 
the AEC should defer requests for Federa.l 
funds to purchase land and construct the 
repository until scientific tests can be com­
pleted and the safety of the project can 
be determined to the sat!.Sf a.ction of the 
citizens o! Kansas, scientists and elected 
officials. 

The Environmental Protection Agency 
also has submitted an environmental im­
pact review of this project as proposed 
by the Atomic Energy Commission. The 
Environmental Protection Agency has 
Pointed out the need for further review 
of the environmental and safety impli­
cation of the project. 

'!'.he rePort agreed that salt formations 
appear currently to oft'er the most satis­
factory storage environment for nuclear 
wastes. But it suggested that the com­
mi&5ion should develop: 

First. The various factors relating to 
the long-term integrity of the salt for­
mation and its ability to adequately con­
tain the deposited radioactive material 
and to prevent contamination of terres­
trial and hydrologic environments. 

Second. The need for contingency 
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plans to recover the deposited material 
should this be required. 

Third. The demonstrated nature of the 
project and the Commission's plans to 
evaluate periodically the technical prog­
ress of the project relative to actual en­
vironmental impact or geological changes 
that may occur. 

Fourth. The extent and nature of the 
long-term environmental studies and a 
determination as to who will conduct 
such studies to assess discharges that 
might occur and their environmental ef­
fects. 

The Joint Committee obviously has 
recognized the need for additional re­
search and development associated with 
this project by recommending $1,850,000 
to give top prioritly to the research re­
quired by both State and AEC scientists. 

Let me emphasize that these studies 
can go forward under the present lease 
arrangements. AEC has been so experi­
menting there for years. 

I doubt that the AEC nuclear waste 
storage program will be impeded by the 
deferral this year of acquisition of the 
Lyons site while research to assure the 
permanent safety of the project moves 
ahead. 

In view of the opposition of the Gov­
ernor and other health and geological 
experts in Kansas, as well as the safety 
questions raised by the Environmental 
Protection Agency, I urge my colleagues 
in the House to respect the concerns ex­
pressed and vote in favor of the amend­
ment by my colleague, the gentleman 
from Kansas (Mr. SKUBITZ). 

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this op­
portunity to make these remarks regard­
ing H.R. 9388, legislation authorizing 
appropriations for the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

My concern, of course, is in regard to 
the project involving authorization of 
$3.5 million for acquisition of lands to 
establish a national radioactive waste 
repository near Lyons, Kans. Due to re­
apportionment by the Kansas State 
Legislature, the community of Lyons and 
Rice County will be in the congressional 
district I am now privileged to represent. 

In a statement before the Joint Com­
mittee on Atomic Energy March 16 of 
this year, I joined my good friend and 
colleague, the Honorable GARNER SHRIVER 
of the Fourth Congressional District in a 
statement that said: 

We believe the people of Kansas a.nd the 
Congress must have complete assurance of 
the unquestioned permanent safety of this 
projeot before any nuclear wastes .a.re buried 
in the Lyons salt mine. 

Mr. Chairman, rt he Governor of the 
Staite of Kansas, the Honorable Robert 
Docking, has informed the Joint Com­
mittee on Atomic Energy of opposttion by 
the State of Kansas to funding this proj­
ect at this time. The Governor has joined 
my colleague, the Honorable JOE SKUBITZ 
of the Fifth Congressional Distriot of 
Kansas requesting that funding of the 
project be deferred until safety of the 
project is assured. 

In addition, the Environmental Pro­
tection Agency has issued an environ­
mental impact report which points out 

the need for further review of the en­
vironmental and safety implications of 
this project. 

There is no question ·that before any 
decision is made to locate this repository 
in Kansas, State, public health and geo­
logical authorities, under direct super­
vision of the Governor, should deter­
mine the long-range safety of the project 
and be satisfied with the results. In ef­
fect, Kansas should have the right to 
determine whether or not the project 
should be located in Kansas. At present, 
the Governor of my State, as well as 
State health and geological experts op~ 
pose this authorization. While I person­
ally feel that ultimately we will never 
be able to determine the safety of such 
a project until additional and extensive 
on-site scientific tests can be conducted, 
I concur that this authorization of $3.5 
million for acquisition of land should be 
deferred until scientific tests can be com­
pleted and the safety of the project be 
determined to the satisfaction of the 
citizens of Kansas. 

I would also like to point out that in 
personal conversations with many of the 
citizens of the community of Lyons, many 
of the community leaders support the es­
tablishment of this repository by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. However, I 
share Congressman SHRIVER's belief that 
Congress has no other recourse but to 
abide by the decision of Governor Dock­
ing and by State geological and public 
health authorities. 

It should also be pointed out the com­
mittee has included $1.8 million for ad­
ditional research and development as­
sociated with this project. I am most 
hopeful this will allow the scientists from 
the Atomic Energy Commission to work 
with and cooperate with Kansas State 
authorities in determining the safety of 
this project. 

The CHAffiMAiN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from Kansas (Mr. SKUBITZ). 

The question was taken; and on a divi­
sion (demanded by Mr. SKUBITZ) there 
were--ayes 36, noes 30. 

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I de­
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 
Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I de­

mand tellers with clerks. 
Tellers with clerks were ordered; and 

the Chairman appointed as tellers 
Messrs. SKUBITZ, PRICE of Illinois, ROY. 
and HOSMER. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were--ayes 162, noes 
207, not voting 64, as follows: 

Abernethy 
Abourezk 
Abzug 
Addabbo 
Anderson, 

CaUf. 
Andrews. 

N.Dak . 
Ashbrook 
Badillo 
Begich 
Belcher 
Bergland 
Betts 
Biaggi 

[Roll No. 192] 
[Recorded Teller Vote] 

AYES-162 
Biester 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Bow 
Brademas 
Bray 
Brinkley 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill,'Va. 
Burton 
Byrnes. Wis. 
Caffery 
Camp 

Carney 
Carter 
Chisholm 
Clausen, 

DonH. 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Collier 
Collins, Tex. 
Conte 
Culver 
Dellums 
Dennis 
Devine 
Dingell 

Drinan Leggett 
Dwyer Link 
Eckhardt Mccloskey 
Eilberg McKay 
Fascell McKevitt 
Findley Martin 
Flynt Mathis, Ga. 
Ford, Matsunaga 

WilUam D. Mazzoli 
Frey Melcher 
Fulton, Pa. Mikva 
Fulton, Tenn. Miller, Ohio 
Fuqua Mink 
Gettys Mitchell 
Grasso Mizell 
Green, Oreg. Morse 
Green, Pa. Murphy, N.Y. 
Grimn Myers 
Grimths Natcher 
Gross Nelsen 
Grover Obey 
Gude O'Konski 
Haley Pike 
Hall Podell 
Hammer- Poff 

schmidt Price, Tex. 
Hanley Quie 
Harrington Randall 
Harsha Rangel 
Hechler, w. Va. Reid, Ill. 
Heckler, Mass. Reid, N.Y. 
Hogan Riegle 
Howard Roberts 
Hungate Roe 
Hutchinson Rogers 
Jacobs Roncalio 
Jarman Roy 
Kastenmeier Roybal 
Koch Ruppe 
Kuykendall Ryan 
Kyros Sar banes 
Landrum Saylor 

NOES-207 

Scheuer 
Schmitz 
Schneebeli 
Schwengel 
Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Shriver 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Springer 
Stafford 
Stanton, 

J. WUUam 
Stanton, 

JamesV. 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Taylor 
Teague, Tex. 
Terry 
Thompson. N .T 
Thone 
Ullman 
Vander Jagt 
Vanik 
Waldie 
Wampler 
Watts 
Whalen 
White 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Winn 
Wyman 
Young, Fla. 

Abbitt Fish McKinney 
Adams Fisher McMillan 
Alexander Flood Madden 
Anderson, Ill. Flowers Mahon 
Anderson, Foley Mailliard 

Tenn. Ford, Gerald R. Mann 
Andrews, Ala. Forsythe Mathias. Calif. 
Annunzio Fountain Mayne 
Archer Fraser Meeds 
Ashley Frelinghuysen Metcalfe 
Asp in Frenzel Michel 
Aspinall GaUfianakis Miller, Calif. 
Bak.er Garmatz Mills, Md. 
Barrett Gaydos Minish 
Bell Giaimo Moorhead 
Bennett Gibbons Morgan 
Bevill Goldwater Mosher 
Blackburn Gonzalez Moss 
Blanton Goodling Murphy, Til. 
Boland Gray Nedzi 
Brasco Hagan Nichols 
Brooks Hamilton Nix 
Brown. Mich. Hansen, Idaho O'Hara 
Burke, Fla. Harvey O'Neill 
Burke, Mass. Hathaway Passman 
Burleson, Tex. Hays Patman 
Burlison, Mo. Helstoski Patten 
Byrne, Pa. Henderson Pelly 
Byron Hicks, Mass. Perkins 
Cabell Hicks, Wash. Peyser 
Carey, N.Y. Horton Pirnie 
Casey, Tex. Hosmer Poage 
Cederberg Hull Powell 
Chamberlain Hunt Preyer, N.C. 
Chappell Johnson, Calif. Price, Ill. 
Clancy Johnson, Pa. Pryor, Ark. 
Clark Jonas Pucinski 
Clawson, Del Jones, Ala. Quillen 
Collins, Ill. Jones, N.C. Railsback 
Colmer Jones, Tenn. Rarick 
Corman Karth Rees 
Cotter Kaz en Reuss 
Crane Keating Rhodes 
Daniels, N.J. Keith Robinson, Va. 
Davis, S.C. Kemp Robison, N.Y. 
Davis, Wis. King Rodino 
de la Garza Kyl Rooney, N.Y. 
Delaney Latta Rooney, Pa. 
Dellen back Lennon Rosenthal 
Denholm Lent Rostenkowski 
Derwinski Lloyd Roush 
Dickinson Long, Md. Rousselot 
Dorn Lujan Runnels 
Dowdy McClory Ruth 
Downing McClure Sandman 
Dulskl Mccollister Satterfield 
Duncan McCormack Scher le 
du Pont McDonald, Scott 
Edwards, Calif. Mich. Sisk 
Erlenborn McEwen Slack 
Esch McFall Smith, Iowa 
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Spence 
Steed 
Steele 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 
Sull1van 
Teague, Cali!. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Udall 

Veysey 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Ware 
Whalley 
Whitehurst 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 

Wyatt 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zion 

NOT VOTING-64 
Arends 
Baring 
Boggs 
Boll1ng 
Brotzman 
Buchanan 
Cell er 
Conable 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
Daniel, Va. 
Danielson 
Davis, Ga. 
Dent 
Diggs 
Donohue 
Dow 
Edmondson 
Edwards, Ala. 
Edwards, La. 
Eshleman 
Evans, Colo. 

Evins, Tenn. 
Gallagher 
Gubser 
Halpern 
Hanna 
Hansen, Wash. 
Hastings 
Hawkins 
Hebert 
Hlliis 
Holifield 
I chord 
Kee 
Kluczynski 
Landgrebe 
Long, La. 
McCulloch 
McDade 
Macdonald, 

Mass. 
Mills, Ark. 
Minshall 

Mollohan 
Monagan 
Montgomery 
Pepper 
Pettis 
Pickle 
Purcell 
St Germain 
Shipley 
Shoup 
Sikes 
Staggers 
Symington 
Talcott 
Thompson, Ga. 
Tiernan 
VanDeerlin 
Wilson, 

CharlesH. 
Wolff 
Wright 
Zwach 

So the amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BINGHAM 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BINGHAM: On 

page 1, line 7, strike out "$2,025,571,000" and 
insert "$2,030,972,500". 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, the ef­
fect of this amendment would be to make 
two additions to the provision in the 
bill for safety research for nuclear re­
actors, $2.3-million for nuclear safety 
research, and an additional $3.1-million 
for the purposes of fusion research, 
which is a long-range program. 

I would like to address my remarks, 
first of all, to the need for additional 
funds for nuclear safety research. 

The principal danger that exists in 
the nuclear reactors that are being built 
in the country today is the danger of a 
failure of the cooling system. This is 
recognized by the Joint Committee, it is 
recognized by the Commission, and it 
is recognized by all who are concerned 
with existing and planned commercial 
fission plants. 

At the very center of a nuclear reactor 
are about 9 million thimble-size pellets 
of uranium fuel. The center of these 
pellets is raised to a temperature of 
4,100° Fahrenheit producing a near 
molten condition, thereby mandating 
that a flow of water under high pressure 
be continuously circulated to act as a 
coolant. Any interruption of the cooling 
process would result in disastrous con­
sequences. It is, therefore, imperative 
that every reactor be equipped with a 
reliable emergency core cooling system­
ECCS-which could guarantee the in­
put of a coolant in the event of a loss 
of the normal coolant flow. The mere 
breaking of any water conduit would re­
sult in such a loss of coolant accident. 

What disastrous consequences would 
result should a reactor lose its flow of 
coolant? Within seconds the core tem­
p_erature commences an irreversible 
climb upwards causing the breaking of 
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containment within minutes. In light of 
the fact that a 1,000 megawatt nuclear 
reactor produces as much long-lived ra­
dioactivity every year as would the ex­
plosion of about 1,000 Hiroshima bombs, 
plus enough plutonium to give 500 bil­
lion people the maximum permissible 
plutonium dose, we clearly must be able 
to guarantee the containment in the 
core of all radioactive poisons. In a loss 
of coolant accident where ECCS failed 
to function, however, containment cer­
tainly would be breached and radioac­
tive poisons would be released into the 
environment involving lethal implica­
tions for the surrounding population. 
ECCS is, therefore, the vital engineer­
ing safeguards which stand between the 
public and immense quantities of ra­
dioactive poison inside a nuclear power 
plant. 

A system has been designed for these 
reactors for emergency cooling, but it has 
never been tested in practice. Some 
small-scale tests have been recently con­
ducted which did not confirm the ability 
of the system to perform effectively. If 
one of these systems were to fail and if 
there were no ability to stop the over­
heating of one of numerous operating 
nuclear plants, the consequences would 
be very severe indeed. There is no ques­
tion about that. 

The Commission has recognized the 
serious need to do more research on the 
development and testing of a proper 
emergency core cooling system and at a 
late stage during the year requested an 
additional $5 million for this purpose. 
This request was trimmed by $2.3 million 
by the Administration in the Offi.ce of 
Budget and Management. It is this trim­
ming which I seek to restore in large part 
in my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the Com­
mission's original $5-million request for 
emergency core cooling safety research 
should be sustained by the House. 

I would like to quote from the hearings 
where Dr. Kavanagh of the Commission 
indicated the lack of satisfaction that the 
Commission feels with reference to the 
present degree of testing of the cooling 
systems and his indication that more 
money was needed. 

He stated at one point, when asked for 
his personal opinion, that an additional 
$30 million could well be used. When 
asked for further specifications as to 
what he meant by an additional need for 
$30 million, he gave a list of projects that 
totaled up to some $5 million. It is the 
$5 million figure which I support, which 
the Commission supports, but which was 
cut down by the Office of Budget and 
Management, and which I submit is a 
very small price indeed to pay for the 
kind of research that is needed for the 
safety of nuclear reactors and in order 
to make them secure against a breakdown 
in the cooling system. 

The second part of my amendment has 
to do with further funds for fusion re­
search. I think all agree in this field that 
down the road somewhere near the end 
of the century it will be fusion that will 
be the source of our nuclear energy and 

not fission. There is no doubt about the 
question that down the road fusion can 
be the answer to our nuclear power prob­
lems. It will be efficient and it will be pol­
lution free. The late AEC Commissioner 
Theos Thompson underlined the need 
for accelerated research in this field 
when he said, in 1970, not long before 
his death: 

Assume, 1f you wm, a worldi population by 
the year 2000 of 7 billion . . . and assume 
also a per capita consumption of electrical 
energy equal to twice that of today's U.S. 
consumption . . . Then, 1 % of tihe deuteri­
um in the world's water, even 1f we burn it 
with only 10% efficiency, would provide the 
world with enough energy for over 3 million 
years. One can thus recognize the truly 
dramatic promise which fusion power holds. 

Think of it. The potential pay-off from 
successful fusion research and develop­
ment is unlimited electrical energy, safe 
and virtually pollution-free, plus a fusion 
torch which could convert garbage and 
other solid waste back into its constituent 
atoms for re-use. Fusion would produce 
little or no radioactivity. 

The Soviets are concentrating on fu­
sion power rather than on fission power. 
They are doing very little in the way of 
developing the type plant on which we 
have been working. They are concentrat­
ing on the long-range development of 
fusion power, and are currently spend­
ing three times more on it than we are. 

While money will not guarantee suc­
cessful fusion research, lack of money 
will guarantee failure. How does it hap­
pen that a poorer nation-Russia-is de­
voting three times more manpower to 
fusion than we are? How does it happen 
that Russia is in the front car in the 
train toward fusion power while we sit in 
the caboose? 

AEC funding for fusion research has 
remained basically static for the past 10 
years. 

The committee has recommended $29.8 
million for research in this field. I am 
recommending a small increase of 10 per­
cent in that figure, a small increase which 
would represent only a ~ittle more ·than 
an increase in the cost of doing business 
during the past year. 

This program has been statistically 
funded; it has not been allowed to grow 
as it should grow. Last June the Appro­
priations Committee said: 

The Committee has long been concerned 
at the slow pace of the devel~pment of this 
(fusion) program which, if successful, could 
be the answer to the energy problems facing 
the nation and the world ... The Committee 
hopes that future budget submissions will 
make more adequate provisions for accelera­
tion of this research and development effort. 

The Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission has indicated that further 
funds are needed for this purpose. I quote 
Dr. Seaborg: 

We ought to increase fusion funding on 
the possibllity that we might be able to bring 
it in faster than some here testified. Nobody 
knows whether this can be done more rapid­
ly, but the effort could be made if we are 
to proceed now to keep up with the work 
being done in the Soviet Union, if we are to 
proceed now to develop the kind of nuclear 
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power for the later years of this century that 
would be pollution free, and that would be 
efficient. 

It may be charged that the people are 
not available, they do not know what 
they would be doing if these additional 
small funds were recommended. I sub­
mit that a small increase of 10 percent 
in this vit.ally important research field 
is certainly something with which they 
can accomplish essential work with. Dr. 
Seaborg has indicated that they could 
well use the funds. It is something that 
wollld indicate the desire of this Con­
gress, and the feeling of the Congress, 
that additional emphasis should be put 
on the development of research in the 
fusion power field, and it would provide 
an incentive to the scientists engaged 
in this vital area to continue their work 
with renewed determination. 

I am not suggesting that the Commis­
sion neglect its work in the fast breeder 
reactor, which is the next step down the 
road, and on which the committee and 
the President have suggested we now 
concentrate, but I am suggesting that 
the CXlmmission be given the funds to 
accelerate work in the field of fusion as 
well. 

Mr. Chairman, the complexity of the 
issues discussed here has made a brief 
and informative discussion d.imcult. I 
trust, however, that each Member has 
been alerted t.o the urgency of this 
amendment. our vote today on this 
amendment could clearly refiect to this 
Nation our concern that atomic energy 
development proceed with more atten­
tion t.o basic safety questions and with 
the necessary attention t.o fusion research 
whooe promise includes safer, more ef­
ficient, and ecologically sound energy in 
unlimited quantity for the future. I urge 
each of you to vote yes on this amend­
ment. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, let me 
repeait: the amendment I run now pro­
pooing would provide a small increase of 
$2.3 million in the core cooling research 
funds, and an increase of $3.1 million 
in fusion research funds. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy has given particular 
consideration to the matter of increas­
ing funds for the fusion program. As a 
matter of fact, the committee has given 
an increase of $1.4 million over last year 
that the Commission itself had requested. 
So there is in the bill $1.4 million above 
the last fiscal year budget for the fusion 
program. 

·we considered a higher amount of $35 
million. That was discussed within the 
committee, but we rejected the idea be­
cause the committee sought information 
from those who know most about the 
fusion program, and they could not ad­
vise us where they could use any amount 
above what is requested in this bill. 

We also looked at the Commission's 
recommendation on the other item that 
the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
BINGHAM), seeks to amend. I would point 

out that the committee is usually sym­
pathetic to any requests for increased 
funds for research and development, but 
the Commission itself did not seek any 
above the amount approved by the Office 
of Management and Budget, and they 
made no request from the commit­
tee t.o go above the OMBs' approved 
amount. 

We feel that the nuclear safety re­
search and development funds can be 
applied wherever the Commission seeks 
to apply them, and in view of the lack of 
any request on the part of the Commis­
sion we just did not approve anything 
above the budgeted items. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I ask that both of 
these amendments be rejected. 

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

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I join 
the gentleman from Illinois in his objec­
tion to the pending amendment. 

We are certainly trying to do what 
needs to be done with what is available 
today and how fast it should be done with 
respect to research. 

We think the bill offers that and there 
is within the At.omic Energy Commission 
authority to reprogram it if anything 
has to be done that comes up later. 

Therefore. Mr. Chairman, I urge the 
defeat of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York. 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MB. ECKHARDT 
Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I of-

fer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ECKHARDT: On 

page 7, after lines 16, add the following: 
SEC. 108. None of the funds authorized 

by this Act a.re authorized for appropriation, 
obligation, or expenditure, directly or indi­
rectly, to pay any part of the cost of the 
testing (under, on, or above ground) by 
detonation or otherwise, of any nuclear 
bomb, warhead, or other device on, or in 
the vicinity of, the Aleutian Island of 
Amchltka., Alaska unless and until an inde­
pendent body of scientists, knowledgeable in 
the fields of nuclear energy and in the field 
of environmental control and not otherwise 
connected with ·a governmental agency, have 
at the invitation of the Atomic Energy Com­
mission, examined the effect of any such test 
and certified to the Commission that such 
test will not be detrimental oo environ­
mental quality. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, this 
is an amendment which does not go 
early as far as the Mink amendment. 
But you will recall the debate on the 
Mink amendment in which it was pointed 
out that such a distinguished scientist as 
Dr. Kenneth Pitzer stated that: 

The l&rgest of the observed e.ssoci81ted 
after-shocks have been between one a.nd two 
magnitudes less than the explosion itself. 
However, there does not now a.ppear oo be a. 
basis for elimln:aiting the possibility tha.t a 
la.rge test explosion might induce, eLther im­
mediately or e.fter e. period of itlme, e. severe 
ea.rthqua.ke of sufficiently l&rge magnitude oo 
cause serious damage well beyond the limits 
of the test site. 

I know that Dr. Pitzer, who was presi­
dent of Rice University and who is a very 
distinguished scientist who has engaged 
in advice to governmental agencies over 
a great number of years and who was 
later president of Stanford and only re­
cently resigned-he is certainly not one 
of those who goes off halfcocked with 
respect to matters such as these. Some 
recognition of the same dangers was 
pointed out by Dr. Jeremy Stone, execu­
tive director of the Federation of Scien­
tiSts. 

Now this amendment does not strike 
out the appropriation for the Cannikin 
experiment. It does not in any way in­
hibit that experiment. It could be con­
ducted in October under my amendment. 
The only thing it would do is to call on 
the AEC it.self to ask for advice from 
neutrals, that is from the academic com­
munity, from people who do not have a 
stake in it. 

Now you may say, and many of you 
will say on my side of the aisle, this is 
not nearly strong enough, because the 
At.omic Energy Commission has control 
and it will just appoint people who will 
agree with the Commission. 

Well, that is the way I want it. I do 
not want t.o limit them. The only thing 
I want to do is to provide some means 
by which men of good will may have an 
opportunity to take a second look at the 
matter. 

Now I would suggest this--there are 
times when a governmental agency gets 
itself so far along the road toward a con­
ceived project that it cannot turn around. 
If you bore a hole in the ground a mile 
deep and 4¥2 feet across, it is awfully 
hard to crawl out of that hole and fill it 
up. 

It seems to me we ought t.o take a sec­
ond look at this program when dis­
tinguished scientists say that we have 
not shown with any degree of certainty 
that an explosion here in the magnitude 
of 5 megatons will not set off earth­
quakes that could be most disastrous. 
What is wrong with taking a little time 
to ask again of neutral sources whether 
this might happen? If we do that, and if 
we let the Atomic Energy Commission 
appoint them, how would we restrain 
their authority? All we ask in this 
amendment is that men of good faith, 
men like the members of the Commis­
sion, ought to go and ask for just a little 
further advice by those they choose to 
advise them. This is an extremely mild 
and limited amendment which will not 
inhibit them. 

But I for one I am not willing t.o let 
this opportunity go by without an effort, 
at least, to examine further the possi­
bility of earthquake. Would I not be most 
preswnptious, on my single judgment, 
and even on that of you Members, to say 
that these scientists who question the 
wisdom of this action are necessarily 
wrong? 

Let us look into it a little more 
deeply or at least let us provide that 
opportunity. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. EOKHARDT. I yield to the gentle­

man from Illinois. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. The gen­

tleman certainly seems to make a reason­
able request when he suggests that the 
House has an obligation of calling upon 
independent scientific authority to ex­
amine the possible consequences of Pro­
ject Cannikin. 

I hold in my hand part 4 of the hear­
ings for the authorizing legislation that 
we held this year, and at pages 2794, 
2795, and 2796 there are 25 different 
separate items in the bibliography that 
show the list of the scientific studies 
that have already been made on all of 
the safety aspects from the environmen­
tal standpoint on this particular shot. 

I submit that the information the gen­
tleman asks for is already here in the 
record. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I say once more the 
danger and the doubt still exist. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Illinois is recognized. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. ANDER­
SON) has made a very fine point. This 
program has been studied for several 
years by many organizations and groups 
independent as far as relationship to 
AEC is concerned. I would like to read a 
list of them: The U.S. Geological Survey; 
the National Oceanic Survey, formerly 
the U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey; Air 
Resources Laboratory; the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra­
tion, formerly ESSA; and the Environ­
mental Protection Agency. 

It has also been considered by a panel 
of consultants as well as special con­
sultants, made up of individuals and such 
organizations and institutions as the Ge­
ological Survey, the University of oalifor­
nia, the University of Illinois, St. Louis 
University, the University of Nevada, 
Washington State University, University 
of Michigan, Columbia University, Cali­
fornia Institute of Technology, Palo 
Alto Medical Clinic, Scripps Institute of 
Oceanography, Sheppard T. Powell & 
Associates, Shannon & Wilson. They 
represent such disciplines and subdisci­
plines as radiobiology, soil mechanics, 
structural mechanics, geophysics, hydro­
radiation medicine, oceanography, seis­
mology, and hydrology. It has been well 
studied. 

Let me point out to the House that 
every day of delay while another inde­
pendent group makes some kind of study 
on this subject--and I do not know what 
kind of study that could be made that 
has not been made--would cost the tax­
payers $65,000 a day. 

In addition to that, if the studies 
should run as much as a year, it would 
cost almost as much as we have funds 
in this bill to continue this. It would cost 
$18 million, and we have only $19.7 mil­
lion for the conduct of the test. 

I urge the House to reject the amend­
ment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT). 

The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOSMER 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HosMER: Page 6, 

line 18, strike out subsection (d), lines 18 
through 21, and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

"(d) Section 106 of Public Law 91-273, as 
amended, is amended by ( 1) striking from 
subsection (a) thereof the figure "$50,000,-
000", wherever it appears therein, and sub­
stituting therefor the figure "$100,000,000"; 
(2) striking from subsection (a) thereof the 
phrase "up to a total amount of $20,000,000"; 
and ( 3) adding the following after the words 
"civilian base program" "Provided, That such 
assistance shall not include the furnishing of 
end capital items of this demonstration plant 
excluding items which the Commission may 
deem necessary for research, development, or 
testing in light of its liquid metal fast breeder 
reactor base program: And provi.ded further, 
That such assistance which the Commission 
undertakes specifically for this demonstra­
tion plant shall not exceed 50 % of the esti­
mated capital cost of such plant: And". 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, the 
joint committee has recently received re­
ports that are not encouraging for ar­
riving at Government-industry arrange­
ment to construct a demonstration 
breeder reactor even with the increase 
from $50 million to $100 million of the 
amount of monetary assistance which 
AEC would be authorized to provide. 

The total estimated funding for the 
demonstration plant is in the $450-$550 
million range. 

Under the authorization bill as re­
ported, AEC's share of the $450-$550 mil­
lion would consist of the $100 million 
in funds, referred to above, plus $20 mil­
lion in services or use of facilities or 
equipment otherwise available to or 
planned by the Commission under its 
base research and development pro­
gram, plus $10 million in waiver of use 
charges. 

The $20 million limitation on Comis­
sion assistance in the form of services, et 
cetera which are otherwise available to 
or planned by the Commission under 
its base research and development pr<>­
gram is obviously too restrictive. As now 
written in the law-the total research 
and development effort which the Com­
mission can provide would be subject to 
the $20 million ceiling. The complete un­
reasonableness of this ceiling is evi­
denced by the fact that it would be ab­
sorbed entirely by making available for 
the demonstration plant the research 
and development results from the FFTF 
plant. Such a restriction is not at all 
compatible with the objective of the base 
research and development program 
which is to provide research and devel­
opment data for the demonstration 
plant. The $20 million ceiling could be 
a reason for the currently estimated cost 
of $450-$550 million for the plant since, 
if it is to remain, research and develop­
ment work would have to be duplicated 

by the private participants for the dem­
onstration plant. 

In short, the $20 million ceiling in the 
present statute imposes a restriction on 
use of AEC's base research and develop­
ment program which is unrealistic, con­
trary to the purpose of that program, 
contrary to a viable cooperative LMFBR 
demonstration program under which it 
is reasonable to expect the large share of 
the massive research and development 
effoi.it to be borne by the Government, 
and is completely unnecessary. 

Accordingly, I am proposing this 
amendment to this section which would: 
first delete the $20 million ceiling; sec­
ond, prohibit the use of research and 
development base program assistance for 
any and capital items in the demonstra­
tion plant; and third, provide that re­
search and development assistance which 
is undertaken by the Commission speci­
fically for the demonstration plant shall 
in no event exceed 50 percent of the 
estimated capital costs of the plant. 

It should be noted that the amend­
ment does not increase the authorization 
for the breeder program; the amend­
ment simply lif.ts the restriction on the 
maximum amount of the base research 
and development work authorized for the 
breeder program which can be utilized 
on the demonstration power reactor 
plant. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Ch.air­
man, I strongly support the amendment 
offered by my distinguished colleague. 
President Nixon, in his message of June 4 
to the Congress, recognized the grealt 
national need for a comprehensive 
energy program, and the very first item 
mentioned in the President's energy 
program was-and I quote. 

A oommitment to complete the sucoessM 
dem001.Stration of the liquid metal fast 
breeder reactor by 1980. 

I fully subscribe t.o the urgency and 
intrinsi·c importance of this commitment 
which must start with a cooperative 
arrangement for the first demoilSltration 
plant, authorized by the Congress last 
year. 

It makes absolutely good sense to 
provide the added fiexibility the amend­
ment would enable. 

The Argonne National Laboratory is 
heavily engaged in AEC's base LMFBR 
program. There is no reason why AEC 
should not be able, as part of a cooper­
ative arrangement, to agree that the 
results of the laboratory's efforts in that 
base program--such as basic physics 
studies, experimental activities pertain­
ing to its critical facilities, core analyses, 
experimental work in safety areas, or 
other R. & D. functions-would be avail­
able for the demonstration plant. 

The authorizing statute, Public Law 
91-273, provides th31t before the AEC 
enters into a cooperrutive arrangement, 
the basis for the arrangement must be 
submitted to and lie before the Joint 
Oommittee on Atomic Energy. Thus, 
AEC's proposed utilization of its per­
mitted areas of assistance will be fully 
identified, and it will be carefully re­
viewed and evaluated by the joint com-
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mittee, before any commitments are 
made. 

I urge approval of the amendment. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the necessary number of words. 
Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to 

speak on this bill, but do I understand 
this amendment would increase the ex­
penditure under this bill, which is 
already above last year's appropriation? 
Am I informed correctly? 

· Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
if the gentleman will yield, this is not 
above the amount of last year. 

Mr. GROSS. It is above the appropria­
tions for last year. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Perhaps it is 
above the appropriations. 

Mr. GROSS. Is that not what counts? 
Mr. PRICE of Illinois. The authoriza­

tions are usually above the appropria­
tions. 

Mr. GROSS. Is that because authoriza­
tions are all bloated out of shape? 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. That is because 
the authorization committee does a good 
job, and the Appropriations Committee 
does a good job. 

Mr. GROSS. I assume most members 
understand authorizations are always on 
the high side so that if they are cut some­
where along the line there will still be 
more to spend. This is sometimes called 
elbow room in which to operate. But I 
do not care to pursue that point. The 
fact is that this bill as it now stands, and 
before the pending amendment was of­
fered, was some $13 million above the ap­
propriations for the same purposes last 
year. Do I understand that this amend­
ment will increase the expenditure and, 
if so, by how much? 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. This amendment 
will not increase the authorization in the 
bill. This money is already in the bill. 
This permits the commission to have dis­
cretion in the use of that money, pre­
viously limited to $20 million, on the re­
search and development related to the 
demonstration plant. It is already in the 
bill. It does not increase the amount of 
money already in the bill. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment o:ff ered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HOSMER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAffiMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
.Accordingly the committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts, Chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union, reported that 
tha.t committee having had under con­
sideration the bill (H.R. 9388) to au­
thorize appropriations to the Atomic 
Energy Commission in accordance with 
section 261 of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, and for other pur­
poses; pursuant to House Resolution 528, 
he reported the bill back to the House 
with an amendment adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed ·to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem­
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to extend their remarks on the 
bill just passed, and to include extrane­
ous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
<Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I take this time for the purpose of ask­
ing the distinguished majority whip the 
program for the remainder O'f this week, 
if any, and the schedule for next week. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, the pro­
gram for the House of Representatives 
for the week of July 19, 1971, is as 
follows: 

Monday is Consent Calendar day. 
There are nine measures to be con­

sidered under the suspension of the rules 
procedure, as follows: 

H.R. 9265, Veterans Drug Treatment 
Act; 

House Joint Resolution 748, VA Medi­
cal School Assistance Act; 

H.R. 4762, VA Medical Information 
Exchange; 

Senate Joint Resolution 111, Mary 
McLeod Bethune Memorial authoriza­
tion; 

H.R. 6239, maritime lien bill: 
H.R. 6724, senior ROTC subsistence 

allowance; 
H.R. 4729, ROTC scholarships; 
H.R. 4606, Armed Forces judge advo­

cates iand law specialists; and 
H.R. 6723, Marine Corps Officer Can­

didate subsistence allowance. 
Tuesday is Private Calendar day. Also 

on Tuesday House Joint Resolution 3, 
Joint Committee on Environment, and 
H.R. 9020, Egg Products Inspection Act 
Amendment, subject to a rule being 
granted. 

On Wednesday S. 699, radiotelephones 
on certain vessels, and H.R. 4354, motor 
bus width limit. on Interstate System, 
both subject to rules being granted. 

For Thursday and the balance of the 
week, military construction authoriza­
tion, also subject to a rule beipg granted. 

Of course .. there is the usual reserva­
tion that conference reports may be 

brought up at any time, and any further 
program will be announced later. 

It is understood at the present time 
there are six bills pending in the com­
mittees of conference. 

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO 
MONDAY, JULY 19 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­
imous consent that when the House ad­
journs ooday it adjourn to meet on Mon­
day next. 

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I am not clear on how 
many of those bills do not have rules. 
Do any of them have rules for next 
week? 

Mr. O'NEILL. Well, of COtn"Se, on Mon­
day there are nine suspensions. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes. I understand that. 
But let us take the bills that are subject 
to being considered under rules. 

Mr. O'NEILL. There are four bills sub­
ject to rules. 

Mr. GROSS. Four bills subject to rules. 
And how many of those have rules now? 
How many of them are subject to con­
sideration now? 

Mr. O'NEILL. There is one. At the 
present time the Joint Committee on the 
Environment is the only one. 

Mr. GROSS. I ask the gentleman fur­
ther, when has he programed the so­
called bus width bill? For what day is 
that scheduled? 

Mr. O'NEILL. For Wednesday. 
Mr. GROSS. And that still does not 

have a rule. Is that correct? 
Mr. O'NEILL. That is correct. 
Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-

tion of objection. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH BUSINESS IN 
ORDER ON CALENDAR WEDNES­
DAY NEXT 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business in 
order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

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

There was no objection. 

THE CRITICAL BALANCE-OF-PAY­
MENTS PROBLEM AND THE RELA­
TIONSHIP OF THE FOREIGN IN­
VESTMENTS TO THE TRANSFER 
OF OKINAWA 
<Mr. VANIK asked and was given per­

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

Mr. V ANIK. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I 
was shocked to learn that the General 
Motors Corp. agreed to pay $56.3 mil-
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lion for a 34.2-percent interest in Isuzu 
Motors Ltd. of Japan. 

This agreement, which calls f.or an 
exportation of $56 million combined with 
the proposal of the Chrysler Corp. to 
acquire 35 percent of the Mitsubishi 
Motor Corp., constitutes a tremendous 
outflow of Amerioan capital at a time 
when this Nation is faced with an un­
precedented balance-of-payments deficit. 

In reviewing the law, I am discouraged 
and dismayed with the fai;J.ure of the 
interest equalization tax to reach a trans­
action of this type. At the time that the 
interest equalization tax was considered 
by the Ways and Means Committee, of 
which I am a member, it was determined 
that the tax would not be made to apply 
to capital investments in excess of 10 
percent of the value of the foreign ac­
quisition for the reason that such in­
vestments would be monitored and con­
trolled by the direct investments pro­
gram administered by the Department 
of Commerce. 

It was my understanding that the De­
partment of Commerce would establish 
rules and regulations which would con­
trcil the outflow of American investment 
in foreign acquisitions in a manner to 
safeguard the limited supplies of Ameri­
can capital and preserve a healthy bal­
ance of trade. 

In my judgment, the exportation of 
American capital in this way operates 
to the detriment of jobs and the pro­
ductivity of the United States. OUr Euro­
pean experiences have indicated that our 
multinational corporate investments 
have resulted in exportation of American 
jobs as well as American dollars. 

The announcement of the Isuzu Mo­
tors agreement with General Motors and 
the Chrysler Corp. proposal to purchase 
35 percent of the Mitsubishi Motor Corp. 
come at such proximity to the conclu­
sion of negotiations of the transfer of 
Okinawa to Japan to lead me to believe 
that the Japanese approval of the Amer­
ican capital investment was in some way 
related to the transfer of Okinawa. to 
the Government of Japan. 

If this is so, it would be a shameful 
arrangement which would provide for 
the transfer of Okinawa to the Japanese 
Government contingent upon the devel­
opment of capital investment opportuni­
ties for certain American corporations. 
The tax dollars and the blood of Ameri­
cans were not spent to d~ver special fi­
nancial advantages to American corpo­
rations. 

I have directed this matter to the at­
tention of Secretary of Commerce Mau­
rice H. Stans to determine the eff ect---if 
any---on the critical balance-of-pay­
ments problem and the relationship of 
the foreign investments to the transfer 
of Okinawa. 

CAMPAIGN SPENDING Il-FULL AND 
COMPLETE DISCLOSURE 

<Mr. STAFFORD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. STAFFoRD. Mr. Speaker, last 
week I made some general, introductory 

remarks on the Campaign Expenditure 
Disclosure Act of 1971, H.R. 7299, which 
I have introduced. It is presently being 
considered by the Committee on Stand­
ards of Official Conduct, of which I am 
a member. Today, I would like to outline 
the provision in the bill which requires 
full and complete disclosure of any and 
all campaign contributions which ex­
ceed $10. 

During the various discussions of this 
issue, I have heard of the establishment 
of unreported campaign funds and I 
have heard of unreported campaign 
committees set up to aid candidates. 
This is not to say that what may have 
been done is illegal. Loopholes in archaic 
laws make such actions possible. It does 
not take much imagination to see the 
difficulty the general public has in dis­
cerning how much candidates are spend­
ing to win elections. They just do not 
have any way of telling what the truth 
is. There is no public record to help 
them. 

Mr. Speaker, I propose a public record. 
My bill would require each candidate 

as a condition precedent to filing as a 
candidate, to name one campaign de­
pository. It would further stipulate that 
all funds received by the candidate shall 
be deposited in the bank by a single cam­
paign treasurer within 3 days after 
their receipt. Accompanying each de­
posit, the treasurer will prepare a state­
ment showing the names and addresses 
of each person or organization contrib­
uting more than $10. 

Final reports, including all contribu­
tions and expenditures, would be re­
quired to be filed not later than noon of 
the 10th day before, for everything as of 
the 14th day before each election, and 
the 28th day after each election, for 
the remainder of the contributions and 
expenditures. These records would be 
deposited with, and maintained by, a 
registrar, attached to the General Ac­
counting Office. This registrar will be 
the subject of a further discussion. 

Each campaign would have three sets 
of complete records: First, with the Reg­
istrar; second, with the candidate; and 
third, with the single bank. Thus, there 
would be---on record-full and com­
plete disclosure and records of contri­
butions and expenditures for each cam­
paign. 

Mr. Speaker, I don't contend that full 
and complete disclosure, by itself, will 
slow the incredible increases in the costs 
of campaigning we have seen in the last 
decade, but I do think it will be a large 
step in the right direction. Tberef ore, to 
follow this up, my bill contains two other 
important provisions. First, it would es­
tablish a registry of election finance, 
mentioned briefly above. Second, the bill 
would place a limit of $100,000 on the 
amount any candidate may spend in a 
general election. 

I will discuss these two provisions next 
week. 

THE SHARPSTOWN FOLLIES-XV 

<Mr. GONZALEZ asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, the 
judge who sentenced Frank Sharp should 
have disqualified himself because he was 
a good friend of Frank Sharp's. 

What else could explain the sentence 
that the judge handed Sharp? 

Judge Singleton says that he never per­
sonally represented Sharp. He does not 
say that he never knew Sharp, because 
he knows that it would be a lie if be did. 
On June 28 or 29, Judge Singleton merely 
said thaJt be had never met Sharp while 
employed at a law firm back in 1954. 
What about the rest? 

The truth is that Singleton knew Sharp 
very well, and was very closely acquainted 
with many of Sharp's very good friends. 
In the court record itself, when Singleton 
sentenced Sharp, Singleton said: 

The court has known you and know of you 
for quite some time. You a.re and have been 
an experienced businessman ... Because of 
your position in the community and because 
of the stature that you have ga.ined in the 
community as an astute businessman, as a 
leader in the community, your affairs have 
been the subject of considerable recent pub­
licity. Most of it could be probably character­
ized as adverse. 

The judge was talking to an old friend. 
He was completely sympathetic to Sharp 
because he was an old friend. 

Indeed Judge Singleton was so solic­
it.ous of Sharp that he inquired whether 
the hour for sentencing would be con­
venient. The court, speaking to Sharp, 
said: 

I will just sentence you this afternoon at 
2:00 o'clock, if that 1s all right with you, Mr. 
Sharp. 

The judge was well acquainted with at 
least two out of the three character wit­
nesses produced by Sharp. How could he 
be expected to render an impartial judge­
ment on an old friend, and before bis 
other friends at that? The judge should 
have disqualified himself. 

Had Singleton not known Sharp, Sharp 
would have gotten the kind of treatment 
that another banker got in a different 
Houston court, on the same crime Sharp 
pled guilty to. 

In that case, the court of Judge Allan 
Hannay sentenced Jack Henderson to the 
maximum sentence allowed by law for the 
crime of making a false entry in his 
bank's books. This was the same crime 
Sharp pied guilty to before Singleton. 

Look at the difference. Same crime, but 
different judges: Hannay finds Hender­
son has "betrayed everyone, including his 
family." 

Hannay finds that Henderson violated 
his trust. For that, for making a false 
entry of $17,600 on bis bank books, Han­
nay assessed a 5-year prison sentence 
and a $5,000 fine on Henderson. 

But Singleton, in sentencing Sharp on 
a false entry charge of $535,532.91---a 
considerably larger amount-treated bis 
defendant quite differently. Singlet.on 
did not find that this was a betrayal of 
public trust, no-just that it involved 
"complicated business transactions." In­
deed, just to be found guilty of abusing 
his position, the Judge said, was plenty 
of punishment for a great man like 
Sharp. And so Singleton sentenced Sharp 
to a fine of $2,500 on the false entry 
count, and 1 % years under probation. 
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Together with the other crime to which 
Sharp entered a plea of guilty, the total 
sentence was 3 years on probation and 
a fine of $5,000. 

If Singleton had not been a good friend 
of Sharp's he would not have been so 
solicitous. The judge should have owned 
up to all of this. He should have dis­
qualified himself. Certainly he had a re­
sponsibility here-not to the defendant, 
but to the court itself, to protect its 
integrity. 

Was Sharp just guilty of some tech­
nical fault in a "complicated business 
transaction." Or was he guilty of a be­
trayal of his public trust, just as the 
other fellow was? It was the same crime. 
But in Sharp's case the judge was his 
friend, and one man's betrayal was an­
other man's little old technical violation. 

TRUTH IN NEWS BROADCASTING 
AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS PRO­
GRAMING 
(Mr. KEITH asked and was given per­

misSion to address the House for 1 min­
ute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, today, I am 
introducing my bill to assure that free­
dom of owners and operators of radio 
and television networks and stations to 
continue to do everything they have 
been doing in the interest of "the peo­
ple's right to know." 

It, will however, require them to ad­
vise their audiences when an apparent 
"news happening" really is a staged hap­
pening; when an apparent "spontane­
ous, unrehearsed interview" really is 
not; and when a taped or filmed inter­
view has been altered. 

My bill differs from proposed legisla­
tion previously submitted on this prob­
lem in that it holds networks, which the 
Federal Communications Commission 
does not license, just as responsible for 
truth in broadcasting and public affairs 
programing as it holds individual sta­
tions, which the FCC does license. 

Thus, my bill goes directly to the 
source of the problem which, in a couple 
of blatant instances, one national net­
work has created for the entire broad­
casting industry, for the public, and for 
the Congress. 

This is most unfortunate, for this Na­
tion has the finest, most dedicated, com­
munications media in the world. It pos­
sesses outstanding and dedicated news­
men. In electronic journalism, however, 
the newsman's work is sometimes dis­
torted or mutilated by sales-oriented cor­
porate executives and sensation-seeking 
producers. 

These distortions are as unfair to 
working newsmen in radio and television 
as it would be to their newspaper coun­
terparts should editing and publishing 
responsibility be assigned to print­
shop, pressroom, or sales personnel. 

My bill would protect the integrity of 
radio-TV newsmen and their interview 
and discussion guests. It would protect 
the right of their audiences to know 
when presentations have been altered 
from original form. It would protect the 
owners and operators of network aftiliate 
stations who, with FCC licenses at stake, 
have, on occasion, become innocent, but 

damaged third parties caught between 
an off ended public and an off ending 
network. 

This bill does not impinge upon free­
dom of speech nor press. It fortifies those 
freedoms by requiring radio and televi­
sion executives to protect the pub­
lic's "right to know" when it is being mis­
informed, deceived, or lied to. 

The Congress has decided, and the 
Courts have agreed, that the airways 
belong to the public and that broad­
casters must be federally licensed and 
regulated. In this bill, in the consumer 
interest, we adopt the same philosophy 
that we have for the past few years 
with other agencies, their constituent 
parts, and the public. 

We have the Securities and Exchange 
Commission and the act which requires 
full and complete disclosure. We have the 
Federal Trade Commission and the 
act which requires truth in advertising. 
We have the Federal Reserve System and 
the act which requires truth in lending. 

In concept and purpose, my "Truth in 
News Broadcasting and Public Af­
fairs Programing Bill" is not different 
from these "consumer" acts. It simply 
protects the consuming public against 
willful deceit and fraud. 

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION ON 
INDOCHINA WITHDRAWAL 

<Mrs. ABZUG asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend her re­
marks, and to include a copy of a 
resolution.) 

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, the "light 
at the end of the tunnel" is now as 
clear ias broad daylight. Under the basic 
terms of ·the new North Vietnamese 
peace proposal made recently in Paris, 
we can insure the safe and speedy re­
turn of our prisoners of war and of all 
our troops from Vietnam. We can end 
our involvement there by the end of this 
year. 

I believe that the offer, which pro­
poses that the repatriation operation 
and the withdrawal operation "will be­
gin on the same date and will end on 
the same date," provides an excellent 
basis for our Government to negotiate 
a settlement terminating American par­
ticipation in the longest, most contro­
versial, and most unpopular war in 
our history. 

I also note that the North Vietnamese 
have specified that their proposal is not 
contingent on a political settlement in 
South Vietnam. The United States oan, 
in good conscience, no longer leave in 
the hands of the Thieu Government the 
power to determine when American 
troops should leave Vietnam. The sched­
uled October elections appear to offer 
no hope that any startlingly democratic 
transformation will occur in an essen­
tially autocratic regime. It is time that 
we stop interfering in the internal poli­
tics of Indochina and leave the people 
there free to work out their own future. 

Two weeks have elapsed and although 
the White House has described the new 
proposal as containing some positive ele­
ments, I am concerned that still another 
opportunity for ending the war may be 
talked away and lost in rhetoric. 

Each passing day prolongs the anguish 
of American prisoners of war and their 
families. Each passing day exposes 
American soldiers to needless danger of 
death or injury. 

In an effort to have our body assume 
a role in pointing the way toward peace, 
I am today introducing a sense of the 
House resolution similar to that intro­
duced in the Senate by Senators MON­
DALE and EAGLETON. It calls upon the ad­
ministration .to pursue in good faith the 
proposals made by the North VietnameBe. 
It suggests that the administration's sole 
consideration in negotiating these pro­
posals be that an agreement be reached 
providing for repatriation of American 
prisoners simultaneously with the safe 
withdrawal of American forces. It pro­
vides that no agreement sllising out of 
the negotiations on this proposal be con­
tingent upon, or delayed until, the com­
pletion of the South Vietnamese elec­
tions scheduled for this fall. 

Our responsibility is to the American 
people. They want us to get out of Viet­
nam and to get our prisoners home safe­
ly. We now can do both, and I urgently 
appeal to you to act promptly and af­
firmatively on this resolution. 

The full text of the resolution is as 
follows: 

RESOLUTION 

Whereas the overwhelming majority of the 
American people desire the ea.rliest possible 
return of our prisoners and withdrawal of all 
our forces from Indochina, conditioned only 
upon the safety of our men; 

And whereas the Pres:ident has stated as a 
purpose of his policy in Indochina. the 
prompt return Of prisoners of war and the 
safe and orderly return of U.S. forces; 

And whereas, the current negotiating pro­
posals of the North Vietnam.ese, and Viet 
Cong delegations in Paris may permit a nego­
tiated agreement for repatriation of prisoners 
and prompt and secure withdrawal of U.S. 
forces independent of e. political settlement 
in South Vietnam; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved, that it ls 
the sense of the House of Representatives 
that: 

( 1) the highest urgency of this a.dm1nlstra.­
tion shall be to pursue promptly, with good 
fa.1th, and with the full resources at its dis· 
posa.1, the current proposals made by the 
North Vietnamese and Viet Cong delegations 
in Paris. 

(2) the sole consideration 1n negotiating 
these proposals be that a.n agreement be 
reached which provides for repatriation of 
a.11 U.S. prisoners simultaneously with the 
safe withdrawal of all U.S. forces, and 

(3) under no circumstances should such 
agreement be contingent upon, or delayed 
until, the completion of south Vietnamese 
eleotions in October 1917, or any other south 
Vietnamese elections or political events. 

THE NEED FOR EMERGENCY STRIKE 
LEGISLATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. DE 
LA GARZA) . Under a previous order of the 
House the gentleman from Michigan 
<Mr. HARVEY) is recognized for 30 min­
utes. 

<Mr. HARVEY asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re­
marks and to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Speaker, again this 
Friday, as so many times in the past, 
the Nation will be confronted with a 
strike in the railroad industry. In recent 
years, the outcome of a rail strike has 
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been fairly predictable: The threat of 
a complete stoppage of rail transporta­
tion forces the President to turn the mat­
ter over to the Congress. There the sub­
stantive details of the individual dispute 
are settled, in whole or in part, on the 
floor of the House and the Senate, the 
unions are required to resume their jobs, 
and the Nation's railroads again operate. 

This time, however, the circumstances 
are somewhat different. The Supreme 
Court, by refusing to overturn a district 
court ruling, has amrmed the right of the 
railroad unions to selectively strike. This 
means, that after national bargaining 
between the union and all of the car­
riers has broken down, and all provisions 
of the Railway Labor Act have been ex­
hausted, the union may elect to strike 
one or more of those carriers; it is no 
longer required to shut down all of the 
Nation's carriers simultaneously. The 
presumption here is that, since a major 
part of the rail transportation system 
would still be operating, there would be 
no national emergency and no need to in­
volve the Congress in order to terminate 
the strike. Eventually, a settlement ar­
rived at 'between the disputing parties 
themselves would bring the selective 
strike to an end. 

There is much to be said for this ap­
proach to settlement of rail industry 
labor disputes, particularly if current 
labor-management procedures and prec­
edents in other industries are used as the 
norm. It has been the advent of national 
bargaining and a presumption that all 
carriers had to be struck, together with 
a public antipathy to such nationwide 
strikes, that has led to the unique situ­
ation in which the rail industry finds it­
self. Any possible remedies, such as the 
judicial ruling for selective strikes which 
will preserve the benefits of national bar­
gaining without inducing the national 
strikes--congressional settlement syn­
drome should by all means be given seri­
ous consideration. 

The public interest, however, may still 
not be met under the present, new selec­
tive strike situation. That is, the result­
ing economic impact on business and 
commerce, as well as the general disrup­
tion of public affairs, may still be such 
that public opinion will not permit the 
administration and the Congress to 
stand idly by. In addition, under present 
law and judicial rulings, any selective 
strike is very apt to escalate to a full, 
nationwide strike. This could occur 
either as a result of careful move and 
countermove by the carriers and union 
managements, or uncontrollably through 
individual carrier lockouts or wildoait 
strikes as the situation deteriorates 
across the country. 

Now it must be admitted that the con­
cept of public interest is one which has 
never been, and may never be, satisfac­
torily defined. For example, a major auto 
manufacturing strike such as we recently 
experienced, or a shutdown of the steel 
industry, may well be fundamentally 
more disruptive of the country's well-be­
ing than would stopping the Nation's 
trains. Whether any one of these is to be 
considered a national emergency, how­
ever, depends on many factors, including 
the decisions of the Chief Executive, as 
well as the mood of the public. 

Consequently, we can never hope to see 

laws written which will specify exactly 
to what degree a union can strike, or pre­
cisely when management is justified in a 
lockout. It may be that some day we will, 
in fact, proceed beyond the today's ac­
ceptance of the strike and lockout as 
tools of legitimized economic warfare in 
the settlement of questions of working 
conditions. But until that new day 
dawns, we need somehow to find a bal­
ance between three contending rights: 
that of the individual to work only under 
conditions acceptable to him, that of 
management to operate it..s business in 
an efiicient and profitable manner, and 
that of the public t;o be protected from 
undue disruption of its affairs due ro 
conflicts between the first two rights. 

I believe that there are solutions to the 
problem. Certainly, the present !aw cov­
ering the railroad industry has not 
worked, as evidenced by the number of 
times the Congress has been required to 
intervene. And the recent interpretation 
of the right t.o strike selectively cannot 
be the final answer, since escalation to 
a national shutdown is highly probable. 
What is needed is twofold. First, a revi­
sion of law which will restore the incen­
tive to the parties to undertake serious 
oollective bargaining and t.o reach set­
tlements without, each time, resorting to 
Congress. Second, a revision of the law 
which will enable the President, when 
negotiations have failed, to take admin­
istrative actions until a resolution of the 
conflict is achieved. 

With regard to this latter point, a key 
requirement is flexibility. Certainly, no 
one administrative procedure will be ap­
propriate for all of the different situa­
tions and the wide variety of substantive 
issues which will arise in the future. The 
President must, therefore, be provided 
with a variety of tools with which to 
work. And, if these tools are in fact suf­
ficient, he must be given the power­
indeed, he must be required-to use them 
judiciously but inexorably until the dis­
pute at hand is settled. 

But this very flexibility, which i::; so 
necessary When finally needed, is also the 
key element to avoiding the need for its 
use in the first place. For almost every 
knowledgeable observer agrees that it 
has been the certainty of governmental 
action which has, in the past, contributed 
most to the failure of collective bargain­
ing. A situation is needed in which nei­
ther party can foresee that the Govern­
ment will intervene to their potential ad­
vantage. Then, and only then, can the 
usual procedures of collective bargaining 
move forward fruitfully. 

What administrative options should be 
given to the President to achieve this 
doubly effective flexibility? Probably 
there are many which might be effective 
one time or another. Some would recom­
mend that one option be to allow un­
limited strikes, arguing that no perma­
nent harm would result. Others would 
argue for governmental seizure and op­
eration of the railroads, arguing that 
nothing less would prevent irreparable 
harm to the Nation. 

I would reject these particular posi­
tions as being extreme, and because I feel 
that other, less drastic, measures will 
sufiice t.o resolve the conflicting demands 
of labor, of management, and of the pub­
lic. First, I would suggest that selective 

strikes be permitted by the President 
unless he finds, in a particular instance, 
that this would cause immediate imperil­
ment of the national health and safety. 
However, this option must be circum­
scribed with appropriate safeguards to 
insure that the resulting shutdown of 
transportation does not result in, nor 
escalate to, a situation which the public 
refuses to countenance. 

Second, I would, of course, permit the 
President to call for additional time at 
the bargaining table. Many instances will 
arise where the vagaries of calendars and 
of argument will require only more time 
to resolve. 

Third, I would adopt the novel sugges­
tion put forward by the administration 
under the title of Final Off er Selection. 
This process, not yet tried anyWhere to 
my knowledge, holds the promise of elim­
inating the divisiveness of compulsory 
arbitration while providing an extremely 
strong impetus to collective bargaining, 
and an assurance to the publc that a 
peaceful resolution of the dispute will 
be achieved. What this proposal pro­
vides is that, after the parties have bar­
gained t.o their best ability, each puts 
forward a final offer which constitutes a 
complete and binding agreement. Then 
one and only one of these offers will be 
selected, complete and intact, by a board 
composed of public members. The essence 
of this procedure is that each party is in­
duced, first, to resolve as many issues as 
possible during bargaining and, second, 
to make the most reasonable possible 
final bid on all outstanding issues. For 
the selection board, which is charged 
with the public interest, will select that 
final offer which they find to be most 
reasonable in view of the facts of the 
situation. 

In addition, I imagine that there are 
other options which might be given to the 
President to increase the :flexibility of his 
response. However, the important point 
is that the administration must be given 
the power to deal with labor disputes 
which threaten the Nation, to deal with 
them fairly, and firmly, so that Congress 
does not have to be involved in each in­
dividual dispute, and so that the public 
interest will be protected. 

The three major points that I have just 
mentioned are embodied in legislation 
which I first introduced on May 13, 1971, 
as H .R. 8385. I am, of course, extremely 
pleased that 54 other Members of this 
House, from both sides of the aisle, have 
since joined in cosponsorship of this 
legislation. These additional bills include 
H.R. 9088 and H.R. 9089, introduced on 
June 14; H.R. 9571, introduced on July 
1; and three additional cosponsors on 
the bill dropped into the hopper today. 

I believe this legislative proposal has 
gained broader support from this body 
than any other. Naturally, I am delighted 
that our House Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce will begin hear­
ings on this important subject on July 
27. The interests of all the people will be 
best served by productive, successful 
hearings leading to sound legislation. 

Mr. McKEVITr. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to be among the cosponsors of 
this emergency strike legislation. So far, 
a total of 55 Members representing 23 
States have joined in cosponsoring this 
legislation which is aimed at preventing 
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crippling nationwide transporta.tion 
strikes. 

This legislation has wide bipartisan 
support. It is simply designed to offer 
solutions to labor-management disputes 
within .the transportation industry with­
out the need for congressional interven­
tion. 

Briefly, the legislation allows for a 30-
day cooling off period, selective strikes 
in any of the three rail regions of the 
Nation, and final off er selection, all at 
the option of the President. 

The appealing part of this legislation 
is that it is a compromise, one that in­
cludes the best and more realistic pro­
visions of the various measures that have 
been referred to the involved House 
committee. 

I believe this is good legislation. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days during which 
to extend their remarks on the subject of 
my special order today with reference to 
the need for emergency strike legislation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle­
man from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

REPEAL OF AUTOMOBILE EXCISE 
TAX 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or­
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CHAMBERLAIN) is recog­
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, to­
day the entire Michigan congressional 
delegation, both Democrats and Repub­
licans, has jointly introduced legisla­
tion to repeal the 7-percent Federal ex­
cise tax on passenger automobiles. A 
companion bill is also being introduced 
today in the other body by Senators 
ROBERT P. GRIFFIN and PHILIP A. HART. 

This united action reflects the belief 
that to end this tax now would serve 
to stimulate the economy, spur employ­
ment, help check inflationary pressures 
by keeping prices down, and aid in mak­
ing American cars competitive with for­
eign imports. 

It has been said that when the auto­
mobile industry sneezes, the economy 
catches ·cold, and this is generally true. 
The automobile is truly the bellwether 
for the economy. This is apparent when 
you consider that one out of every six 
businesses is automotive related. 

Last December, it will be recalled, in 
one of its final actions, the 91st Con­
gress passed the Excise Estate and Gift 
Tax Adjustment Act of 1970, Public Law 
91-614, which among other things pro­
vided for a gradual phase out of this tax 
beginning on January 1, 1973, with total 
repeal coming on January 1, 1982. While 
encouraged by this action, I nevertheless 
opposed this plan for such a drawn out 
means of ending what Congress has re­
peatedly branded as an unfair tax. 

Last year, in the report accompanying 
H.R. 19868, my colleague, the distin­
guished gentlewoman of Michigan <Mrs. 
GRIFFITHS)' and I joined in submitting 
separate views urging that scheduled 
reductions in the auto excise tax should 

not be postponed. At that time we 
argued: 

Reduction and repeal of the auto tax would 
provide needed stimulus to the auto manu­
facturing industry and to the entire econ­
omy which is now operating at depressed 
levels . . . Allowing the reductions in the 
auto tax to take effect as scheduled would 
prove of inestimable value in sustaining the 
economy in producing dynamic growth, more 
jobs, and higher corporate profits. This in 
turn would add to government tax revenues 
over the long run. 

The weight of evidence therefore is strongly 
against the postponement of the scheduled. 
reductions in the auto tax. These reductions 
should be permitted to take place on sched­
ule. The modest immediate loss of revenue 
involved would be far outbalanced by the 
equity advantages to consumers, the eco­
nomic gains of getting the economy to move 
ahead and the overt sign that the congress 
intends to honor its tax pledges. 

Today, these views remain equally 
valid, and, in fact, the economic situa­
tion prompts us to urge that the entire 
7 percent tax be removed effective today, 
July 15, 1971. 

The only justification offered in recent 
years for the continuance of this tax has 
been the urgent need for Federal reve­
nues. No one questions the need for tax 
revenues, but it is also true that there will 
never be a time when the Government is 
not going to need more money. Although 
this tax is expected to bring in approxi­
mately $1.9 billion during fiscal 1972, it 
is certain the added economic stimulus 
that would flow from the repeal of this 
tax would generate additional tax reve­
nues so that the net loss would be con­
siderably less than that. 

Another factor to be considered is that 
the repeal of this tax would help hold 
down auto price increases that are cer­
tain to come and would therefore be 
counterinflationary. New Federal regu­
lations and equipment mandated to pro­
mote safety and control pollution are 
adding to new car costs. The repeal of 
this tax would cushion the inflationary 
impact of these new requirements. In 
terms of the consumer, this is no aca­
demic question since excise taxes are 
known to be especially burdensome to 
low-and middle-income groups. 

Mr. Speaker, as ways are sought to 
help the economy, I submit that the long 
promised, long postponed repeal of the 
auto excise tax should be among the very 
first items of consideration, both out of 
fairness and because of the important 
impact that such action would have on 
the well-being of the entire Nation. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this occasion to bring to the attention of 
the House another matter deserving of 
the most thoughtful consideration of the 
Congress and the Nation. That is, in my 
opinion, it is time we reconsider a single, 
6-year term for the President of the 
United States. 

Mr. Speaker, recently I have become 
persuaded that we would be well ad­
vised to amend the Constitution to limit 
our Presidents to a single, nonrenewable 
6-year term in omce. You will recall that 
in 1947 Congress passed the 22d amend­
ment, ratified in 1951, to limit our Presi­
dents to being twice elected to that office. 
I believe passage of that amendment was 
wise, both for the sake of representative 
democracy and for the well-being of the 
man who must shoulder the burdens of 

that office. Yet, our experience of the past 
20 years suggests to me, and others as 
well, that we need to go further. 

One of the popular ways of viewing the 
President is to think of him as a leader 
who wears many hats: That of leader of 
all the people, that of administrative head 
of the Government, that of legislative 
leader, that of chief foreign policymaker, 
that of Commander in Chief, and that 
of party leader. In considering these 
multifarious areas of responsibility, 
which directly affect world peace and the 
domestic well-being of every American 
citizen, the legitimate question has been 
raised as to whether a President can de­
vote the fullest measure of his time and 
talent to the pressing duties of state if 
he must be preoccupied with the con­
cerns of reelection. The problem has been 
well stated by former Presidential Assist­
ant Jack Valenti, who has written: 

The ma.n who holds that office has to deal 
with problems so monstrous, so disruptive, 
so reststant to permanent solution that the 
re-election process is no longer suitable. The 
President cannot be allowed. to be diverted. 
from his hard duties and even harder deci­
sions by the so-called normalcies of politics 
and 'l'e-election. 

While the demands on the modem 
Presidency make the need for a change 
in election procedure that much more 
pressing, interest in a 6-year term for 
the Chief Executive actually dates back 
to the early days of our Republic. Con­
siderable discussion of a 6-year term took 
place at the Constitutional Convention 
in 1787, and well over 100 amendments 
have been offered to achieve that purpose 
since the Constitution became operative. 
During his Presidency, Thomas Jefferson 
declared himself in favor of a single 8-
year term, while Presidents Jackson, 
Polk, William Henry .Harrison, Andrew 
Johnson, Cleveland, and Taft, at one 
time or another, advocated the 6-year, 
nonrenewable term. 

In 1912, the House Coinmittee on the 
Judiciary reported a resolution to amend 
the Constitution to provide for a single, 
6-year term. In its report to the House, 
the coinmittee stated: 

The President should be ineligible to a 
second term, because being ineligible there 
will be no temptation improperly to use the 
powers and patronage of that exalted. office. 

And further: 
It will make the President the Chief Execu­

tive O'f the whole people and not the leader 
of a mere faction or the chief of a political 
party. 

Considering 4 years an inadequate pe­
riod of time in which a President may 
act to realize the goals of the platform 
on which he was elected, the coinmittee 
felt that "6 years coupled with the free­
dom from anxiety for reelection, would 
give sufficient opportunity to the Presi­
dent to properly organize his administra­
tion and to bring about real accomplish­
ments within the bounds of his duties 
and powers under the Constitution." In 
conclusion the committee wrote: 

This amendment, if submitted. and ratified, 
will increase the efficiency of the adminis­
tration of the President; wlll remove the 
temptation to build up a political machine 
by the abuse of patronage e.nd power; and 
will save the President from the humillating 
necessity of going to the stump to repel 
assaults made upon him. 
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It is equally interesting to note that 

in 1913, the Senate actually approved a 
proposed constitutional amendment for 
a 6-year term, but since President W~­
row Wilson objected, the measure died 
in the House Judiciary Committee. 

With the passage of time, the powers 
and responsibilities of the Presidency 
have, of course, increased dramatically. 
If there were reason and justification for 
considering such a course of action al­
most 60 years ago, how much more justi­
fied are we in proposing a 6-year term 
today when the burdens of that high 
omce have multiplied to previously un­
imagmed complexity? As Washi~gton 
Columnist Marquis Childs has written: 

The difficulties facing a. President today 
are so enormous, so complex, so riddled with 
partisanship that no Chief Executive can 
emerge a.t the end of four yea.rs with the 
prospect of a majority of the electorate. 

I think that judgment to be a sound 
one. The reality of it suggests tha~ the 
President would be better able to direet 
his energies both toward the administra­
tion of the Government and the imple­
mentation of his programs were he ac­
corded a longer term and relieved of the 
partisan political concerns involving re­
election to omce. The pressures on a 
President are tremendous. I do not sug­
gest that the omce of the Presidency be 
made immune to the legitimate problems 
of state, but I do think that remowl of 
the concern over reelection would per­
mit a President to act more efiiciently in 
terms of what is best for the country. 

I fully realize that the proposal for a 
6-year term for the President is not with­
out risk or reasons for doubt, and cer­
tainly there are pertinent questions ~o ~e 
considered with respect to any new limi­
tations placed upon that omce. But we 
have already accepted a time -limitation 
with the passage of the 22d amendment, 
and arguments against creating a "lame 
duck" Presidency lose much of their va­
lidity when we realize that a President 
is already a "lame duck" for his entire 
second term of 4 years. 

Mr. Spea~er, the 6-year term is no 
panacea, for there are none. However, 
after reflecting on the matter for some 
time I am satisfied that on balance it has 
much to recommend it. Consequently, I 
am introducing a proposed constitutional 
amendment providing for a single 6-year 
Presidential term, and urge that this pro­
posal be reconsidered by the Congress: 

JOINT RESOLUTION 
Proposing an amendment to the Constitution 

of the United States relating to the term 
Of office of President and Vice President of 
'the United States 
Resolved by the Senate and House of R~p­

resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each 
Hoose concurring therein), That the follow­
ing article is proposed as an amendment to 
the Constitution Of the United States, which 
shall be valid to all intents and purposes as 
part of the Constitution when ratified by the 
legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
States: 

SECTION 1. The term of office of the Presi­
dent and the Vice President of the United 
States shall be six years. No person shall be 
eligible for eleotion for more than one term 
as President or Vice President. A person who 
has been elected as Vice President for a.ny 
term shall be eligible for election as Presi­
dent !or a. later term. A person who has been 

elected as Vioe President for any term, and 
who during that term has suoceeded to the 
office or President, shall be eligible for elec­
tion as President for ia. later term. 

SEC. 2. This article shall take efi'ect on the 
1st day of February following its ratification, 
except tba.t this article shall not a.tfect the 
duration of the term of office of President 
and Vioe President in which such day occurs. 

SEC. 3. This article shall be inoperative un­
less it shall have been ratified as a.n amend­
ment to the Constitution by the legislatures 
of three-fourths of the States within seven 
years from the date of its submission to the 
States by the Congress. 

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
<Mr. MILLER) is recognized for 5 min­
utes. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to­
day we should take note of America's 
great accomplishments and in so doing 
renew our faith and confidence in our­
selves as individuals and as a nation. The 
first Rotary Club was founded in Febru­
ary 1905 by Paul Harris, a Chicago lawyer 
with just three members and developed 
into Rotary International in 1922. Today 
Rotary Clubs are found throughout the 
United States and the world promoting 
understanding between the business 
world. 

JOINT COMMIT'TEE ON THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. KEMP) is recognized for 5 min­
utes. 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, I am a co­
sponsor of House Resolution 59 to create 
a standing committee ·to be known as the 
Committee on the Environment. How­
ever I will support House Joint Resolu­
tion13-Joint Committee on the Environ­
ment-:-for I feel that Congress has a vital 
role ·to play in this area, and the prob­
lems are of sufiicient weight to require, 
initially, joint consideration by both 
bodies of Congress. 

Eventually, a standing committee of 
the House--matched, I would hope, by an 
equivalent standing committee in the 
other body of Congress--will be sorely 
needed to forge some of •the legislation 
providing delivery systems which will be 
needed in the decaides ahead. 

I am not thinking in terms of a few 
years or even a decade of environmental 
therapy, Mr. Speaker, it may well take 
many years of research and applied 
science to restore clean air, with a prop­
er balance of carbon dioxide and oxy­
gen. Or to rescue bodies of water such as 
Lake Erie, San Francisco Bay, and the 
Potomac River from their current status 
and return them to a state when they 
will be clean enough to swim in. Or to 
learn how to dispose of our solid wastes 
and our chemical and radiological poi­
sons without having them turn up to 
bedevil our children and grandchildren 
like Biblical plagues. Or to learn how to 
control insect and plant pests without 
killing our wildlife and upsetting our 
ecological balances. 

Because of the magnitude of these 
problems, eventually I believe that a 
single, action-oriented standing commit-

tee will be needed if Congress is to take 
a leadership role in salvaging our natural 
environment. As a matter of fact, the 
initial step for a joint committee failed 
last year when conferences for the two 
bodies could not even resolve their dif­
ferences on a resolution to establish a 
joint committee. 

Mr. Speaker, if this situation should 
develop again, the House should be pre­
pared to organize itself for the task. 

There are historians who believe that 
the 20th century will be recalled pri­
marily as the dawn of the nuclear age. 
Others believe it will be noteworthy as 
that point in time when man was first 
able to break the fetters of gravity and 
travel to the stars. Still others are of the 
opinion that future generations will re­
gard genetic and medical discoveries as 
the greatest contribution of our genera­
tion to the mainstream of civilization. 

However, Mr. Speaker, I believe we 
have the opportunity to initiate, in this 
Congress, a distinction which would be 
more important to the future of man­
kind than any of these noble tasks. 

We can become that generation in 
which the men, for the first time, are wise 
enough to leave the earth, its waters, and 
its atmosphere in better condition than 
we found it. 

THE PENTAGON'S RESPONSE TO 
THE GAO STUDY ON FUNDS FOR 
VIETNAMIZATION 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous or­

der of the House, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin <Mr. AsPIN) is recognized for 
20 minutes. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday the 
Pentagon responded to a still secret GAO 
study, reported originally in the New 
York Times, which stated that the GAO 
had been unable to account for $1.7 bil­
lion, meant for the Vietnamization pro­
gram over the last 3 fiscal years. The 
Pentagon's response all but admitted 
that Congress does not have sufiicient 
data to rationally determine the progress 
of the Vietnamization program on which 
the withdrawal rate of U.S. forces partly 
depends. 

By the Defense Department's own ad­
missions it does not know the total 
amount spent for pacification by the re­
sponsible agency--Civil Operations and 
Rural Developments Support-cORDS-­
during the 3-year period, or the amount 
spent on specific programs, or who got 
the money or even what we got for our 
money. 

The reason for this is because the 
auditing for these programs was not 
done within CORDS, but was done by 
each service independently and was thus 
lost within their overall accounting sys­
tems. What is so tragic about this in­
credible auditing procedure is that the 
money spent under CORDS is an inte­
gral part of our whole Vietnamization 
policy. Our rate of withdrawal from Viet­
nam is based in part on the success of 
our Vietnamization program. Yet, be­
cause of the Pentagon's auditing proce­
dures we are simply unable to adequately 
evaluate the effectiveness of over $2 bil­
lion spent for these Vietnamization pro­
grams. 

Because of these auditing procedures 
the Defense Department could not an-



25258 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE July 15, 1971 
swer such basic questions as how much 
money was spent for training programs 
for Vietnamese National Police, or how 
much it cost to provide security to a vil­
lage and the surrounding countryside. 

Knowing how much money was spent, 
by whom, and for what purposes is the 
most fundamental prerequisite for effec­
tive management in any operation. The 
question now becomes what we can and 
should do to correct this obviously un­
desirable and unnecessary situation. 

Much of the problem stems from the 
fact that most of the security assistance 
to Vietnam is military assistance, serv­
ice funded-MASF. In fiscal year 1972, 
about $2 billion of a total $2.5 billion 
program is funded in the military service 
budgets. The principal reason for trans­
ferring military assistance to Vietnam­
and Laos and Thailand-from the mili­
tary assistance appropriations to the 
military functions appropriations was to 
provide the flexibility needed to respond 
to combat conditions in Southeast Asia. 
It afforded the advantages of common 
budgeting where large numbers of U.S. 
forces were engaged and the savings re­
sulting from a common logistics system. 

As part of the service budgets, the 
separate identity of funds for Vietnamese 
and other free world forces was lost. In 
response to a question raised in the hear­
ings on the 1972 authorization bill, the 
Defense Department responded that "no 
separate formal accounting system exists 
for free world forces support funds in the 
military functions appropriations, nor is 
it feasible to establish such a system 
under conditions that have existed and 
exist today." 

Without separate accounting for Viet­
namization, it is difficult if not impossible 
to evaluate the results of previous ex­
penditures and determine future fund­
ing requirements. Moreover, there is no 
internal management discipline to as­
sure that these funds are responsive to 
program objectives and that there is no 
waste and graft. 

It is time for Congress to assert its 
control of the funding for Vietnamiza­
tion, which has a direct impact on U.S. 
security objectives in Southeast Asia and, 
perhaps most important, on the timing 
of troop withdrawals. The administra­
tion's Vietnamization program should no 
longer be allowed to avoid the scrutiny 
of Congress. This can be accomplished 
in two ways: 

First, the Armed Services Committees 
should hold special hearings on the 
progress of the Vietnamization program, 
to include a critical examination of past 
expenditures and results, and plans for 
further improvements of Vietnam's 
armed forces. These hearings should not 
be limited to the portion of the program 
funded to date by the Department of 
Defense but should include the total 
program regardless of how it is funded. 

Second, GAO should conduct an audit 
of the entire program to date and make 
specific recommendations for improving 
the management of the Vietnamization 
program. 

These steps will permit the Congress 
to obtain the visibility, accountability 
and control needed to assure that the 
billions spent on Vietnamization are not 
wasted and are best designed to enable 

the Vietnamese to assume the full bur­
den of their own security. 

REVENUE SHARING AND 
GOVERNMENTAL REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House the gentle­
man from Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
American people are disturbed about the 
present state of their Nation. They are 
worried about things that Americans for 
many generations assumed were present: 
national unity and oolitical stability. 
They are no longer confident of the Na­
tion's steady progress, and many feel 
that the United States has slid back­
ward in recent years. 

They are losing confidence in the abil­
ity of their government to govern and 
their leaders to lead. They wonder if their 
Nation can marshal the will and the 
way to meet the challenge before it. 

They doubt whether their govern­
ment--in Columbus, Ind., or in Washing­
ton, D.C.-is responsive, whether they 
can make a difference in the decision­
making process, whether government can 
meet its problems before they occur or 
merely react to crises after they occur. 

America's federal system is on trial 
as never before. The challenge is to make 
government work better to make it more 
responsive, more efficient, less costly, less 
confusing. 

The challenge to the federal system 
is to search for solutions to its problems 
through cooperation among levels of gov­
ernment, while avoiding poor adminis­
tration, waste, confusion, ineffectiveness, 
and lessening of individual freedom. 

The plain fact is that the problems are 
too complex to be solved by any one level 
of government. This is why the central 
domestic concern of the Congress this 
year has been to flnd ways and means 
to reinvigorate the federal system. Every­
one knows that this system is not work­
ing as well as it should. 

A distinguishing feature of the federal 
system has been a remarkable capacity 
to adapt to changing circumstances. The 
rate of change today is so swift that we 
face a totally different magnitude of 
problems. The old policies and practices, 
that suited the modest requirements of 
earlier decades, are grossly unsuited to 
cope with the urgent challenges before 
us. The dogmas of the quiet past are 
clearly inadequate for the stormy future. 

I believe it is no exaggeration to say 
that the fate of the American federal 
system hangs on our ability to change 
the system so that it can deal with our 
problems. Without such changes, the 
federal system's ability to meet its prob­
lems will remain in doubt. 

THE FEDERAL IMBALANCE 

A fundamental cause of governmental 
crisis is an imbalance in the federal sys­
tem. The Federal Government has most 
of the resources and the cities and States 
have most of the problems. This imbal­
ance n:ust be righted if our political sys­
tem is to prosper. 

The imbalance is both economic and 
political. 

A. ECONOMIC 

The flscal base of the Federal Govern­
ment, which places primary reliance on 

individual and corporate income taxes, is 
strong and will continue to grow as the 
economy expands. The :fiscal base of 
State and local governments, however, 
depends principally upon property and 
sales taxes to finance their programs; 
this base does not have the same strength 
or capacity for growth. 

Statistics on this fiscal imbalance 
abound and are alarming: 

First. State and local expenditures are 
rising at a rate faster than the rate of 
growth of our national economy. For 
example, from 1955 to 1969, State-local 
expenditures rose from $39 billion to $134 
billion, a 244-percent increase, while our 
gross national product, or the total of 
U.S. goods and services produced, was 
rising about 200 percent. 

Second. In the two decades from 1950 
to 1970 state-local outlays as a percent­
age of GNP almost doubled, while Feder­
al outlays as a percentage of GNP rose 
less than 40 percent. 

Third. During the period 1959 to 1969, 
total State and local government debt 
more than doubled, increasing from $64 
billion to $133 billion, while the public or 
national debt increased less than 30 per­
cent. 

While State and local governments' 
expenditures have been leaping upward, 
tax revenues needed to make ends meet 
have been hard to obtain. Each year, 
four-fifths of the States enact a tax in­
crease of some sort. There have been 450 
such increases since 1959. In 1971, Gover­
nors brought the biggest volume of tax 
increase proposals in history-over $6 
billion before their State legislatures. 

Even so, 17 States still lack one or more 
of the leading revenue raisers: A general 
sales tax, an individual income tax, or a 
corporate . income tax. Moreover, the 
Congressional Joint Committee on Inter­
nal Revenue Taxation has estimated that 
if ·all States raised revenue in relation to 
their personal income at the same rate as 
the 10 States which are making the 
greatest revenue effort, they would raise 
an additional $18.6 billion in revenues. 

The tax revenue situation of the Feder­
al Government is just the opposite of 
what State and local governments have 
experienced. Since the Korean war, the 
Federal Government has cut its income 
tax five times; the latest cut was in the 
form of .a $4 billion business tax reduc­
tion through liberalized depreciation 
rules enacted by the President earlier this 
year. These flve cuts have resulted in an 
estimated $35 billion in tax revenues 
foregone. 

As Walter Heller, former chairman of 
the President's Council of Economic Ad­
visers, has so aptly put it: 

Five income ta.x cuts in 17 yee.rs versus 
thousands of property, sales, excise and in­
come tax increases at Ste.te and loca.l levels 
in those same yea.rs. Does one need and fur­
ther evidence of the ftsca.l mismatch in our 
FederaUsm today? 

B. POLITICAL 

The political imbalance in our federal 
system stems from the fact that power 
has gradually become centralized in 
Washington, D.C., to the detriment of 
effective State and local governments. A13 
President Nixon has stated in his last 
state of the Union address: 

The fact is that we have made the Federal 
Government so strong it grows muscle-bound 
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and the States and localities so wea.k they 
appxoach impotence. 

We need to return to the system pur­
posefully designed by our Founding 
Fathers, one that did not concentrate all 
power and responsibility at one level. At 
present, Federal aids to State and local 
governments weave a web of complexity 
and regulations that places those govern­
ments in a straitjacket. In the past dec­
ade, the number of Federal grant au­
thorizations to States and localities has 
tripled, while the amount involved has 
more than quadrupled-from $7.1 billion 
in fiscal year 1961 to $30 billion in fiscal 
year 1971. These grants have provided 
many benefits for the States, but at the 
cost of profoundly reducing the ability 
of those States to solve their problems 
independent from Federal intervention. 
Governors and mayors have inadequate 
administrative authority with which to 
handle their own needs. 

They have sought for solutions from 
within the present system of centralized 
government. But because of the political 
framework in which they work, they are 
forced to follow the complex tangle of 
Federal guidelines and regUlations, 
rather than themselves making the im· 
portant decisions which affect the fu­
tures of their States and cities. 

WHAT TO DO ABOUT THE IMBALANCE 

The primary domestic concern of this 
Congress should be to enact a remedy for 
the pervasive imbalance that now threat­
ens our Federal system. The United 
States cannot be run soley from Wash­
ington, D.C. More emphasis must be 
placed on local initiative and local solu­
tions to local problems; the increasing 
centralization of governmental power, 
and the unequal distribution of resources 
among Federal, State, and local govern­
ments must be prevented. The burdens 
of governing are simply too large and too 
complex for any single level of govern­
ment to handle effectively alone. 

Various remedies for righting the im­
balance of power and resources have 
been proposed. They are not mutually 
exclusive, however, and the task at hand 
is to find the right "mix" that will best 
invigorate and improve State and local 
governments. 

Several remedies have been discussed: 
EXPAND CATEGORICAL GRANTS 

The primary vehicle for Federal aids 
to State and local governments is cate­
gorical grants in aid. They are the in­
strument which enables the Federal 
Government to carry out essential na­
tional goals through distribution of 
funds--$30 billion in fiscal 1971-to local 
administrators working under the direc­
tion of the parent agency in Wash­
ington. 

These grants are proliferating at a 
rapid rate. Acoording to the President's 
Advisory Council on Executive Reorga­
nization, there are now more than 1,000 
cataloged activities administered by 57 
Federal departments and agencies. There 
are so many of these programs that they 
have to be listed in large catalogs, and 
there are so many caitalogs that a special 
catalog of catalogs had to be published. 

Though they assist in the meeting of 
national economic and social goals, grant 

programs have several limitations, re­
cently brought out in congressional testi­
mony by Walter Heller and Secretary of 
the Treasury John Connally: 

First. They support narrow func­
tions-education, health, highways-­
rather than general State and local en­
terprise. Yet, a general strengthening of 
that enterprise is important to the 
health of our federal system. 

Second. Rigorous Federal standards 
associated with grants have improved 
the quality of State and local govern­
ment, but nm its vitality and decision­
making capaeity. 

Third. Partly because Federal aids are 
selective in their impact, they have led 
to distinct disparities in the quality Q1f 
different services, evidenced by our ex­
cellent highways system and our poor 
garbage collection facilities. 

Fourth. They require a cumbersome 
Federal approval process, which rewards 
recipients who learn to manipulate the 
Federal bureaucracy rather than those 
who most need the money. 

Fifth. Under categorical grants, State 
and local priorities can easily be dis­
torted, especially by tihe provision which 
requires the use of local money to match 
Federal grants. 

Sixth. They make it difficult for the 
electorate to hold specific local officials 
accountable for the success or failure ()If 
a given project. 

Seventh. Finally, the Advisory Com­
sion on Intergovernmental Relations has 
concluded in a study of grant expendi­
tures thait they have had an inSi.gnificant 
impact on equalizing the striking differ­
ences in both needs and revenue-gather­
ing oapacities between various units of 
government. 

Merely to expand the categorical point 
system, as some advocate, would exacer­
bate an approach which is not working 
as well as it should, needs reform and 
restructuring, and imposes too much 
Federal control. 

Rather than a bundle of good inten­
tions wrapped up in a ball of bureau­
cratic redtape, what is needed is an im­
proved delivery system which insures 
that grant administration achieves the 
following: Promotion of better adminis­
tration and more effective planning, im­
proved program coordination, elimina­
tion of overlapping and duplication of 
programs, and the promotion of economy 
and efficiency to the fullest extent con­
sistent with the achievement of program 
goals. 

Any effort to right the present imbal­
ance in the federal systems should rec­
ognize the important role of Federal 
categorical grants. The danger is to rely 
exclusively on them. We have reached the 
point where many think that the solution 
to every problem is a categorical grant 
program. What we need is a better "mix" 
of Federal assistance programs. 

FEDERALIZATION OF WELFARE 

Assisting States and localities by ab­
sorbing their welfare cost burden is an­
other proposal mentioned by those trying 
to right the imbalance in our federal 
system. 

The concept of federalizing welfare is 
not very clearly defined. In its simplest 
form, federalization would mean that the 

Federal Government would take over 
State and local welfare programs and 
absorb their total costs, thus saving State 
and local governments $4.7 billion in as­
sistance payments plus another $0.4 bil­
lion which is their share of the cost of 
administering present programs. 

As a practical matter, however, it ap­
pears unlikely that such a simple Fed­
eral takeover of present welfare programs 
could occur. Though welfare guidelines 
are spelled out in Federal legislation, ben­
efit levels and eligibility requirements are 
still largely a matJter of State determina­
tion. So Federal takeover would require 
the operation of a collection of diverse 
programs which have been designed by 
individual States. In addition, it might 
be difficult to justify fUll Federal funding 
of programs providing widely divergent 
assistance levels not necessarily consist­
ent with actual variations in living costs 
from State to State. 

Federalization of welfare, however, can 
also mean some type of restructuring of 
present welfare programs which would 
increase the Federal involvement and re­
sult in some savings to State and local 
governments. Such is the case in the wel­
fare reform measure, H.R. 1, that re­
cently passed the House. It contains a 
"hold harmless" provision whereby a 
State's welfare expenditures after 1971, 
shoUld it desire to supplement Federal 
benefits in order to maintain present as­
sistance levels, would not exceed the 1971 
level because the Federal Government 
would pay for the supplement. In addi­
tion, all States could save the full amount 
of their current administrative costs 
since the Federal Government would, if 
the State wished, administrate State 
supplemental payments without charg­
ing the States any part of the adminis­
trative costs involved. Enactment of this 
welfare reform measure is estimated to 
resUlt in State and local savings on wel­
fare expenditures of $1.64 billion in fiscal 
1973, including $8.6 million in Indiana. 

This method of welfare federalization 
does have its shortcomings, however. 

First. Such a means of providing fiscal 
relief for State and local governments 
would be an ineffective, uneconomical 
way of achieving that end. It would seem 
necessary that a Federalized welfare pro­
gram introduce some measure of uni­
formity into the levels of assistance pro­
vided in different States. 

If a uniform level is established at a 
relatively low point, the amount of fiscal 
relief achieved is minimal since most 
States woUld be required to provide sub­
stantial supplementation in order to 
maintain recipients at current assistance 
levels. If a relatively high uniform Fed­
eral assistance level is established, most 
of current State costs will be assumed by 
the Federal Government, but the total 
Federal cost will far exceed the amount 
of fiscal relief since substantial expendi­
tures will be involved in making the 
higher assistance payments in States 
which now provide low or moderate levels 
of assistance. For example, under the 
House-passed measure, $3.4 billion in 
Federal money would be spent to achieve 
fiscal relief to State and local govern­
ments of only $1.2 billion. This is an ex­
pensive way to provide only a modest 
amount of fiscal relief. 
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Second. Welfare federalization does not 

necessarily result in providing fiscal re­
lief to those States which are most in 
need of it. Benefits to the States would 
be unevenly distributed and would not 
match population distribution, welfare 
caseload distribution, or distribution of 
Federal welfare payments under current 
law. As Secretary Connally pointed out 
in recent testimony before the Ways and 
Means Committee: 

a. "58 percent of the money would go to 
the 10 richest states, with 33 percent of the 
population, and only 6 percent of the money 
would go to the 10 poorest states, With 15 
percent of the population. 

b. New York and California alone would 
receive 40 percent of the assistance, yet they 
have only about 19 percent of all the people 
in the country.'• 

Third. The Nation's cities, which are 
often considered to be most in need of 
funds, would be helped very little under 
welfrure federalization. County and city 
governments absorb only about one­
tenth of State and local welfare costs, 
and only six of the Nation's 43 largest 
cities would receive any fiscal relief from 
this proposal. 

Regardless of these shortcomings, it is 
becoming increasingly apparent that 
Congress will move in the direction of 
partial federalization combined with wel­
fare reform. H.R. 1 is a step in this di­
rection, and one that I support. Federali­
zation of welfare costs coUld enable 
States and localities to direct their scarce 
financial resources toward other pressing 
needs and protect them against future 
increases in welfare costs which might 
off set the benefits to be derived from 
more direct forms of :fiscal relief. 

TAX CREDITS 

Another proposed aid to our cities and 
States would allow taxpayers to credit 
some portion of their State and local in­
come taxes against their Federal income 
tax. 

This proposal must be rejected, largely 
because of its perverse distributional ef­
fects, both between States and between 
States and localities. 

The majo.r purpose of the tax credit 
approach is to encourage the maximum 
use of personal and progressive income 
tax systems at the State and local levels. 
Eleven States currently do not have such 
a system, and others make minimal use 
of it. 

Contrary to the stated intention, how­
ever, the impact of such a tax credit 
would not be to augment State and local 
treasuries, but would merely provide tax 
relief to individuals from the payment 
of existing State and local income taxes. 

The distribution of this relief would be 
quite inequitable. There would be no re­
lief whatever to individuals living in 
States which do not, or in some cases 
constitutionally cannot, impose a pro­
gressive income tax. For those individ­
uals who would be able to take advan­
tage of such a credit, greater benefits 
would be realized by high-income indi­
viduals, frequently living in richer States, 
whereas lower income individuals would 
receive very Ii ttle relief. The administra­
tion has calculated that over 42 percent 
of the fiscal relief from such a plan would 
go to the 10 richest States and only about 
9 percent to the 10 poorest States. 

An additional disadvantage of the tax 
credit approach is that it would, with 
existing tax structures, channel 90 per­
cent of the aid to States, leaving 10 per­
cent for local governments. Even assum­
ing State legislatures do take actions 
imposing State income taxes or increas­
ing existing levies, it is not known 
whether State officials would pass on any 
porti'On of their increased revenues to 
needy urban and county governmental 
units. Moreover, it would be difiicult for 
localities to ever receive substantial as­
sistance from tax credits because of their 
infrequent use of an income tax and 
their dependence on sales and property 
taxes. 

FEDERAL TAX REDUCTION 

A reduction in Federal taxes would, 
like a tax credit, supposedly make more 
of the country's tax base available for 
State and local governments to tap. 

This proposal is subject to many of the 
same criticisms that apply to the tax 
credit scheme, especially because of its 
bias in favor of the wealthy States, where 
citizens would gain more from a per­
centage reduction in their Federal tax 
load than would poorer States. 

Furthermore, the tax cut would only 
compound the structural problem under­
lying much of the current :fiscal crisis of 
local and State government. For, in ef­
fect, it would cut back the flow of reve­
nue from the efficient, growth-sensitive 
Federal income tax system with no real 
assurances that State and local levies 
would be increased. If they were in­
creased, it would be apt to be in the di­
rection of increased dependence on in­
efficient sales and property taxes, a de­
pendency that should be reduced. Those 
jurisdictions unable to implement higher 
taxes would not, of course, receive any 
direct assistance from this approach. 

AID TO CITIES AND COUNTIES ONLY 

Two proposals directed toward relief 
of the cities' :financial plight have recent­
ly been put forward. 

Chairman WILBUR MILLS of the House 
Ways and Means Committee is prepar­
ing a 3- to 7-year, $3.5 billion plan 
of aid to cities and counties to assist 
them in meeting their regular expenses. 
Its major features, though not yet clear­
ly defined, are identified in a National 
Journal article of July 10: 

1. Aid would be funneled directly to eligi­
ble units of local ~vernments. States would 
not be assisted under the justification that 
they will be the primary beneficiaries of the 
welfare reform plan just passed by the 
House. 

2. Communities would have to show a. need 
for the additional Federal aid. "Need" could 
be determined by the number of low-income 
residents. 

3. All the new a.id would be funneled into 
specific purposes such a.s law enforcement 
and sanitation. Use of the funds for other 
purposes, such as capital construction and 
reduction of the municipal debt, would be 
prohibited. 

4. The plan would be funded annually a.t 
a level set by Congress. 

A related effort to aid municipalities 
only is the Urban Development Bank­
Urbank. Urbank would be a Government­
aided private institution which would 
lend to all municipalities at one rate 
for all borrowers, regardless of their size 
and credit rating. The loan would be 

tax exempt and the rate lower than the 
municipalities would have to pay in cur­
rent markets, where they receive second­
class treatment relative to corporate bor­
rowers. U.S. Treasury losses would be 
avoided through annual congressional 
appropriations and taxes on the Urbank 
bonds. 

The Urbank proposal suffers from the 
disadvantage that the total cost of the 
facilities desired and constructed would 
be greater than under a form of fiscal 
relief not involving loans, because of the 
interest cost on the loans. 

The Mills plan has the possible defect 
that, if the aid allocation is based only 
on the number of low-income residents, 
the central cities tax efforts will not be 
given the consideration they deserve. 
Since central cities have a tax effort that 
is three and a half times greater, on the 
average, than the more affluent commu­
nities, its inclusion in a "need" formula 
would seem to be a prerequisite for effi­
cient distribution of funds. 

Both the Mills and the Urbank pro­
posals share additional faults: 

First. The manner in which :fiscal re­
lief is offered is not unlike the present 
categorical grant programs, whose defi­
ciencies have been discussed earlier. 

Second. They are both stopgap meas­
ures that do not offer comprehensive, 
long-term plans for fiscal relief. Yet, a 
totally new structure of Federal assist­
ance is needed, one that rests on a coor­
dinated effort at all levels of government 
and on an agreement to divide revenues 
equitably on an automatic, rather than 
annually reviewed, basis. 

Third. State governments are frozen 
out of both proposals. If the Federal 
Government is to be reconstituted, how­
ever, the States have to be involved in 
some way. Otherwise, the Federal Gov­
ernment is going to be dealing with thou­
sands of units of local government, a 
gargantuan and inefficient practice. 

Fourth. They discriminate against the 
nonurban poor, perhaps under the mis­
taken belief that most or even a good 
portion of the poor · reside in central 
cities. This is not the case. Of the 24 mil­
lion Americans below the poverty line in 
1969, only 33 percent lived in central 
cities and almost 50 percent in nonmet­
ropolitan towns and rural areas, where 
their contribution to the tax base used 
by State and local governments was 
minor. 

GENERAL REVENUE SHARING 

Finally, there is the proposal for right­
ing the imbalance in the Federal system 
by a program of general revenue sharing. 
It would operate in this manner: 

First. A modest portion of the Federal 
income tax base would be earmarked for 
general aid to State and local govern­
ments. The portion would be about 1 
percent of the tax base, or about $5 bil­
lion, and would increase in dollar amount 
as the economy grows, thus causing tax 
receipts to grow. 

Second. The revenues so shared would 
be distributed to each State, city, and 
county in as fair and equitable a man­
ner as is possible. The allocation would 
be made according to precise formulas 
based on revenue effort, contained in 
the Federal statute. Each State and 
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locality would receive revenue-sharing 
money in addition to any benefits it is 
now obtaining from the Government. 

Third. The States and localities re­
ceiving the money would make the de­
cisions as to which purposes the funds 
should be directed toward. 

Fourth. Financial reporting to the 
Treasury would be required merely to 
assure that the money is being spent for 
a lawful governmental purpose and in a 
nondiscriminatory manner. 

Revenue sharing, supported by 77 per­
cent of the public in a recent Gallop poll, 
is superior to any of the other remedies 
presented because it offers more than 
just fiscal relief. By shifting decision­
making authority to State and localities, 
it combines economic resources, in the 
form of the shared revenues, with polit­
ical authority, thus taking a significant 
step toward correcting the political im­
balance that currently plagues our fed­
eral system. It offers a return to fed­
eralism as it was envisaged by our 
Founding Fathers. 

Its additional advantages are these: 
First. It ties the future development 

of State and local revenues to economic 
growth, something tax credits and tax 
reductions do not do. It taps the greatest 
actual and potential source of govern­
mental revenue: The individual income 
tax. 

Second. It complements categorical 
aids by strengthening the whole level o1 
State and local government, rather than 
just specific services they provide. 
Through local decisionmaking, it en­
ables local officials to improve social 
services such as street lighting and fire 
protection that do not qualify for Fed­
eral aid. 

Third. It can be an effective instru­
ment for reducing fiscal disparities 
among the States, a problem not re­
solved by remedies such as Urbank and 
categorical grants. The disparities are 
great: Per capita incomes and revenues 
in the five richest States are about twice 
what they are in the five poorest States. 
Yet, as a percentage of income, tax rev­
enues averaged only 30 percent more in 
the five highest than in the five lowest 
States, leading to the conclusion that the 
:poor States are getting a far leaner diet 
of governmental services for their tax 
pains. 

Under a revenue-sharing formula of 
per capita distribution based on State 
population and revenue effort, these dis­
parities would be significantly reduced. 
Moreover, the ratio of Federal aid to 
fiscal relief for the States would be 1: 1 
or $5 billion to $5 billion, a far better ra­
tio than would be the case under federal­
ization of welfare, where $1 of Federal 
a.id does not mean $1 of :fiscal relief. 

Fourth. Revenue sharing res:ponds to 
tlhe plight of our central cities, while not 
excluding aid to our suburban and rural 
areas. According to economist Walter 
Heller, distribution of the local revenue 
share on the basis of a locality's revenue 
effort has been shown to result in a larger 
per oapi ta share to the core cities than 
to other local units. 

Fifth. Adoption of general revenue 
sharing would serve the interests of a 
progressive tax system. It would put the 

claims of State and local government on 
the growth of a progressive income tax 
ahead of the claims for further tax re­
ductions. Additionally, a revenue-sharing 
plan should provide, as most of those 
plans circulating now do, for an incentive 
for the States to make greater use of a 
progressive income tax system, thus re­
ducing their use of inequitable sales and 
property taxes. 

Revenue sharing has not been uni­
versally welcomed. Chairman Mills has 
referred to it as "the most dangerous 
prQPOSal that has ever been invented." 
Some of its alleged "dangers" are these: 

First. It separates the responsibility for 
taxing from the act of spending, thereby 
dismantling the present fiscal control 
system. 

This charge belies the fact that the de­
cision to share Federal revenue is itself a 
spending decision. Regardless of this 
issue, however, it should be realized that 
fiscal controls would be sharper at the 
local budgetary level, where elected of­
ficials would be accountable for use of 
the revenues, than they are now under 
the categorical grant system, with its 
1,000 spigots of Federal funds. The con­
trol factor would be merely shifted, not 
lost. 

Second. There are more pressing ex­
penditure requirements. Furthermore, 
there is no revenue to share. 

As the Advisory Commission on Inter­
governmental Relations pointed out last 
year, revenue sharing rates a top budg­
etary priority since it both deals with 
national problems and serves to strength­
en the State and local governments that 
must handle them. Moreover, the na­
tional interest in a renewed federalism 
exists independent from the state of the 
Federal budget, and is not contingent on 
the presence or absence of a fiscal divi­
dend. 

Third. Revenue sharing will expand 
the influence of the Federal Government 
over State and local governments. 

The present aid system already in­
volves extensive Federal influence, with 
its myriad regulations and restrictions. 
Besides, political realities will hold the 
revenue-sharing level far below that nec­
essary to free State and local officials 
from dependence on their own resources. 
One of my colleagues has estimated that 
shared Federal revenues, under any of 
the proposed plans, would not amount 
to more than 8 percent of local revenues. 

Fourth. State and local modernization 
should be required before Federal reve­
nues are gratuitously distributed. 

There is no denying that much re­
mains to be done in this area, and I shall 
touch upon this issue later in my state­
ment. 1t would be counterproductive to 
the cause of improved federalism, how­
ever, if every State was required to put 
its house in perfect order before it re­
ceived a penny of shared revenues. The 
primary goal of revenue sharing is the 
redressing of the fiscal and political im­
balance between the Federal Govern­
ment and the 50 State-local fiscal sys­
tems, and it should not be expected to 
cure all the ills of our federal system. 

Fifth. Revenue sharing is a haphazard 
allocation of assistance to everyone re­
gardless of need. 

The allocation of funds under all of 
the various revenue-sharing plans is to 
be according to a carefully established 
formula, reflecting dif!erences in need. 
The only automatic feature of many of 
the proposals, including those of the ad­
ministration and Senator MUSKIE, is the 
total sum involved, since it is geared to 
a certain percentage of tax income from 
Federal tax returns. This approach re­
moves revenue sharing from the uncer­
tainties of the annual congressional ap­
propriations process, an insulation that 
is critically needed if State and local of­
ficials are to be able to plan in advance 
for resource use. 

Additional safeguards and incentives 
should be combined with revenue sharing 
to assure its maximum impact and ef­
fectiveness. Added qualifications are 
present in the proposal of Senator 
MUSKIE and the bill jointly drafted by 
Congressman REUss and Senator HUM­
PHREY, and should be present in any 
revenue-sharing bill enacted. Some of 
them are these: 

Nondiscrimination safeguards. Use of 
the shared revenues to perpetuate dis­
criminatory practices should be pro­
hibited. In addition to using the sanc­
tions in Federal civil rights legislation, 
States should be required to set forth 
State and local spending plans and to 
certify their compliance with Federal 
statutes in advance of receipt of funds 
each year. Individuals should also have 
the right to bring suit for noncompli­
ance. 

Local pass-tlirough formula. A State 
should get a 10-percent bonus in its por­
tion of the revenue-sharing pot if it sits 
down and negotiates an agreement with 
a representative number of county and 
city governments determining the share 
of funds to be passed through to locali­
ties and the local distribution of these 
funds. 

State income tax incentive. A State's 
income taxes should either be counted 
twice in the national distribution for­
mula after a certain date-July 1, 1974, 
in the Humphrey-Reuss bill, or, a State's 
yearly revenue-sharing allocation should 
be increased by 10 percent of the amount 
it collected in income taxes the preced­
ing year. 

Federal collection of State income 
taxes. A further incentive to a State's 
adoption of an income tax should be au­
thorization for Federal collection of 
those taxes, thus saving the States the 
considerable administrative burden and 
cost of collection. If Federal collection 
was authorized on the condition that 
State taxes be set at a "piggyback" per­
centage of the Federal tax liability, the 
interests of State fiscal relief and pro­
gressive tax systems would be served at 
one and the same time. 

General revenue sharing is the best 
means of improving the economic and 
political plight of our States and locali­
ties. But it is not a panacea, and it must 
be combined. with categorical grants and 
other techniques if it is to succeed in 
achieving its goals of fiscal relief and 
improved federalism. 

REFORM OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

It must also be combined with a thor­
ough reform of State and local govern-
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ments. Without reform, revenue sharing 
will only underwrite political systems 
badly in need of change and revitaliza­
tion. The illogical and complex structure 
of State and local governments confuses 
most citizens. Local offi.cials and State 
executives enter offi.ce with high hopes 
and sweeping aspirations. But, once they 
have taken offi.ce, they discover their 
power to provide effective leadership is 
often inadequate. 

Despite their abilities and aspirations, 
which are often commendable, they lack 
the proper tools for responsive and effi.­
cient government. The Congress must en­
courage the States to provide the eff ec­
tive tools of government. 

Evidence of the need for these tools 
abounds. Regarding State governments, 
the Oommittee for Economic Develop­
ment---CED-<::ompiled in 1967 a list of 
outmoded structures that has changed 
little: 

Only a ha.ndful of staltes have adopted new 
constitutions since 1945, including recently 
admltted Alaska. and Ha wail. Most were 
drafted in the 19th century, including 
India.na's. 

Over half the legislatures still meet in 
regular session only once every two yea.rs, 
a.n.d. time limits of 40 to 195 days are imposed 
in two-thirds of the states. 

Many legisla.tures are unwieldly in size. 
Less than half of the lower chambers have 
fewer than 100 members. 

Only half a. dozen states give their gover­
nors the means for exercising administrative 
authority commensura.te with their respon­
sibtlity. 

Independent departments, agencies, boards, 
and commissions abound, inhibiting most 
governors. 

Almost half the states deny their gov­
ernors a second or third consecutive term, 
reducing gubernatorial ablllty to provide 
political as well as administrative leader­
ship. 

Staff assistance, both gubernatorial and 
legislative, is usually inadequate and occa­
sionally non-existent. 

Local governments are plagued by both 
poorly functioning State governments as 
well as their own ineffi.ciencies. Most of 
the metropolitan problems are soluble 
only with the help of State action: Re­
strictions upon the debt and taxing capa­
cities of local government, annexation 
procedures, zoning powers, building and 
housing codes, to name a few. 

Local governments' own problems have 
recently been described by journalist 
Max Frankel: 

There are more than 80,000 units of local 
government in the United States-21,000 of 
them juggling the affairs of the major metro­
politan areas that house 80 percent of the 
population. That works out to an average 
of 91 governments for the typical metropoli­
tan area, ... including 12 school districts, 
12 municipalities, 7 townships and 16 special 
districts that run the water supply, treat 
the sewage or provide some other service. 

Counties and school districts in this tangle 
exercise powers delegated to them by the 
states and therefore dovetail across the map 
in jigsaw pattern. All the other units of local 
government have sprung up in random and 
overlapping profusion. 

Local office holders can rarely find enough 
money or authority in their slender jurisdic­
tions to fill even the most elementary needs 
of the citizens. Most of the thousands of local 
governments can neither attract nor afford 
the expertise and administrative skills they 
so plainly lack. 

These brief descriptions of the handi­
caps under which State and local gov­
ernments operate show the need for Fed­
eral incentives to reform these proce­
dures. Otherwise, revenue sharing could 
become a constant flow of money out of 
the Federal Treasury that would not buy 
anything for the national interest. The 
Federal Government has the same obliga­
tion to help provide them as it does to 
establish standards for pollution control, 
social security, and welfare. In all these 
areas, including governmental reform, 
the well-being of the American people is 
at stake. 

The Federal revenue-sharing dollar 
should be used, then, to induce structural 
reform at the state and local levels of 
government, above all, reforms that 
would produce a genuine and demo­
cratic sharing of burdens. Such an in­
ducement is contained in a revenue­
sharing bill I have introduced, whereby 
States qualify for the funds, in the sec­
ond and subsequent years of the program, 
by preparing a master plan and timetable 
for modernizing state and local govern­
ment. A suggested "checklist" of reforms 
is a part of the bill and is attached at the 
end of my statement. 

CONCLUSION 
If the crucial question of the relation­

ship between our central government and 
the State and local governments is to 
be resolved, it will have to involve co­
operative and concentrated action at all 
three of these levels. The· Federal Gov­
ernment alone cannot resolve this issue 
by the mere pumping of additional bil­
lions of dollars into the pipeline via gen­
eral revenue sharing or increased cate­
gorical grants. Reform in our federal 
system must "bubble up" as well as 
"trickle down." Fiscal relief to our 
State and local governments must be 
combined with modernization of their 
administrative procedures, if the relief 
itself is to have maximum impact. 

Using revenue sharing as a catalyst, 
rather than a crutch, for State and lo­
cal action is the most desirable means by 
which federalism can be strengthened. 
Revenue sharing is needed, but in a 
form that offers State and local govern­
ments the best chance for them to solve 
their own problems. 

The enactment of revenue sharing, 
coupled with measures to encourage 
reform of State and local government 
would, at a time of increasing doubts 
about the federal system, be a vote of 
confidence in the basic system, and re­
affi.rm our confidence that it can, with 
alterations, be made to work effectively 
to meet the challenges that threaten its 
existence. 

The checklist of reforms follows: 
SEC. 3. QUALIFICATIONS FOR BLOCK GRANTS.­

In order to qualify for block grants in the 
first and subsequent fl.seal yea.rs, each State 
shall, within a specified period prior to the 
first quarterly payment each year, do one of 
the following: (a.) enact and fl.le with the 
President a. local government distribution law 
(which may from time to time be amended) 
pursuant to section 2(c) (2) of this Act; or 
(b) enact and fl.le with the President a Sta.te­
local appprtlonment agreement (which m4y 
from time to time be amended) pursuant to 
section 2(d) (1) of this Act. In order to quali­
fy in the second and subsequent fl.seal yea.rs, 

a State's chief executive officer shall prepare 
and file with the President (a.nd may from 
time to time amend) a. master plan and time­
ta.ble for modernizing a.nd revitalizing State 
and local governments, by methods (where 
appropriate) such as those on the following 
ill ustra ti ve checklist--

( 1) INTERSTATE.-Proposed arrangements, 
by interstate compact or otherwise, for deal­
ing with interstate regional problems, in­
cluding those of metropolitan areas which 
overlap State lines, and for regional coopera­
tion in such areas as health, education, wel­
fare, conservation, resource development, 
transportation, recreation, housing. 

(2) STATE DmECT AcrroN.-Proposed 
strengthening and modernizing of State gov­
ernments (by constitutional, statutory, and 
administrative changes), including recom­
mendations concerning the short ballot; 
longer terms for constitutional officers; an­
nual legislative sessions; adequately pa.id of­
ficers and legislators; modernized State bor­
rowing powers; improved tax systems (in­
cluding an income tax of at least moderate 
progressiveness); rationalized boards a.nd 
commissions; increased assistance to local 
governments; revising the terms of State aids 
and shared taxes so as to encourage modern 
local governments and to compensate for 
differences in total local fiscal ca.pa.city; State 
assumption of direct fiscal responsiblllty for 
basic functions; andi modern personnel sys­
tems. 

(3) STATE ACTION AFFECTING LoCALITIES.­
Proposed strengthening and modernizing by 
the State of local, rural, urban, and metro­
politan governments (by constitutional, stat­
utory, and administrative changes), includ­
ing-

(A) changes designed to ma.k~ local gov­
ernment more efficient and economical, as 
by-

( 1) reducing the number of, or eliminat­
ing local governments too small to provide 
efficient administration or possessing inade­
quate fl.seal resources, and special districts 
not subject to democratic controls; 

(11) restricting local popular elections to 
policymakers (the short ballot) ; 

(111) concentrating on a single responsible 
executive for each local unit; 

(iv) reform of personnel practices; 
(v) granting adequate home rule powers to 

local governments of sufficient size and 
scope; , 

(vi) improving local property tax adminis­
tration; 

(vll) authorizing local governments to 
utlllze nonproperty taxes, coordinated at the 
State or regional level; 

(v111) ea.sing restrictions on the borrow­
ing and taxing powers of local governments; 

(ix) encouraging the formation of multi­
county and regional bodies. 

( B) changes designed to strengthen local 
government in metropolitan areas, as by-

(i) liberalizing municipal annexation of 
unincorporated areas; 

(11) discouraging new incorporations not 
meeting minimum standards of total popu­
lation and population density; 

(111) authorizing city-county consolida­
tion, or transfers of specified functions be­
tween municipalities and counties; 

(iv) authorizing intergovernmental con­
tracts for the provision of services; 

(v) authorizing the municipalities to ex­
ercise extraterritorial planning, zoning, and 
subdivision control over unincorporated areas 
not subject to effective county regulation; 

(vi) restricting zoning authority in met­
ropolitan areas to metropolitan units, to 
larger municipalities, to counties, or to the 
State, in order to prevent zoning by smaller 
muncipalities which excludes housing !or 
lower income famllles; 

(vll) authorizing the formation of metro­
polltan councils o! government and other 
regional governing bodies; 
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(v111) authorizing the establishment by 

the Sta.ite, by local governmental bodies or by 
the voters of the area. directly, of metropoli­
tan area. study commissions to develop pro­
posals to improve and coordinate local gov­
ernmental structure and services, to permit 
side-by-side area.wide and local governments, 
or to permit consolidation of municipalities; 
and to present to the voters of the area. such 
proposals; 

(ix) authorizing the formation of metro­
politan planning agencies to make recom­
mendations to local governments concerning 
such matters a.s land use, zoning, building 
regulations, and capita.I improvements; and 

(x) furnishing State financial and tech­
nical assistance to metropolitan areas for 
such matters as planning, building codes, 
urban renewal, consolidation, and local gov­
ernment and finance. 

(C) changes designed to make local gov­
ernment more responsive and democratic by 
decentralizing power and functions back to 
the neighborhood wherever possible. 

AFL-CIO CONFERENCE ON JOBS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House the gentle­
man from Massachusetts <Mr. BURKE) 
is recognized. for 10 minutes. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, on Monday of this week the 
AFL-CIO sponsored. a most important 
conference in Washington, a conference 
on jobs. Considerable publicity was given 
by the press to the speakers of the morn­
ing se.ssion on the problems of unem­
ployment and inflation that hang over 
all our heads today. The afternoon saw 
the conference divide itself into several 
discussion groups focusing on specific 
aspects of the unemployment problem. 
One of these sessions was devoted to 
a discussion of job losses resulting 
from foreign trade. The importance of 
this session should not be missed on any­
one. It constituted. something of a 
milestone in the long history of orga­
nized labor in this country. It was a 
followup to the historic decision in 
Atlanta in May which put the AFL-CIO 
on record as favoring a whole legislative 
package to tackle the problem of in­
creased flooding of our domestic mar­
kets by cheap foreign imports. Anyone 
who attended Monday's session had to 
be impressed by the testimony of union 
leader after union leader documenting 
firsthand the loss of jobs and work thait 
our present trade policies have resulted 
in. I regret that more Members of Con­
gress could not have been present. The 
close to 4 hours of testimony had to 
make a profound impression on anyone 
within hearing range, whatever their 
philosophies, on entering the room. The 
weeks and months ahead are going to 
witness an increase in pressure from 
millions of workers ·across this country 
on their Congressmen to act on trade 
legislation. No one should be surprised 
about this development; it has been com­
ing for some time. Plenty of warning 
has been given; action is demanded. and 
demanded. now. 

At this point, I would like to have in­
cluded in the RECORD a copy of my speech 
on that important occasion and would 
only add it is moderate in comparison 

to most of the other speeches delivered 
on that occasion: 
ADDRESS OF CONGRESSMAN JAMES A. BURKE 

Let me begin by saying how much I ap­
preciate the honor which has been given 
me in being invited to participate in this 
session on foreign trade and American jobs 
here today. I think the timing is perfect 
and I think that the AFL-CIO is to be con­
gratulated on sponsoring the session. The 
unemployment figures only seem to be able 
to drop these days because of statistical 
flukes. How else do you explain the curious 
fact that the Nation has a million more un­
employed but the adjusted rate registers 
a decline. The foreign trade figures for the 
past two months are just a.bout as alarming 
as the unemployment figures. For the first 
time since before the Korean war, the 
United States has registered for two succes­
sive months trading deficits. It has long 
been my conviction that these two statis­
tics a.re interconnected and the fa.ct that 
both of them have been bad news recently 
is no accident or coincidence. While it is 
true that the whole economy is still in the 
midst of a recession and that things will 
probably improve in the months a.hea.d­
certa.inly before the election-it is clear 
that we are faced with the prospect of a. 
residue of high unemployment which is 
not cyclica.l, but which is directly attdbu­
table to the long-range trend we have been 
experiencing these pa.st few years of rising 
unemployment in pockets of this country's 
manufacturing industries. Most notable ex­
amples of this study decline and increasing 
unemployment are of course the shoe and 
textile industries, the consumer electronics 
industry, the specialty steel and glass in­
dustries. 

I am also aware that everyone here can 
give firsthand evidence of just how many 
other industries in this country are expe­
riencing the pains of facing increased flood­
ing of their markets by cheap foreign im­
ports. As I have said on many occasions. 
I've grown accustomed to the role in Con­
gress, predicting doom if this country does 
not reexamine its present trade policies 
soon. I have also felt a.t times as though 
I was a voice crying in the wilderness where 
foreign trade is concerned. I wouldn't be a. 
realist if I wasn't a.ware that what we a.re 
up against is one of the most powerful, 
well-financed lobbies in this country-the 
free trade lobby. I'm a.ware that economics, 
as it is taught in our colleges and univer­
sities throughout the country inculcates 
all the values and virtues of free trade 
theory in each generation of college stu­
dents. 

I am a.ls.:> aware that I a.m attacking one of 
the fattest sacred cows in our society. I know 
that it is difficult to admit that for the la.st 
twenty yea.rs we may well have been pursuing 
the wrong policies for the wrong times. I 
'know it is difficult for our bureaucrats and 
trade negotiators to admit that they have 
been hoodwinked and had, at the conference 
table, in negotiating tariff reductions and 
international trade agreements. I'm not sur­
prised that the free trade advocates are find­
ing it difficult to a.djust to the grim figures 
and are finding it difficult to take on a hard­
nosed approach to foreign trade, but facts 
are facts and they can't be ignored forever. 
This conference here today is an example of 
growing impatience in the labor movement 
with existing policies. After all, it is jobs that 
are being exported, not dividends. The share­
holders still collect handsome profits from 
foreign operations. The worker, meanwhile, is 
left to survive off the crumbs of trade ad­
justment assistance, unemployment benefits, 
and welfare. Needless to say, it was bound 
to be the workers and their unicms that 

would first develop serious reservations a.bout 
the system of continued laissez-faire where 
foreign trade is concerned. Normally, one 
would expect that management wouldn't be 
far behind. Experience in the footwear in­
dustry and the textile industry demonstrates 
a remarkable unanimity of opinion on the 
need of remedi.a.1 leg·isla.tion. 

As I see it, the major reason that other 
industries have not developed a unified front 
on the subject is that other industries a.re 
dominated by multinational firms who have 
opted for foreign investments increasingly, 
when faced with the posslbil1ty of declining 
domestic profits. T'he cases that get the 
publicity have involved the closing down of 

whole plants and relocating them overseas. 
But, these are but the most dramatic exam­
ples. Every time a decision is made to invest 
in a foreign subsidiary, capital and capital 
goods, and with them jobs, are being ex­
ported from this country and resulting in 
increased imports into this country. I must 
confess that Congress has been napping 
while the multi-national corporation have 
grown like topsy in the last decade or so. 
Any re-examination of this nation's trade 
policies must of necessity deal with these 
giants of the international commuDlity. 

I know that we will be confronted with 
opposition in all of this. Already the free 
trade press is revving up its smear cam­
paign against us. They a.re getting their 
brushes ready to smear and tar us with 
the label of proteotionists a.nd trying to 
pa.int us as the lineal descendants of Smoot­
H.a. wley. But this should not deter us: our 
proposals a.re not as inflexible as high tariff 
walls. The interna.tiona.1 world of today ls 
too sophisticated, is changed too much from 
the days of Smoot-Hawley to make that ha.m­
fisted approach either relevant or tempt­
ing. Accusations that we a.re in danger of 
setting off a foreign trade war which will 
end up building walls of isolationism are too 
exaggerated for words. Unfortunately, such 
fears understandably ca.use people to pa.use. 

However, I am convinced once they real­
ize that there is little retaJia.tion left to 
the foreigners in the absence of much in 
the way of reciprocity from such markets 
'8S the Common Market and Japan, then we 
W'lll be able to proceed with the task before 
us. What we a.re trying to do is to restore 
some sense of balance to our trading pic­
ture. We are trying to substitute orderly 
growth for rune.way flooding a.nd that is an 
imminently reasonable objective, as far as I 
a.m coru::erned. My only regret is that the 
time it will take for the public arid Con­
gress to realize this will be bought a.t a 
high price indeed. The cost will continue to 
be pa.id in the form of add'itlonal jobs lost 
and whole communities disrupted and pos­
sibly destroyed. Anything we can do here 
today to shorten this time lag will be the 
single most important contribution this con­
ference can make. 

CAUTION; RIDING IN A BUS MAY BE 
HAZARDOUS TO YOUR HEALTH 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House the gentle­
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. RooNEY) 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, exactly 1 year ago today a char­
tered bus carrying a group of students 
and adults from a New York school trav­
eled west on rainswept U.S. Route 22 in 
my congressional district. A short dis­
tance west of Allentown, as the bus 
passed the small rural community of 
New Smithville, it skidded from the 
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highway and plunged 50 feet down an 
embankment. 

Seven of its young passengers died in 
the crash and the driver and 51 passen­
gers were injured, some critically. In the 
days that followed, the incident was 
marked by further tragedy when the bus 
driver's wife collapsed and died at the 
hospital where she had gone to visit her 
husband. 

The toll of deaths and injuries ranked 
this accident as the most serious of 40 
motor vehicle accidents which have oc· 
curred along a sector of U.S. Route 22 in 
New Smithville within a span of 42 
months. The mishap was declared a ma­
jor highway tragedy by the National 
Transportation Safety Board which set 
out immediately to investigate and to 
schedule a formal Federial hearing. News 
media nationwide focused on the crash, 
its toll and the ensuing flurry of reports 
of possible safety violations and inade­
quate controls. 

Because the laws and regulations of 
two States and the authority of several 
Federal agencies were enmeshed in the 
circumstances surrounding the accident, 
I urged formal investigation at the Fed­
eral level and set out on my own to 
gather information which could help me 
determine what corrective or preventive 
steps might be initiated administratively 
or through legislative action. 

As a Member of Congress, I had no au­
thority nor any intention to pinpoint re­
sponsibility or blame. It was my inten­
tion to identify evidence of safety regula­
tion inadequacies, enforcement flaws or 
other circumstances which may have 
played some role in this accident or may 
signal weaknesses in programs to prevent 
or minimize future accidents. The infor­
mation gathered in my study is con­
sidered in the following report: 

CAUTION: RIDING IN A BUS MAY BE 
HAZARDOUS TO YOUR HEALTH 

The American traveler is being lured to 
"take a bus--and leave •the driving ·to us." 
Few bus riders recognize that the current 
state of Federal safety enforcement pro­
grams leave much of the responsibility 
for bus saifety, as well as bus driving, in 
the hands of the bus operators, whether 
public or iprivaite. 

Those mandatory safety regulations 
which ·apply to bus transportation are 
weakened by inadequate inspection ef­
forts, cumbersome enforcement proce­
dures, and an apathetic .attitude toward 
expeditious handling of apparent safety 
violations. One case involving thousands 
of alleged violations dating to the early 
1960's against a major interstate carrier 
remains unsettled rtoday. 

Many Federal efforts to achieve bus 
safety are based solely on voluntary 
adoption of minimum standards by the 
individual States--an approach which 
has met with only marginal success and 
which fails to resolve the wide discrepan­
cies between .the safety standards of bor­
dering States. 

A yearlong review of regulations re­
lating to motor carriers, including sev­
eral effol'lts to prod Federal agencies to 
exercise existing authority to correct ap­
parent safety deficiencies, served to point 
up the inadequacies of existing laws. 
Statutes are vague and sometimes con-

tradictory. Authority and responsibility 
are almost hopelessly divided between 
agencies which have obviously conflict­
ing ·attitudes .toward safety. Uncertainty 
and confusion abound as to what regula­
tions apply, who is responsible for en­
forcing those that do apply, and how ef­
fective are they in safeguarding the 
public. 

Motor carrier safety regulations are 
found in two separate titles--title 23, 
section 402, and title 49, sections 1651 to 
1659-of the United States Code. 

In title 23, the Federal Government 
uses the carrot and stick approach to ef­
fect highway safety. This means that the 
standards are voluntary and, if a State 
adopts them, then thait State is entitled 
to receive Federal funds to carry out its 
approved safety programs. If the State 
does not present to the U.S. Secretary of 
Transportation an acceptable safety pro­
gram, then the Federal Government can 
reduce Federal highway funds appor­
tioned to that State by 10 percent, and 
this reduction shall continue until an 
acceptable program is implemented. As 
of this week, the Federal Government 
has yet to withhold •any highway funds to 
force a State to adopt title 23 safety 
standards despite the fact they have 
been fully adopted by 'Only 17 States. 

Title 49 of the United States Code also 
established rmrumum standards for 
motor carrier regulations, except that 
these minimum standards are manda­
tory only for carriers operating in inter­
state commerce, and penalties can be im­
posed upon the motor carriers for non­
compliance with the safety regulations. 

Under existing Federal statutes, motor 
carrier regulatory authority is split be­
tween the Interstate Commerce Commis­
sion and the Department of Transporta­
tion. The ICC administers economic 
regula"tions including rates, tariff classi­
floations, -and licensing of carriers to pro­
vide service while DOT administers ap.. 
plicable safety regul·ations. Although the 
act creating the Department of Trans­
portation transferred responsibility for 
enforcement of safety laws pertaining to 
interstate bus and trucking operations 
from the ICC to the Secretary of Trans­
portation, the Secretary was not given 
authority to suspend or revoke operating 
rights for violation of safety regulations. 
This authority remained with the ICC 
and today represents one of the most 
significant flaws in effective enforcement 
of motor carrier safety. My bill, the 
Motor Carrier Safety Enforcement Act, 
H .R. 12, would place that necessary en­
forcement tool in the hands of the Secre­
tary of Transportation. 

Not only is the division of authority 
confusing to the researcher attempting 
to trace lines of responsibility for en­
forcement of various regulations per­
taining to motor carriers, or in attempt­
ing to determine if specific regulations 
apply to one situation or another, but 
it also has become evident in this study 
of existing bus safety regulations that 
there is at best some confusion within 
the responsible agencies as to what reg­
ulations apply wheh and how to whom. 
For example, it was not until 60 days 
after the tragic bus crash near Allen­
town that the ICC concluded the ill­
fated tour bus was being operated with-

out necessary ICC authority when it 
plunged off U.S. Route 22. Much of the 
confusion regarding ICC authority in 
that instance resulted from an uncer­
tainty whether the chartered bus was 
serving as a schoolbus at the time of 
the tragedy, thereby being exempt from 
compliance with ICC regulations. 

The "schoolbus" designation applies 
to a bus used to transport students to 
and from school, or on school-related 
trips, and is accorded special status un­
der Federal statutes. This special status 
must be recognized and understood, be­
cause it is this status which lifts an in­
terstate schoolbus operation out of the 
hands of the Interstate Commerce Com­
mission and, in most instances, places 
the schoolbus out of reach of existing 
Federal safety regulation. 

It is this special status which permits 
a local school system to take one of 
its yellow-painted, poorly constructed 
cheesebox type buses which are de­
signed primarily for low-cost, low-speed 
local transportation, fill the bus with a 
school athletic team or band, and send 
it off at high speeds on interstate high­
ways where a similarly constructed com­
mercial bus would be prohibited from 
traveling. Under such circumstances, the 
safety of the student passengers is ex­
ploited solely in the interest of eco­
nomics. Last summer, reporting on two 
schoolbus crashes in Alabama, the Na­
tional Transportation Safety Board 
pointed out that the common yellow 
school buses are assembled in such a 
manner that they "keep out weather or 
hold insulation in place" but provide lit­
tle safety protection for the children 
they transport. 

The special status of the school bus 
derives from its automatic "exemption" 
from motor carrier economic regulations 
under section 303, of part II, Interstate 
Commerce Act of 1935. It is there the 
ambiguities begin. Upon first reading 
section 303 one would believe that school 
buses were exempt only from the eco­
nomic regulations imposed upon motor 
carriers. In fact, members of my staff 
repeatedly were assured that the school 
bus "exemption" applied only to eco­
nomic regulations of the ICC and that in 
no way did the exemptions extend to 
safety standards. The fact is, the only 
school bus which is required to meet any 
Federal safety standards is a chartered 
bus which transports students inter­
state. 

The common yellow school bus, owned 
by a local school or school system, may 
transport students from one State to an­
other without meeting any of the Fed­
erally imposed sa!ety standards. 

The common school bus is not subject 
to the mandatory safety standards of 
title 49 because those apply only to char­
tered school buses. It is not subject even 
to the minimum safety standards defined 
in title 23 unless those standards have 
been aidopted voluntarily by the state in 
which its school or school system is 
located. Only 17 States, Pennsylvania 
among them, have adopted those stand­
ards. Minimum structural standards for 
school buses and standards for school 
bus operation are developed by the Na­
tional Conference on School Trans'porta­
tion of the National Education Associa-
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tion, but they, too, are merely recom­
mendations which may or may not be 
adopted voluntarily by the individual 
schools or school districts which buy and 
operate school buses. 

It is with the above distinctions in 
mind, that one can begin to comprehend 
the problems and difficulties in regulat­
ing bus transportation. Only by discern­
ing the problems can one attempt to find 
solutions. 

A growing controversy over the effec­
tiveness of bus safety legislation has 
emerged since the multiple tragedy near 
Allentown on July 15, 1970. In the in­
terim, the Department of Transportation 
and several Congressmen, myself in­
cluded, have promised tougher safety 
laws. But what laws does one strengthen? 

One clue to the identity of laws re­
quiring strengthening generally can be 
derived from data pertaining to acci­
dents. Presently, most States record suffi­
cient accident data relating to the owner 
and make of the bus, time of the acci­
dent, road conditions, and so forth, 
but there is little information available 
about the nature and specific causes to 
bus accidents, or in the case of schoolbus 
crashes there is no significant inf orma­
tion compiled regarding the number of 
standees, the looation of injured pupils 
within the vehicle at the time of the 
crash, or the precise cause of their in­
juries. 

A 1966 study of schoolbus iaccidents in 
Indiana concluded that the bus driver 
was at fault in 203 out of 381 accidents 
studied. Such conclusions reflect a need 
not only for better training of bus drivers 
but also for more stringent and uniform 
driver qualification standards. Minimum 
standards of driver qualifications are im­
posed by the Federal Government now 
only for operators of motor carriers that 
travel interstate and are registered with 
the ICC. 

Usually, the driver of a schoolbus is 
employed only part-time, and his prime 
qualification for driving is his willing­
ness to do so. Each individual State 
established the physical and mental re­
quirements, age limitations, and char­
acter standards for its schoolbus drivers. 
The result of individual State control is 
that 35 States set no maximum age limit 
for schoolbus drivers, four have set age 
70 as the maximum, while 11 others 
specify 65 as the age limit. A driver can 
qualify to operate a schoolbus at age 16 
in nine States, at age 17 in five States, 
and at age 18 in 12 States. Only 19 
States set 21 as the minimum age for 
bus drivers, although age 21 is the Fed­
eral minimum for drivers of interstate 
motor carriers, included buses. 

Even if an individual's age and driving 
experience were considered unimportant, 
provided he was subjected to an intense 
training program to qualify as a school­
bus driver, further examination of State 
laws would identify only four States in 
which classroom instruction is required, 
and only six others which require any 
specific training in the operation of a bus. 
Seven States do not even recommend any 
form of training for bus drivers. 

When a parent considers that the bus­
driver who will take his children to 
school this September may never have 
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operated a bus until he pulls up i:!l front 
of your house the day school opens, that 
parent might be inclined to agree there 
is too little being done to equip the driver 
with the training and practical experi­
ence to safeguard the children he trans­
ports. Clearly, the low minimum age re­
quirement for busdrivers precludes their 
having even a reasonable amount of 
automobile driving experience before the 
steering wheel of a bus and the lives of 
ftf ty or more children are placed in their 
hands. Clearly, there has not been suffi­
cient incentive until now to compel the 
States to remedy thds readily apparent 
flaw. 

Another product of nationwide neglect 
can be found in the physical condition 
of the 250,000 buses which, during the 
school year, daily transport over 17 mil­
lion children, and which, on nonschool 
days, often are pressed into service trans­
porting school and school-related groups 
to athletic events, on field trips or on 
other outings. 

The National Transportation Safety 
Board, in a report released on August 
27, 1970, indicated it regards the inade­
quate structural quality of common 
schoolbuses an injustice to the children 
who ride them. Basing its report on sev­
eral sClhoolbus crashes in which the light 
weight vehicles were literally torn apart 
at the seams upon impact, the Board 
blamed inadequate fastening of exterior 
metal panels to the bus frame. Because 
the exterior panels of intercity-type 
buses are better fastened to the bus frame 
the result is an "integrated structure able 
to resist impact damage." 

The influence of cost upon the struc­
tural integrity of school buses is re­
flected in the following excerpt from the 
Safety Board report: 

Schoolchildren can be carried on longer 
distance excursions, including intercity trips, 
either by a school bus or by chartered buses 
of the intercity type. Long distance trips by 
school bus are often authorized by local 
school boards in the interest of direct cost 
savings. It costs less to operate a light school 
bus. School buses are also sometimes used 
by the military services for other than local 
service in preference to the intercity type of 
bus, again on an apparent direct cost saving 
basis. The school bus type of construction, 
however, does not appear to be designed for 
continuous high-speed, over-the-road serv­
ice. Most school bus usage involves local serv­
ice, speeds below top highway speeds and 
short duration of passenger occupancy. It 
may be that some school bus manufacturers 
have adopted the methods of minimal join­
ing under the assumption that school bus 
crashes will occur at low speeds. If that is 
the case, the occupants of school buses ex­
posed to long, high-speed travel may be ex­
posed to greater risks than are occupants of 
typical intercity buses. The generally low 
fatality rate in typical local school bus serv­
ice may not apply when the same buses are 
used for intercity service. 

Beyond the inadequate exterior struc­
ture of the common school bus, further 
safety hazards are readily apparent when 
one views the interior of the bus. Unlike 
the heavily padded interior of the fam­
ily car, the interior of a school bus is 
likely to have exposed steel bracing, 
steel-edged seat backs and other hard or 
sharp objects or edges to injure a child 
who is jostled or thrown about by a crash 

impact. The absence of interior padding, 
like the inadequate fastening of exterior 
panels to the frame, are products of cost­
cutting on school transportation pro­
grams. 

Aside from structural features, the 
safe operation of a school bus is primar­
ily dependent upon the condition of the 
vehicle's equipment ranging from tires 
to lights and brakes. The serviceability 
and sa.f ety of such equipment is chec'ked; 
inspections monthly or quarterly, 11 
specify three inspections per year, 14 re­
quire semiannual inspections and nine 
require only one inspection per year. By 
no means does the existence of a school­
bus inspection law in ~2 States imply that 
the buses are subjected to uniform in­
spection standards. It is apparent that 
a bus which would be ordered off the 
road in one State for safety deficiencies 
might exceed minimum safety standards 
in a neighboring State. 

In a report, "Bus Safety Program," is­
sued by the "Committee of Concerned 
Community Parents," of School District 
No. 14, Hewlett and Woodmere, N.Y., it 
was estimated that private inspection 
stations charge approximately $24 per 
bus for an inspection requiring one and 
a half to two hours to complete. The 
committee of parents, including the par­
ents of some of the children who were 
killed or injured in the bus accident near 
Allentown, Pa., concluded that such a 
cost was insignificant in relation to the 
safety benefit derived, particularly when 
divided among the large number of stu­
dents transported in each schoolbus. 

The results of two "crash" bus inspec­
tion programs, one conducted in Los 
Angeles and the other in Kansas, illus­
trated clearly that a high percentage of 
school bu5es in operation were def ec­
tive or experienced malfunctions which 
impaired their safety. The Los Angeles 
study showed that 362 of 587 buses in­
spected had malfunctions. The Kansas 
inspection rejected 1,210 out of 2,690 
buses as unsafe. 

Further, under the laws of 31 States, 
children being transported on school­
buses are permitted to stand in the 
aisle--indeed are forced to stand in the 
aisle because greater numbers of stu­
dents than the schoolbus can accommo­
date are assigned to it, again chie:tly for 
economic reasons. If standees were not 
permitted on schoolbuses, many school 
districts would have to buy additional 
buses or reschedule school starting times 
to accommodate the students being 
transported. There is little regard shown 
the fact that upon the impact of a crash, 
children standing in the aisle are in dan­
ger of being thrown the length of the 
aisle or of being dashed against seat­
backs or other obstacles within the bus. 

The January 1970 issue of Pediatrics 
magazine cites the State of New Jersey 
for its solution of the standee problem. 
The magazine reported: 

Instead of two rows of seats of equal 
width, the seats (of school buses in New 
Jersey) are 45 inches and 30 inches wide, 
respectively, seating five (three and two) 
pupils in every row, thereby giving ample 
seating accommodations of 15 inches to each 
pupil. 

As mentioned previously, a cursory 
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reading of the Interstate Commerce Act 
of 1935 would seem to indicate that 
schoolbuses are subject to mandatory 
safety regulations now administered by 
the Department of Transportation while 
being exempted from the ICC's economic 
regulations. Only after careful checking 
and crosschecking of the act's vague 
and involved text does it become clear 
that specific references to school buses 
in the act are totally meaningless. 

The exclusion of schoolbuses from 
compliance with safety regulations im­
posed upon interstate motor carriers, in­
cluding minimum standards for driver 
qualification, vehicle inspections and 
maintenance, hours and service of 
drivers and the reporting of accidents, 
derives from the omission of a definition 
of "private carrier of passengers" in the 
1935 act. 

Section 303 (b) 1 specifically exempts 
schoolbuses from economic regulation 
by the ICC but goes on to clarify that 
the exemption does not extend to the 
safety provisions of section 304. How­
ever, examinaition of section 304 shows 
clearly that the act applies, by definition, 
only to three classes of motor carriers: 
First, common carriers which include 
scheduled interstrute bus service aperated 
for compensation; second, contract car­
riers, which include chartered buses 
operating interstate for oompensa.tion; 
and, third, private carriers of property. 

The ICC, over the years, has come to 
regard schoolbuses as "private carriers 
of passengers," a class of carrier not de­
fined in the act, and, consequently, not 
subject to the act's safety regulaltions. 
Through evolution, the term, "private 
carrier of passengers," has oome to mean 
a carrier whose transport of passengers 
is incidental to the carrier's primary 
funotion. Thus, a school or school district 
which provides bus transportation for its 
students does so in a manner incidental 
to its primary function of education. 

As previously stated, the Government 
has several ways to establish minimum 
standards. The effect of V'Oluntary and 
manda>tory standards must be judged 
separately. 

Under the manda>tory standards, no 
person shall drive any motor vehicle 
under Federal jurisdiction unless he 
meets the specified minimum qualifica­
tions. Some of the more important man­
datory qualifiOOJtions thait relate to these 
drivers are: First, he must have a mini­
mum of 1 year's driving experience; 
second, he must be 21 years old; and, 
third, he must have an original physical 
examiruvtion, and is subject to a periodic 
physical examina·tion at least once every 
36 months. 

One mandatory requirement that re­
lates to the safety of passengers specifies 
that no motor carrier shall permit any 
driver to drive more than 70 hours in any 
period of 8 consecutive days. 

Other Federal requirements apply to 
inspection and maintenance. These 
regulations state that every motor car­
rier under Federal jurisdiction shall sys­
tematically inspect and maintain all 
motor vehicles subject to its control, and 
insure that such motor vehicles are safe. 
Accurate records of this systematic in­
spootion and maintenance program shall 
be maintained for each motor vehicle, 

and the burden of inspecting and of de­
termining the fitness of the bus is placed 
upon the motor carrier himself. In short, 
he inspects his own buses. 

Although these regulations are a start, 
experience has shown they do not solve 
the major problems or, in many in­
stances, even off er enough stimulus to 
the accident investigator to find out how 
the accident occurred. Part 294 of the 
motor carrier regulations requires the 
motor carrier to file the same accident 
report prescribed for their own use. This 
report must contain the usual data,­
name of driver, place of accident, and 
number and types of injuries but, as 
pointed out earlier, this report does not 
explore the causes of the accident. There­
fore, these reports are usually of no aid 
in determining what causative factors 
should be corrected by future safety reg­
ulations. 

SAFEWAY TRAILS CASE STILL PENDING 

Federal regulations governing hours of 
service of drivers seem to be equally 
useless not because the regulations are 
insufficiently detailed but because even 
when violations are discovered, the re­
sponsible Federal agencies are slow to 
levy appropriate penalties upon the vio­
lators. 

The prime example can be found in 
the case, still unresolved by the Inter­
state Commerce Commission, known as 
Federal Highway Administration v. 
Safeway Trails, Inc., docket No. MC-C-
6434, involving charges of thousands of 
hours of service violations by Safeway 
Trails drivers dating back to the early 
1960's. The case has its roots in some 
3,000 hours of service violations which 
the ICC determined had taken place in 
1960 and January of 1961. On the basis 
of those violations, the ICC issued a cease 
and desist order directing Safeway to end 
such practices. 

Safeway drivers, however, continued to 
register hours of service violations until 
1968. Then, on June 25, 1969, the Fed­
eral Highway Administration initiated 
proceedings against Safeway. Hearings 
were held by an ICC examiner in Sep­
tember, October and December of 1969. 
In February of 1970 the National Asso­
ciation of Motor Bus Operators filed a 
petition seeking to intervene in the pro­
ceedings, and in March of 19'70 NAMBO 
was granted permission to intervene. 

By July 1970, when the Allentown bus 
tragedy focused national attention on bus 
safety, the case against Safeway still 
was awaiting decision by the hearing ex­
aminer. During a meeting of members of 
my staff with officials of the Bureau of 
Motor Carrier Safety to review bus safety 
laws several days after the Alltentown 
tragedy, the Federal safety officials la­
mented their inability to prod the ICC 
rule in the Safeway case. Immediately 
following that meeting my office began 
making inquiries with the ICC, as did 
representatives of the news media and 
within only a few days-on July 28, 
1970-the hearing examiner ruled that 
Safeway had willfully violated the hours 
of service regulations more than 5,000 
times since 1964 and recommended that 
Safeway's operating certificate should be 
revoked for 20 days. 

Now, almost a year has passed since 
the hearing examiner recommended the 

20-day suspension of Safeway's operating 
authority, still without any action by the 
ICC to impose even that seemingly mod­
erate penalty for such a blatant record 
of safety regulation abuse. 

Under date of February 18, 1971, I 
again contacted the ICC about both the 
Safeway Trails case and another long­
pending proceeding known as Ex parte 
No. MC-78, Vehicles Employed Solely in 
Transporting School Children and 
Teachers-the latter discussed in detail 
later in this report. 

ICC Chairman George M. Stafford 
responded on February 24, 1971, advising 
that--

Because of budgetary d1flicult1es which 
have brought about a drastic reduction 1n 
staff, the Commission has not been able 
to process these and other proceedings as 
speedily as it would have liked. Both pro­
ceedings are, however, under active con­
sideration at the present time and every 
effort will be made to expedite their handling 
so that decisions in both proceedings can 
be rendered as soon as possible. 

Then, under date of June 28, 1971, con­
sumer advocate Ralph Nader entered the 
Safeway Trails picture by filing a peti­
tion to press the ICC to reach a decision 
and issue an order in the case. Nader's 
letter to Chairman Stafford read as 
follows: · 

Examination of the record in Federal High­
way Ad.ministration v. Safeway Trails, Inc., 
MC-C-6434, indicates that the hearing 
examiner filed his report and findings in 
July, 1970, and exceptions and replies were 
submitted by October. The examiner found 
Safeway in flagrant and repeated violation 
of the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety 
seventy-hour rule for bus drivers, endanger­
ing bus drivers, passengers, other motorists, 
and the general public. In light of Safeway's 
arrogance toward past disciplinary proceed­
ings related to violation of the seventy-hour 
rule, detailed in the discharge petition 
attached, he recommended the penalty of a 
20-day suspension of Safeway's operating 
authority. 

It is our understanding that after eight 
months the Commission still has not acted 
on this recommended order. I would appre­
ciate your explanation of this inaction. 
Non-enforcement of the law 1n the face of 
specific findings by an impartial examiner 
adversely a1fects the confidence of the pub­
lic in the integrity of the government and 
invites continued lawlessness. Such conduct 
contra.diets the Commissioners' oath of of­
fice and their Code of Employee Respon­
sibilities and Conduct, Section 735.201 a (f). 
Does the Commission wish to wait until an­
other bus tragedy occurs like the one last 
summer near Allentown, Pennsylvania, when 
a chartered bus carrying 59 children went 
skidding on its bald tires over a 50-foot em­
bankment, killing 7 and injuring 53 others? 

The only "explanation" for the delay on the 
record appears in your reply to an inquiry 
about the Safeway Trails Case from Con­
gressman Rooney of Pennsylvania in Feb­
ruary, 1971. Your reply complained of "budg­
etary difficulties" which prevented the Com­
mission from proceeding "as speedily as it 
would have liked." This is patently absurd, 
particularly since the Commission is engaged 
in few enforcement actions of this dimen­
sion. Does your statement to Mr. Rooney 
mean that the Commission has no personnel 
to pass on an examiner's findings? Does this 
mean that existing personnel a.re working 
overtime to conduct such essential duties? 

On July 2, Stafford replied that the 
draft report in the Safeway case was cir­
culated last month "and I anticipate that 
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the decision will be rendered shortly." 
The decision is still awaited. 
FEDERAL SPOT CHECKS REVEAL BUS INSPECTION 

PLANS 

Probably the most significant and im­
mediate contribution to the safety of 
bus passengers to result from the multi­
ple fatalities in the Allentown bus acci­
dent and subsequent revelations about 
appa:rent safety faults associated with 
that chartered tour bus, was the motiva­
tion it provided for an inspection crack­
down by Federal inspectors. 

Department of Transportation reports 
show that during calendar year 1969, 
Federal inspectors routinely inspected 
only 397 of the thousands upon thou­
sands of buses transporting passengers on 
the Nation's highways. Of those 397 
buses, the Federal inspectors found that 
47, or 11.8 percent, were in such unsafe 
operating condition .that they were 
ordered out of service until appropriate 
repairs were made. 

In the wake of the Allentown crash 
it was immediately clear that Federal 
inspectors of motor carriers were almost 
exclusively concerned with the inspection 
of trucks rather than buses. During the 
meeting with top officials of the Bureau 
of Motor Carrier Safety soon after that 
crash, members of my staff proposed 
that the Department of Transportation 
immediately begin a crash program of 
surprise bus inspections in the interest 
of passenger safety. By mid-August, 
Secretary of Transportation John Volpe 
announced plans to initiate just such an 
inspection program with a goal of 5,000 
bus inspections by September 30, 1970. 
However, Volpe's original decision lim­
ited those surprise inspections only to 
chartered tour buses and dd not pro­
pose to include scheduled interstate 
buses. 

On August 18, 1970, I wrote to Secre­
tary Volpe to ask that scheduled inter­
state buses be included. I recognized 
that such inspections would cause some 
public inconvenience, including missed 
connections with other commercial 
transportation and extended traveltime 
when defective buses were ordered out 
of service and substitute buses had to be 
placed in service. The most important 
consideration, however, was the ultimate 
safety of the passengers, as well as other 
motorists who might encounter the de­
fective bus on the Nation's highways. 
Further, it seemed apparent that if bus 
operators realized their vehicles were 
likely to be stopped en route by Federal 
inspectors and ordered off the road if 
defects were found, that knowledge would 
provide the impetus to apply an extra 
ounce of prevention before dispatching 
their vehicles. 

Secretary Volpe's response was favor­
able. He wrote: 

This is in further reference to your let­
ter ... suggesting thait additionally unan­
nounced inspections be made upon buses in 
regular route service. 

I believe this is an excellent idea, and have 
directed the Federal Highway Administra­
tion to include in the Bureau of Motor Car­
rier Safety's expanded inspection pro-
gram now in progress, a representative num­
ber of buses in line operation. 

As you are aware, we have as a part of our 
regular surveillance program, inspected reg-

ular route buses, and the current effort 
will be broadened to include such vehicles. 
By inspecting the regular route bus at origin, 
destination or intermediate terminals, we can 
maximize coverage and minimize inconven­
ience to pa..ssengers. 

The accelerated program of bus in­
spections produced positive results. Dur­
ing calendar year 1970, Federal inspec­
tors examined 5,902 buses--15 times the 
number inspected the previous year­
and ordered 688 of those, or 11.6 percent, 
out of service. 

The alarming fact is that one out of 
every 10 buses, which interstate bus op­
erators were willing to fill with passen­
gers and dispatch at high speeds along 
the Nation's interstate highways, was 
found to have such significant defects as 
to warrant that bus' immediate removal 
from service. This statistic illustrates 
clearly that existing law, which places 
responsibility for inspection and main­
tenance of buses and trucks upon the 
carriers, themselves, leaves much to be 
desired in terms of insuring that the ve­
hicles those carriers put into service are 
really in safe operating condition. 

Even more alarming are the inspection 
statistics relating to numbers of defects 
found. During the 5,902 bus inspections, 
Federal inspectors recorded a total of 
11,726 defects, or an average of 198.1 de­
fects per 100 buses. 

The inspection druta reveals still other 
enlightening information. For example, 
by mid-September of 1970, or less than 
a month after the crash inspection pro­
gram was inaugurated, ·the Department 
reported that 2,000 inspections had been 
made and that one of every eight buses 
inspected had been ordered out of service 
immediately. Thus, the fact that the 
overall inspection program resulted in 
only one of every 10 buses being ordered 
out of service indicates that as the in­
spection program progressed, the inspec­
tors found fewer serious safety defects. It 
can be assumed that the bus operators, 
faced with the threat of faulty buses 
being ordered out of service, improved 
their own inspection and maintenance 
efforts as the unannounced inspections 
continued. This would seem to indicate 
that the Federal statute which places in­
spection and maintenance responsibility 
upon the carriers themselves is signifi­
cantly more effective when the carriers 
know the law is being actively enforced, 
than when Federal inspectors carry out 
only a few token inspections as they 
did in 1969. 

Unfortunately, the accelerated inspec­
tion program ordered by Secretary Volpe 
last August was short lived. While :fin­
ishing touches were being applied to this 
report yesterday, I learned that the De­
partment of Transportation has reverted 
to the old policy of only making token 
bus inspections in 1971. I immediately 
dispatched another appeal to Secretary 
Volpe to reinstate the accelerated inspec­
tion program in view of the favorable 
impact it had in 1970 to safeguard bus 
travelers. 

One unsafe bus in every 10 rolling 
along interstate highways at 60 or 70 
miles an hour is a potential mass killer. 
It is too much of a risk to take to allow 
that 10th bus access to our highways. 

Yet, if the carriers will not keep that 
bus off ·the highways out of a personal 
commitment to provide safe bus service, · 
the only alternative is a stiff Federal 
enforcement program that involves many 
thousands of surprise inspections, not a 
few hundred. Or, perhaps better still, 
complete Federal takeover of ·the inspec­
tion role for all carriers of passengers. 
UNITED STATES OVERLOOKS STATE FAILURE TO 

ADOPT TITLE 23 SAFETY PROGRAMS 

The Department of Transportation 
has the authority to force States to en­
act the "voluntary" safety regulations 
spelled out in title 23 of the United States 
Code. But despite the fact that only 17 
States have adopted the standards in full, 
that authority has not been used. The 
clout is contained in the provision allow­
ing the Secretary of Transportation to 
reduce Federal allocations of highway 
construction money to the individual 
States by 10 percent for any State which 
does not adopt the safety regulations. 

Title 23 contains such features as 
guidelines for driver selection, training 
and bus maintenance that, supposedly, 
must be observed by the States wishing 
to receive Federal funds toward :financing 
of highway safety programs. It also in­
cludes standards for periodic motor ve­
hicle inspections and motor vehicle regis­
tration, requirements for the issuance of 
a drivers license, physical requirements 
for driving, and guidelines for State 
recordkeeping. If universally adopted, 
these standards would be somewhat more 
effective even than title 49 requirements 
in that they would require periodic in­
spection of all motor vehicles to be per­
formed by competent personnel who are 
trained to perform their duties and cer­
tified by the respective States. 

The driver licensing provisions would 
insure that only persons physically and 
mentally qualified will be licensed to 
operate motor vehicles on any highway 
of the State. The advantage of these pro­
visions, especially for licensing and ve­
hicle inspections, is their application to 
all interstate and in·trastate vehicles, 
including private carriers of pa8sengers-­
including schoolbuses. In addition to the 
17 States which have adopted the mini­
mum standards of title 23, another 14 
States have adopted parts of the uniform 
standards for State highway safety. In 
total, 42 States now have some form of 
vehicle inspection, ranging from inde­
pendent examiners inspecting motor car­
riers to having the carriers inspect their 
own vehicles as allowed by the Bureau of 
Motor Carrier Safety under title 49 of the 
United States Code. Eleven States have 
not adopted any of the safety regulations 
under title 23. 

Such diverse policies preclude stand­
ardization of school bus safety regula­
tions, without additional and more force­
ful legislation. 

The net result is that throughout the 
United States there are almost as many 
different approaches to motor vehicle 
safety as there are States. The manda­
tory Federal standards of title 49, be­
cause they apply only to selective groups 
of vehicles in interstate commerce, and 
because they are inadequately enforced, 
contribute little to produce uniformity 
of safety standards across the country. 
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TITLE 49 ENFORCEMENT REQUXRES PROOF OF 

INTENT 

Inadequate Federal enforcement is as 
much or more the result of unworkable 
penalty provisions as it is the result of 
apathy involving understaffing and un­
derfunding and extraordinary processing 
delays. 

Even after a violation of the title 49 
safety standards is committed, the Gov­
errunent cannot readily apply the pen­
alties provided. It must first prove that 
the violation was committed knowingly 
and willfully by the motor carrier. If 
the Government can merely establish 
that the violation occurred, but not that 
it was known by the carrier and occurred 
willfully, it cannot achieve a conviction. 

This stems from the fact thaJt such 
violations can be prosecuted only in 
criminal court where a case must be 
made that the violation represented an 
act conscious and intentional, deliberate, 
and voluntary, and not one characterized 
by negligence. Not even acts of gross 
negligence can be sucessfully prosecuted 
under the penalty provisions of existing 
law. 

In those infrequent instances when in­
tent can be proved, and a conviction 
secured, then a fine of not less than $100 
nor more than $500 for the first offense 
and not less than $200 nor more than 
$500 for subsequent offenses may be 
levied. Each day shall constitute a sepa­
rate offense. Of course, these penalties 
apply only to carriers in interstate com­
merce. 

Precisely because intent is virtually 
impossible to establish in many instances, 
I introduced last July a bill known as 
the Motor Carrier Safety Enforcement 
Act. It not only increases the allowable 
fines but it also simplifies successful 
prosecution by permitting the Depart­
ment of Transportation to prosecute vio­
lators in civil proceedings, as well as 
criminal proceedings, and provides that 
in a civil prosecution the commission of 
any violation is sufficient evidence to es­
tablish proof of guilt. Thus, if any viola­
tion occurs, intentionally or as the result 
of negligence, the responsible carrier 
could be penalized. This bill, reintro­
duced in the current 92d Congress as 
H.R. 12, will be discussed in more detail 
later in this report. 

The difficulties encountered in achiev­
ing successful prosecution of alleged 
safety violators is further demonstrated 
in the dismissal by a Lehigh County, 
Pa., judge of charges of involuntary 
manslaughter which had been brought 
against the driver of the ill-fated tour 
bus which crashed west of Allentown, 
as well as the two representatives of 
the Tedesco Bus Co., which owned the 
bus. In that instance Judge Henry V. 
Scheirer dismissed the charges, contend­
ing that the Commonwealth had failed 
to show a definit.e cause for the accident. 

District Attorney George Joseph, indi-
cating an appeal would be considered, 
contended: 

We do feel strongly tha.t evidence a.t the 
trial clearly showed that seven chlldren were 
killed in a mechanically defective bus which 
shouldn't have been on the road, and was 
opera.ted In a grossly negllgent manner. You 
have to consider speed, the curve of the road 
and the wet surface. 

Such factors as evidence the bus had 
various defects including several bald 
tires, or that the driver had eight previ­
ous motor violations including driving 
while his license was suspended did not 
enter into the decision to dismiss. 

Still pending, however, are charges be­
ing brought by the Int.erstat.e Commerce 
Commission alleging 17 counts of unau­
thorized travel by the Tedesco Bus Co. 
The ICC charges that the bus was char­
tered and traveling interstate at the time 
of the crash, that because both the bus 
and driver were supplied by the company 
the firm was providing transportation for 
hire, and consequently the ·trip should 
have been registered with the ICC. 

That case was only recently resched­
uled for hearing beginning tomorrow. 
None of the 17 counts alleges a safety 
violation. All 17 represent alleged vio­
lations of the ICC's economic regulations. 
Understandably, if the Federal Govern­
ment were 1io prosecute Tedesco for 
safety violations it would have to prove 
knowledge and intent to violate the law. 
The burden of proof upon the Govern­
ment in regard to the other counts alleg­
ing Tedesco's failure to register inter-state 
bus operations with the ICC is signifi­
cantly less ominous, and conviction could 
result in loss of Tedesco's operations priv­
ileges. Nevertheless, it is sadly ironic 
that the main issue in the case will not 
involve safety but rather administrative 
procedures based on economic considera­
tions when the impetus for the charges 
was a crash in which seven children died. 
But this seems typical of the state of bus 
safety enforcement in the United States 
today. 

The tragedy at Allentown serves to 
point up, too, the unwieldy division of 
authority which resulted from the crea­
tion of the Department of Transporta­
tion. This is not to say DOT should not 
have been created. To the contrary, it is 
intended to stress that DOT was short­
changed of authority necessary to revoke 
or suspend operating privileges for viola­
tions of safety laws assigned it for en­
forcement. 

Nevertheless, it is difficult, if not im­
possible, to understand the failure of 
DOT to pursue apparent safety defi­
ciencies associated with the crash at 
Allentown, in view of the provisions of 
parts 291.13 and 296.2 of title 49's safety 
regulations. One of these parts places the 
burden upon the motor carrier to review 
the driver's past driving record. Why 
were eight previous driving violations 
overlooked? Why were several tires on 
the bus bald or near-bald after a sys­
tematic inspection of the vehicle? And 
why, if proper inspections were made by 
the carrier, did the New Jersey Public 
Utility Commission order 11 of the first 
35 Tedesco buses it inspected "out of 
service" because of their extremely dan­
gerous condition? Does self-inspection of 
motor vehicles by the carriers themselves 
provide the level of safety protection for 
bus passengers thi& Nation deems neces­
sary? 

ICC RULING UNDERMINES DOT STANDARD FOR 

SCHOOL BUS SAFETY 

Seldom do two Federal agencies, sup­
posedly with common goals, take such 
decidedly opposite points of view as is ap-

parent in recent separate actions of the 
ICC and DOT. 

The ICC, in a ruling May 12, 1971, de­
clared that commercial buses which dou­
ble as school buses during peak school 
transportation hours need not be 
equipped with the safety features char­
acteristic of common school buses in a 
growing number of States. The ruling is 
at direct odds with the position taken 
by DOT's National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration in the proposed 
new "Standard 17" code of safety regu­
lations for school buses. Standard 17 
would require commercial buses which 
serve as school buses to be painted na­
tional school bus yellow and be equipped 
with all of the safety features---:fiashing 
red lights, mirrors, and school bus ma.rk­
ings---which the standard proposes for 
ordinary school buses nationwide. 

On the basis of. the ICC ruling in the 
case identified as 'Ex Parte No. MC-78, 
Vehicles Employed Solely in Transport­
ing School Children and Teachers," I 
can only conclude that the ICC has al­
lowed its economic responsibilities to 
take total precedence over its seemingly 
more compelling responsibilities ito facil­
itate safety, particularly in regard to the 
transportation of schoolchildren. In 
light of this ruling, I can better under­
stand the shocking comment in a letter 
from ICC Chairman Stafford responding 
to my letter asking the ICC's assistance 
in the preparation of legislation to dis­
continue automatic exemptions from ICC 
regulation for school buses traveling in 
interstate commerce. My obvious pur­
pose was to keep light-weight school 
buses, which I am convinced are totally 
unsafe for high speed interstate travel, 
off the Nation's interstate highways sole­
ly to protect the children who today are 
being transported interstate in just such 
unsafe vehicles. , 

I was startled to read the following 
sentence in Chairman Stafford's response 
a few weeks later: 

You aippea.r ito be concerned primarily with 
the safety of the passengers involved ... 

It was as if to imply that economic 
conside:riations-doUars and cents--were 
more important than the safety of pas­
sengers, indeed child pa&engers. 

That one line in the ICC Chairman's 
letter did more than anything else I have 
found during this past year of studying 
bus safety regulations 1io convince me 
that the ICC should be totally stripped 
of all responsibility it still has in regard 
1io motior vehicle safety. 

To elaborate on the ICC ruling in MC-
78, the Commission's decision permits 
commercial buses that are used "ex· 
elusively" in the transportation of school 
children ''to and from school" or on trips 
related t;o school activities to fall within 
the purview of the school bus exemption 
section 303(b) (1) of the Interstate Com­
merce Act. 

The Commission further decided that 
these commercial buses would not lose 
their economic exemption-which ex­
cuses them from compliance with ICC 
regulations governing rates, tariff classi­
fications and licensing of carriers-if 
used for routine commercial bus trans­
portation when not transporting school 
pupils. 
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The ICC's reason for permitting such 

dual usage of commercial buses is to 
maximize the utility and efficiency of 
the bus company's fleet of vehicles in 
order for the company to realize its 
greatest economic potential. The ICC 
ruling indicates that it is economically 
advantageous to the bus company to 
serve this dual role. 

If money making were the sole con­
sideration, and if safety were not in­
volved, the ICC ruling might not be sub­
ject to challenge. But safety is a very 
pressing issue and, consequently the ICC 
ruling must be challenged. 

Clearly, if an intercity bus, without 
special identifying features such as 
standard 17 proposed to make uniform 
nationwide, is permitted to transport 
schoolchildren, there is no way for an 
approaching motorist to identify that 
intercity bus as a schoolbus. On the 
other hand, if that intercity bus is re­
quired to be painted national school 
bus yellow, to be equipped with flashing 
red lights and special mirrors, and is 
labeled "school bus" as standard 17 pro­
poses, then that bus will be readily 
identified as a schoolbus by approaching 
motorists and the safety of its student 
passengers will be significantly enhanced. 
Because the identification factor would 
be lost if "yellow buses" were permitted 
to serve any purpose other than transpor­
tation of schoolchildren, standard 17 
would prohibit use of a "yellow school 
bus" for commercial transportation pur­
poses at other times of the day. 

Despite standard 17's obvious weak­
ness due to the fact that it is a vol­
untary standard, it offers real hope that 
uniform bus safety regulations can be 
achieved on a nationwide basis. But 
that hope is dashed, if unmarked com­
mercial buses are permitted to double as 
school buses on a part-time basis. 

It is disappointing that so little co­
ordination exists between the ICC and 
DOT, as to permit two such diametri­
cally opposite policies to undermine such 
an important purpose as protecting the 
safety of the Nation's schoolchildren. 

This conflict serves as an open invi­
tation to all those motor carriers which 
fill the dual roles of transporting com­
mercial and school passengers to lobby 
within their respective States against 
the standard 17 safety proposal which 
would force those same commercial car­
riers to serve one purpose or the other, 
but not both. 

If the ICC ruling in MC-78 is per­
mitted to stand unchallenged, DOT's ef­
forts to achieve safety in school bus 
operations will be frustrated. 

STANDARD 17 

The latest proposal to improve safety 
standards applicable to school buses 
takes the form of a series of regula­
tions known as "standard 17" proposed 
by the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration division of the Depart­
ment of TransPQrtation. 

These regulations, again, are not man­
datory. They simply are a series of 
standards which the individual States 
may adopt totally or partially or not at 
all, on a voluntary basis. They do, how­
ever, have the potential to achieve uni­
formity of State safety laws applicable 

to school buses if they were adopted by 
each of the 50 States. 

Standard 17 currently is in the hands 
of Congress where it has been sent for a 
required 90-day period. During this time, 
House and Senate committees are af­
forded an opportunity to review the 
proposed standards and off er comments 
to the Department of Transportation. 

The review period will expire Septem­
ber 1, 1971. At that time, if there have 
been no serious objections raised by Con­
gress against the proposed rule, it will 
become effective immediately. Of eourse, 
additional time will pass before the in­
dividual States have had an opportunity 
to review the proposed standard and 
consider adaption of its features. 

Viewed as an important first step in 
nationalizing school bus transportation 
safety laws, its objective is to improve 
State transportation programs by setting 
uniform requirements for safe and prop­
er equipment, maintenance of equipment, 
and the selection, training, and super­
vision of drivers and maintenance per­
sonnel. The standard intends to elimi­
nate danger of death and injury to pas­
senger pupils while riding to and from 
school. The standard does not as yet 
provide uniform regulations for the 
transport of pupils on routes other than 
to and from school. 

The amendment has been sent to all 
States and other concerned parties for 
comment and criticism. The National 
Highway Safety Advisory Committee has 
published a list of suggestions on im-

. proving the amendment; these are be­
ing carefully considered at the moment. 

Under the standard a State agency 
will be set up, staffed full time by a pro­
fessional whose sole responsibility will lie 
w~th pupil transportation. The agency 
w1ll be expected 'to develop its own sys­
tem for collecting and imparting infor­
mation regarding the ·safety of school 
vehicle operations in accordance with 
safety program standard No. 10, "Traf­
fic Records." 

Specifically, under the standards the 
following safety regulations would b~ en­
acted: 

"Type I school vehicles" (any motor ve­
hicle with motor power, except a trailer, de­
signed primarily to transport more than 16 
pupils to and from school, not including 
buses operated by common carriers in urban 
transportation of school pupils must abide 
by the following regulations : 

(1) The words "School Bus" must be 
printed in letters not less than 8 inches high 
between the warning signal lamps as high 
as possible without impairing visib11ity of 
the lettering from front or rear view. No 
other lettering may be on the front or rear 
of the bus. 

(2) The bus must be painted National 
School Bus Glossy Yellow, Color 13432. The 
hood may be painted lustreless black, Color 
37038. 

(3) The bumpers must be glossy black, 
Color 17038 unless covered with retro-fiective 
material. 

(4) The bus must be equipped with a sys­
tem of signal lamps that conforms to the 
school bus requirements of Federal Motor 
Vehicle Safety Standard 108, 49 CFR 571.21. 

( 5) The bus must be equipped with a sys­
tem of mirrors that will give the driver a view 
of the roadway to each side of the bus, and 
of the area directly in front of the bumper. 

(6) The red fl.ashing lights on the bus 

will control all t raffic around a loading or 
unloading zone for children. 

(7) All school bus drivers must hold a 
valid state drivers license. 

(8) The states shall prohibit by statute 
all other vehicles from carrying the words 
School Bus. 

(9) All student standee's must be elimi­
nated. 

( 10) All school buses must be inspected 
at least semi-annually. 

( 11 ) Bus drivers must perform a pre-trip 
inspection before each trip and the driver 
must put the defects in writing. 

It will be the responsibility of the State 
~gency to see that these regulations are 
carried out. The agency will also be ex­
pected to see to it that all drivers meet 
physical, mental, and moral standards 
set up by the agency. It will also see to it 
that regular inspections and emergency 
evacuation drills are conducted, and 
each State shall also develop a plan for 
selecting, training, and supervising per­
sons whose duties involve transporting 
schoolchildren. 

The standard also provides regulations 
for seating in the school buses, procedure 
for stopping and starting the buses en 
route. The State programs will be evalu­
ated annually by the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration, assuming 
the standard is accepted by the State, 
and a written summary will be made of 
the State experience with the standard 
and these summaries will be submitted to 
the National Highway Administration. 

The most significant shortcoming of 
these regulations is their voluntary na­
ture. They will contribute to the safety 
of school bus operations only if they are 
adopted by the States and effectively en­
forced. Like the other voluntary safety 
regulations discussed earlier in this re­
port, these, too, fall under title 23. The 
track record for State adoption of title 23 
voluntary regulations already has been 
discussed, and while the results are not 
totally discouraging the objective of uni­
form safety regulations is a long way 
from realization. 

My own reactions to standard 17 pro­
visions already have been reported in 
writing to the Department of Transpor­
tation. Certainly, the series of regula­
tions has considerable merit, but that 
merit will be realized only if they are 
widely adopted. In several aspects, I be­
lieve, standard 17 does not go far enough. 
My comments, sent to the Acting Admin­
istrator of the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Bureau, were as follows: 

I heartily support most of Standard 17, 
with the exception of the exemption from 
compliance to school bus standards in the 
case of transit buses being used in the op­
eration of transporting school children. I 
agree with the objections to this provision 
raised by Mr. William Reynolds, Executive 
Director of the National Association of School 
Bus Contract Operators before the Subcom­
mittee on Public Roads on May 13. 

A double standard has been created, in 
which students riding on the common ur­
ban carriers that double as school buses dur­
ing peak school transportation hours, do not 
benefit from the many life-saving signs of 
identification and safety features that those 
riding in the common yellow school buses 
do. 

I! common urban carriers are to be used in 
transporting school children due to the lack 
of available yellow school buses, they should 
be equipped with flashing yellow lights, 
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marked with the words School Bus, and 
most importantly, painted National School 
Bus Yellow. When urban carriers are used 
and marked only with the words School 
Bus, the motorist has great difilculty in 
identifying them, and consequently might 
attempt to pass them, greatly endangering 
the lives of those children in them or cross­
ing the street nearby. 

Living in the Lehigh Valley where urban 
carriers are used to carry school children I 
have, on occasion, seen motorists who, not 
recognizing that they were following a school 
bus, attempted to pass one of these pseudo 
school buses and nearly injure pupils who 
were unloading and crossing the street. Simi· 
lar instances have been reported to me bj 
constituents. 

Therefore, I heartily urge you to require 
that all school buses or urban buses used to 
transport school children be painted with 
National School Bus Yellow, and be marked 
with the other signs of identification that 
make school buses identifiable to the motor­
ist. 

In addition to the above-mentioned. re­
consideration of the use of urban carriers, 
I would also like to mention two other sug­
gestions that I would have that might merit 
inclusion in the final draft of Standard 17. 

The first of these, would be to require the 
Secretary, in conjunction with the repre­
sentatives of the responsible state agencies to 
attempt to draw up uniform school bus pass­
ing laws. Since, many of the accidents in­
volving school buses occur on highways, one 
cannot be sure how many might be pre­
vented if out-of-state motorists, unfamiliar 
With the bus passing laws of the state in 
which they were travelling, were a.ware of 
school bus passing laws that were national, 
or at least regional in nature. 

Furthermore, when school buses are trans­
porting small children it is difilcult for mo­
torists to know whether the bus is empty or 
not. Consequently, the use of low beams on a 
bus whenever it is tJ'lansporting children 
would be an extra signal to motorists that 
they should proceed with caution when fol­
lowing a bus with its lights on. I have seen 
this practice in a number of communities 
and appreciated the additional alert so that 
I knew that the bus was not merely head­
ing back to the garage, but that it actually 
contained a number of school children. 

Under date of July 2, 1971, Douglas 
W. Toms, the Bureau's Acting Adminis­
trator, advised that my proposal rega.rd­
ing the use of low beam lights when 
buses are carrying children is under 
study and that the "double standard" to 
which I had objected has been corrected. 
His response follows: 

The problem of the double standard re­
ferred to by Mr. Reynolds of the National As­
sociation of School Bus Contract Operators, 
has been corrected and vehicles operated by 
common carriers to carry school children 
and school personnel exclusively, must com­
ply with the requirements of Standard 17. 
(See III. Definitions) 

Standard 1 7 takes a big step toward pro­
viding uniformity in bus passing laws. Item 
IIIC3a ( 5) provides for only one signal, the 
flashing red warning lights, to control traffic 
around a loading or unloading school bus. 
Trame must stop when this warning signal 
is operating and may proceed when it is de­
activated. With all school buses being uni­
formly identified by color, the words 
"SCHOOL BUS," and the red warning lights, 
a n educational program, national. i n scope, 
can be mounted to alert t he motoring public 
to its obligation upon meet ing or overta lt­
ing a school bus which is loading or unload­
ing children. In our congested urban a reas 
it is often safer to load a nd unload children 
on the residence side of the street without 
trying to control the large volume of ve-

hicles around the bus. Trame engineers have 
given strong support to the option granted 
to the States that the red warning lights 
do not have to be used every time the sohool 
bus stops to load or unload children. Where 
loading can be done in a driveway, at the 
curb or in an off-street loading area or load­
ing zone, it is better to let the tra.mc move 
past the bus without stopping. 

Your suggestion about using t he low beam 
headlights when children are aboard is ap­
preciated. I have asked appropriate staff to 
look into this special use of headlights. 

Since my comments originally were 
submitted to the National Highway Traf­
fic Safety Administration, I have con­
tinued my study of the proposed stand­
ard 17 and have discovered one addi­
tional feature I feel should be revised. 
I am preparing now to submit comment 
on that proposal in writing. 

Briefly, subsection (b) (3) of the stand­
ard 1 7 proposal would require that a 
schoolbus driver qualify as a driver 
under the title 49 motor carrier safety 
regulations only if he or his employer 
is subject to those regulations as a com­
mon carrier or contract carrier. I be­
lieve this subsection should be revised 
to require that all schoolbus drivers be 
compelled to qualify as a driver under 
the comparatively stiff provisions of title 
49, whether or not he or his employer 
now is subject to those driver regula­
tions. 

WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? 

The avenues to correct flaws in the 
Nation's motor carrier safety laws are 
virtually unlimited in terms of possibil­
ities. The alternatives are considerably 
narrowed, however, when viewed in terms 
of probability. 

Schoolbuses could be made vastly 
safer, for example, if schools or school 
districts were included to pay a higher 
price for a schoolbus. Cost-conscious­
ness has been the chief obstacle to the 
improvement of bus design. Similarly, if 
schools and school districts substituted 
better-built intercity-type buses for com­
mon schoolbuses to transport school 
groups to distant athletic events, on 
school outings or school trips, the trans­
ported pupils would be better safe­
guarded against harm in the event of 
an accident. But again, cost-conscious­
ness dictates that a cheaper, lightweight 
bus be the transporting vehicle. It is 
difficult to justify a local tax increase to 
the satisfaction of the average taxpayer, 
even if that increase is the result of 
higher costs to buy safer schoolbuses. 

Many other possible approaches to 
achieving maximum levels of safety for 
bus passengers interstate or intrastate 
run into immediate obstacles associated 
with practicality or cost. The best ap­
proach then, seems to dictate a start 
with the tools now available and to take 
steps which will make those tools more 
effective. 

A first step, it seems, is to improve 
enforcement of the safety regulations 
which now apply to motor carriers in 
interstate commerce. A bill I introduced 
in the 91st Congress and reintroduced in 
the 92d Congress, H.R. 12, is known as 
the Motor Carrier Safety Enforcement 
Act. It has several basic objectives: 

It gives the Secretary of Transporta­
tion, in addition to the ICC, authority 

to revoke or suspend the operating privi­
leges of motor carriers for safety viola­
tions. 

It applies substantially stiff er fines as 
penalties for safety violations, to make it 
economically impractical for motor car­
riers to risk placing unsafe trucks or 
buses on the highways. 

It relieves DOT of the difficult task 
to prove "willful intent" in prosecuting 
safety violations, by allowing DOT to 
file civil charges in which commission 
of the violation is sufficient evidence to 
convict. 

Existing fines of $100 to $500 for a first 
offense would be increased to a range 
of $250 to $1,000 while existing fines of 
$200 to $500 for a second offense would 
be increased to $500 to $2,000. Clearly, 
these fines would make the risk of oper­
ating unsafe motor vehicles an expen­
sive one. 

Stronger penalties and a transfer of 
the powers to enforce these penalties or 
the power to enforce or revoke licenses 
will not, of themselves, guarantee safety 
on the highways, but they will help in 
regulating and enforcing present safety 
standards. What is needed for the future 
are uniform and more precise laws that 
govern all States. Uniform laws can be 
more easily enforced since &ll Federal, 
State, and local enforcement agencies 
will be enforcing the same standards. 

The above concept has been the basic 
idea of title 23 of the United States Code. 
The basic weakness of title 23 is that the 
States have ithe option of adopting or 
rejecting rthe DOT safety regulaitions. 

This ·basic weakness can 'be overcome 
readily, if the Secretary of Transpor.ta­
tion were to exercise his authority to cut 
off 10 percent of the highway construc­
tion funds allocaition to any State which 
does not submit to the Secretary an ac­
ceptable highway safety program. Clear­
ly, what constiitutes an "acceptable high­
way safety program" should be dictated 
by the provisions of title 23. Simple ex­
ercise of that enforcement tool has the 
potential to make .title 23's provisions the 
uniform safety code of the Nation, rather 
than rthe code af only one-third of the 
States. 

Further, because the tiitle 23 safety 
standards do apply to local school buses, 
while the title 49 standards do not, the 
technique of withholding 10 percent of 
Federal high way fund allocations to the 
individual States to force States to adopt 
title 23 standards would have the addi­
tional effect of achieving uniform school 
bus safety standards nationwide. 

Another step which needs to be taken, 
I believe, is to narrow the ICC interpreta­
tion of the words "solely .to and from 
school" to limit common school bus 
transportaition rto mean precisely that­
"to and from school"-and to exclude 
the br.oader interpretation which allows 
common school buses to travel interstate 
for school-related activities. This simple 
change of definttion could be accom­
plished by a ruling of the ICC and with­
out any legislative action. This could oc­
cur during reconsideraition of the ICC's 
ruling in Ex Parte No. MC-78 which is 
discussed below. 

In addition, I believe the 1935 Inter­
state Commerce Act should be amended 
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to make subject to its safety of operation 
provisions all carriers of 10 or more pas­
sengers except private, personally owned 
and personally operated automobiles. By 
so doing, the act's provisions would be 
made applicable to all manner of private 
carriers such as schoolbuses, carriers 
that transport migrant workers, and ve­
hicles used by the military services to 
transport military personnel. It seems in­
excusable that the U.S. Government 
should transport service personnel in the 
same lightweight buses which commonly 
serve as schoolbuses. 

This, incidentally, also would subject 
the Volkswagen bus, when used as a 
school transportation vehicle, under the 
act's safety of operation provisions. Con­
sumers Reports announoed yesterday 
that it has rated both the Ford and VW 
bus wagons as "not acceptable" because 
they provide "grossly inadequate" crash 
protection. 

As discussed in a separate section of 
this report, the ICC ruling in Ex Parte 
No. MC-78 threatens to undermine the 
new DOT-proposed standard 17 code of 
safety regulations for schoolbuses. My 
staff is working now to develop a petition 
to be filed with the ICC during recon­
sideration of the MC-78 ruling. The ob­
jective of the petition will be to point 
out how the school bus safety functions 
of DOT will be frustrated if the ruling 
is allowed to stand. 

I expect to ask that the ICC prohibit 
the use of any bus as a schoolbus unless 
that bus oonf orms fully to the safety re­
quirements of standard 17, including its 
requirements for identifying color, mark­
ings, and safety equipment and also to 
require that schoolbuses register under 
the convenience and necessity provisions 
of the ICC act. By so doing; commercial 
carriers that operate as schoolbuses will 
find no advantage in urging the individ­
ual States to reject portions of stand­
ard 17. 

In addition, the use of common school 
buses for high-speed interstate travel 
would be halted except in those instances 
when a school or school system can 
demonstrate that their bus service is a 
convenience and a necessity which is not 
available through other bus services. The 
net effect will be to restrict the light­
weight school bus to local transportation 
of children on local roads at relatively 
low speeds. 

Another desirable change in present 
law would expand the applicability of 
DOT safety regulations to cover all motor 
carriers of passengers that go interstate, 
except personally owned vehicles that 
are used for personal transportation. 
This added authority would allow DOT to 
regulate all carriers of passengers in in­
terstate commerce, and promulgate man­
datory safety standards under title 49 
for all carriers of passengers that travel 
interstate. 

My review of the scope and impact of 
safety regulations during the past year 
served to point up a number of specific 
safety standards which, if strengthened, 
could make significant contributions to 
the achievement of highway safety. 
Among these are qualifications for 
drivers' licenses. inspections standards, 
a more-detailed accident reporting sys-

tern and establishment of safety perform­
ance standards to achieve uniformity of 
vehicle inspections. One approach to the 
latter need would be to license all inspec­
tion and repair facilities to insure a high 
level of competence. 

Obviously, the ultimate objective of 
uniform safety standards and uniform 
inspection standards is to achieve a 
situation in which a vehicle inspection 
conducted anyWhere in the country 
would satisfy the safety standards in any 
other part of the country. To achieve 
that objective, the existing practice of 
permitting carriers to inspect their own 
vehicles must be discontinued. 

During the course of this study it be­
came apparent that authority now 
exists for the Department of Transpor­
tation to institute licensing of all 
drivers who operate trucks or buses in­
terstate. Officials of the Bureau of Motor 
Carrier Safety indicated that it is im­
practical now to attempt to license the 
more than 2 million bus and truck 
drivers in thaJt; category. As an alterna­
tive, I proposed several months ago that 
DOT initiate licensing only for some 
30,000 bus drivers who transport pas­
sengers interstate. Although the DOT 
response rejected the proposal, I intend 
to explore further whaJt; I still am con­
vinced is a real need for such a licensing 
program. 

In conclusion, I do not propose to hoid 
up this report as a cure-all for the prob­
lems associated with unsafe drivers 
operating unsafe vehicles over unsafe 
roads at unsafe speeds. I do hope, how­
ever, that it and the steps I plan to take 
in the weeks ahead will serve to prompt 
far greater consideration of unmet 
safety needs. 

If we are to continue to make positive 
advances to achieve greater safety on 
our highways, we cannot do so if ap­
propriations adequate to the task are not 
provided. The recent $12 million cut of 
the appropriation requested for the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Admin­
istration in fiscal 1972 is not an answer. 
Instead, it is part of the problem. 

ANDREW JACKSON DAY IN 
PENSACOLA 

<Mr. SIKES asked and was given per­
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include extra­
neous matter.) 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, Pensacola, 
always a source of rich and interesting 
historic data, will observe a very impor­
tant date on July 17th. It is Florida's 
sesquicentennial as a part of the United 
States. Ceremonies lasting throughout 
the weekend will commemorate the date 
a century and a half ago when Andrew 
Jackson accepted the transfer of the 
sovereignty of Florida from Spain to the 
United States in Ferdinand Plaza. 

Planning for the program is under the 
able direction of Pat Dodson. He is chair­
man of a committee composed of inter­
ested citizens from historical groups, 
education, government and civic orga­
nizations. Mr. Dodson has a long and out­
standing record of leadership contribu­
tions to Pensacola and Florida. 

When General Jackson's American 
troops hoisted the 23-star emblem of the 
budding American union, it marked the 
beginning of General Jackson's career 
as governor of the new territory with 
Pensacola as the territorial capital. He 
had demonstrated great leadership in 
public office and in war. His exciting vic­
tory over the British in New Orleans had 
set him well on the course which was to 
make him President within a few short 
years. He was not new in Pensacola. 
Twice before he had been there as the 
leader of victorious forces once when he 
was en route to New Orleans. and once in 
his campaign against the Indians. He 
had continued to play a significant part 
in the steps which finally led to the ac­
quisition of Florida by the United States 
for the sum of $5 million. We did not pay 
Spain any money-we just gave them 
credit for what we claimed they owed 
us. It was probably the best real estate 
deal in history. 

Andrew Jackson's time in Pensacola 
was short, but it linked him for all time 
with this exciting and growing part of 
the Nation. It is very appropriate that 
the events of the weekend culminate on 
July 17th in the Jackson Day program. 
Pensacola's 150th anniversary as a terri­
toriaJ. capital is the story of :a rich and 
appropriately rewarding chapter in our 
Nation's progress. 

It is interesting t;o recount some of the 
stories which have come down to us about 
Florida at the period when it became .a 
part of the United States. At that time, 
Florida had a population of less than 
8,000, including Negro slaves. Pensacola 
was one of the outstanding cities of the 
area, but by American standards was 
clearly of the frontier variety, in the 
nature of Dodge City, Laramie, Cheyenne, 
and other Western outposts of a later 
day. During the War of 1812, Pensaco!la 
was entered in force by British agents, 
Indians, and runaway Negro slaves work­
ing for the British. Raiding parties op­
erating out of Pensacola warred against 
American outposts in southern Georgia, 
until Gen. Andrew Jackson led a force 
against the city in November, 1814, at 
which point the British withdrew. Oper­
ating without British assistance, Indians 
and Negroes continued to raid the Geor­
gia hinterlands until 1818, when Jackson 
once again descended on Pensacola, seiz­
ing the place, and establishing a military 
government. 

Severe criticism was directed at Gen­
eral Jackson for invading the territory 
of a nation with which the American 
Government was at peace. But Spain 
was told that West Florida would be re­
turned when sufficient Spanish troops 
were sent to insure ~aw and order and 
the end to filibuster operations. This was 
arranged in 1819 and the province was 
surrendered. In 1821, with the transfer of 
Florida to the United States, Andrew 
Jackson became provisional governor of 
the territory. 

As Governor, Jackson has been de­
scribed as a man of "active and vigorous 
mind, anxious to promote the prosperity 
of the province--his urbanity and other 
amiable qualities render him accessible 
to the meanest individual, and justice is 
sure to follow an appeal to his decision." 
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In support of the garrison and civil 

officials were the mercantile establish­
ments, inns, and taverns of the town; the 
gardeners, hunters, and fishers who 
brought in produce for sale; and the 
planters and ranchers of the outlying 
areas. A visitor to St. Augustine in 1819 
wrote: 

The whole of this society is extremely 
courteous to strangers: they form one family, 
and those little jealousies, animosities and 
bickerings, so disgraceful to our small En­
glish communities, do not sully their meet­
ings of friendly chitchat, called as in Spain 
turtulias. The women are deservedly cele­
brated for their charms; their lovely black 
eyes have a vast deal of expression, their 
complexions a clear brunette; much atten­
tion is paid to the arrangement of their hair; 
at mass they are always well dressed in black 
silk basquinas (petticoats) with the little 
mantilla over their heads; the men in mili­
tary costumes: good order and temperance 
are their characteristic virtues. 

Dancing was a favorite amusement. 
Balls were frequent, and were generally 
opened with minuets by the older couples 
"succeeded by the younger couples dis~ 
playing their handsome light figures in 
Spanish dances." At carnival times the 
residents received masqueraders in their 
homes, and balls were in progress over 
the town. 

Probably a less popular amusement at 
least to the parties concerned were the 
"Sherivarees of idle people, ~ho dress 
themselves in grotesque masquerade, 
whenever a widow or widower are mar­
ried. They often parade about the streets, 
and p~ay buffoon tricks for 2 or 3 days, 
haunting the residence of the new mar­
ried pair, with noise and riot, until they 
can be bought off with money or whis­
key." 

As in many Latin communities with a 
military flavor, games of chance were 
popular. Considerable time was whiled 
away and countless wagers were settled 
after battles of game cocks in the cock 
pit. Dog fights, bull baiting, and bull 
fighting were other sports that attracted 
the soldiers and townspeople. A visitor 
to Cowford, in 1819, stopped at a "grog 
shop, were we met several graziers­
farmers-and woodsmen gambling and 
drinking. This rencontre was rather 
agreeable than otherwise. The night was 
passed in noisy mirth, drinking and 
gambling, vices too prevalent." ' 

Hunting and fishing, besides providing 
additional variety for the table, were also 
popular as pastimes. Referring to the life 
of the planter, a traveler noted: 

If he is fond' of hunting, he has game in 
profusion; does he shoot, the woods abound 
with wild fowl of various descriptions, and 
the alligators . . . afford the finest amuse­
ment for his adroitness with the rifle. 

Pensacola, with its heritage of both 
Spanish and French influences, suffered 
~rom government waste and inefficiency 
m a way that we can easily sympathize 
with today. A French traveler wrote that 
the 500 soldiers stationed there were: 

So far from being effective, they do not in 
reality amount to more t.ha.n 200. 

As at St. Augustine, the employees in­
cluded treasurers in the commissaries, 
storekeepers, and many subalternate of­
ficers whose principal function was to re­
ceive their pay. The traveler complained: 

One pays customs officers who have noth­
ing to visit and nothing to register; carpen­
ters, joiners, caulkers, ironwrights, and the 
whole equipage of a navy even to a port 
lanter, and the navy of the governor con­
sists of a single sloop without a deck. In the 
government stores, the employees are kept 
busy by moving the things out and then re· 
placing them-the perquisites are even more 
than the salary; these a.buses are so ordi­
nary they do not take the trouble to hide 
them. 

On the morning of July 17, 1821, Gen­
eral Jackson and his escort rode into 
Pensacola to the strains of a military 
band. Passing between Spanish and 
American guards drawn up in the 
square, the party entered the Govern­
ment House, where the formal transfer 
took place. Then, in the words of Mrs. 
Jackson: 

His catholic majesty's fla.g was lowered 
and the American hoisted high in air, not 
less than a hundred feet. 

:Mrs. Jackson noted sympathetically 
that many of the old Spanish residents 
burst into tears as their flag came down. 
But the good lady had been so shocked 
by the way in which the Sabbath was 
prof~ned with gambling, dancing, and 
fiddlmg that she added, "Really ,a change 
was necessary." To please his lady one 
~f the general's first official acts wa~ the 
issuance of an ordinance to insure a 
more decorous observance of the Sab­
bath. 

Jackson set about the real business of 
organizing the government with char­
acteristic energy. He divided Florida into 
two counties, Escambia and St. Johns 
~ith the ~uwannee River as the dividing 
lme, provided for the naturalization of 
foreigners, published ordinances for the 
government of Pensacola and St. Augus­
tine, and appointed their mayors and 
aldermen. 

However, Jackson's days in Florida 
w~re numbered. Disappointment in the 
f~1lure of President Monroe to approve 
his recommendations of friends for sub­
ordinate offices in the Government poor 
health! and a series of tumultuous quar­
rels with former Spanish officials over 
land and property claims, led the general 
to call the Florida sojourn "a wild goose 
chase." On October 5, 1821, just 8 months 
after his triumphal entry into Pensacola 
General Jackson wrote to inform th~ 
President of his resignation. He left, 
however, a prophecy, which has been ful­
filled today beyond his wildest dreams. 

He wrote: 
Pensacola is crowded and it is impossible 

under existing circumstances that any busi­
ness can be profitable, altho I have no doubt 
Pensacola will rise into notice as a commer­
cial city faster than any other place in the 
United States, but it will take time for the 
necessary oo.pital to concentrate there; and 
many in the first instance will go off dis­
satisfied. A great field is now open to the real 
capitalist, and real property well situated. 
must in a few yea.rs become very valuable. 

Surely his vision included the whole of 
our great State, whose territorial heritage 
with its rich combination of frontier, 
plantation, and elegant colonial influ­
ences comes down to us today. 

It is interesting to note that many 
descendants of the families who lived in 
the Pensacola area 150 years ago still 

r~s~de there and take an active part in 
c1v1c and business enterprises. Heirs of 
the original families will be presented 
medals during the ceremonies of July 
1 7. Among the families identified as 
having been established in Pensacola 
~ef ore the American flag was raised there 
include Bobe, Bonifay, Brosnaham, Caro, 
De la Rua, Farinas, Fernandez Gomez 
Gonzalez, Hernandez Maura 'Morena' 
Quina, Riera, Rosiqu'e, Touart, Villen~ 
euve, and Yniestra. Many have had 
prominent roles in city and State gov­
ernments. Andrew Jackson was a guest in 
Pensacola in the Brosnaham and Gon­
zalez homes. A member of one of these 
families, Ashton Brosnaham, is well 
known as the postmaster at Pensacola 
and as a successful businessman. 

SALE OF MILITARY EQUIPMENT TO 
ISRAEL 

<Mr. WALDIE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
concerned over the possibility that the 
delay in approval of an agreement for the 
sale of military equipment, presumably 
Phantom jets, to Israel is being delayed 
in an effort to force her to agree to a 
peace settlement which is not in her best 
interests. 

Although I hope such allegations are 
false, I cannot help but be concerned by 
the possibility that there is more than a 
grain of -truth in those statements. 

I not only believe there should be no 
"imposed peace" in the Middle East, I, 
also, believe it is unwise and against all 
we purport to have by a way of friend­
ship with our most staunch ally in that 
part of the world, to withhold the mili­
tary equipment necessary for her survival 
in exchange for our brand of peace. I, 
also, believe it is presumptuous on our 
part to think we know better than does 
Israel as to what constitutes grounds for 
a lasting peace. 

We are certainly not furthering the 
cause of peace by allowing Israel's 
enemies ·to grow stronger daily with arms 
shipments from the Soviet Union while 
we blackmail her into submission. I have 
sent the following letter to President 
Nixon urging his approval of an agree­
ment to provide Israel with all she deems 
necessary for her defense. I urge my col­
leagues who feel as I do to follow suit. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Washington, D.C., July 13, i971. 

The PRESIDENT 

The White House 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have been extremely 
concerned and disturbed by the delay in 
approval of an agreement for the sale of 
military equipment to Israel. 

I have been especially concerned since 
recent allegations claim that this delay ls 
deliberate in order to pressure Israel into 
accepting a peace settlement she might 
otherwise deem not in her best interests to 
enter. 

I strongly protest any further delay in this 
matter and urge that you direct the approval 
of any supply of military equipment Israel 
may request as necessary for her defense and 
security. 
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My position is based on three assumptions 

with which I believe you will agree. 
First, Israel is the best judge of what is 

necessary to maintain her defenses and to 
deter the growing military strength of her 
surrounding Arab enemies. 

Second, the usual long lag between the 
time an agreement is finally reached and 
armaments are delivered will add to Israel's 
danger and enhance the chances for renewed 
hostilities. 

Third, the security of the United States 
and the Free World are inextricably involved 
with the security and survival of Israel. 

I, therefore, urge your immediate and 
personal attention to the prompt approval 
of aid to our staunchest ally in the Middle 
Ea.st as the course of action in the best in­
terests of the United States. 

Sincerely, 
JEROME R. WALDIE, 

United States Congressman. 

TAX DEDUCTION FOR BLOOD 
DONATIONS 

(Mr. WALDIE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, I have to­
day sponsored legislation to allow a $25 
tax deduction for blood donations to en­
courage the public to donate blood to 
nonprofit blood collecting organizations. 

At present, the Internal Revenue Serv­
ice recognizes blood donations as a "serv­
ice" which is not deductible, rather than 
"property" which is. While someone can 
take a tax deduction for a $25 monetary 
contribution to the American Red Cross 
he cannot take a deduction for the pint 
of blood he gives them. I view this as in­
consistent with the purpose of the chari­
table provision in our tax code which en­
courages contributions to nonprofit or­
ganizations serving the public interest. 

Another need for this legislation is to 
prevent the proliferation of commercial 
blood banks which attract persons who 
do not meet the minimal health stand­
ards but which are fiourishing because 
of a shortage of whole blood and volun­
tary donors. 

This bill would, therefore, not only in­
crease the quantity and improve the 
quality of available blood, but also give 
a tax deduction to public-minded citizens 
who donate blood and thereby contribute 
to the public welfare. 

The text of the bill follows: 
H.R. 9860 

A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 to provide that blood donations 
shall be considered as charitable contribu­
tions deductible from gross income 
Be it enacted by the Senate and. House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
170 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
(relating to deduction for charitable, etc., 
contributions and gifts) is amended by re­
designating subsections (i) and (j) as sub­
sections (j) and (k), respectively, and by 
inserting after subsection (h) the following 
new subsection: 

"(i) BLOOD DONATIONS.-
" ( 1) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this 

section, a donation by an individual of his 
own blood to an organization described in 
subsection ( c) shall be considered to be a 
'charitable contribution' of such individual 
in an amount equal to $25 for each pint 
donated. 

CXVII--1590-Part 19 

"(2) LIMITATION.-The aggregate amount 
of any individual's charitable contributions 
described in paragraph (1) which may be 
taken into account in determining the de­
duction allowed a taxpayer under this sec­
tion for any taxable year shall not exceed 
$125." 

SEC. 2. Section 62 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 (relating to the definition of 
adjusted gross income in the case of an in­
dividual) is amended by adding after para­
graph (9) the following new paragraph: 

" ( 10) the deduction allowed by section 170, 
to the extent attributable to charitable con­
tributions of the type described in subsec­
tion ( i) thereof." 

SEc. 3. The amendments ma.de by this Act 
shall apply only wih respect to blood donated 
on or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

TAX STATUS OF CHARITABLE 
ORGANIZATIONS 

<Mr. WALDIE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
introducing legislation to amend the In­
ternal Revenue Code to allow charitable 
organizations to present their views to 
Congress without losing their tax-exempt 
status. 

Under a 1962 amendment, business 
associations may carry on lobbying 
activities and remain tax exempt. But 
charitable and public interest groups be­
come subject to taxation for "carrying 
on propaganda or otherwise attempting 
to infiuence legislation." This bill would 
tend to equalize the taxation factor by 
giving public-interest groups the same 
lobbying privileges as business associa­
tions. 

It would permit certain charitable and 
educational organizations which qualify 
as tax exempt under section 501(c) (3) 
to communicate directly with the Con­
gress and with State legislatures to effect 
legislation of direct interest to the or­
ganization. 

The bill would not, however, allow tax 
exemptions for lobbying the public or 
for participation in political campaigns. 
It does not affect private foundations or 
change their status as defined in the Tax 
Reform Act of 1969. 

This proposal is necessary if we are to 
have adequate information to evalua..te 
legislative proposals. We mus.t have equal 
access to the views of all associations 
legitimately concerned with the matters 
we are called upon to decide, whether 
they be from the business or labor com­
munity, ecology groups, groups promot­
ing health programs and research edu­
cation groups, and any other charitable 
public service organization. ' 

The groups are among the moot valu­
able sources of information and opinion 
that a Congressman has. They a.re often 
intimately aware of the implications of 
the legislation in their particular field. 
It is unreasonable that Congress be ex­
pected not to have the benefit of their 
views. 

Senator MusKIE, who introduced this 
legislation in the other body, received a 
letter from the Indian Rights Associa­
tion which commends him~for this pro­
posal. I include this letter in the RECORD, 
along with a text of the bill: 

INDIAN RIGHTS AsSOCIATION • 
Philadelphia, Pa., June 7, 1971. 

Senator EDMUND s. MUSKIE, 
The Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MUSKIE: As President of a 
tax-exempt organization whose purpose is to 
defend the rights of a minority people, I 
wish to express my great appreciation to you 
and the other sponsors of Bill S-1408. 

Under present restrictions Indian people 
on reservations whose whole way of life is 
governed by Federal legislation, are denied 
the aid of such organizations as The Indian 
Rights Association in the halls of Congress 
in their efforts against the powers of big 
business and organized groups whose objec­
tives are generally ones of obtaining sanc­
tions for personal gain at the expense of the 
rights and welfare of the Indians. 

This proposal of yours involves one of the 
fundamental principles of democracy: all 
citizens and all groups of citizens should 
have an equal chance to be heard in the 
Councils of Congress. 

I wish you well in forwarding this bill a.nd 
hope you will let us know if we can assist 
you in any proper way-in attaining the 
passage of this blll. 

Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS WISTAR, Jr., 

President. 

H.R. 9837 
A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code 

of 1954 so as to permit certain tax ex­
empt organizations to engage in commu­
nications with legislative bodies, and 
committees and members thereof 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer­
ica in Congress assembled, That section 501 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is 
amended by redesignating subsection (f) as 
subsection (g) and inserting after subsec­
tion ( e) the following new subsection: 

"(f) APPEARANCES, ETC., WITH RESPECT TO 
LEGISLATION.-

" ( 1) IN GENERAL. In the case of an or­
ganization described in section 509(a) (1), 
(2), or (3), none of the following activities 
shall be deemed 'carrying on propaganda, or 
otherwise attempting, to influence legisla­
tion': 

"(A) appearances before, submission of 
statements to, or sending communications 
to, the committees, or individual Members, 
of Congress or of any legislative body of a 
State, a possession of the United States, or a 
political subdivision of any of the foregoing 
with respect to legislation or proposed leg­
islation of direct interest to the organiza­
tion; or 

"(B) communication of information be­
tween the organization and its members or 
contributors with respect to legislation or 
proposed legislation of direct interest to the 
organization. 

"(2) MATTERS OF omECT INTEREST.-For 
purposes of paragraph ( 1) , matters of direct 
interest to the organization are those direct­
ly affecting any purpose for which it is or­
ganized and operated. 

"(3) LIMITATION.-Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to any attempt to influence the gen­
eral public, or segments thereof, with respect 
to legislative matters, elections, or referen­
dums.'' 

SEC. 2. Section 170(c) of such Code is 
amended by adding the following new sen­
tence at the end thereof: "As used in sub­
paragraph (D) of paragraph (2), the phrase 
'carrying on propaganda, or otherwise at­
tempting, to influence legislation shall be 
subject to the exception set forth in section 
501(!)." 

SEC. 3. Section 2055(a.) of such Code is 
amended by adding the following new sen­
tence at the end thereof: "As used in para­
graphs ( 2) and ( 3) , the phrase 'carrying on 
propaganda, or otherwise attempting, to in-
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fl.uence legislation' shall be subject to the 
exception set forth in section 501 (f) ." 

SEC. 4. Section 2106(a) (2) (A) of such Code 
ls amended by adding the following new 
sentence at the end thereof: "As used in 
clauses (11) and (iii), the phrase 'carrying on 
propaganda, or otherwise attempting, to in­
fluence legislation' shall be subject to the ex­
ception set forth in section 501 (f) .'•. 

SEC. 5. Section 2522 of such Code is 
amended by redesigns.ting subsections ( c) 
and (d) as subsections (d) and (e) and in­
serting after subsection (b) the following 
new subsection: 

"(c) CARRYING ON PROPAGANDA, OR OTHER­
WISE ATTEMPTING, TO INFLUENCE LEGISLA­
TION.-As used in paragraph (2) of subsec­
tion (a) and in paragraph (2) and (3) of 
subsection (b), the phrase 'carrying on prop­
aganda, or otherwise attiempting, to in­
fluence legislation' shall be subject to the 
exception set forth in section 501 (f) ." 

SEc. 6. These amendments shall be appli­
cable to taxable years beginning after the 
de.tie of enactment thereof and to estaties of 
decedents dying after the date of enactment 
thereof. 

CHAPTER 
YOUTH 
INFANT 

XIII-CHil..DREN 
AND MATERNAL 
CARE PROGRAMS 

AND 
AND 

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per­
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, this is the 
13th in a series of articles on children 
and youth and maternal and inf ant care 
programs. Support for H.R. 7657, as 
amended, is increasing. The bill which 
would extend for an additional 5 years 
the children and youth and maternal 
and infant care programs which are now 
slated for oblivion as of June 30, 1972, 
has at this time 87 cosponsors in the 
House and 17 in the Senate. 

There are at present 59 regional chil­
dren and youth programs with addi­
tional satellites and 56 maternal and in­
fant care programs in existence deliver­
ing comprehensive health care to almost 
half a million children and youth of 
lower socioeconomic levels in central 
cities and rural areas. These projects 
represent one of the major reservoirs of 
experience in comprehensive health care 
today, especially to the poor children of 
the country. 

I have received from the directors of 
these programs descriptions of the pro­
grams in their community and what it 
would mean if their particular program 
were terminated. To give our colleagues 
an insight into these programs, I am 
placing in the RECORD descriptions of six 
children and youth programs. 

The material follows: 
CHILDREN AND YOUTH PROJECT No. 624, 

DENVER, COLO. 
Extension of federal legislation authorizing 

and funding Children and Youth Projects is 
vital to a health care delivery system in Den­
ver. This systiem-Denver's Neighborhood 
Health Program-is bringing comprehensive, 
continuous health care to more than 100,000 
of the city's low income people, 45,000 of 
whom are children and youth. 

The Neighborhood Health Program con­
sists of a network of 10 decentralized facili­
ties, a new general hospital, a public health 
department and a visiting nurse service 
which are making quality health care easily 
accessible and available for the first time 
to residents o'f the city's low income areas. 
The program ls supported by a variety of fed-

era.I grants, with the $945,000 Children and 
Youth grant representing a significant share 
of the total resources. 

Emphasis in the Denver heaJ.th program 
has been on providing fainily-centered, com­
prehensive health care for patients of all 
ages. However, the importance of pediatric 
care in the program is indicated by the fact 
that 45,000 of the 104,000 patients are under 
the age of 16. 

Although episodes of acute lllness usually 
are the initial impetus which prompt moth­
ers to bring their children to the health pro­
gram for care, services provided for the chil­
dren constitute a comprehensive program o'f 
heaJ.th ma.intienance. Pediatric patients re­
ceive well-child check-ups, which include 
history taking, completie physical examina­
tion, immunizations, urinalysis, blood tests 
for anemia, dental screening, hearing tests, 
vision tests and developmental screening. 

Children requiring more complex and spe­
cialized treatment than that economically 
availa.ble in neighborhood facilities a.re re­
ferred to pediatric specialty clinics at Denver 
General Hospital, which is an integral unit 
of the Denver Department of Health a.nd 
Hospitals, the administrating agency of the 
Neighborhood Health Program. Denta.1 serv­
ices are availa.ble at the two neighborhood 
health centers and at Denver General. Nu­
tritionists are sta.tioned at all facilities for 
consultation with fwmilies of any child who 
has a dietary problem. Services of a social 
worker and fa.mily health counselor are uti­
lized in oases where an ad.verse family en­
vironment is hampering the child's health 
or development. 

Children with serious developmental prob­
lems are referred to the Development Eval­
uation Center in the Denver General com­
plex. This center, funded directly from. the 
Department's Children and Youth grant, of­
fers services of a multi-discipline team which 
seeks to pinpoint the cause or causes for a 
child's developmental cLifficulties and, if the 
cause cannot be resolved, to recommend a 
·training or teaching program to fit the 
child's abilities. 

In addition to these health care functions, 
Neighborhood Health Program staff members 
also are participating in a number of group 
activities designed to improve the quality of 
life for target area children. The groups range, 
according .to the needs of the neighborhood, 
from a class in which nurses teach mothers 
how to enjoy their babies to a recreational 
group for small children with learning and 
perceptual problems to teen clinics where 
young adolescents can receive ad.vice about 
drugs anc:L other problems as well as direct 
medical care. 

The Denver Neighborhood Health Program 
has served as a proving ground for a new 
nursing role which will have significance in 
health care throughout the country. Public 
health nurses who have completed four­
month postgraduate courses at the University 
of Colorado Medical Cent;er work as pediatric 
nurse specialists in program fa.cdlities, reliev­
ing pediatricians of time-consuming duties of 
history taking, physical evaluation and antic­
ipatory guidance for molt.hers. 

Effect of the Denver Program on health 
conditions in the city's low income areas is 
perhaps best lliustrated by the marked de­
crease in the target area infant mortality 
rate. In 1964, before the health program 
started, the infant mortality rate in the city's 
lowest soclo-econoznic census itracts was 34.2 
deaths per thousand live births. By 1969, the 
rate had declined to 21.5-a figure no longer 
statistically different from the rate in more 
amuent parts of town. 

Denver's Neighborhood Health Program, 
a health maintenance organization in all 
respects, is making a significant impact on 
the health conditions which traditionally 
plague low income urban neighborhoods. 
Continued federal support for projects such 
as the Children and Youth Programs ls es-

sential to the continued succeS6 of. this 
unique \b.eaLth care delivery system. Because 
loss of the Children and Youth grant would 
have ia. negative impact on Denver's &blllty to 
deal with the health problems of its low in­
come citizens, we urge the extiension to 1977 
of federal jurisdJ.ction over Children and 
Youth projects. 

CHn.DREN AND YoUTH PROJECT No. 645, 
NEW YORK, N.Y. 

Since 1968, the program has been a.ttempt­
ing ito meet the health needs of the children 
and youth of the west mid-town a.rea of Man­
ha.tta.n ( 42nd t;o 86th streets and from 5th 
Avenue to the Hudson River). 

Our primary responsibiltty is to the 15,000 
children residing in our area of responsibility, 
as well as to the 10,000 children a.ttending 
school in our area, but not living here. 

In order to accomplish this task, the ,fol­
lowing working hypothesis was proposed: 

1. The multidiscipll.na.ry healt'h .team e.p­
proach would be the most effective method of 
deliverying comprehensive health care to our 
population. 

2. lit would be feasible and efficient to train 
and utilize community residents to serve as 
allied heaJ.th workers (paraprof~ionals) on 
these health teams-both intra and extra 
clinic. 

3. A scheduled one visit total heaLth assess­
ment or reassessment would offer the most 
efficient and patient-acceptable means of 
assessing ·the health needs of our total 
population. 

4. The application of modern EDP meth­
ods to ithe following ambulatory care func­
tions would seem appropriate: 

a. A method of patient scheduling 
b. A complete patient profile--in.stanltly 

retrieV91ble 
c. The CS1pability rto generate the 1nand&tied 

quarterly reports 
d. To support program planning a.nd 1"e­

search with retrievable epideiniologic and 
demographic da.ta. 

Our goal was to complete a total health 
assessment a.nd reassessm.ent on e.11 15,000 
patients by 1972. 

A final major objective was to establish 
a viable Home Care Program, specifically 
designed to: 

A. Decrease the period of hospitalization 
of those patients that could convalesce in 
the home rather than the hospi~l. 

B. To prevent the hospitalization of those 
patients identified in our ambulatory serv­
ice that could have their acute illness cared 
for in the home with reasonable safety. This 
service required the use of a station wagon, 
a full-time driver, one full-time public 
health nurse, and one half-time physician. 

A major group of high risk patients, that 
had not been identified in our original 
demographic survey, has required a signifi­
cant allocation of our limited resources. 
These are groups of families, usually welfare 
recipients, that are being "temporarily" 
housed under the most unsafe, unsanitary 
and unwholesome conditions. This disgrace 
is now being exposed in the mass media as 
the "Welfare Hotel" crisis. There are 13 such 
hotels in our district. This population repre­
sents approximately 1,100 children, mostly 
A.F.D.C. Although these fac111ties are said 
to be transient, many families remain in 
them for over a year. Although the average 
length of residence is four months, quite 
commonly these people move from one hotel 
to another. Given our present resources, we 
will be hard-pressed to continue even the 
minimal service we are now delivering to 
this high risk population. 

The statistics are most encouraging. In the 
three years, 1968, 1969, 1970, our total visits 
have increased from 18,336 in 1968, to 30,986 
in 1969, to 37,654 in 1970. It is predicted that 
in 1971 visits will be in excess of 50,000 visits. 
Another interesting statistic is that our 
teeth filled figure is four times our teeth ex­
tracted figure, pointing up the fact that pre-
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ventive dentistry is a. fa.ct Of life for our 
patients. Previously, before the C&Y's, the 
child and youth population of this socio~ 
economic group ha.d more teeth extracted 
tha.n were filled. 

In summary, the commitment to deliver 
comprehensive health ca.re to eligible chil­
dren and youths in our area. entails a com­
mitment to the health care of their total 
families. Thus, our outreach activities have 
a significant impact on the other services of 
the hospital. The critical issue at this time 
is our ability to cope with the increasing de­
mands for our services due to the deteriorat­
ing and unstable economic situation in our 
community. The rising welfare rolls will 
cause ma.ny families who previously could 
afford private care, to seek an alternative, 
and in ma.ny instances, our program is their 
choice. Of course, the urgency of the situa­
tion is tha.t this demand is rising at a time 
when our fiscal resources a.re dwindllng. 

CHILDREN AND YOUTH PROJECT No. 602-3, 
ALLSTON, MASS. 

C&Y Project 602-3 comprises the entire 
health services provided by St. Elizabeth's 
Neighborhood Health Center operated at 
Storrow School in Allston. At the hospital it­
self in Brighton, C&Y pediatric services are 
provided under the direction of the Storrow 
School operation and maternity services are 
provided separately under the Maternity and 
Infant oare program. 

Multidiscipllnary pediatric care, including 
medical, social, nutritional, a.nd psychologic, 
is provided for at both Storrow School a.nd 
the hospital. It is presently planned to a.dd 
dental care in the nea.r future. Services pro­
vided are family-oriented with consideration 
given to community social a.nd economic fac­
tors. While the population served is low-in­
come, it is not poverty-stricken. It is pres­
ently 80 to 85 % white, which majority seems 
to be evidencing a slight but steady increase 
in non-Engllsh speaking immigrants, includ­
ing Greek, French, and Spanish-speaking. 

Current total registration in Project •602-3 
is 2,228 of a potential target population of 
18,000 children 0 to 21 years old ( 1960 cen­
sus). While the registra.tion continues to in­
crease steadily at an average ra.te of about 
200 to 250 new registrants per quarter, the 
limited funding for Project 602--3 precludes 
the possibility of more significant expansion. 
Nevertheless, loss of C&Y services would rep­
resent a. serious hardship to the several hun­
dred fam111es presently participating in the 
program. Progress has been made in develop­
ing the understanding of preventive and com­
prehensive health ca.re and appreciation of 
the value of such health concepts over the 
traditional concept of crisis intervention af­
forded by hospital out-patient departments 
and emergency rooms, to which our famllies 
would have to revert for their health care 
should they lose C&Y. 

CHILDREN AND YOUTH PROJECT No. 609, 
BALTIMORE, MD. 

This Project, at Johns Hopkins Hospital 
covering an estimated 19,000 population in 
Ea.st Baltimore from birth through 18 years of 
age, operates on a yearly budget of $1,938,900 
($1.4 million federal funds, $496,000 local 
match). As can be seen from this summary, 
17,000 children have been enrolled into a sys­
tem of comprehensive health care during the 
3Y2 years of project operations. 

The most significant and salient features 
of this Project as contrasted to Title XIX 
MedicaJ.d Programs Me: 

1. A fixed predictable coot per year set by 
the granting agency. 

2. Particular emphasis on upgrading a.nd 
maintaining health status in an entire popu­
lation rather than concentrating on the 
treatment of acute a.nd episodic illnesses. 

3. Measurable, and accountable, objectives 
related to preventative services (immuniza­
tions, nutrition education, TB surveillance); 
and related to screening procedures for detec­
tion of specific disorders (tuberculin testing, 
lead poisoning screening, vision screening, 
hearing screening, screening for anemias, and 
for silent urinary tract infections). 

4. Large efforts directed toward bringing 
the patient into the health service system; 
and the system to the pa.tient (so-called out­
reach activities). 

5. Provision of services designed to coordi­
nate and optimize other local ~ctivities in 
health related areas (recreation, education 
opportunities, employment opportunities, 
improved housing). 

6. The opportunity to develop and evaluate 
new roles for health professionals and para­
professionals so that health services may be 
adequately distrilbuted in the face of an in­
creasing man power shortage. 

It has been the experience in our Project, 
a.s in others, that a.s time is gained in this 
type of health delivery model, the individual 
Projects become progressively more efficient 
in the utilization of personnel and other re­
sources. This has allowed, up to certain crtt­
ical points, for increased patient enrollment 
to take place without increased grant ex­
penditures. 

It is obvious that health services of this 
comprehensive pattern directed to poverty 
areas cannot, no matter how efficient they 
become,· be supported by the buying power 
base of the recipient population. Such Pro­
grams will have to be funded through gov­
ernmental, most probably Federal, resources. 
In the forthcoming discussions relative to the 
amount and form of Federal support for 
health programs for all age groups, we earn­
estly urge your consideration of the Children 
and Youth Project Model a.s an instrument 
of health service which is economically sound 
and acceptable to both the recipients and 
the providers. Cetlta.inly the principles can 
be applied to the population over 18 yea.rs 
of age. 

CHILDREN AND YOUTH PROJECT No. 604, 
KANSAS CITY, Mo. 

The Children and Youth Project No. 604 of 
Children's Mercy Hospital was established 
in 1966. Consistent with the legislation for 
the project, it was designed to extend serv­
ices to the disadvantaged children of the In­
ner-City of Ka.nsa.s City. we feel it has made 
a substa.ntia.1 impact in meeting the ob­
jectives and purposes of the .J.egislation in 
making services to disadvantaged children 
more a.valla.ble, accessible, and continuous. 

Since its inception, our Children and Youth 
Project has identified, treated, and given 
comprehensive ca.re to over 24,000 new chil­
dren in the Inner-City area, who had no firm 
relationship with persona.I health services, 
prior to our project. 

The Children and Youth Project has pro­
vided. not only extended emergency services, 
and out-patient clinic services at the Chil­
dren's Hospital, but has provided an im­
portant linkage in coordination of health 
services in the Inner-City, relating to the 
Visiting Nurse Association, School Health 
Programs, and the establishment of a neigh­
borhood health clinic. Over 83,000 screening 
procedures have been instituted in the Inner­
City schools each yea.r, which had not been 
known to them previously. These included 
vision, and hearing test, as well a.s general 
heaJth assessments, and up dating of im­
munizations. 

Significant data. has been revealed by this 
project. During the first eighteen months of 
the project, one out of four children needed 
further diagnosis and treatment as a.n out­
patient. One out of eight children needed 
hospitalization for medic&! or surgical m­
ness. Over the past five yea.rs (through a;p-

propria.te coordination and extended serv­
ices, with emphasis on preventive care) the 
ratio of children needing hospitalization has 
changed from one in eight (originally) to one 
in seventeen. This certainly suggests a posi­
tive impact in providing comprehensive care, 
with special emphasis on early diagnosis and 
prevention. 

We feel the Children and Youth Project in 
Kansas City, is essential to continue to pro­
vide a most important service for disad­
vantaged children and youth. While personal 
hea..lth services include medical, surgic&l, a.nd 
dental care, the children and youth project 
also includes important paraprofessional and 
disciplines, that were previously not a.va.Ue.ble. 
These include Public Health Nursing, Nutri­
tion, and Social Service. Many specific proj­
ects have been developed as an out-growth of 
the services, which include Toxicology serv­
ices and poison prevention, as well as treat­
ment of children with emotional disturb­
ances, and rehabilitation programs related 
to speech and hearing. 

Loss of our Children and Youth Project 
wolllld ·be a severe blow to the Kansas City 
community and specifically to the childre:r;t. 
we feel that this project, as well a.s children 
and youth projects throughout the country, 
have demonstrated a very effective means 
in delivering comprehensive health ca.re. We 
a.re very hopeful, that the Congress will see 
fit to extend the authorization to continue 
these important programs. 

CHILDREN AND YOUTH PRoJECT No. 628, 
BROOKLYN, N.Y. 

The name "C.A.T.C.H." is an acronym 
which stands for ComprehenS'ive Approach 
to Child Health. It was funded in February 
1967 by a grant to The Jewish Hospital and 
Medical Center of Brooklyn from the Ohil­
dren's Bureau of Health, Education and Wel­
fare under Title V of the Amendments to 
the 1965 Social Security Act. 

C.A.T .C.H. is located in the Bedford-Stuy­
vesant section of Brooklyn, New York, an 
area. in which over 450,000 people live and 
where there a.re fewer than 100 practicing 
private physicians. It is a neigh1borhood 
chiefly populated by Blacks and Puerto Ri­
cans and approximately 60 % of the pop'ula­
tion receives some form of Social assistance. 

The health-care facilities for the children 
in Bedford-Stuyvesant were limited to 
Health Department Well Baby Stations, hos­
pital Emergency .rooms and Clinics which 
provide episodic care. The establishment of 
a O&Y Program was intended to give a full 
spectrum of Comprehensive Child care Serv­
ice to families who are considered to be 
"high risk" because o! the poverty a.nd dire 
social circumstances in which they live. 

Comprehensive ca.re is defined by our proj­
ect as a "continuous and multi-disciplinary 
care system involving Pediatrics, Dental 
Services, Mental Health, Public Health Nurs­
ing, Social Services, Nutrition, Speech and 
Hee.ring, Special Educaition, Community Or­
ga.niza.tion, and Recreation. It is our aim 
to help children to reach and maintain their 
optima.l level of health and to tha.t end, we 
involve ourselves in all of the facets of ;tiheir 
llves which could affect their health. 

Continuity of care is accomplished by as­
signing a health team to each family. The 
team consists of a Doctor, Public Health 
Nurse, Socia.I Workers, Aide, and other dis­
cipline5 which are appropriate for the prob­
lems of the family. Thus each family 1s fa­
miliar with the members of the team a.nd 
each team member is involved in the fam­
ily's problems. This provides a personal re­
lationship with Doctors, Nurses, which most 
of our fa.milies have not had previously. 

Emphasis is placed on preventive medicine 
a.nd education as well as acute and long term 
care. Ea.ch visit includes a parent-public 
health nurse conference which serves to 
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point out the advantages of preventive health 
care and to teach the mother the means of 
accomplishing these aims. Great stress ls la.id 
on interpersonal relationships between the 
statr and the community. Each patient is 
treated with respect, dignity and concern. 

Seventy percent of our patients have never 
been to a dentist and extensive dental care 
is required by almost all of our registered 
children. This, as well as all types of medical 
care, including specialty services, ls furnished 
without charge. 

Each child receives a complete health as­
sessment which includes vision, hearing and 
speech testing and screening for Sickle-Cell 
disease, lead poisoning and tuberculosis. 

During the year 1970, there were 33,150 pa­
tients visits rto C.A.T.C.H. 145 children were 
hospitalized for a total of 1,882 patient­
hospital days. In the early months of 
C.A.T.C.H. Program, a. Community Health 
Committee wa.s formed by parents of 
C.A.T.C.H. Registrants and other interested 
community residents. From this committee 
we have learned of the needs and desires 
of the residents and we have also used it as 
a forum for seminars, round table discus­
sions and lectures on health problems. Mem­
bers of the committee aittend the C.A.T.C.H. 
bi-weekly Department Head Meetings and 
participate in policy making decisions a.nd 
discussion of a.11 problems. The community 
has whole heartedly participated in such 
activities as the Annla Health Fair, Play 
Street Supervision, writing letters to Con­
gress in Support of the C&Y Programs etc. 

At present there are 4,500 children in 1,700 
families registered in the C.A.T.C.H. Program. 
They have expressed their enthusiasm for 
the program in unsolicited letters and in 
their overwhelming approval as shown by 
their response to an anonymous question­
naire requesting their opinions a.nd attitudes 
on the Health Care given to their children by 
c.A.T.C.H. If the C&Y Programs were to be 
discontinued, they would be deprived of 'the 
comprehensive, continuous and personalized 
health ca.re on which they have come t,o 
depend, a.nd which they so sorely need. 

TAX EQUITY FOR SINGLE 
TAXPAYERS 

<Mr. KOCH asked and was given per­
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, today 11 of 
our colleagues are becoming cosponsors 
of H.R. 850, my bill to give tax equity to 
unmarried taxpayers. This brings the 
total House sponsorship to 133 Members. 
The bill also has been introduced in the 
Senate by Senator RIBICOFF, HUMPHREY, 
and NELSON. 

I am pleased to be able to add that 
hearings are expected on H.R. 850 by the 
House Ways and Means Committee in 
the first week in August. 

It is essential that we establish a uni­
form rate structure for all taxpayers and 
end the tax penalty imposed on the un­
married taxpayer. H.R. 850 establishes 
one tax table applicable to all. 

Enactment of H.R. 850 will benefit over 
30 million taxpayers who are now un­
justly discriminated against because they 
are not married. Single taxpayers have 
been taxed up to 42 percent more than 
married persons with the same taxable 
income. While the Tax Reform Act of 
1969 reduced this gap, it still left a dif­
ferential of 20 percent. 

Let us look for a moment at what the 

penalty on single taxpayers comes to in 
dollars. In 1970 a single person with a 
taxable income-after deductions--of 
$12,000, for instance, paid $2,830; a mar­
ried person with the same taxable in­
come paid $2,260. Thus, the single tax­
payer was penalized $570 and these fig­
ures do not even include the additional 
surtax. Furthermore, a single person 
with a $12,000 taxable income reached 
the 36 percent tax bracket while the 
married taxpayer with that income 
reached only the 25 percent bracket. 
The Tax Reform Act reduces the sin­
gle taxpayer's burden this year to $2,630, 
but still leaves a penalty of $370. 

It is inequitable and simply arbitrary 
that one group of taxpayers should be 
subjected to taxes that are higher than 
another group after deductions are 
taken. Married taxpayers with children 
should be assisted with an increase in 
the exemptions for dependents. Under 
present law that exemption will be $750 
by 1973; I have introduced a bill to in­
crease it to $1,200 immediately. 

Today's higher rates for unmarried 
taxpayers lead to the ridiculous situa­
tion whereby a divorced or widowed tax­
payer, with say three children, using the 
head of household schedule, pays taxes 
at a higher rate than a married couple 
with no children. It is through an ade­
quaJte exemption for dependents that 
family responsibilities can be most effec­
tively reflected-not through different 
tax rates. 

Taxation must be fair if it is to be 
borne, if not willingly, at least without 
resentment. The existing discrimination 
against the single taxpayer is not fair 
and must be ended. 

EQUAL RIGHTS FOR WOMEN 
<Mr. KOCH asked and was given per­

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, yesterday the 
Judiciary Committee reported to the 
House the equal rights amendment, 
House Joint Resolution 208, as amended. 

Women have been working for nearly 
50 years to secure the adoption of an 
amendment to the Constitution guaran­
teeing equal rights for women in this 
country. Last year the amendment was 
passed by the House by an overwhelm­
ing vote of 350 to 15. 

This constitutional amendment is long 
overdue. Thus, it is particularly distress­
ing that the House Judiciary Committee 
should have reported out a measure that 
has been crippled by two amendments-­
one to exempt women from the draft and 
the other to allow so called "protective 
health and safety laws" in the States. 
These provisions simply destroy the very 
purpose of the amendment which is to 
have written into our Constitution a 
guarantee that women shall share equal­
ly with men all responsibilities and 
rights. Who is to be drafted into the 
Army is not to be decided on the basis of 
sex but on ability to serve. Furthermore, 
to exempt from the amendment's cover­
age so-called protective State laws is to 
perpetuate one of the instruments by 

which employers and male chauvinists 
discriminate against women. 

The need for the amendment without 
crippling provisions is demonstrated 
each day in this country. Just a few 
weeks ago, I attended a meeting with 
representatives of New York City uni­
versities on the matter of a promotion 
for Dr. Anna Babey-Brooke, a member 
of the Brooklyn College faculty. The De­
partment of Health, Education, iand Wel­
fare had found that Brooklyn 'College 
had discriminated against her on the 
basis of sex and recommended that she 
immediately be promoted to the rank of 
full professor with a commensurate sal­
ary increase retroactive to October 13, 
1968. At this meeting, in which the uni­
versity officials were critical of the Gov­
ernment's intervention in this matter of 
sex discrimination, I supported Dr. 
Babey-Brooke's position. 

On July 1, the House accepted an 
amendment offered by our colleague 
from Oregon <Mrs. GREEN) to the Com­
prehensive Health Manpower Training 
Act of 1971. This amendment bars dis­
crimination on the basis of sex in ad­
mission to courses conducted by colleges 
receiving Federal assistance under this 
law. As necessary as this amendment is, 
however, it provides only a piecemeal 
remedy to the problem. What is needed is 
the passage of the equal rights amend­
ment to the Constitution, unencumbered 
by weakening provisions, that in one 
stroke can remove sex discrimination 
from State and Federal laws. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope this amendment 
will be brought to the floor before the 
recess. It is essential that House Joint 
Resolution 208 be restored to its original 
unadulterated form and passed. It is long 
overdue. 

VIETNAM AND THE POW'S 
<Mr. HELSTOSKI asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, 7 years 
and 111 days ago, on March 26, 1964, 
Capt. Floyd Thompson was captured in 
South Vietnam and became the first 
American prisoner af war in Southeast 
Asia. 

There are now more th.an 1,500 Ameri­
can servicemen who are legally consid­
ered "missing" in Southeast Asia and who 
may be in the hands of North Vietnam or 
its Vietcong allies. But since the other 
side does not wish to provide us with a 
list acknowledging all the men who a.re 
captured, the total number of men who 
may be prisoners of war is at this date 
still nat known. From time to time we 
have learned from various sources that 
men previously known to be missing 
have, in fact, been captured. And unfor­
tunately, some of the men who we believe 
have been captured and are prisoners of 
war have not survived the inhumane 
treatment of their captors. It is my hope 
that the number of families who will 
receive this crushing news will be very 
small. 

Americans care very deeply al:x>ut the 
well-being of all our men captured in 
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Vietnam. Each day in captivity, these 
men face particular hardships, endure 
separation from family and friends, and 
live in physically and psychologically 
weakening conditions. They face the 
prospects of no early return to their own 
country. Americans of all levels of so­
ciety, of all faiths, of all economic levels 
support these brave men. I wish to join 
in this support. 

It is tragic that these brave men must 
suffer the consequences of a war that is 
not a declared war, a war both illegal and 
immoral. We must take every initiative to 
end this confilct and bring back these 
unfortunate men who have endured so 
much. 

I look forward to the day when these 
men who have been imprisoned may be 
returned home. It can come sooner precii­
cated on our withdrawal. 

Mr. Speaker, it appears that there 
has been some break in the Paris peace 
talks that would tend to indicate the res­
olution of the war in Vietnam. It is 
time for Congress, the President, and 
the American people to join together in 
ending American participation in the 
hostilities. 

While there still may be some disagree­
ment on the particulars, there is no ques­
tion about the country's common con­
cern and support of the men who are 
captive and our joint determination to 
bring them just treatment and releasing 
them to return them t;o their families 
for the long awaited reunion. 

HISTORY OF THE TEANECK PUBLIC 
LIBRARY 

<Mr. HELSTOSKI asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, all of 
us are aware CJf the outstanding services 
provided by our local libraries, but I do 
not expect it is generally known that it 
took great dedication and work to bring 
them into being and to develop them as 
cultural and information centers of a 
community. 

Thus, on this occasion I would like to 
place in the RECORD the "History of the 
Teaneck Public Library," which graphi­
cally sets forth the many steps taken to 
establish and develop one of New Jersey's 
outstanding public libraries. 

The services given by the Teaneck 
Public Library to the residents of its area 
are many and I commend those who are 
responsible for its present-day opera· 
tions and those who preceded them for 
their excellent work and outstanding 
dedication. Significantly, the Teaneck 
Library Association observed its 50th 
year of incorPQrati'On yesterday. 

The history follows: 
HISTORY OF THE TEANECK PuBLIC LIBRARY 

The Teaneck Public Library began when 
an enthusiastic group of women volunteers 
opened a library in a sun parlor with a small 
personal collection of books. The story is 
one of private initiative and of public-spirited 
trustees and municipal officials who sup­
ported and encouraged library services in 
the community. 

Prior to World War I, these civic-minded 
volunteers first conducted a library in a pri­
vate home and then in a store on West Engle-

wood Avenue. Books were purchased with 
funds raised from food and cake sales. This 
collection was augmented by gifts and by 
books borrowed from the Library Commis­
sion in Trenton. 

The "library ladles" soon realized that 
larger quarters were needed. They incor­
porated on July 14, 1921, and formed the 
Teaneck Library Association. Their first act 
was to purchase for $2,000 the cabin located 
at 1279 Teaneck Road. This cabin, popularly 
known as the "old slave house," was sup­
posed to have housed slaves who served in 
the mansion across the road. How the money 
was raised for the mortgage and for the 
renovation and operation of the library 
makes a colorful tale. 

Four years later, these devoted women 
sold this property at a profit of $15,000 and 
offered the sum to the Township Committee 
for a municipal library. 

A public referendum authorized the erec­
tion of a $20,000 white-pillared brick build­
ing. This building was dedicated on Novem­
ber 20, 1927, as a tax-supported library with 
a $5,000 budget for the year 1928. 

Public response was so eager that need for 
expansion was soon felt. Conferences and 
public discussions concerning plans were 
held throughout the depression years. In 
December, 1936, two wings, financed with 
P.W.A. funds at a cost of $66,000; were opened 
to the public. These additions included a 
separate children's room, an auditorium, and 
larger reading and stack areas. 

During and after World War II, as the 
use of the library increased even more 
rapidly than the fast-growing population, 
the need for a larger building was given 
constant publicity. 

On May 6, 1952, the Council appropriated 
$237,000 for two more wings, which were 
opened in December, 1953. Among the spe­
cial features of this expansion were a larger 
children's room and separate rooms for ref­
erence, young adults and music. 

Today the library has 125,000 volumes, a 
remarkable development from its humble 
beginning in a sun parlor with 200 books. 
Five years ago, Teaneck became the second 
library in New Jersey to be open seven days 
a week. 

The Circulation Department, where the 
public first meets the library, is the natural 
center of activity. Hundreds of books, 
periodicals, records and pamphlets fiow in 
and out every day, and the desk acts as a 
clearing house for the registration of bor­
rowers, telephone inquiries, and general 
information. 

"Who was Cheops? What is collage? What 
effect has the United States had upon the 
socio-economic development of Japan since 
World Wa.r II? Who is the public relations 
direct.or of U. S. Steel? How did World War I 
influence the American novel? Who lifts the 
bride's veil after the wedding ceremony?" 
These are examples of the questions asked in 
the Reference Room whose staff answers an 
average of 150 questions daily. Students of 
the public and private schools a.nd of near-by 
colleges also use the reference resources of 
the library. The book collection is supple­
mented by periodicals and a pamphlet fl.le. 

Leading business services ( e. g. Moody's 
Financi.a.l Reports, New Jersey Industrial 
Directory, Standard Advertising Register, 
etc.) are available in the business area. of the 
Reference Room tn addition to books, finan­
cial periodicals, and corporation reports. In 
the Fall of 1971 a separate room for business 
services will be opened. 

The Children's Room, which has shown an 
enormous increase in use each year, is a 
complete library for children through the 
seventh grade. The department is wtdely 
used for school assignments. The librarians 
also promote and encourage an Interest in 
recreational reading. Among the activitle& 
scheduled for the younger residents of the 
community a.re pre-school story hours, story 

times for elementary school children, class 
and group visits, film programs, exhibits, and 
the Library-in ... the-Park. 

Other services offered by the library are: 
displays, art exhibitions, circulating collec­
tions of original graphics and framed repro­
ductions, book delivery for shutins, cir­
culating records and ca.settes, microfilm 
readers, photo duplicating facilities, in addi­
tion to which the library conducts programs 
for high school students and adults featuring 
films, music, and talks by writers. 

Today, as it has been through the past 
fifty years, the library is a leader in the cul­
tural, educational, and recreational. life of 
Tee.neck. 

A BILL TO EXTEND AND IMPROVE 
THE VOCATIONAL REHABILITA­
TION ACT 
<Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
introducing today a bill t;o amend the 
Vocational Rehabilitation Act in order 
to extend and improve rehabilitation 
services for handicapped individuals. 

As my colleagues know, I have long 
been interested in programs t;o provide 
our handicapped citizens with the neces­
sary training and opportunities to earn 
their own living and make their way in 
life as do their nonhandicapped fell ow 
citizens. On May 13, 1971, therefore, I 
was pleased to join as a cosponsor of 
H.R. 8395, a bill which makes compre­
hensive changes in the Vocational Reha­
bilitation Act. The bill I introduce today 
is designed to strengthen the basic Fed­
eral-State program under this act to 
assure more effective services for severely 
handicapped individuals of optimum em­
ployable age. 

EXTENSION OF ACT 

The Vocational Rehabilitation Act is 
scheduled to expire on June 30, 1972, fol­
lowing the 1-year extension enacted at 
the very end of the 91st Congress. The 
current Congress should, therefore, ex­
tend the act once again; and I am par­
ticularly anxious that the Committee on 
Education and Labor have before it all 
available recommendations for improv­
ing this vital program. 

EFFECTS OF H.R. 1 

Our :action this year in seeking 
to ,strengthen the effectiveness of 
rehabilitation services to the Nation's 
handicapped is more essential than 
ever in the light of the provisions of 
H.R. 1, the Social Security Amendments 
of 1971, passed ·by this body on June 22. 

As we know, Mr. Speaker, the new 
federalized welfare programs under H.R. 
1 provide for mandatory referral of all 
handicapped welfare recipients under 65 
years of age to State vocational reha­
bilitation agencies for rehabilitation 
services. Although the cost of these serv­
ices will be fully paid by the Federal 
Government from welfare funds, it is 
urgent that Congress act promptly to 
strengthen the programs under the Vo­
cational Rehabilitation Act if State voca­
tional rehabilitation agencies are to meet 
the unprecedented demand for services 
over the next 5 years. 

The concept of restoring the handi­
capped to useful, normal lives and to 
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1gainful employment is now accepted, 
well established, and of proven practi­
cality. But this was not always so. The 
program under the Vocational Rehabili­
tation Act of 1920 was small and prac­
tically dormant until the improvements 
made by amendments in 1943, 1954, 
1965, 1967, and 1968. 
NEED TO ASSURE SERVICES TO HANDICAPPED 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for us to take 
another look at ways substantially to 
improve the Vocational Rehabilitation 
Act, not only in the light of the great de­
mand for service which will be made by 
welfare recipients who are severely dis­
abled in other ways, but also in the light 
of assuring effective services to handi­
capped individuals who will become wel­
fare recipients otherwise. 

We still have a long way to go to make 
sure that every handicapped person, 
particularly those who have severe 
handicaps, is assured of adequate serv­
ice. Too many severely handicapped in­
dividuals are not being served at all. Too 
many with a real potential for competi­
tive employment are still being placed in 
sheltered workshops when more inten­
sive efforts by rehabilitation workers 
could open better job opportunities for 
them. 

We need to expand greatly the total 
rehabilitation program; and in that ex­
panded program, we need to refocus pri­
orities to make sure that the blind, deaf, 
deaf-blind, mentally retarded, cerebral 
palsied, multiple amputees, paraplegics, 
and others with severe handicaps are 
given the services they need. 

We must make sure that the rehabili­
tation specialists who work with these 
individuals are given the time needed 
to provide proper services. 

OBJECTIVES 

Mr. Speaker, the bill I introduce to­
day is designed to accomplish these ob­
jectives. It would amend the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act as follows: 

First. Increase the authorization of ap­
propriations for the basic programs of 
grants to the States for vocational re­
habilitation to $825,000,000 for fiscal 
1973; $1,250,000,000 for fiscal 1974; and 
$1,500,000,000 for fiscal 1975. 

Second. Continue the existing authori­
zation of appropriations for grants to 
the States for innovation programs un­
der section 3 of the act at $10,000,000 
for fiscal 1973 and each of the 2 succeed­
ing fiscal years. 

Third. Increase the authorization of 
appropriations for research and train­
ing under section 4 of the act to $150,-
000,000 for fiscal 1973; $175,000,000 for 
fiscal 1974; and $195,000,000 for fiscal 
1975. 

Fourth. Add "and other severely 
handicapped" to the text of section 4 
of the act to emphasize that special 
project grants for research, demonstra­
tion, and training should be focused on 
the needs of these disability groups as 
well as the mentally retarded. 

Fifth. Strengthen State plan require­
ments under section 5 of the act to assure 
a priority in provision of vocational re­
habilitation services to severely handi­
CSJPped individuals; eliminate firuuncial 
need as a criterion of eligibility fo<r serv­
ices to such individuals; provide for pe­
riodic review of the status of such in-

dividuals in extended or terminal em­
ployment in workshops for determining 
the feasibility of their employment in the 
competitive labor market ; and provide 
for a fair hearing mechanism, including 
arbitration, for aggrieved handicapped 
individuals requesting or receiving serv­
ices. 

Sixth. Require the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to disaipprove a 
State plan which denies severely handi­
capped individuals a preference in goods 
and services. 

Seventh. Authorize judicial review for 
handicapped individuals dissatisfied. with 
the action taken as a resUilt of the fair 
hearing procedure or arbitration. 

Eighth. Authorize applicants for or 
recipients of services wnder the act to 
utilize individuals or organizations as 
claims representatives. 

Ninth. Establish in the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare or any 
successor agency administering the Vo­
cational Rehabilitation Act, a Division 
for the Severely Handicapped to ad­
minister at the Federal level all aspects 
of the program relating to severely 
handicapped individuals. 

Tenth. Establish a National Advisory 
Council on the Severely Handicapped in 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare to advise the Secretary .on 
project grants and on the planning, 
delivery, and evaluation of services for 
the severely handicapped under the act. 

Eleventh. Provide for improved statis­
tical r'epOrting on the vocational rehiabil­
i tation progriam to the Congress. 

Twelfth. Add "outreach, ref erra.il, and 
adV'OCaCY" to the definition of rehabilita­
tion services in section 11 of the act. 

Thirteenth. Exempt the severely hand­
icapped from :financial restrictions re­
l.rated to provision of physicial restoration 
and certain other goods and services. 

Fourteenth. Authorize preventive, re­
storative, and at.her services which would 
eliminate or diminish the need of any 
severely handicapped individuals of any 
age for rehabilitation services under the 
act. 

Fifteenth. Foster the utilization of pub­
lic and private vooational and technical 
schools for training handicapped indi­
viduals in contrast to the use of sheltered 
workshops for ·this purpose. 

Sixteenth. Authorize 100 percent Fed­
eral financing of vocational rehabilita­
tion services for severely handicapped 
individuals while leaving the Federal 
share •at the current 80 percent for serv­
ices to other handicapped individuals. 

Seventeenth. Extend the authorization 
of appropriations for construction of re­
habilitation facilities under section 12 
of the act and for rehabilitation facility 
improvement under section 13 through 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, at 
the current annual level of $30,000,000 
for each and include compliance with 
occupational health standards specified 
by the Secretary of Labor as a condition 
for grants under both sections. 

Eighteenth. Extend the authorization 
of appropriations for vocational evalua­
tion and work adjustment programs for 
the disadvantaged under section 15 of 
the act through the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1975, at the current annual level 
of $100,000,000; authorize the State 

agency for the blind to administer the 
State plan for blind persons as they are 
now doing for the basic program under 
section 2; and require that preference in 
evaluation and work adjustment pro­
grams be given to severely handicapped 
individuals. 

Nineteenth. Require workshops and 
rehabilitation facilities receiving grants 
or contracts under the act to assure all 
their employees, including handicapped 
individuals, of compliance with ac­
cepted conditions and benefits of 
employment. 

Mr. Speaker, in addition, section 11 of 
the bill would require the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare to ob­
tain congressional approval for reorga­
nizations within the Department. The 
Secretary may now make major reorga­
nizations affecting the administration of 
vital services-and has done so in the 
recent past-wfthout concerned indi­
viduals and organizations outside of the 
Government being the opportunity to 
e~ress their views. Frequently, the first 
notice interested organizations have of 
a reorganization directly affecting their 
clients is publication of revised struc­
ture and functiion in the Federal Reg­
ister as an accomplished fact. Unfor­
tunately, we in the Congress usually are 
not aware of there reorganizations and 
their implications until we begin to 
receive letters of protest from constitu­
ents. Proper administraJtion of programs 
directly affecting millions of people is 
the key to effectiveness of those pro­
grams. Requiring prior congressional ap­
proval of reorganizations would be a 
valua;ble adjunct to the congress'ional 
oversight function and provide the in­
terested public with an opportunity to 
express their views through the hearing 
mechanism. 

SUMMARY 

In summary, Mr. Speaker, this bill 
would expand our Federal-State pro­
gram of vocational rehaWitJation of the 
handicapped to enable it to reach and 
serve many more disabled individuals. In 
addition, it would substantially improve 
the effectiveness of the program for the 
severely handicapped. It provides the 
means for converting disability to abil­
ity and dependence to independence. 

DEVELOPMENT OF PROPOSAL 

Mr. Speaker, in developing the pro­
visions of this bill, I have consulted with 
the representatives of major national 
organizations for the handicapped. They 
support its provisions and are pa:r't'icu­
larly pleased thaJt the bill will give new 
impetus to reaching •and serving the 
severely handicapped. 

Mr. Speaker, I include both the text 
and a section-by-section analysis of the 
Vocational Rehabilitation Act amend­
ments at this point in these remarks: 

H.R. 9847 
A bill to amend the Vocational Rehaibilit.a­

t ion Act 1.n order to extend 81Ild improve 
rehabilitation services for handicapped in­
dividuals, ·and for other purposes 
Be i t enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SECTION 1. (a) Section l(b) (1) of the Vo­
cational RehaibiHtation Act (29 U .S.C. 31 
et seq.) , as a.mended, is a.mended by striking 
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out "and" and by inserting before the perlod 
a.t the end thereof the following: ", for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, the sum of 
$825,000,000, for •the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1974, the sum of $1,250,000,000, amd for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, the sum 
of $1,500,000,000". 

(b) Section l(b) (2) of such Act is amend­
ed by striking out "and" and by inserting be­
fore the period a.t the end thereof the fol­
lowing: ",and for the fiscal year endtng June 
30, 1973 and each of the two succeeding 
fiscal years, the sum of $10,000,000". 

(c) Section l(b) (3) of such Aot is amend­
ed by striking out "and" where it ca.ppears 
after "$115,000,000" and by inser.ting before 
the period at the end thereof the following: 
", for the fisoal year end1ng June 30, 1973, 
ithe sum of $150,000,000, for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1974, the sum of $175,000,000, 
a.nd for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, 
the .sum of $195,000,000". 

(d) Section l(b) (4) of such Act is amend­
ed by striking out "1973" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "1976". 

SPECIAL PROJECT GRANTS FOR THE 
SEVERELY HANDICAPPED 

SEc. 2. (a) Section 4(a) of the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Aot is amended by inserting 
in the first serutence thereof after "the men­
tally retarded" the following: ", and other 
severely handicapped". 

(b) Section 4(a) is further amended by 
inserting before the period a.t the end of the 
second sentence thereof: ", and other severe­
ly hra.ndicapped". 

STRENGTHENING STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS 

SEC. 3. (a) Section 5(a) (4) of the Voca­
tional Reha.bilitation Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

" ( 4) show the plan, policies, and methods 
to be followed in carrying out the work under 
the State plan and in its administration and 
supervision; specify that ia.11 severely handi­
capped individuals shall be provided voca­
tional rehabilitation services prior to provi­
sion of similar services to other :individuals 
who are not otherwise severely handicapped; 
and, in case vocational rehabilitation serv­
ices cannot be provided all other ~ndividuals 
who apply for such services, show the order 
to be followed in selecting those to whom 
vocational rehabilitation services will be pro­
v.ided;" 

(b) Section 5(a.) of such Act is funther 
•amended by renumbering paragraphs (5) 
through (14) as paragraphs (8) through (17) 
amd inserting after paragraph (4) the follow­
ing new paragraphs: 

"(5) provide that the financial condition 
of a severely handicapped individual or his 
family shall not be a factor in determining 
his eligibility to receive any vocational re­
habilitation service; 

"(6) provide for granting an opportunity 
for a fair hearing before the State agency to 
any individual whose application for goods 
and services is denied or is not acted upon 
with reasonable promptness, including arbi­
tration by three persons consisting of one 
person designated by the head of the State 
agency, one person designated by the indi­
vidual, and a third person selected by the 
two, who shall serve as chairman; 

"(7) provide for periodic review and re­
evaluation of the status of other severely 
handicapped individuals placed in extended 
or terminal employment in a rehabilitation 
facility to determine the feasibility of their 
employment in the competitive la.bar 
market;" 

(c) Section 5(b) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof: "However, the Secretary 
shall not approve any plan which falls to 
provide for preference in goods and services 
to severely handicapped individuals or which 
denies such individuals their right to such 
services." 

(d) Section 5 is further amended by adding 

the following new subsections at the end 
thereof: 

"(e) If any individual is dissatisfied with 
the action taken pursuant to the provisions 
of paragraph (6) of subsection (a) of this 
section, such individual shall be entitled to 
and shall have standing for judicial review 
thereof. 

"(f) Any applicant for or recipient of any 
rehabilitation service shall be entitled to ob­
tain and utilize the services of any person 
or organization of his choice at any time in 
the preparation, presentation, or prosecution 
of his claim or application for services, in­
cl ud.ing informal negotiations, hearings, ar­
bitration and judicial proceedings." 

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE DIVISION FOR SEVERELY 
HANDICAPPED 

SEC. 4. (a) Section 7(e) of the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: "Such evia.1-
uation shall be made with a view to deter­
mining the effectiveness of programs in serv­
ing ?the severely handicapped." 

(b) Section 7 of such Act is further 
amended by changing subsections (d) a.n.d 
(e) to subsections (f) and (g), respectively, 
and inserting the following new subsections: 

"(d) The Secretary shall esta:bUsh alt the 
earl1est praoticable dwte not later than July 
1, 1972, and maintain within the Depart­
ment of Health, Eduoaition, rand Welfare 
or any agency, establi&hmenJt, or other en­
tity orea.ted within the Governmelllt of the 
United Stastes to admin.ist.er the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act, ia Division for the se­
verely Handiicapped which shall be the prin­
cipal agency in the Depra.Ttment of Healtih, 
Education, and Welfare, or any agency, es­
taiblishment, or other entity created within 
the Government of the United Staltes to ad­
minister the Vooaitional Rehabilitation Act, 
for radmlnistering and carrying out programs 
and projects relating to vocational rehaibili­
·ta.tion and relwted services for the severely 
handicapped, including programs and proj­
ects for the training of specialized person­
nel needed in rehabilitaition programs for 
the severely handioapped and for resea.rch 
in such rehabilitation and related services. 
In carrying out the functions of this Divi­
sion, the Secretary shall develop appropriate 
methods to fa.cili<t.ia.te client participation in 
the formulation of program objectives with­
in the Division and at 'bhe Sta.rte agency or 
other giia.nitee level. 

"(e) (1) There is hereby established in 
the Departmerut of Health, Education, and 
Welfare a National Advisory Council on the 
severely Handicapped consisting of the Sec­
retary, or his designee, who shall be chair­
man, and eight members appointed without 
regard to civil service laws by the Secretary. 
Two of '1lhe eight appoiruted members shall 
represent national organizations of the blind 
and deaf-blind; two shall represent national 
organizations for the severely handicapped; 
two shall represent State agencies for the 
handicapped; one shall represent org:a.n.ized 
labor; and one shall represent coinmerce or 
industry. Each '!lAppointed member of the 
Council shall hold office for a rterin of four 
yeara, except that any member appointed to 
fill a vacancy occurring prior to the expira­
tion of the term for which his predecessor is 
appoinlted shall be appointed for the re­
mainder of such term and except that, of the 
members flr.5t appointed, rtwo shall hold of­
fice for a term of three yea.rs, two shall hold 
office for a term of two years, a-nd two shall 
hold office for a tenn of one year, as desig­
nated by the Secretary at the time of ap­
pointmenlt. None of such eight members 
shall be eligible for reappoinrtment until a 
year has elapsed after the end of his preced­
ing teTm. 

"(2) The Council is authorized to review 
applications for special projects submitted 
to the Secretary under this Act of any proj-

ects initiated by it which it believes show 
promise of making valuable contributions to 
the vocational rehabilitation of severely 
hand.leaped individuals. The Council is fur­
ther authorized to advise and consult with 
the Secretary on the planning, delivery, and 
eval ua.tlon of services under this Act for the 
severely handicapped. The Secretary is au­
thorized to utilize the services of any mem­
ber or members of the Council in connection 
with matters relating to the administration 
of this Act, for such periods, in addition to 
conference periods, as he may determine. 

"(3) Appointed members of the Council, 
while attending meetings or conferences 
thereof or otherwise serving on business of 
the Council or at the request of the Secre­
tary, shall be entitled to receive compensa­
tion at rates fixed by the Secretary, but not 
exceeding $100 per day, including travel time, 
and while so serving a.way from their homes 
or regular places of business they may be 
allowed travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by sec­
tion 5703 of title 5, United States Code, for 
persons in the Government service employed 
intermittently." 

REPORTS 

SEC. 5. Section 9 of the Vocational Reha­
bllitation Act is amended to read as fol­
lows: 

"SEC. 9. Annual reports shall be ma.de to 
the Congress by the Secretary as to the ad­
ministration of this Act. Such annual re­
ports shall include statistical data reflecting 
vocational rehabilitation services provided 
each handicapped individual during the pre­
ceding fiscal year and shall specifically dis­
tinguish between rehabilitation closures at­
tributable to physical restoration, placement 
in competitive employment, extended or ter­
minal employment in a sheltered workshop 
or rehabllitation facility, employment as a 
homemaker or unpaid family worker, and 
provision of supplementary services." 

CLARIFICATION OF DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 6. (a) S~ction ll(a) (1) (B) of the 
Vocational Rehabilitation Act is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(B) counseling, guidance, and placement 
services for handicapped individuals, includ­
ing on the job training and followup services 
to assist such individuals to maintain their 
employment;" 

( b) Section 11 (a) ( 1) of such Act is 
amended by changing the period at the end 
of subparagraph (E) to a semicolon and 
adding the following new subparagraph: 

"(F) outreach, referral, and advocacy." 
(c) Section ll(a) (2) of such Act is 

amended by inserting after "and insurance," 
and before "the following": "except for se­
verely handicapped individuals designated by 
the Secretary". 

(d) Section 11 (a) (2) of such Act is fur­
ther amended by striking "and" at the end 
of subparagraph (G), changing the period 
after subparagraph (H) to a semicolon, and 
adding the following new subparagraph: 

"(I) preventive, restorative and other serv­
ices which would preclude or diminish the 
present or prospective need of any severely 
handicapped individual (irrespective of his 
age) for any or all the foregoing rehabilita­
tion services listed in this subparagraph or 
subparagraph (1) of this subsection." 

( e) Section 11 (a) is further amended by 
a.dding the following new para.graph: 

"(3) Vocational rehabilitation services 
also include services provided in a sheltered 
workshop or rehabilitation facility but only 
to the extent that such services are not 
readily available on an adequate basis from 
public or other vocational or technical train­
ing facilities or other appropriate resources 
in the community." 

(f) Section 11 (h) of such Act is amended 
by inserting the numeral " ( 1) " after "ex­
cept that", changing the period at the end 
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thereof to a comma, and adding the 
following: 

"and (2) with respect to vocational reha­
bilitation services to the severely handi­
capped as designated for this purpose by 
the Secretary, the Federal share shall be 
100 per centum for the fl.seal year ending 
June 30, 1972, and succeeding fiscal years." 

GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION AND STAFFING 
OF REHABILITATION FACILITIES 

SEC. 7. (a) Section 12(b) (2) of the Vo­
cational Rehab11itation Act is amended by 
inserting after "relating to" and before 
"safety standards" the words "occupational 
health and". 

(b) Section 12(i) of such Act is amended 
by striking out the "and" where it appears 
before "$30,000,000" and inserting before 
the semicolon after "1972" the following: 
", $30,000,000 for the fiscal years ending 
June 30, 1973, June 30, 1974, and June 30, 
1975". 

(c) Section 12(i) is further amended by 
s:;triking "1974." and inserting in lieu there­
of "1977". 

REHABILITATION FACILITY IMPROVEMENT 
SEC. 8. (a) Section 13(e) of the Voca­

tional Rehabilitation Act is amended by 
inserting after "comply with" and before 
"safety standards" the words "occupational 
health and". 

(b) Section 13(f) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "and" where it appears be­
fore "$30,000,000" and inserting after "June 
30, 1972," the following: "and $30,000,000 
for the fl.seal years ending June 30, 1973, 
June 30, 1974, and June 30, 1975,". 
IMPROVEMENT OF VOCATIONAL EVALUATION AND 

WORK ADJUSTMENT PROGRAMS FOR THE SE­
VERELY HANDICAPPED 
SEC. 9. (a) Section 15(a) (2) of the Voca­

tional Rehabilitation Act is amended by in­
serting after the comma following "1972" 
the following: "$100,000,000 for the fiscal 
years ending June 30, 1973, June 30, 1974, 
and June 30, 1975,". 

(b) Section 15(c) (1) of such Act is 
amended by striking " (other than the State 
blind commission or other agency providing 
assistance or services to the adult blind)." 

(c) section 15(c) (3) of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(3) Shows the plan policies, and meth­
ods to be followed in providing services un­
der the State evaluation and work adjust­
ment plan and in its administration and 
supervision; specifies that all severely handi­
capped individuals shall be provided evalua­
tion and work adjustment services prior to 
provision of similar services to disadvan­
taged individuals who are not severely han­
dicapped; and, in case evaluation and work 
adjustment services cannot be provided all 
other individuals who aipply for such serv­
ices, shows the order to be followed in se­
lecting those to whom evaluaton and work 
adjustment services will be provided." 

PROTECTION OF EMPLOYEES 
SEc. 10. The Vocational Rehabilltation Act 

is amended by renumbering Sections 14 
through 18 as Sections 15 through 19 and 
inserting the following new section: 
"ASSURANCE OF CONDITIONS AND BENEFITS OF 

EMPLOYMENT 

"SEC. 14. It is hereby declared to be the 
policy and intent of Congress that work­
shops and rehabilitation fa.c111ties receiving 
grants or contracts under this Act for con­
struction; renovation; sta.ftlng; use as a di­
agnostic, evaluation, or training facility; or 
for any other purpose authorized by this 
Act shall assure their employees, Including 
handicapped individuals, the following: 

"(l) Compliance with occupational health 
and safety standards prescribed by the Sec­
retary of Labor; 

"(2) Wages at rates not less ·than those 
prevalling for similar occupations in the lo­
cality as determined by the Secretary of Labor 
under Section 6 of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act; 

"(3) Coverage for old age, survivors, dis­
abllity, and health insurance benefits under 
Title II and XVIII of the social Security Act; 

"(4) Coverage for unemployment compen­
sation benefits under applicable state law, 
the SOCial Security Act, and the Federal­
State Extended Unemployment Compensa­
tion Act of 1970; 

"(5) Coverage for workmen's compensation 
benefits; 

"(6) Participation in any retiremenrt or 
pension plan; 

"(7) Applicabllity of the provisions of 29 
U.S.C. 401 (73 Sta.t. 519) ." 

REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

SEC. 11. Notwithstanding any other provi­
sion of law, the Secretary of Health, Educa­
tion, and Welfare, shall not, on or after July 
1, 1971, without prior approval of Congress, 
abolish or consolidate any board, bureau, dli­
vision, service, office, officer, authority, ad­
ministration or other establishment within 
his Department. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF VOCA­
TIONAL REHABILITATION ACT AMENDMENTS 

A bill to amend the Vocational Rehabilita­
tion Act, in order to extend and improve 
rehabilitation services for severely handi· 
capped ind.ividuals 

Section 1. Authorization of appropriations 
Section 1 (a) of the bill amends Section 

l(b) (1) of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act 
to extend and increase the authorization Of 
appropr.iations for grants to the states for 
vocational rehabilitation under Section 2 of 
the Act. It would authorize appropriations 
of $825,000,000 for the fl.seal year ending 
June 30, 1973; $1,250,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1974; and $1,500,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975. 
The authorization for the current fiscal year 
is $700,000,000. The Congress extended the 
Act through June 30, 1972, with existing au­
thorizations late in December 1970. 

Section 1 (b) extends the authorization o! 
appropriations under Section l(b) (2) of the 
Act for innovation grants to the states under 
Section 3 at $10,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1973, and each of the two 
succeeding fisca.1 years. 

Section l(c) of the bill increases the au­
thorization of appropriations in Section 1 (b) 
(3) of the Act for special project grants for 
research, demonstration, and training of 
personnel under Section 4 to $150,000,000 for 
the fl.seal year ending June 30, 1973; $175,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1974; and $195,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1975. 

Section l(d) amends Section l(b) (4) of 
the Act to require Congressional authoriza­
tion of appropriations for the three grant 
prograins under Sections 2, 3, and 4 of the 
Act for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, 
and each succeeding fiscal year. 
Section 2. Special project grants for the 

severely handicapped 
Section 2 of the bill amends Section 4(a.) 

of the Act to insert "and other severely 
handicapped" to emphasize that priority be 
given to financing special projects for re­
search, demonstration, and personnel train­
ing to improve rehabilitation techniques and 
services for such individua.ls. 

Section 3. Strengthening State plan 
requirements 

Section 3 (a) of the bill amends Section 
5 (a) ( 4) of the Act to provide that a priority 
be specified in state plan requirements for 

rehabllitation services for the severely hand­
icapped. 

Section 3(b) of the b111 renumbers para­
graphs (5) through (14) of Section 5(a) 
of the Act as paragraphs (8) through (17) 
and inserts three new paragraphs in the state 
plan requirements. The new paragraph (5) 
prohibits consideration of the financial con­
dition of a severely handicapped person or 
his fami.ly as a criterion of eligibility for 
services. The new paragraph (6) would re­
quire state vocational rehabilitation whose 
application for goods and services under the 
Act is denied or not acted upon with reason­
able promptness. It would also provide an 
arbitration procedure as an extension of the 
fair hearing mechanism. The new para­
graph (7) specifies that state plan require­
ments provide for periodic review and re­
evaluation of the status of severely handi­
capped individuals placed in extended or 
terminal employment in a rehabilitation fa­
cllity which is a sheltered workshop to de­
termine the fee.sibllity of their employment 
in the competitive labor market. 

Section 3 ( c) of the bill amends Section 
5 (b) of the Act to specify that the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare shall not 
approve a state plan which fails to provide 
preference in goods and services under the 
Act to severely handicapped individuals, or 
which denies such individuals their right to 
such services. 

Section 3(d) adds two new subsections to 
Section 5 of the Act. The new Section 5 ( e) 
authorizes judicial review of decisions made 
as a result of the f·air hearing and arbitra­
tion procedure. The new section 5 (f) au­
thorizes an applicant for or recipient of any 
rehabilitation service under the Act to des­
ignate an individual or organization to rep­
resent him on any aspect of a cla.im for 
service. 

Section 4. Establishment of the Division for 
the Severely Handicapped 

Section 4 (a) of the bill amends Section 
7 ( e) of the Act to provide that evaluation of 
the effectiveness of rehabilitation services by 
the Secretary shall specifically focus on their 
effectiveness in serving the severely handi­
capped. 

Section 4(b) of the bill changes the pres­
ent subsections (d) and (e) of Section 7 of 
the Act to subsections (f) and (g) and adds 
two new subsections (d) and (e). The new 
Seotion 7(d) requires the Secretary to esta.b­
llsh by July 1, 1972, and maintain in the 
Department of Health, Education, and Wel­
fare, or any successor agency assigned ad­
ministration of the Vocational Reha.billta­
tion Act, a Division for the Severely Handi­
capped. Section 7(d) also provides that the 
Division shall be the principal agency in the 
Department or its successor for administer­
ing and carrying out programs and projects 
relating to vocational rehabilitation and re­
lated services for the severely handicapped 
including personnel training and research. 
The new subsection (d) also directs the Sec­
retary to facilitate client participation in the 
formulation of program objectives in the 
Division and at state agency or other grantee 
level. 

The new Seeton 7 ( e) establishes in the 
Department of Health, Education, and Wel­
fare a National Advisory Council on the Se­
verely Handicapped, consisting of the Sec­
retary (or his designee) who shall serve as 
cbairman and eight members appointed by 
him for four year terms. The membership 
of the Council is to be as follows: two per­
sons representing national organimtions of 
the blind and half-blind, two representing 
national organizations for the severely handi­
capped, two representing state agencies for 
the handicapped, one representing organized 
labor, and one representing commerce or in­
dustry. The terms of six of the Councll mem­
bers first appointed by the Secretary will be 
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for less than four yea.rs in order to provide 
for desirable continuity of old and newly ap­
pointed members. The Council is authorized 
to review applications for special projects re­
lating to the vocational rehabilitation of the 
severely handicapped and to advise and con­
sult with the Secretary on the planning, de­
livery, and evaluation of services for the se­
verely handicapped. Members of the Coun­
cil are 1a.uthorized to be paid a per diem al­
lowance of up to $100 and travel expenses 
while serving during conference periods or 
special assignment. 

Section 5. Reports 

Section 5 of the bill a.mends Section 9 of 
the Act regarding annual reports to the Con­
gress by the Secretary on the vocational re­
habilitation program. The revised Section 9 
specifies that these reports shall include sta­
tistical data reflecting vocational rehabilita­
tion services provided each individual during 
the preceding fiscal year, including specific 
distinction between the various types of 
rehabilitation closures. 

Section 6. Clarification of definitions 
Section 6 (a) of the bill amends Section 

ll(a.) (1) (b) of the Act to specifically include 
"on the job training" in the list of rehabilita­
tion services to emphasize the desira.bll1ty of 
utilizing th.is type of training. 

Section 6 (b) of the bill .adds a new subpara­
graph (f) to the list of rehabilitation services 
specified in Section 11 (a.) ( 1) of the Act to 
specifically provide that "outreach, referral, 
and advocacy" shall be services provided 
handicapped persons by state vocational re­
ba.bilitatlon a.gencdes. 

Sect.don 6 ( c) of the bill amends Sectlon 
ll(a.) (2) of the Act to except . the severely 
handicapped from the provision that pen­
sion, compensation, and .insurance benefits 
be taken into aooount in determining ellgi­
bililty for services specified in Section 11 (a.) 
(2) of the Act. 

Seotion. 6(d) of the bill adds a new sub­
paira.graph (I) to Sectiion ll(a) (2) of the Act 
providing for prevent.J.ve and other services 
designed to elim.inaJte or lessen the present 
or prospective need of a. severely handlcaipped 
individual in-espeotive of his age for other 
reha.b111tation services under the Act. The 
effect of this amendment would be to im­
prove preventive and restorative services in 
order to minimize the handicapping effects 
of many conditions and lessen the need for 
a. wide variety of vocational rehabilitation 
services. It would be particularly helpful 
for chlldren, who are not now covered by 
the Act. 

Section 6 ( e) of the b111 adds a. new para.­
graph ( 3) to Section 11 (a.) of the Act to pro­
vide for maximum util.lzation of adequate 
public or priva.te vocational or technical 
training resources in the community for vo­
cational rehab111ta.tion services for the hand­
icapped before using a. sheltered workshop 
or reha.bi11ta.tion fa.dllty for providing such 
services. 

Section 6(f) of the b111 amends Section 
lT(h) of the Act to provide that the Federal 
share of the cost of rehab111tation serv.lces 
for the severely ha.nd.lca.pped designated by 
the Secretary under the basic grants to .the 
states program provided for in Section 2 
shall be 100% for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1972, and succeeding fiscal years. 
Section 7. Grants for construction and staff-

ing of rehabilitation facilities 
Section 7 (a.) of the bill amends Section 

12(b) (2) of the Act to require compliance 
with occupational health standards specified 
by the Searieta.ry of Laabor by workshops a.nd 
rehab111tation fa.c111tles receiving grants for 
oonstruo'tlon or stafttlng. 

Section 7(b) of the bill amends Section 
12(1) of the Act to extend the authorization 
of appropriations for construction and 
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staffing of workshops and reha.b111tation fa­
cilities through the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1975, a.t the current annual authorization 
of $30,000,000. 

Section 7 ( c) of the bill amends Section 
12(i) of the Act to require that sums ap­
propriated for construction and staffing shall 
remain ava.llable untll July l, 1977. 

Section 8. Rehabilitation facility 
improvement 

Section 8 (a) of the bill a.mends Section 
13 ( e) of the Act to requ.ire compliance by 
rehab111tation facllities receiving grants un­
der this section with occupational health 
standards specified by the Secretary of Labor. 

Section 8 (b) amends Section 13 (f) of the 
Act to extend the authorization of appro­
priations for rehab111tation facility improve­
ment through June 30, 1975, at the current 
annual authorization of $30,000,000. 
Section 9. Improvement of vocational evalua­

tion and work adjustment programs for 
the severely handicapped 
Section 9(a) of the b111 amends Section 15 

(a) (2) of the Act by extending the authori­
zation of appropriations through June 30, 
1975, at the current annual authorization of 
$100,000,000. 

Section 9 (b) of the b111 amends Section l.5 
(c) (1) of the Act by eliminating the word­
ing which prevents state agencies for the 
blind from receiving grants to administer 
the vocational evaluation and work adjust­
ment program for blind persons. 'Ibis will 
make the position of state agencies for the 
blind in receiving Federal funds the same 
as it is under the basic program for voca­
tional reha.bllitation services to blind persons. 

Section 9 ( c) of the bill amends SectIOn 
15(c) (3) of the Act to provide that state 
plans must specify that all severely handi­
capped individuals must receive evaluation 
and work adjustment services prior to pro­
vision of such services to disadvantaged in­
dividuals who are not otherwise severely 
handicapped. 

Section 10. Protection of employees 
Section 10 of the ·bill renumbers Sections 

14 through 18 of the Act as Sections 15 
through 19 and adds a. new Section 14 to 
the Act entitled "Assur8.nce of Conditions 
and Benefits of Employment". 

The new Section 14 declares it to be the 
policy and intent of the Congress that work­
shops and reha.bllita.tion facilities receiving 
grants under the Vocational Rehab111tation 
Act for construction; renovation; sta.filng; 
use as a diagnostic, evaluation, or training 
facllity; or for any other purpose authorized 
by the Act shall assure their employees, in­
cluding handicapped individuals, of the 
ordinary protection and benefits of employ­
ment required of most employers. These a.re: 
compliance with occupational health and 
safety standards prescribed by the Secretary 
of Labor; wages at rates not less than those 
prevalling for simlla.r occupations in the lo­
cality as determined by the Secretary of La­
bor under Section 6 of the Fair Labor Stand­
ards Act; coverage for old age, survivors, dis­
ab111ty, and health insurance under the So­
cial Security Act; coverage for unemploy­
ment compensation; coverage for workmen's 
compensation; participation in any retire­
ment or pension plan; appllca.ib111ty of 29 
U.S.C. 401 to assure collective bargaining 
rights under the National Labor Relations 
Act. 
Section 11. Reorganizations of the Depart­

ment of Health, Ed'UCation, and Welfare 
Section 11 of the blll provides that on or 

after July 1, 1971, the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare shall obtain the 
prior approval of the Congress before abol­
ishing or consolidating any board, bureau, 
division, service, office, ofticer, authority, ad­
ministration, or other establishment within 
his Department. 

FRED G. LITSINGER-CIVIC LEADER 
AND HUMANITARIAN 

<Mr. ANNUNZIO asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks alt th!is 
point in rthe RECORD and to include 
extraneous maJtter.) 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, as the 
Oongressman who represents the Sev­
enth Illinois Congressional District, 
where my good friend of many, many 
years, Fred G. Litsinger, has mainmined 
at 1200 West Washington Boulevard his 
Ford and Lincoln-Mercury dealerships 
for 50 years, it gives me great pleasure to 
extend to him my warmest oongm;tula­
tions as he oelebrates his golden a.nniver­
sary. 

At a luncheon yesterday at the Down­
town Holiday Inn in Chicago, albtended 
by distinguished city officials, as well as 
represenitaitives from the Ford Motor Co., 
including John Naughton, general man­
ager, and H. C. Ramsey, assistant direc­
tor of dealer affairs, and other digni­
taries, Fred Lit.singer was honored by 
the Ford Motor Co. for his 50 years in 
business and for being the· oldest Ford 
dealenship in metropolitan Chicago. 

Fred Liltsi.nger has been not only one 
of Chicago's outstanding businessmen, 
but one of its eminent civic leaders, as 
well. He has par.tioipaJted in countless 
humanitarian activities, giving gener­
ously of his time, his money, and h!is 
efforts. The West Central Association, 
the Business Opportunities for the 
Blind, the Chicago Foundlings Home, 
the Henry Horner Boys Club, and the 
Goodwill Industries of Chicago all have 
benefited from his outstamding leader­
ship. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to t.a.ke this 
opporrtunity to express my sincere appre­
ci'81ti.on, and indeed, rthe gnl}tirtude of all 
Chicago residents for the tremendous 
contribution Fred L:ift.singer has made 
over the years towaird the bebterment 
and well-being of our community. Age.in, 
I oong1"181tulate him on his golden annd.­
versa;ry in business and I extend to him 
my best wishes for aibun.dant good health 
and continuing success in hds worthy 
endeavors. 

An article which appeared in the July 
14 edirtion of the Chicago Tribune about 
the lwicheon celebmton in honor of 
Fred Litsinger f oUOW\S: 

HONOR FRED LlTsINGER 

(By James Mateja) 
Fred Litsinger has weathered the Depres­

sion, World War Il, and the F.dsel, and a.tter 
50 years in business you would think he'd be 
ready to slow down, but there's little doubt 
he will. 

Many car dealers complain of all their ha.rd 
times while on the way to their weekend 
home in the Ba.ha.mas. Litsinger, who has 
been selling Fords aind Lincolns and Mer­
curys before many of his fellow dealers were 
born, is usually too busy to complain. 

His list of accomplishments a.n.d civic ac­
tivities over the last five deca.des would fill 
scrap books from fl-oor to ceiling. His activi­
ties include pa.st president and director of 
the West Central Association; president of 
Business Opportunities for the Bllnd, Inc.; 
trustee, Chicago Foundlings Home; director, 
Henry Horner Boy's Club; and Director 
Goodwill Industries of Chicago. 

PRESIDENT OP SEVERAL FIRMS 

Litsinger is president of several firms that 
bear his name at 1200 W. Washington Blvd., 
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the primary ones being his Ford and Llncoln­
Mercury dealerships. 

He ha.s lost one dealership, though. In 1958 
he was a.warded a.n Edsel franchise. "The 
timing and the price weren't right," Lit­
singer explains. "Some of the Edsel models 
were in the $4,000 to $5,000 price range and 
a.t the time the public was very economy 
minded." The Edsel franchise lasted one 
year, the Edsel a little longer. 

While there are episodes he likes to forget, 
Lit.singer stUl recalls the first sale he ma.de, 
'"a. Model T Roadster for $300 to Rocko GTeco, 
a west side resident." Since then there have 
been about 200,000 other cars sold through 
his dealerships. 

Li'tsinger will get a. cha.nee to pa.use from 
his busy schedule this week to take time out 
to be honored by Ford Motor Co. for his 50 
yea.rs in business, and the oldest Ford dealer­
ship in metropolitan Chica.go. 

DIGNITARIES ATl'END 

Heading the Ford dignitaries from Detroit 
who will honor Litslnger &t a luncheon today 
are John Naughton, Ford's general ~r. 
e.nd H. C. Ramsey, '8SSista.nt director of dealer 
-a.ffa.1.rs. 

Cirty officials, including Mayor Daley, will 
be at the luncheon, which also will me.rk 50 
years in business by several other Chica.go 
:firms. 

After the luncheon Litsinger will have to 
get back to work. He just purchased 20,000 
square feet of land on Re.cine A venue op­
posite the present service entrance in order 
to ex;pand operations. 

It would seem unll~ely that Lit.singer could 
mark another 50 years, but no one is ta.king 
bet.son it. 

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 
(Mr. ANNUNZIO asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include extra­
neous matter.) 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, the 
period of July 18-24 marks the 13th 
observance of Captive Nations Week. It 
is at this time each year since 1959 that 
we have reaffirmed our dedication to the 
cause of freedom in all nations. It is at 
this time that we again remember there 
are millions of enslaved people through­
out the world who are deprived of rights 
and freedoms which we in the United 
States consider essential. 

This observance is a reminder to the 
people of the captive nations, the Amer­
ican people, and the people of the world. 
It recalls the historical development of 
conditions of tyranny and foreign domi­
nation within formerly free countries. It 
recalls the loss of freedom and individual 
rights among the people of these nations. 
It is a reminder that these conditions 
still exist and that there are nations 
where individual liberties are still denied. 

The list of captive nations is long and 
today includes the following countries: 
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Byelorussia, Cos­
sackia, Georgia, Idel-Ural, North Cau­
casia, Ukraine, Far Eastern Republic, 
Turkestan, Mongolian People's Republic, 
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Albania, 
Bulgaria, Siberia, Croatia, Slovenia, and 
so forth in Yugoslavia, Poland, Rumania, 
Czechoslovakia, North Korea, Hungary, 
East Germany, Mainland China, Tibet, 
North Vietnam, and Cuba. 

Some of these countries have found 
themselves under foreign domination for 
the past centuries and others regained 
their liberty for a few years only to have 
it brutally taken away again. The list is, 

indeed, tragic, but it would be an even 
greater tragedy if we, as Americans, were 
to forget the plight of these once-free 
people. 

The prospects confronting these Com­
munist-dominated countries are depress­
ing; yet there is hope, for the Commu­
nist dictatorships have never been able 
to enslave the minds and hearts of the 
people in the captive nations. Just 7 
months ago, resistance to Communist 
domination appeared in Poland. In De­
cember of 1970 Polish workers took to the 
streets in open protest against the eco­
nomic policies of the Gomulka regime 
which put an intolerable burden on the 
living standards of the Polish people. 
This demonstration by the Polish people 
is another manifestation of the con­
tinuing resistance by captive nations 
against their Communist dominators. 
This continuing resistance by the cap­
tive nations shows beyond a doubt that 
those who desire freedom will not for­
ever be denied that freedom. 

Each year our outstanding mayor of 
Chicago, Hon. Richard J. Daley, pro­
cl'aims Captive Nations Week for the city 
of Chicago. At this point in the RECORD 
I would like ito include the mayor's 1971 
Captive Nations Week proclamation, as 
well as the State of Illinois House Res­
olution No. 235 which supports the cause 
of freedom for the captive nations: 

CrrY OF C'HICAGO PROCLAMATION 

Whereas, the imperialistic policies of Rus­
sian Oommunists have led, through direct 
and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
and enslavement of the peoples of Poland, 
Hungary, I.Jithuania, Ukraine, Czecho-Slova­
kia, Latvia., Estonia., White Ruthenia., Ru­
ma.nia., Ea.st Germany, Bulgaria., Ma.inland 
China., Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North 
Korea., Albania., Idel-Ural, Serbia., Croatia, Slo­
venia, Tibet, Oossackia., Turkestan, Slovakia., 
North Viet Na.m, Cuba. and others; a.nd 

Whereas, the Congress of the United States 
by una.nimous vote passed Public Law 86-90 
establishing the third week in July ea.ch year 
as Captive Nations Week and inviting the 
people of the Unlted states to observe this 
week with appropriate prayers, ceremonies 
and activities expressing their sympathy with 
and support for the just aspirations of cap­
tive peoples for freedom and independence; 
and 

Whereas, the City of Chica.go, is closely 
linked to these captive nations through the 
bonds of family, since numbered among the 
people of Ohica.go are hundreds of thousands 
of our citizens who, through nativity or an­
cestry, treaBure the heritage which is theirs; 
am.d 

Whereas, these nations have been made 
captive by the imperialistic, aggressive and 
heartless policies of communism; a.nd 

Whereas, the peoples of these communist­
domina.ted nations have been deprived of 
their national independence and their indi­
vidual liberties; and 

Whereas, it is appropriate and proper to 
demonstralte to the peoples of the captive 
nations the support of the people of the City 
of Chicago for their just aspirations for free­
dom and national independence; a.nd 

Whereas, the people of Chicago, as do all 
the people of the United Sta.te.5, want for the 
people of the world the same freedom and 
justice which is theirs: 

Now, therefore, I, Richard J . Daley, Mayor 
of the City of Chica.go, do hereby proclaim 
July 12 through July 17 as Captive Nations 
Week in Chioago. 

I urge the people of Chica.go to join the 
programs arranged for the observance of this 
occasion and especia.lly encourage everyone 
to concretely demonstrate their interest in 

the imprisoned people of the captive nations 
by their attendance at or participation in the 
parade to be held on State Street on Satur­
day afternoon, July 1 7 at 12 noon. 

STATE OF ILLINOIS HOUSE RESOLUTION 
No. 235 

Whereas, S1nce 1918 the forces of com­
munism have, through direct a.nd Indirect 
aggression, subjugated the national inde­
pendence of Hungary, Poland, Ukra.ine, 
Slovakia, Czechoslovakia, Lithuania., Latvia, 
Estonia., Rumania, White Ruthenia., Bulgaria, 
Ea.st Germany, ma.inland China., Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, Georglia, Nol"'th Korea, Albania., 
Idel-Ura.l, Tibet, Cossa.ckia, Turkestan, 
North Viet-Nam Sel"lbia., Slovenia., Croo.tia 
and others; a.nd 

Whereas, These captive nations have been 
forcibly deprived of the dght of self deter­
mination which is a. basic right of all free 
men; and 

Whereas, In 1959, the United States Con­
gress -and President Dwight David Eisen­
hower, recognizing the importance of keep­
ing world attention focused on the plight 
of these peoples, designated the third week 
in July as Captive Nations Week; and 

Whereas, 1971 marks the 12th Anniver­
sary of Captive Nations Week; therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, By the House of Representatives 
of the Seventy-seventh Genera.I Assembly 
of the State of Illinois, that we support those 
people of the captive nations in the1r unend­
ing quest for liberation; that we commend 
those in the free world who are striving so 
that others ma.y also enjoy the blessings of 
freedom and democracy; and that this reso­
lution be spread upon the Journal of this 
House as a reminder that no ma.n is free 
until all men are free; a.nd, be it 

Further resolved, That a suita.ble copy of 
this preamble and resolution be forwarded 
to Mr. Viktors Viksnins, Cha.irman of the 
Captive Nations Committee. 

During this Captive Nations Week we 
solemnly reaffirm our sympathy for those 
people now living under Communist 
domination, and once again, we assure 
them they are not forgotten by those of 
us fortunate enough to be living in the 
free world. 

It is appropriate that on this oooa­
sion we recall the injustice being done 
1Jo the captive nations and the oppres­
sion of our fellow men and women living 
in these subjugated countries. Today let 
us reaffirm the hope th.at soon these 
Communist-dominated countries will 
once again become members of a free 
world community. 

FDA-FTC LIAISON: TEAMWORK 
THAT PAYS OFF 

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
House Small Business Subcommittee on 
Activities of Regulatory Agencies Relat­
ing to Small Business, of which I am 
chairman, recently completed hearings 
on advertising. The hearings considered 
various aspects of advertising and its re­
lationship to small business, and one 
topic of particular interest was the liai­
son arrangements established between 
the various Federal regulatory agencies. 

It appears that while in some instances 
Federal regulatory agencies have excel­
lent liaison agreements, other agencies 
apparently have none at all, or if they 
exist, are not effective. 
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Two agencies that appear to have de­
veloped a close working liaison arrange­
ment are the Food and Drug Administra­
tion and the Federal Trade Commission. 
Mr. R. Joel Slomoff, Special Assistant 
to the Associate Commissioner for Com­
pliance of the Food and Drug Adminis­
tration, and Mr. Robert E. Freer, Jr., 
Assistant to the General Counsel and 
Liaison Officer of the Federal Trade Com­
mission, have recently written an excel­
lent article appearing in the April 1971 
edition of FDA Papers, describing the 
close working relationship between those 
two agencies. 

For the information of the Members, 
it is requested that this article appear 
in the RECORD at this point. 

FDA-FTC LIAISON: TEAMWORK THAT 
PAYS OFF 

(By R. Joel Slomoff and Robert E. 
Freer, Jr.) 

The Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
makes illegal any food, drug, device, or cos­
metic product that is adulterated or mis­
branded when introduced into or while in 
interstate commerce or when held for sale 
after shipment in interstate commerce. When 
the surveillance and investigative work of the 
Food and Drug Administration discloses a 
serious violation, the facts are reported to 
the Department of Justice with a recom­
mendation for seizure, criminal prosecution, 
or injunction actions in the Federal courts. 
Under the statute each of the four com­
modities covered is deemed to be misbranded 
"if its labeling is false or misleading in any 
particular." · 

In addition to this general misbranding 
provision, the FDC Act defines a number of 
other circumstances under which a food, 
drug, device, or cosmetic shall be deemed 
to be misbranded-some of these definitions 
of misbranding applying specifically to foods, 
drugs, devices, or cosmetics as the case may 
be. Among the definitions of misbranding 
specific to drugs or devices is failure of the 
labeling tO bear (1) adequate directions for 
use, (2) ad.equate warnings against use in 
certain pathological conditions pr by chil- · 
dren where use may be dangerous to health, 
and (3) adequate warnings against unsafe 
dosage or methods of duration of adminis­
tration or application to the extent neces­
sary for the protection of users. 

The Federal Trade Commission enforces 
the Federal Trade Commission Act, which 
prohibits unfair competition and unfair or 
deceptive acts and practices in commerce. 
The Wheeler-Lea Amendment to the FTC 
Act specifi<:ally declares false advertising 
of foods, drugs, devices, or cosmetics to be 
an unfair or deceptive act or practice. This 
amendment defines the term "false advertise­
ment" as applied to foods, drugs, devices, and 
cosmetics to mean an advertisement, other 
than labeling, which is misleading in a 
material respect. In determining whether 
any advertisement is misleading, considera­
tion is given not only to representations 
made or suggested by statement, word, de­
sign, device, sound, or any combination of 
these, but t.lso to the extent the advertise­
ment fails to reveal material facts, or <:on­
sequences that may result from the use of 
the commodity. 

Preventing deception of the public in the 
marketplace by misrepresentations of foods, 
drugs, devices, or cosmetics is the common 
objective of both agencies. The Food and 
Drug Administration strives to prevent mis­
representations that may occur as a result 
of false or misleading statements made in 
labeling or by the omission of certain in­
formation required in labeling. Other than 
prescription drugs, which are entirely the 
province of the Food and Drug Administra­
tion, the Federal Trade Commission seeks to 

prevent misrepresentation resulting from 
false or misleading statements in advertise­
ments or the omission of certain necessary 
statements from advertising. 

Although the definition of false advertis­
ing of a food, drug, device, or cosmetic, as 
contalined in Section 15 of the FTC Act, spe­
cifically excludes labeling, it is well estab­
lished that written, printed, or graphic mat­
ter descriptive of a food , drug, device, or 
cosmetic may at one time be used as advertis­
ing, and at another time may accompany the 
article and thereby become labeling. Concur­
rent jurisdiction by both agencies is not 
uncommon. 

The FDC Act's requirement that drugs or 
devices bear adequate directions for use has 
been judicially interpreted as including di­
rections for the use of the drug or device 
for those purposes for which it is prescribed, 
recommended, or suggested in advertising. 

Although the responsibilities of the two 
agencies thus are closely related in many 
respects, significant differences in proce­
dure and in the nature and effect of sanc­
tions are inherent in the statutes and reg­
ulations governing the two agencies. The 
close relationship of the objectives of the 
two agencies as outlined in the foregoing, 
however, is now recognized as requiring a 
more effective liaison to eliminate any du­
plication of effort. 

To provide for the exchange of complete 
information so that both agencies can most 
effectively serve the public interest, each 
agency has designated a liaison officer re­
sponsible directly to the chief operating of­
ficial of his own agency to serve as a pri­
mary source of contact with the other 
agency. Since 1954 the existence of these 
liaison officers has been a point of formal 
agreement between the two agencies. But 
it was ndt until recently that full value has 
been realized from the liaison agreement. 

Al though in prior years the liaison meet­
ings had been taking place on a frequent 
basis, they had not been at the high level 
anticipated by the original agreement. In 
the 1970's through direct contact between 
former FTC Chairman Caspar W. Wein­
berger and his successor Chairman Miles W. 
Kirkpatrick with Commissioner of Food and 
Drugs Charles C. Edwards, M.D., the full in­
;tent of the liaison agreement has been 
-achieved. Representing the Food and Drug 
·Administration is Sam D. Fine, associate 
commissioner for compliance, and his spe­
·cial assistant. To represent the Federal 
Trade Commission, Chairman Kirkpatrick 
·has designated the Commission's liaison of­
'ficer, who is also assistant to the general 
'counsel. The three meet formally at least 
once a month, in turn at the Food and 
'Drug Administration or the Federal Trade 
'Commission. To fully inform each other on 
'matters of current interest, they invite the 
'appropriate senior officials of the two agen­
'cies, insuring that discussions will take place 
'at a policy-determining level. 

During the year that the liaison arrange­
'ment between the Federal Trade Commission 
'and the Food and Drug Administration has 
been conducted in this fashion, marked prog­
ress in the coordination of joint activity 
has been noted within government and by 
key officials in the private sector. Among the 
subjects of greatest current interest to both 
agencies have been enzyme detergents with 
their appurtenant safety and efficacy issues, 
the current controversy over mouthwash ef­
ficacy, polyunsaturated fat labeling, toy 
safety, nutritional labeling, cents-off regula­
tions, and the advertising of drugs which were 
reviewed for efficacy by the National Academy 
of Sciences/ National Research Council. 

Possibly the most outstanding example o'f 
interagency cooperation during the past year 
has been the joint effort in the enzyme safety 
area. A series of meetings between the agen­
cies and on occasion with industry and rep­
resentatives of the Soap and Detergent Assa-

elation has not only utllized the medical 
knowledge of the Food and Drug Admin­
istration and the advertising regulatory and 
market expertise of the Federal Trade Com­
mission, but also has fostered a better un­
derst anding of the issues by industry. In the 
employment of new methods to serve the 
public interest, this stands out as an exam­
ple of agency innovation through the liaison 
pra<:edure. 

The cooperation that has existed between 
the agencies on the question of enzyme 
safety has been exhibited as well in the other, 
previously mentioned areas. Interagency 
briefing sessions at the highest levels have 
assured consistency in regulating affairs and 
in formulating constructive .responses by in­
'formed Federal officials. 

Commissioner Edwards, ma.king known his 
support of the FDA-FTC Liaison arrange­
ment, said recently: 

"Meeting the consumer protection issues 
which fa<:e this agen<:y is truly a manage­
ment challenge. I strongly believe that sound 
communication through our liaison agree­
ment with other government agencies con­
tributes not only to our effectiveness but en­
hances the scientific and regulatory capa­
bilities of our system. The FDA-FTC Lia.i­
son is providing this communication." 

FTC Chairman Kirkpatrick, in commenting 
on the new liaison procedures, has com­
mended the good wo.rking arrangement that 
now prevails, and has said that he personally 
has found the briefing conferences and his 
meetings with Dr. Edwards to be most fruit­
.ful. Both Dr. Edwards and Chairman Kirk­
patrick concluded their comments by ex­
pressing hope that the <:urrent profitable 
relations between these two agencies may 
serve as a model for liaison of a similar na­
ture between other Federal agencies. 

TRAGIC SHOOTING OF SILVER 
SPRING MAN 

<Mr. DINGELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, a dis­
agreeable odor is arising in the after­
math of the tragic shooting of a 28-year­
old Silver Spring, Md., man by a pack of 
overzealous Federal agents and police in 
hippie clothes who smashed their way 
into his home to execute a search 
warrant. 

On Monday, the agents of the Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms Division of the 
Internal Revenue Service, who con­
ducted this Gestapo-style "raid" June 7 
on the apartment of Mr. Kenyon F. Bal­
lew, revealed their true character. 

After more than a month of insisting 
they "did nothing extraordinary, noth­
ing reckless, nothing culpable, nothing 
wrong," the ATFD agents refused to 
testify before a grand jury without first 
being granted immunity from criminal 
prosecution. 

According to newspaper accounts, 
court sources indicated the ATFD agents 
feared possible indictment for a variety 
of offenses ranging from "maliciously 
obtaining a search warrant without 
probable cause," to manslaughter or 
murder if Mr. Ballew should die. 

Mr. Speaker, this incident is of nation­
wide importance. If these deplorable 
tactics by Federal agents are not brought 
to an immediate halt, no citizen-no 
matter who he is, what his reputation is, 
or where he lives-will be safe in his 
home. 
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The evidence suggests that this esca­

pade was ill conceived, recklessly ex­
ecuted, and stupidly justified. Last 
June 14, I wrote to the Secretary of the 
Treasury, Mr. Connally-who I would 
like to believe has some control over the 
ATFD, since the Internal Revenue Serv­
ice is a subordinate branch of the Treas­
ury Department-urging him to make a 
full, thorough and searching investiga­
tion of this travesty to bring those di­
rectly responsible to account, and to pre­
vent any recurrence. 

I regret to inform the House that I still 
have not received a substantive reply. 

In the meantime, however, those con­
nected with the raid have been rushing 
wildly about-often with confiicting ac­
counts-trying to exonerate themselves 
and assuring the public that all was 
proper, regular and normal. Meanwhile, 
they seek to prevent a full public inquiry. 

Thus we saw the U.S. attorney hastily 
calling the raid "letter perfect" and 
now--'3.s more evidence comes to light­
evidently declining to justify the raid 
any further. 

Then we saw the superintendent of 
police of Montgomery County insist that 
his officers-wearing beards and looking 
like thugs-went along on the raid only 
at the request of, and under the direction 
of, the Federal agents-a very shabby ex­
planation for a most unwise appearance 
and behavior. 

Now we see the chief executive of 
Montgomery County, Mr. James P. Glea­
son, trying to whitewash the outrageous 
affair with the assertion: "There isn't 
anything that could have been done dif­
ferently." One may only ask in sadness 
and horror if raiders costumed as hippies 
and the overeager agents smashing down 
doors, dishonoring women, terrorizing 
and shooting innocent citizens iare to be 
regarded as normal and proper law en­
forcement. 

Ultimately, the responsibility for this 
tragedy lies with the Secretary of the 
Treasury. Mr. Connally has it in his 
power to see that justice is done and the 
citizenry protected from law enforcement 
run amok. He has not yet spoken on the 
issue. I sincerely hope he will not fall into 
line with the others so callously attempt­
ing to whitewash this incident. 

I commend to my colleagues several 
newspaper articles relating to this sorry 
affair: 
[From the Washington Daily News, July 13, 

1971] 
FEDERAL AGENTS MUM AT GRAND JURY 

(By Diane Bauer) 
Federal agents have refused to testify 

before a Montgomery County grand jury 
investigating a June 7 raid on a Silver Spring 
home that left the apartment's occupant 
partially paralyzed with a bullet in his 
brain, court sources told The Washington 
Daily News. 

The treasury agents, who joined with 
county police in raiding the home of Ken­
yon F. Ballew, 1014 Quebec Terrace, in search 
of illegal firearms, refused to testify when the 
grand jury refused to grant them immunity 
from possible prosecution, the s0urces said. 

The refusal ca.me despite statements by 
State's Atty. Andrew L. Sonner that he did 
not expect any charges to be placed against 
any member of the approximately 20-man 
raiding party. 

"I don't expect anything to come out of 
that grand jury," Mr. Sonner said. 

County police did agree to testify, the 
sources said. 

BEARDS AND HIPPIE CLOTHES 

The raiders, some bearded and in hippie 
clothing, forced their way into the Ballew 
apartment with an 85-pound battering ram, 
shot Mr. Ballew who leaped from the bath­
tub and grabbed a gun when he heard the 
noise. 

Although they had a search warrant for il­
legal hand grenades, the raiders found only 
empty souvenir grenade castings, a part of 
Mr. Ballew's legal gun collection. 

Montgomery County Executive James P. 
Gleason is scheduled to hold a press confer­
ence on the matter today. He had preViously 
accepted a report from Montgomery Police 
Chief Kenneth Watkins who said the raid was 
satisfactory police procedure. 

A Treasury Department report obtained by 
The Washington Daily News 10 days ago, 
however, failed to support police accounts of 
the raid. 

NAMES WITHHELD 

Both Mr. Gleason and Col. Watkins have so 
far refused to reveal even the names Of the 
officers involved in t.he raid, who was in 
charge of Montgomery police and who .au­
thorized particlpa.tion of both Montgomery 
and Prince Georges police on a federal war­
rant. 

George Beall, U.S . .attorney for Maryland, 
who immedi11Jtely after the r;aid announced 
that an investig1:1.tion had revealed the war­
rant was properly executed, has made no 
further public staitements. 

Mr. Brullew, who is completely pa.1'.alyzed on 
his right side, unalble to speak a.n.d can 
breathe only by m~ of a tube inserted in 
his throat, is a.t Washington Sanitarium. 

Surgeons say that his condition is in­
operable because the bullet could not be re­
moved with out further brain da.ma.ge. 

POSSmLE CHARGES 

Court sources said federal offici.aJs a.re con­
cerned that charges could be made against 
the feder.al government .against "maliciously 
obtaining a wa.rraDJt without probable 
cause,'' because it was obtained on only hear­
say evidence reloayed by an unidentified in­
former to a Prince Georges County policeman 
who told feder.al agents. 

Other poos.iible oharges include using "un­
necessary severity" in executing the warrant 
and a possible :manslaughter or murder 
charge if Mr. Brullew should die. 

The Montgomery Coalition Aga;inst Racism 
is scheduled ito appear today before the 
Maryland Steite Human Relations Oommis­
sion to dema.nd an official investigation of 
police brutality in the incident. 

The coailition includes members of t.he 
American OiVil Liberties Union, Na.tion:aJ. Wel­
fare Rights Organization, Citizens Aga.in.Slt 
Repression, Compeern, the Peoples Organiza­
tion of Montgomery County, Concerned Citi­
zens Emory Grove and SANE. 

The grand jury continues its investigation 
toda.y. 

[From the Washington Post, July 14, 1971) 
"OPEN UP! FEDERAL AGENTS!" 

(By Nicholas von Hoffman) 
In the reports filed by the law officers, 

local and federal, the couple are referred to 
as "white female" and "white male." Since 
about 9 o'clock on the evening of June 7, 
the white male has been in the hospital with 
a hole, slightly smaller than a quarter, in his 
forehead and the remains of a police dum­
dum bullet in the back o! the left side of his 
brain. 

The white male's lawyer, John T. Bonner 
of Silver Spring, Md., reports that his client 
can't talk, mostly paralyzed but can indicate 
yes and no by small motions. Bonner also 
says the doctors don't see how the white male 
has lived this long or how he is going to go 
on living, the tissue damage being so great 
that the wound is inoperable. 

The white male was reduced to these 
pitiable circumstances as a result of a raid 
pulled on his apartment in the town of 
Silver Spring by four county police officers 
and seven members of the Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms Division of the United States 
Treasury Department. They came to the 
white male's door with a search warrant 
sworn out on the basis of a report by an 
unnamed source that a man named Ken 
had a lot of firearms in his apartment and 
had been seen playing with hand grenades 
around the building. 

That's all they knew about him, that his 
name was Ken and that he drove a white 
Jeep. They didn't do any shoe leather detec­
tive work to find out more. On the search 
warrant, all they could put was Apartment 
2 because they didn't know Kenyon Ballew's 
last name. They did nothing to dispel the 
gossip going around that their source was a 
police informant who makes his living sell­
ing stolen merchandise. If the gossip is 
correct, the informant had turned in the 
white male because Ballew, a 27-year-old 
printer, had refused to buy stolen mer­
chandise from him. 

That's the rumor, but it conforms to the 
known facts as well as the police story, which 
is outlandishly incomprehensible and pos­
sibly at variance with the physical eVidence. 

For some reason, not explained, the law 
officers chose to enter the Ballew .apartment 
through a heavy, metal door using a battering 
ram. They could have announced themselves 
at the other entrance to the apartment, 
which has a window in it, so that the white 
male who was in the bath tub or his wife, 
who was naked except for a pair of panties, 
could have peeked around the corner and seen 
that they were cops. Or, better yet, if they'd 
done their homework, they could have posted 
a man .at both doors and phoned the white 
male, explaining they he.cl a warrant to search 
the premises. Since the Victim had no prior 
criminal record, this would not have been .an 
unreasonable step. 

Instead, according to police officer Louis P. 
CiamiUo, Treasury Agent William H. Sea.ls, 
"who had possession of the warrant knocked 
on the door and shouted, 'Open up! Fedeml 
agents I' I was able to hear a response from 
inside the apartment, but was un.a.ble to de­
termine what was said." Feder.al Agent 
Donald R. Sloan agrees: "We waited for what 
seemed about a minute. I thought I hes.rd 
some scufiling inside the apartment and a 
female yelling something I could not under­
stand." 

You would think it would have occurred to 
these hawkshaws that if they couldn't under­
stand somebody yelling inside the apartment, 
that the same somebody in the apartment 
wouldn't be able to hea.r them identify them­
selves as police officers. 

They come smashing in, literally with a 
battering ram, and doing this after waiting 
no more than a minute according to their 
own written statements. Once inside they are 
met by a naked, wet, white ma.le who has 
leapt out of the tub because the white fe­
male is screaming that the place is being at· 
tacked by "hippies" or "racketeers" (Mrs. 
Ballew claims the first officers through the 
door wore beardS and sweatshirts. The au­
thorities say that Sloan came in first followed 
by the weirdo cops, but Sloan was wes.ring 
not a uniform but a ·business suit. In fact, 
only two of 11 lawmen were wearing uniforms 
and could be easily identified. 

The white male is a gun collector. With the 
white female screaming at him to defend 
their home, he snatches an 1847 cap and ball 
antique revolver to do it with. 

He falls. According to Bonner he is hit be­
fore he can get otf a shot. The lawyer claims 
the white male's museum piece discha.rged as 
he was falling, infilcting a powder burn in his 
own leg. The ball itself traveled through a 
pape:riback book called "Chinese Mask" and 
embedded Itself in the wall. 

The ·book, along with a Belson accordion, 
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a. clock-radio, a. sewing ma.chine and a Cole­
man ga.s lantern were carted off by the au­
thorities. At lea.st seven other shots were 
fired, and if Bonner's reconstruction of the 
physical evidence ls correct, they were fired 
at the white male after he was a.ilready un­
conscious on the fioor. 

Next, Officer Ciamlllo states, "A white 
female exited from the bedroom and told us 
the occupant was shot a.nd lying on the 
fioor. We then moved to the doorway of the 
occupant's bedroom a.nd found him lying on 
the fioor with a. gun in his right ha.nd. The 
white female became hysterical at this point 
and stated tha.t she knew he had a. gun a.nd 
tha.t she had one, too." 

Federal Agent Marcus J. Davis concurs: 
"A white female emerged from the bedroom 
a.rea. shouting and screaming . . . the female 
was in such a condition that she failed to 
understand her rights, and so stated. She 
was shortly removed from the apartment by 
the Montgomery County Police." 

And the hand grenades? They turned out 
to be duds, if a Treasury Department memo 
sent to the U.S. District Attorney in Balti­
more is to be believed. None of them had 
powder in them. One was a practice grenade 
that couldn't have hurt anyone if it ha.d 
been functional. Three were smoke or gas 
grenades, and the la.st was just empty. 

This kind of thing is enough to make you 
join the firearms lobby to protect your home. 
The other night a couple of reporters 
knocked la.te on the door of the home of War­
ren Burger, the Chief Justice of the United 
States. Like ma.ny another householder at 
that hour, the judge met them at the door 
with a gun in his hand. Is he going to get 
the same treatment as the white male if the 
Treasury Department gets a tip from some 
stumble bum tha.t the Chief Justice has a 
BB gun in the basement? 

This white male and white female were 
not a couple of dangerous Black Panthers. 
There was no reason to act with such stu­
pidity, fright and arrogance. Local cops can 
perhaps be forgiven, but those Treasury men 
ought to throw in their badges and go pump 
gas for a living. To say that is not cop bait­
ing, but demanding tha.t polic~men, espe­
cially federal policemen, live up to some rea­
sonably civilized standard of conduct. 

Because the white male wasn't a member 
of any political group, wasn't part of any 
organized anything, there will be nobody and 
no money to keep his case alive. Even if the 
white male doesn't die, his case wm. Nobody 
will have time for him, not the reformers, 
and not Secretary Connally, the a.gents' boss. 
His time is taken up sovietizing Lockheed 
Aircraft and running for Vice President. 

Maybe they'll give the white female her 
accordion back. 

[From the Evening Star (D.C.), July 14, 1971] 
GLEASON CALLS RAID ON BALLEW PROPER 

(By William Ta.a.ffe) 
Montgomery County and federal officers 

who conducted a Silver Spring weapons raid 
la.st month in which gun collect.or Kenyon 
F. Ballew was shot in the head acted prop­
erly, County Executive James P. Gleason 
sa.ys. 

"I have asked myself if there is anything 
that could've been done differently and I 
just have to answer that there was not," 
Gleason declared yesterday. 

His statement followed a refusal Monday 
by the 12 federal Internal Revenue Service 
a.gents involved to testify in a grand jury 
investigation of the raid. 

According to Assistant U.S. Atty. Charles 
Bernstein, they otherwise would ha.ve been 
forced to sign waivers of immunity from 
prosecution, making them liable for possible 
indictment. Ballew, 28, of 1914 Quebec Ter., 
was shot June 7 when five o! the raiders, 
armed with a warrant for mega.I handgre­
nades, broke into his apartment while he was 
taking a bath. 

Mea.nw.h1le, a spokesman for the IRS said 
the federal agents were prepared, and wm­
ing, to testify before the grand jury. But, he 
said, they were "confused" about the waiver 
of immunity which they were asked to sign. 

The waiver, the spokesman said, wa.-s "dif­
ferent from the one which they were accus­
tomed to," so the agents did not sign it. 

William H. Seals, the only federal agent 
who entered the apartment, indicated in a 
confidential report within hours of the shoot­
ing thait he fired! first when Ballew confronted 
him with a gun. 

Saraluise Ballew, the gun collector's wife 
who wa.s present at the time, said her hus­
band thought the raiders, only one of whom 
was In uniform, were robbers ~nvadlng the 
apartment. 

Gleason yesterday released a 20-pa.ge re­
port prepared by his chief administrative 
aide, Elisha C. Freedman, and based on in­
terviews with the raiders and Mrs. Ballew's 
attorney, John T. Bonner. 

Noting that Seals subsequently maintained 
that he fired only after hearing an uniden­
tified initial shot, Freedman said it remains 
unclear who fired first. Ballew still is hos­
pitalized with a bullet in his brain. 

"Events happened in split seconds and it 
is probable that any law enforcement officer, 
however clad, would have fired at a man with 
a raised gun before either one considered 
another course of action,'' the report con­
cluded. 

In his only dissent from the report, 
Gleason said he felt "the probabilities are 
that (Ba.Hew's) gun went off after he was 
hit." He said it was "entirely possible" that 
Ballew and his wife mistook the officers for 
thieves and delayed in opening the apart­
ment since both were undressed. 

The report noted that a U.S. ma.gistrate 
issued the warrant partly on the basis of 
poiice intelllgence reports that a. resident 
of the apartments, who police have declined 
to identify, planned to ambush officers when 
they responded to a call. 

Gleason has directed police to apologize 
and compensate occupants of a second Que­
bec Terrace apartment, where a door wa.s 
rammed open by mistake in a simultaneous 
raid. No one was injured in that incident. 

Bonner yesterday termed the investigation 
a "whitewash" and charged that the federal 
a.gents refuse to testify because "There's no 
way in God's world they could've gotten 
their statements to add up to the same 
thing." 

[From the Washington Dally News, 
July 14, 1971] 

Sn.VER SPRING GUN COLLECTOR SHOT-HUMAN 
RELATIONS UNrr To PROBE RAID 

(By Dia.ne Bauer) 
The Maryl.and State Hutnan Relations Com­

mission by unanimous vote yesterday ordered 
a full staff investigation of the complaints of 
Montgomery County citizens groups a.bout 
"police discr1mination a.nd brutality." 

After hearing testimony in Baltimore about 
a. June 7 police raid at Quebec Tenia.ce, Silver 
Spring, and of massive police patrols in an­
other predominantly black area, Berlin 
Apartments in Rockville, ;the commlss.ion 
agreed that tension between police and resi­
dents of black areas have become "gmve" in 
Montgomery County. 

Kenyon F. Ballew, a. white Quebec Terrace 
resident who was critioa.lly injured in the 
June police and Treasury Agerut ra.ld of his 
apartment, may have been -the victim of a 
police a.ttitude it.hat "they oe.n do anything 
they please" in poor and black areas in the 
county, the commission was told by Nancy 
Young of the National Welfare Rights Orga­
nization a.nd John Dillingham of the Ameri­
can Civil Llberties Union, spokesman !or the 
Montgomery Ooalition Aga.lnst Racism. 

Montgomery County Executive James P. 
Gleason, asked yesterday 1! he would think 
police had taken proper precautions if the 

raid had taken place in his neighborhood, 
said "you are comparing two different s.itua­
tions-iin the neighborhood tbart; I would Uve 
in--and a different kind of neighborhood." 

Earlier yesterda.y in Rockville, Mr. Glea­
son released a. report a.pprov.lng police pro­
cedures in .the Quebec Terrace raid. 

He called police procedures "adequate and 
correct," and noted, "In my judgment there 
isn't anything that could have been done 
differently by .the officers ... " 

At the same time he admitted that facts 
about police behavior during the incident 
were obtained only from the police and 
Treasury Agent raiders and not from neigh­
bors and other Tesidents in Quebec Terrace 
who witnessed the battering ram entry into 
two apartments there that night. 

The raiders, some bearded and in hippie 
clothing, forced their way into the Ballew 
apartment with an 85 pound battering ram. 
Mr. Ballew, who had leaped from the bath­
tub and grabbed a gun when he heard the 
banging at his door, was shot in the head. 

Although they had a search warrant for 
illegal hand grenades the raiders found only 
empty souvenir grenade casings, a pa.rt of 
Mr. Ba.llew's legal gun collection. 

Mr. Gleason sa.id that a bull horn was not 
used in an attempt to gain a peaceable entry 
to the Ballew apartment because we "did not 
want to get the neighborhood involved in 
the situation; people go to the bullfights to 
see the Ma ta.dor killed." 

Mr. Gleason said that he was "not con­
vinced that the Ba.llews were in the wrong." 

Mr. Ballew is a.t Washington Sanitarium 
with a bullet in his brain, partially paralyzed 
and unable to speak. 

Mr. Gleason said that "in my judgment 
there isn't anything that could have been 
done differently by officers who took part in 
the raid." 

[From the Washington Post, July 14, 1971] 
APARTMENT RAID "JUSTIFIABLE," COUNTY 

STUDY OF SHOOTING CLAIMS 

(By LaBarbara Bowman) 
Montgomery County Executive James P. 

Gleason said yesterday that the actions of 
police during a June 7 raid on the Silver 
Spring apartment of a collector of antique 
guns were "justifiable." 

In a press conference at which Gleason 
released a report giving the county's version 
of the incident, he said that "when you take 
all the circumstances of the case, it was jus­
tifiable." He said that "there isn't anything 
that could have been done differently; it was 
a dangerous situation." 

Kenyon F. Ballew, 28, the gun collector, 
was shot in the head by plainclothes Inter­
nal Revenue Service agents and Montgomery 
County policemen who broke into Ballew's 
apartment at 1014 Quebec Ter. to execute 
a warrant for unregistered hand grenades. 

The bullet is still in Ba.Hew's head but he 
was reported in good condition yesterday at 
Washington Sanitarium and Hospital. 

Gleason's report on the incident apparent­
ly closes the county government's investiga­
tion, though it leaves many inconsistencies 
unresolved. 

The county grand jury continued yester­
day to look into the matter. 

A spokesman for IRS said yesterday that 
12 a.gents from that department who took 
part in the raid refused to testify 'before the 
grand jury because they were asked to waive 
their immunity from prosecution and did 
not want to do so. 

Saraluise Ballew, 35, wife o! the wounded 
man, has said she refused to open the door 
to the raiding party •because she did not 
know the men were policemen. 

When they started to enter the apartment 
and she saw they were dressed in casual 
clothes a.nd bearded, &he and her husband 
armed themselves, she said. 

Gleason said there are "different recollec­
tions about who shot first," Ba.llew or the 
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police. But he also said he believed Ballew's 
gun went off "accidentally" after he had been 
wounded and that he was not firing at po­
lice. 

Gleason's statement c·ontradicted earlier 
statements by Kenneth Watkins, county act­
ing police superintendent, that Ballew and 
police fired "simultaneously" and that Bal­
lew was aiming at the policemen. 

The 10-page report to Gleason, prepared 
by Elisha c. Freedman, county chief admin­
istrative officer stated that the federal and 
county officers incorrectly raided a second 
apartment, the same night as the raid on 
the Ballew apartment. 

Federal officers, acting on information 
from Prince George's and Montgomery 
County police, given by an informant, had 
obtained search warrants-one for the Bal­
lew apartment and one for the apartment 
directly above, number 102, in the same 
building. Both warants were for lllegal fire­
arms. 

The agents searched apartment 102 but the 
man they were looking for actually lived next 
door in apartment 103, the report states. 
"Apologies should be in order and payment 
should be made for the broken door," the 
report states. Josephine Murphy lives in the 
apartment with her two daughters. 

In the past three years counrty police have 
made approximately 30 raids where "at 
least" one uniformed officer was present. 
Federal agents are "always concerned about 
the plainsclothes problem and mistaken 
identity," the report states, and situations 
"keep cropping up" where one officer will 
mistake e.nather for a felon, the report said. 

In the Ballew raid six of the 13 Montgom­
ery policemen present were in uniform but 
the first ones to enter the apartment were 
dressed in "scruffy" clothes and wea.ring 
beards, because they are undercover men. 
Mrs. Ballew said she thought they were 
"hippies" or "racketeers." 

The 27 police officers, in the raiding party 
including at least one from Prince George's 
county, were "extremely wary and concerned 
for their safety" at Quebec Terrace, Freed­
man reports. An informant had told them 
that poMce would receive a false call from 
the apartments one day and would be shot 
when they responded. 

Gleason added thait; police receive more 
calls from Quebec Terrace, a low- and mod­
erate-income apartment complex near Prince 
George's oounty line, than from any other 
single neighborhood in the county. 

He also spoke of recent shootings of police 
officers and "the breakdown of law and order" 
as justification for police action the night of 
the raid. 

The report also points up discrepancies 
between police accounts given the night of 
the raid from accounts of police officers when 
interviewed later. 

For example IRS agent William H. Seals, in 
a statement made the night of the raid said 
he saw a man later identified as Ballew "aim­
ing a revolver at me. At this time, I fired 
one round from my pistol at hiim and yelled, 
'He's got a gun.' " 

In a later interview Seals said he "heard 
a shot first and then fired at someone holding 
a gun." 

The IRS spokesman saiid the agents "were 
willing to testify" before the grand jury and 
stayed outside the hearing room in the 
county courthouse all day. They did not 
sign rthe waiver because they were "different" 
from the waivers they usually sign, the 
spokesman said. 

The spokesman did not know what the dif­
ference was, if the grand jury would allow 
testimony without the waivers and why the 
question was not resolved Monday. The grand 
jury will reconvene on the case July 20. 

BTATE SET To PROBE MONTGOMERY POLICE ON 
BIAS COMPLAINT 

(By Joy Aschenbach) 
BALTIMORE.-The Maryland State Human 

Relations Commission has ordered a prelim­
inary investigation of t.he Montgomery 
Counrt;y Police Department's treatment of 
blacks and other minorities. 

The commission acted yesterday e.fter a 
group of Montgomery Counrty citizens. led 
by John C. Dilling'hmn of the American CiVil 
Liberties Union complained that coulllty po­
lice "harassed, terrorized and a.bused" per­
sons living in predominallltly black neigh­
borhoods. 

The citizens cr1iticized police tactics which 
they said were used in reoelllt r.a.ids in the 
Quebec Terrace area of Silver Spring e.nd 
parorolling procedures allegedly C1a1Nied on 
around the Berlin apair:tments in Rockville. 

PEOPLE ''TERRORIZED'' 

Dillingham told 1ihe com.miss'ion thait po­
lice mids in the Quebec Tenooe area "'teTI'or­
ized the people and terrorized the neighbor­
hoods." He amd the others contended that 
the methods used by counrty police e.n<i U.S. 
Treasury agen1"3 June 7 in breaking 1DJto the 
apa.rtment 0f Kenyon F. Ballew, a white gun 
collector, would not have been employed if 
he did not live ln the heavily black Quebec 
Terrace section. 

Ballew, 28, of 1014 Quebec Ter., was shot 
in the head when the raiders, armed with a 
warrant to search for mega.I hand grenades, 
broke into his apartment. Mrs. Ballew has 
said her husband thought robbers were in­
vading the apartment. Ballew is partially 
paralyzed as a result of the shooting. 

"Ballew, even though he is white, was the 
victim of the police's racist attitude," Nancy 
Young, co-chairman of the Montgomery 
County Welfare Rights Organization, told 
the commission. "People on Quebec Terrace 
are treated as suspects. To live there is to be 
suspect." 

AUTHORITIES EXONERATED 

In separate reports yesterday, the Treasury 
Department and County Executive James P. 
Gleason exonerated federal agents and coun­
ty police for their handling of the raid on the 
Ballew apartment. Meanwhile, a Montgom­
ery County grand jury is continuing its in­
vestigation of the incident. 

Dillingham said that the failure of county 
officials to act in this and other similar cases 
brought him to the state commission. He re­
quested a formal investigative hearing on 
police practices no later than September. 

The commission initially agreed to have 
its staff conduct a preliminary investigation 
of the police department and make recom­
mendations on what further investigation, 
if any, is necessary. 

A spokesman for the Montgomery County 
Human Relations Commission said that the 
Ballew incident was not investigated at the 
local level because it did not involve a black 
citizen. The official county investigation was 
conducted through the county executive's 
office. 

PROHIBITIVE MEDICAL COSTS 
<Mr. GUDE asked and was given per­

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
primary topics of concern among our 
constituents, and one being given an in­
creasing amount of attention in Con­
gress, is the skyrocketing costs of med­
ical care throughout the country. 
Though we cannot pin down the .cause 

to any one factor, I am confident that 
the deteriorating situation in malprac­
tice insurance for physicians contributes 
to the problem. 

As a result of the fantastically high 
awards given to claimants in malprac­
tice cases, the cost of malpractice in­
surance has risen precipitously to unac.­
ceptable levels-within the past year the 
cost of some physicdans' insurance has 
gone up nearly 200 percent. Doctors in 
California, New York, and Hawaii pay 
as much as $6,000 per year. 

I receive mail every day, as I am sure 
you all do too, about the increasing cost 
of medical care. The prohibitive cost of 
malpractice insurance for physicians has 
left them few alternatives, other than 
to pass on their increased costs to their 
patients. The problem has become a. vi­
cious one, and the effect on health care 
cost is disturbing to providers and re­
cipients of health care alike. 

What is even more disturbing, how­
ever, is that increased malpractice pre­
miwn costs are only part of the overall 
problem. As President Nixon remarked 
in his health message: 

The climate of fear which ls created by 
the growing menace of malpractice suits also 
affects the quality of medical treatment. 
O:tlten it forces dootors to practice ineffi­
cient, defensive medicine ... ordering unnec­
essary tests and treatments solely for the 
sake of appearance. It discourages the use 
of physicians' assistants, inhibits that free 
discussion of cases which can contribute so 
much to better care, and makes it harder 
to establish a relationship of trust between 
doctors and patients. 

I want to commend the administra­
tion's initiative in dealing with this 
problem. The President has directed the 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare to promptly set up a Commis­
sion on Medical Malpractice to begin 
"an intensive program of research and 
analysis" in this area. The Com.mission 
is scheduled to report back with specific 
recommendations by March 1, 1972. 

In addition, I have been meeting with 
a group of doctors, representing the 
medical profession in my district, and 
they have voiced great concern about 
this issue. As a result I have been study­
ing this problem myself, and I am work­
ing on legislation for the District, which 
I am hopeful will be a first step for other 
areas to follow. 

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 
<Mr. DULSKI asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I missed 
rollcall No. 185. Had I been present and 
voting, I would have voted "yea." 

AMBASSADOR AVERELL HARRTh1A.N 
COMMENTS UPON THE PEACE 
PROPOSALS-AND 'A REASONABLE 
CHANCE 
<Mr. RYAN asked and was given per­

mission tJo extend his remarks at this 
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point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, for a decade 
this Nation has sent her young men to 
die in a senseless and tragic war in 
Southeast Asia. The price for this tragic 
venture has been incalculably high-in 
terms of lives lost and blood shed, in 
terms of treasure squandered and opJX>r­
tunities lost, in terms of the erosion of 
our position in the world community and 
the disaffection of our people at home. 

Yet the war drags on. Despite the 
peace promises of the Nixon administra­
tion, the killing continues. The adminis­
tration's policy is a vehicle to substitute 
Asian blood for American. The death is 
not going to stop. The destruction is not 
going to halt. The misery of the Viet­
namese, and Laotians and Cambodians 
will persist. The vaunted policy of Viet­
namization means the outfitting of client 
armies sustained by American air and 
logistical support. 

The presentation of the seven-point 
proposal at the Paris negotiations offers 
the possibility of negotiating an end to 
this seemingly unending conflict. 

W. Averell Harriman has long been 
one of this Nation's most astute and con­
cerned analySts of American involve­
menrt in Vietnam. And as the chief nego­
tiator on Vietnam under the Johnson 
administration he has a unique under­
standing of the possibilities of ending 
this war through diplomatic means. Gov­
ernor Harriman has written a thought­
ful article, which appeared in the July 
15 New York Times, analyzing the situa­
tion in regard to the present opportuni­
ties for negotiations at Paris. 

As Governor Harriman says, the Pres­
ident should explain what he meant in 
his April 7 address on Vietnam when he 
said that his plan would provide the 
South Vietnamese "a reasonable chance 
to survive as a free people." Is the Presi­
dent insisting upon the survival of the 
Thieu-Ky regime or is he finally pre­
pared to instruot om negotiators in Paris 
to seek a political settlement? 

I commend the following article to my 
colleagues: 
"A RRASONABLE CHANCE": MRs. BINH'S PEACE 

PROPOSAL PROVIDES AN OPPORTUNITY FOR 
THE ADMINISTRATION To ExPLorr PRESENT 
Moons IN SOUTHEAST AsIA 

(By W. Averell Harriman) 
WASHINGTON.-Publication of the Pentagon 

Papers has increased a widespread feeling 
that the public has not been adequately in­
formed of United States intentions in Viet­
nam. The credibllity of the Government was 
already at low point. To restore confidence it 
is essential ·that the Administration now 
clarify its aims in Vietnam. 

The Administration has previously justi­
fied its refusal to negotiate a. definite date 
for withdrawal of all American forces on 
three grounds-the safety of our forces, the 
release of our prisoners of war and giving 
the South Vietnamese "a reasonable chance." 

Mrs. Binh's seven-poilllt proposal satisfies 
the first two reasons. The Administration 
should now explain wha.t it means by giving 
South Vietnam "a. reasonable chance," and 
what American vital interests are involved. 
There are cel"taln factors that already appear 
clear. 

One that should be understood is that we 
have been fighting North Vietnam, a strong.ly 
nationalist Com.munist state which does not 

want ito be dominated by Chi.na. It is sup­
ported, of course, by both China and the 
Soviet Union. During my months of talks in 
Paris, Hanoi's historic desire for Independ­
ence was apparent. They were gratified that 
they were able to establish normal relations 
with the French and wished to have similar 
relations with us. Like Tito, they understand 
to avoid domination by the Communist 
giants they must have relations with the 
West and pa.riticularly the United States. We 
must recognize this and no longer blindly 
follow the concept that we a.re fighting Com­
munist China. 

Another factor is that the majority of -the 
South Vietnamese clearly desire peace and 
prefer a non-Vietcong-controlled govern­
ment. During recent yea.rs we have helped 
strengthen the Saigon Government mili:tarily 
to Vietnnamize the war, but not politically 
to expand iits base to permit negotiations for 
a compromise settlement and to succeed in 
the political competition which would ensue. 
A political settlement worked out by the 
South Vietnamese themselves could give a 
"chance" for the South Vietnamese while 
experience indicates continued attempts to 
achieve a military solution ca.n only mean 
endless fighting [with no settlement in 
sight}. 

In South Vietnam there are no effective 
political parties but there are groups repre­
senting the non-Communist elements in the 
country-Buddhists, Catholics, Cao Dai, Hao 
Hao, and the labor unions. It is not too late 
for President Thieu to rally these forces and 
bring their representatives into a peace cab­
inet or a negotiating committee. Conditions 
must be agreed to with the National Liber­
ation Front under which a national election 
can be held from which would evolve a new 
constitution and a new government. As the 
front has proposed, provision should be made 
for guarantees against reprisals, and release 
of political prisoners. 

There is increasing evidence that the other 
side would agree to an independent neutral 
South Vietnam for a period of years. The 
front, made up of people who are themselves 
southerners, evidently wants the South to be 
independent of the North until such time 
as a merger can be negotiated between 
equals. 

Evidence indicates a willingness to agree to 
a non-Communist South. In fact Le Due 
Tho has stated this in a New York Times in­
terview. Furthermore, the Chinese for the 
first time are not publicly supporting a 
peaceful settlement, and speak of the four 
countries of Indochina, including both North 
and South Vietnam. They may wish to keep 
Indochina Balkanized and not unified under 
Hanoi. 

After the settlement Hanoi must be in­
duced to leave its neighbors alone and that 
can best be done by long-term cooperative 
arrangements for the reconstruction and de­
velopmenrt; of North and South Vietnam, 
Laos, Cambodia and Thailand. The United 
States should be generous in its financial 
contribution but must leave the manage­
ment to an international agency. 

I can see only further confusion by await­
ing the October elections in South Vietnam. 
Senator Tran Van Don has succinctly point­
ed oUJt in a. recent speech that Presidenrt; 
Thieu controls (1) the administrative, mlli­
tary, police and intelligence apparatus, 
(2) the mass media, and (3) large financial 
resources. Senator Don concluded that con­
trol of any one of the three factors would 
be sufficient to elect President Thieu, and 
he also has a fowth "decisive" factor-U.S. 
support. 

Under these circumstances there is no 
reason to delay negotiations until the elec-
tion which can hardly be a meaningful dem­
ocratic expression. Moreover, the frustration 
pervading our country requireS"'negotiations 
for our 1prompit w1thdm.wa.l fl'Olll 'bhe war. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of 
absence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. SHouP (Sit the request of Mr. 
GERALD R. FORD) ' for today' and the 
balance of the week, on iacoount of offi­
cial committee business. 

To Mr. KYROS, for July 19 through 
July 26, on account of offic:ial business. 

To Mr. ADAMS, for July 19 through 
July 26, on account of business. 

To Mr. PETTIS <at the request of Mr. 
GERALD R. FORD) ' on aocount of official 
business pertaining to airport matters 
in district. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis­
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members <at the 
request of Mr. DU PONT) and to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous maroter:) 

Mr. HARVEY, for 30 minutes, itoday. 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, for 15 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. KEMP, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts, for 

5 minutes, today. 
<The following Membem <at the 

request of Mr. MATHIS of Georgia), to 
revise and extend their remarks and :to 
include extraneous maitter:) 

Mr. AsPIN, today, for 20 minutes. 
Mr. HAMILTON, today, for 60 minutes. 
Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts, today, 

for 10 minutes. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ, ·today, for 10 minutes. 
Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania, today, 

for 60 minutes. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. McKEvITT to follow the remarks 
of Mr. HARVEY during his special order 
today. 

Mrs. MINK to include extraneous mat­
ter with her remarks made today in the 
Committee of the Whole on H.R. 9388. 

(The following Members <at the re­
quest of Mr. DU PoNT) and to include ex­
traneous matter:) 

Mr. BUCHANAN. 
Mr. HARVEY. 
Mr. HOSMER in two instances. 
Mr. MCCLORY in three instances. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL in two instances. 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. 
Mr. CARTER in two instances. 
Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. 
Mr. McKEvITT. 
Mr. BOB Wn.soN. 
Mr. CLEVELAND in two instances. 
(The following Members Cat the re­

quest of Mr. MATHIS of Georgia), and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mrs. HICKS of Massachusetts in two in-

stances. 
Mr. JACOBS. 
Mr. WOLFF in three instances. 
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Mr. RoDINo in three instances. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. 
Mr. BADILLO in five instances. 
Mr. WALDIE in three instances. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ in two instances. 
Mr. Evms of Tennessee in two in-

stances. 
Mr. DRINAN in three instances. 
Mr. RYAN in three instances. 
Mr. CABELL in two instances. 
Mr. ASPIN in two instances. 
Mr. MAzzoLI in three instances. 
Mr. RARICK in three instances. 
Mr. HUNGATE in six instances. 
Mr. ROSENTHAL in five instances. 
Mr. ABOUREZK. 
Mr. METCALFE in two inStances. 
Mr. O'NEILL in two instances. 
Mr. GAYDOS in eight instances. 
Mr. DINGELL in two instances. 
Mr. WHITE in two instances. 
Mr. BRINKLEY in two in.stances. 
Mr. FuLTON of Tennessee in two in-

stances. 
Mr. EILBERG. 
Mr. SCHEUER in three instances. 
Mr. VANIK in two instances. 
Mr. BENNETT. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. 

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa­
ture to an enrolled joint resolution of 
the Senate of the following title: 

S.J. Res. 101. Joint resolution to authorize 
a.nd request rthe Presidenrt; rt.o 1ssue a procla­
maltion designa.ti.ng July 20, 1971, as "Na· 
tion&l Moon Walk Day." 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 4 o'clock and 16 minutes p.mJ, under 
its previous order, the House adjourned 
until Monday, July 19, 1971, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and ref erred as follows: 

966. A letter from the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, transmitting a report on the impact 
of the railroad work stoppage of May 17 and 
18, 1971, on the movement of goods vital to 
the national defense, the extent to which rail 
tra.mc was diverted to other means of trans­
poritation, and the status of plans to provide 
for the movement of defense articles in the 
event of a. railroad work stoppage or lockout, 
pursuant to Public Law 92-17; to the Com­
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

967. A letter from the Chairman, Adminis­
trative Conference of the United States, 
transmitting the report of the activities of 
the Conference for ithe period from January 
1970, through June 1971; to the Comm1ttee 
on the Judiciiwy. 

968. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United State6, transmitting a reporl 
on rthe need of improved administration of 
the Davis-Bacon Act, Department of Labor; 
to the Oommittee on Government Opera­
tions. 

969. A lertter from the Comptroller Genera.I 
of the United States, transmitting a report on 
the potential for improved effectiveness of 

scientific and itechnica.I information dissemi­
nation activities, Atomic Energy Commission; 
to the Committee on Government Opera­
tions. 

REPORT OF COMMITTEES ON PUB­
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. GAR.MATZ: Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Flshertes. 

H.R. 9727. A bi'll to regulate the dumping 
of material In the oceam.s, coastal, and other 
waters, and for other purposes; with a.n 
amendment (Rept. No. 92-361) . Re1Jerred 
;to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. MADDEN: Committee on RUies. 
House Resolution 542, a resolution provid­
ing for the consideration of H.R. 1746. A blll 
to further promote equal employment op­
portunities for American workers (Rep. No. 
92-360). Referred to the House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. ASPIN: 
H.R. 9813. A bill to a.mend title 23, United 

States Code, to author~ the collection of 
tolls on the Interstarte System; to the Com­
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. CARNEY: 
H.R. 9814. A bill to provide annual quotas 

on imports of footwear articles; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CEDERBERG: 
H.R. 9815. A bill to provide that the fiscal 

year of the United States shall coincide 
with the calendar year; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN (for himself, 
Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. BROWN Of 
Michigan, Mr. CEDERBERG, Mr. CON­
YERS, Mr. DIGGS, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. 
ESCH, Mr. GERALD R. FORD, Mr. Wn..­
LIAM D. FORD, Mrs. GRIFFITHS, Mr. 
HARVEY, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. Mc­
DoNALD of Michigan, Mr. NEDZI, Mr. 
O'HARA, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. RUPPE, and 
Mr. VANDER JAGT) : 

H.R. 9816. A blll to repeal the Federal ex­
cise tax on passenger a.utomoblles; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DEVINE: 
H.R. 9817. A bill to prohlibit the broadcast­

ing of deceptive news and publ'lc affairs pro­
gra.m.s; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. FASCELL: 
H.R. 9818. A bill to regulate the dumping 

of material in the oceans, coastal, and other 
waters, and for otiher purposes; to the Com­
mitt.ee on Mercha.nt M!a.rine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 9819. A bill to increase the contribu­

tion by the FederaiJ. Government to the costs 
of employees' health benefits insurance; to 
the Committee on Post omce and Civil Serv­
ice. 

By Mr. HARVEY (for himself, Mr. 
BURKE of Florida, Mr. COLLIER, and 
Mr. McKEVrrr): 

H.R. 9820. A blll oo amend the Rallway 
Labor Act to provide more effective means 
for protecting the public interest in na.tion.aJ. 
emergency disputes involving the ra.ilroa.d 
and a.lrline tra.nsportat'Lon industries, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on In­
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HELSTOSKI: 
H.R. 9821. A bill to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Comestic Act to require the 

laabels on a!ll foods to disclose each of their 
ingredients; to the Oommittee on Interstaite 
and Foreign Oommeroe. 

H.R. 9822. A bill to prevent a decrease in 
the dependency and indemnity compensation 
of any dependent pa.rent of a deceased vet­
eran or in the pension of any veteran or 
widow of a veteran as the result of the in­
crease in social security benefits provided by 
Public Law 92-5 or by any increase in railroad 
retirement benefits during the cailendar year 
1971; to the Committee on Veterans' A1fa.irs. 

H.R. 9823. A blll to provide equitable treat­
ment of veterans enrolled. in vocaJtional edu­
cation courses; to the Committee on Veter­
ans' Affairs. 

H.R. 9824. A b111 to amend chapter 34 of 
title 38, United States Code, to provide addi­
tional educational benefits to veterans who 
have served in the Indochina theater of oper­
ations during the Vietnam era; to the Com­
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mr. ANDER­
SON of Tennessee, Mr. BERGLAND, Mr. 
BIAGGI, Mr. BURKE Of Florida., Mr. 
CRANE, Mr. Wn.LIAM D. FORD, Mr. 
HANLEY, Mr. KEATING, Mr. LONG Of 
Mia.ryland, Mr. LONG of Louisiana, 
and Mr. STOKES): 

H.R. 9825. A bill to extend to all unmarried. 
individuals the full tax benefits o! income 
splitting now enjoyed by married individuals 
filing joint returns; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MINISH: 
H.R. 9826. A bill to amend the act of Sep­

tember 5, 1962, to authorize the acquisition 
of land for tbe Edison National Historic Site 
in the State of New Jersey, am.d for other pur­
po.ses; to the Committee on Interior and In­
sular Amairs. 

By Mr. PEYSER (for himself, Mr. 
BURKE of Florida., Mr. BEGICH, Mr. 
CELLER, Mr. DoNOHUE, Mr. F'IsH, Mr. 
FORSYTHE, Mr. FRASER, Mr. F'uLTON Of 
Tennessee, Mr. C6RDOVA, Mr. F'uLToN 
of Pennsylvania, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. 
HARRINGTON, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. KOCH, 
Mr. LENT, Mr. MCKINNEY, Mr. MAz­
ZOLI, Mr. MORSE, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. Ro­
DINO, Mr. ROE, Mr. SroKES, a.nd Mr. 
VEYSEY): 

H.R. 9827. A bill to provide additional Fed­
eral assistance for State programs of treat­
ment and reha.bllitation of drug addicts; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. PEYSER (for himself, Mr. 
WYDLER, Mrs. ABZUG, and Mr. 
BIAGGI): 

H.R. 9828. A blll to provide additional Fed­
eral assistance for State programs of treat­
ment and rehabllita.tion of drug addicts; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

• By Mr. ~IRNIE: 
H.R. 9829. A blll to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to provide for the investigation 
of accidents involving aircraft of an armed 
force, and to clarify the use of reports of 
those investigations; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

H:R. 9830. A bill to authorize the involun­
tary recall of the Coast Guard Reserve to 
duty in time of natural disaster; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. QUILLEN: 
H.R. 9831. A bill to extend to all unmarried 

1nd1vduals the fuII tax benefits of income 
splitting now enjoyed by married individuals 
filing joint returns; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RUPPE: 
H.R. 9832. A blll to provide for payments 

to compensate county governments for the 
tax immunity of Federal lands within their 
boundaries; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular A1fairs. 
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By Mr. STEED: 
H.R. 9833. A blll to amend the Agricultural 

Adjustment Act of 1938 with respect to the 
computation of payments for the production 
of cotton in a.ny drought year, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee of Agriculture. 

H.R. 9834. A bill to authorize the Seminole 
Nation of Oklahoma to elect its principal 
officer as provided by its constitution; to the 
Committee on Interior a.nd Insular Affairs. 

By Mrs. SULLIVAN (for herself, Mr. 
GROVER, Mr. DOWNING, Mr. BRAY, Mr. 
STUBBLEFIELD, Mr. McDONALD of 
Michigan, Mr. JONES of North Caro­
lina, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. LEGGET!', Mr. 
STEELE, Mr. JAMES v. STANTON, and 
Mr. FREY): 

H .R. 9835. A bill to regulate the dumping of 
material in the oceans, coastal, and other 
waters, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. THONE: 
H.R. 9836. A b111 to amend title 38 of the 

United States Code to provide specially 
adapted housing benefits to veterans suffer­
ing the loss, or loss of use, of both anns; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. WALDIE: 
H.R. 9837. A b111 to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 so as to permit certain 
tax-exempt organizations to engage in com­
munications with legislative bodies, and 
committees and members thereof; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WHALLEY: 
H.R. 9838. A bill to limit the sale or dis­

tribution of malling lists by Federal agen­
cies; to the Committee on Government Oper­
ations. 

H.R. 9839. A 'bill to make use of a fl.rearm 
to commit a felony a Federal crime where 
such use violates State law, and for other 
purposes; to the Oommittee on the Ju­
diciary. 

H.R. 9840. A bill :to a.mend the Fish and 
Wildlife Act of 1956 to provide a. criminal 
penalty for shooting at certs.in birds, fish, 
and other animals from an aircraft; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish­
eries. 

By Mr. WHITE: 
H.R. 9841. A bill to include certain officers 

and employees of the Department of Agricul­
ture performing functions under the laws 
administered by that Department within the 
provisions of section 1114 of title 18 of the 
United States Code, relating to homicides 
of Federal officers in the discharge of their 
duties; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WINN (for himself, Mr. DUN­
CAN, Mr. THONE, Mr. MORSE, Mr. PER­
KINS, Mr. HALPERN, Mr. THOMPSON of 
Georgia, Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsyl­
vania., Mr. SHRIVER, Mr. HEcm.ER of 
West Virginia, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. 
ANDERSON of Illinois, Mr. FORSYTHE, 
Mr. PEPPER, Mr. COLLIER, Mr. VANDER 
JAGT, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. SJCBBLIUS, 
Mr. CAMP, Mr. BURKE of Massachu­
setts, Mr. LANDGREBE, Mr. F'uLTON of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. Mm.VA, Mr. 
SCHERLE, and Mr. BAKER): 

H.R. 9842. A bill to establish a national 
environmental bank, to authorize the issu­
ance of U.S. environmen·tal savings bonds, 
and to establish an environmental trust 
fund; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. WYATT: 
H.R. 9843. A blll to amend the Federal 

Aviation Act of 1958 and the Interstate 
Commerce Act to authorize reduced-fare 
transportation on a space-available basis for 
persons who are 65 years of age or older; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreigri 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HEBERT (for himself and Mr. 
ARENDS) (by request) : 

H.R. 9844. A bill to authorize certain con­
struction at military installations, and for 

other purposes; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. ABBITT: 
H.R. 9845. A bill to a.mend the Federal 

Meat Inspection Act with respect to Federal 
and State cooperation, and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. ABOUREZK (for himself, Mr. 
ANDERSON of Tennessee, Mr. BEGICH, 
Mr. BLANTON, Mr. BRINKLEY, Mr. 
CULVER, Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, Mr. 
LEGGETT, Mr. LINK, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. 
OBEY, Mr. O'KoNsKI, Mr. RoY, Mr". 
SARBANES, Mr. STEPHENS, Mr. WALDIE, 
and Mr. SEIBERLING): 

H.R. 9846. A bill: Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act; to :t],l.e Committee 
on Agriculture. 

By Mr. BRADEMAS: 
H.R. 9847. A bill to amend the Vocational 

Rehabilitation Act in order to extend and 
improve rehabilitation services for handi­
capped individuals, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. CHAPPELL (for himself and 
Mr. HALEY) (by request): 

H.R. 9848. A b111 to amend the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as 
amended, to include citrus for freezing and 
canning and the products thereof among the 
commodities whioh may be regulated; t.o the 
Committee on Agriculture. 
- By Mr.DORN: 

H .R. 9849. A bill to amend the a.ct of June 
27, 1960 (74 Stat. 220), relating to the pres­
ervation of historical and a.rcheological data; 
to tq.e Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. EDMONDSON (for himself, Mr. 
BELCHER, Mr. CAMP, Mr. JARMAN, ab.d 
Mr. STEEJD): 

H.R. 9850. A blll to provide for compensa­
tion to the Cherokee Nation for certain lands; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho: 
H.R. 9851. A bill to amend the Soil Con­

servation and Domestic Allotment Act, as 
amended, to permit sharing the cost of agri­
culture-related pollution prevention and 
abatement measures; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

H.R. 9852. A b111 to preserve the domestic 
gold mining industry and to increase the 
domestic production of gold; to the Commit­
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HEBERT (for himself and Mr. 
ARENDS): 

H.R. 9853. A bill to amend the National 
Security Act of 1947 to provide for a continu­
ing review and study of measures that should 
be taken with respect to the designation and 
protection of information within the Depart­
ment of Defense and certain other agencies 
which affects the national security; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HUNT (for himself, Mr. SAYLOR, 
Mr. WAGGONNER, Mr. KING, Mr. 
RHODES, Mr. PELLY, Mr. SANDMAN, 
Mr. HORTON, and Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida): 

H.R. 9854. A bill to authorize the involun­
tary recall of the Coast Guard Reserve to 
duty in time of natural disaster; to the Com­
Inittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. KEITH (for himself, Mr. ZWACH, 
Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. 
STEIGER of Arizona, Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida, Mr. COLLINS of Texas, Mr. 
TAYLOR, and Mr. MORSB) : 

H.R. 9855. A bill to encourage truth in 
newscasting and public affairs broadcasting; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mr. AsPIN, 
Mr. BEGICH, Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. CON­
YERS, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. DRINAN, Mr. 
EDWARDS o! California, Mr. Fut.TON 
of Tennessee, Mr. HELsTosxx, Mr. 
HORTON, Mr. LINK, Mrs. MINK, Mr. 
OBEY, Mr. PRICE of Illinois, Mr. REES, 

Mr. ROE, Mr. RUNNELS, and Mr. YA­
TRON): 

H.R. 9856. A bill to amend title V of the 
Social Security Act to extend for 5 years (un­
til June 30, 1977) the period within which 
certain special project grants may be made 
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PATTEN: 
H.R. 9857. A bill to control the generation 

and transmission of noise detrimental to the 
human environment, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. STRATTON: 
H.R. 9858. A b111 to amend title 5, Unit­

ed States Code, to correct certain inequities 
in the crediting of National Guard techni­
cian service in connection with civil service 
retirement, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Poot Office and Civil Serv­
ice. 

By Mr. STUCKEY: 
H.R. 9859. A b111 to esta.bllsh the Cumber­

land Island National Seashore in the Sta.te 
of Georgia, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Aifa.1.rs. 

By Mr. WALDIE: 
H.R. 9860. A 'b111 to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to proVide that blood 
doll81tions shall be considered as charitable 
contributions deductible from gross income; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BOW (for himself, Mrs. HAN­
SEN of Washington, Mr. BRADEMAS, 
and Mr. NEDZI) : 

H.J. Res. 782. Joint resolution to author­
ize the President of the United States to 
issue a. proclamation to announce the oc­
casion of the celebration of the 125th an­
niversary of the establishment of the 
Sm.ithsonia.n Institution and to designate 
and to set a.side September 26, 1971, as a. 
special day to honor the scientlftc and cul­
tural achievements of the Institution; rto the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: 
H.J. Res. 783. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit­
ed Start;es relating to the term of office of 
President and Vice President of the Untt­
ed States; to the Committee~ on the Jud.i­
cta.ry. 

By Mr. DORN: 
H.J. Res. 784. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution relating 
to the continuance in office of judges of the 
Supreme Court and o! inferJ.or courts; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FISH: 
H.J. Res. 785. Joint resolution authorizing 

the P.residelllt to proclaim Sunday, Octo­
ber 17, 1971, as "V~etna.m. Veterans Day"; to 
the Committee on the Judioiary. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H. Oon. Res. 365. Concurrent resolution to 

print as a House document the Oonstlitution 
of the United States; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

By Mr. HUNGATE (for himself and 
Mr. DalNAN) : 

H. Con. Res. 366. Con.current resolwt4on 
urging review of the Umted Nations Char­
ter; to the Committee on Foreign Atfadrs. 

By Mrs. ABZUG: 
H. Res. 543. Resolution expressing the 

sense of the House that administr81tion pur­
su&l of current proposals at peace talks in 
Parts is a matter of utmost urgency; to the 
Committee on Foreign Atfaiks. 

By Mr. FULTON o! Pennsylvania: 
H. Res. 544. Resolution .to express the sense 

of the House of Representatives that the 
United States maintain ~ts sovereignty and 
jurJ.sdictk>n over the Pa.naina Canal Zone; 
to it.he Committee on Foreign Atfail's. 

By Mr. MORSE: 
H. Res. 545. Resolution providing for the 

appointment of a select oommittee to db• 
serve the 1971 presldenti&l elections in South 
Vietnam; to ithe Oommtttee on Rules. 
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