August 2, 1971

The Senate will convene at 10 a.m.
Immediately following the recognition
of the two leaders under the standing
order, there will be a period for the
transaction of routine morning business,
with statements therein limited to 3
minutes, the period not to exceed 30
minutes.

At the conclusion of routine morning
business on tomorrow, the Chair will lay
before the Senate the unfinished busi-
ness, Calendar No. 223, S. 382, the so-
called Federal elections campaign bill,
and debate will resume thereon, under
the time agreement. The pending ques-
tion will be the amendment No. 340, the
star print, by the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. Pearson) . Time thereon, under the
agreement, will be limited to 30 minutes,
to be equally divided.

At 2 p.m. tomorrow, under the order
previously entered, the Senate will pro-
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ceed to take up the conference report on
the State-Justice-Commerce appropria-
tion bill, without time being charged
against the time on the unfinished busi-
ness. Upon disposing of that conference
report, the Senate will resume considera-
tion of the Federal election campaign
bill, S. 382. )

It is anticipated that there will be roll-
call votes tomorrow, certainly one or
more on the State-Justice-Commerce
appropriations bill conference report;
and votes can be expected throughout
the day on amendments to S. 382, the
unfinished business as well as to tabling
motions, which can be offered at any
time,

So, a busy day is in the offing. Of
course, the Senate has already been put
on notice that the Senate will have busy
days and votes during Wednesday,
Thursday, and Friday of this week.
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ADJOURNMENT TO 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
10 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 54 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Tuesday,
August 3, 1971, at 10 am.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate August 2, 1971:

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

James F. Campbell, of Maryland, to be an
Assistant Administrator of the Agency for
International Development, vice Lane
Dwinell, resigned.
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The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

The Lord is good to all: And His tender
mercies are over all His works.—Psalms
145: 9.

Almighty Father, whose light never
fades and whose love never fails, make
us aware of Thy presence as we live
through the remaining hours of this day.
Keep us faithful to Thee, considerate of
one another and loyal to the royal with-
in ourselves.

Give us the will to do our work well
and the readiness to accept our share of
responsibilities with eagerness and en-
thusiam. When doubts come, steady our
faith; when temptations arise, strength-
en our resistance; when failure is our
lot, give us the courage to try again.
Lead us and our Nation with the light
of truth and guide us in the ways of
liberty and justice for all.

In the spirit of the Master of men we
pray. Amen.

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 agrees fo the amendment
of the House to a bill of the Senate of
the following title:

8. 2317. An act to extend the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 and
the Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees fo the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate
numbered 2 to a bill of the House of the
following title:

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

H.R.9388. An act to authorize appropria-
tions to the Atomic Energy Commission in
accordance with section 261 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1854, as amended, and for
other purposes.

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

H.R. 10090. An act making appropriations
for public works for water and power devel-
opment, including the Corps of Engineers—
Civil, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Bonne-
ville Power Administration and other power
agencies of the Department of the Interior,
the Appalachian Regional Commission, the
Federal Power Commission, the Tennessee
Valley Authority, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, and related independent agencies
and commissions for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1972, and for other purposes,

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 10090) entitled:

“An act making appropriations for publie
works for water and power development, in-
cluding the Corps of Engineers—Civil, the
Bureau of Reclamation, the Bonneville
Power Administration and other power agen-
cies of the Department of the Interlor, the
Appalachian Reglonal Commission, the Fed-
eral Power Commission, Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, the Atomic Energy Commission, and
related independent agencles and commis-
slons for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972,
and for other purposes,” requests a confer-
ence with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
SteNNIS, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr.
MacnUson, Mr. BisLE, Mr, PasTore, Mr. RaN-
poLPH, Mr. Youna, Mr. HrRUskA, Mrs. BMITH,
and Mr. ArrorT to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

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

8. 24. An act to provide that the cost of
certain investigations by the Bureau of Rec-
lamation shall be nonreimbursable.

8. 123. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to modify the operation of the
Kortes unit, Missourl River Basin project,
Wyoming, for fishery conservation;

8. 1026. An act to amend the Small Recla-
mation Projects Act of 1956, as amended;

8. 1257. An act to authorize an appropria-
tion for fiscal year 1972 to carry out the
metric system study; and

S. 1483. An act to further provide for the
farmer-owned cooperative system of making
credit available to farmers and ranchers and
their cooperatives, for rural residences, and
to associations and other entities upon
which farming operations are dependent, to
provide for an adequate and flexible flow of
money into rural areas, and to modernize
and consolidate existing farm credit law to
meet current and future rural credit needs,
and for other purposes.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to remind Members that the Private
Calendar will be called tomorrow.

It was inadvertently omitted from the
announcement of the program.

THE EFFORT TO MAKE THE
CHINESE REDS RESPECTABLE

(Mr, SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, the drive to
make the Chinese Reds respectable in the
eyes of the American public is underway.
For instance, a recent article on United
States-China relations left the inference
that the United States lost its chance
in 1945 to reach an understanding with
Mao and Chou. At that time they were
seeking U.S. support for their revolution.
There is nothing startling about this. The
United States is not in the habit of sup-
porting revolutionaries who seek to over-
throw governments friendly to our coun-
try. The fact is the United States leaned
over backward in an effort to bring about
a rapproachement between Chiang Kai-
shek’s Nationalist government and the
leaders of the Communist revolution.
Some of our top statesmen, including
Gen. George Marshall, were dispatched
to China in an effort to work out a com-
promise by which both groups could co-
operate in a coalition govrenment for
China. This failed, largely because the
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Reds saw an opportunity to take over
China in its entirety.

Let us not start rewriting history to ac-
commodate communism.

WORST SINCE 1893?

(Mr. DORN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, we face the
worst trade deficit since 1893—78 years
ago during the panic of that year. In the
second quarter of 1971 our imports
exceeded total value of exports by $803
million, the worst for any quarter in 25
vears. Should this continue through
1971, we could have a trade deficit of
$2.5 billion. A large part of this appalling
trade deficit is due to the increasingly
huge volume of low-wage textile im-
ports. The situation is critical. The
textile industry and its 2.4 million em-
ployees are threatened with ruin. We are
in a textile depression. The worst kind
of depression, with inflation, declining
employment, and a curtailed workweek
all at the same time. We cannot stay in
the textile business by importing more
and more cheap, low-wage textile im-
ports. No retail store can exist by buy-
ing more than it sells. No wholesale firm
can stay in business by buying more than
it sells. The United States cannot stay in
business by buying more than it sells.
The United States cannot stay in busi-
ness by importing more than it exports.
We must act now. The President has the
power to limit excessive textile imports
under the national security clause of the
Reciprocal Trade Act. Again I urge the
President to take this action and nego-
tiate meaningful government-to-govern-
ment agreements limiting imports.
Should the President fail to act forth-
rightly now to save the textile industry
and the jobs of 2.4 million employees,
Congress must pass the fair trade bill
introduced by Chairman MiLs on Jan-
uary 22. The hour is late; we are facing
disaster.

SETTLEMENT OF RAILWAY STRIKE

(Mr. McCORMACK asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, it
was announced less than an hour ago
that the railway strike had been settled.
To thousands of my constituents, this
announcement comes at the absolute
last possible moment to save them from
economic catastrophe. All along the
Union Pacific line, through Washington
and Oregon, agricultural products such
as fresh potatoes and wheat are choking
warehouses, being stored in the open,
and in the case of potatoes, being left
undug after they have received the final
spray treatment to kill the vines. Tem-
peratures have been exceeding 110 de-
grees and desperate farmers have been
watching their life's work and their en-
tire assets being destroyed before their
eyes.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure that these men
share my gratitude for the solution of
the railway strike and for the statesman-
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ship that must have been involved in
reaching a settlement between railway
labor and management.

Now we ask only one thing, that serv-
ice be restored with all possible speed,
that no delays be allowed, and that these
perishable crops be moved immediately
so0 that our agricultural community will
not suffer any more than it already has.
I, in turn, will pledge my support to con-
structive legislation which will serve
railway management and labor to the
end that we may have efficient opera-
tion, good working conditions, good pay,
and a harmonious atmosphere within
the railway community, and the Nation
need never again be faced with this sort
of damaging and traumatic experience.

CONSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is the day for the
call of the Consent Calendar. The Clerk
will call the first bill on the Consent
Calendar.

AUTHORIZING DISPOSAL OF INDUS-
TRIAL DIAMOND CRUSHING BORT
FROM THE NATIONAL STOCEPILE
AND THE SUPPLEMENTAL STOCEK-
PILE

The Clerk called the bill (S. 751) to
authorize the disposal of industrial dia-
mond crushing bort from the national
stockpile and the supplemental stock-
pile.

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I should like to inguire
of my friend the chairman of the objec-
tors committee on the other side of the
aisle, or indeed of my friend the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Stockpiles
of the Committee on Armed Services
about this particular bill which has been
called on the Consent Calendar, and ask
general inquiries including the other 23
bills listed on today’s Consent Calendar.

Mr. Speaker, as background to this I
will say that all bills come out of the
Committee on Armed Services, on which
I also happen to serve, and therefore I
heard them reviewed in the full com-
mittee.

My first question would be: Are all the
24 bills unanimous out of the subcom-
mittee and the full Committee on Armed
Services?

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

Mr. HALL. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Florida.

Mr. BENNETT. The answer is in the
affirmative; they are.

Mr. HALL. My second question, Mr.
Speaker, would be whether or not the
committees in their action held hearings
and satisfied themselves by all the
means available to that distinguished
subcommittee—that the Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness had not excessively
declared surplus those things and mate-
riels which we might need for prosecut-
ing the defense ci the United States, in
at least the two stockpiles controlled by
the Congress.

Mr. BENNETT. Of course, this is a
matter of judgment. The committee did
hold extensive and lengthy hearings and
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interrogated various witnesses before us,
including people in industry and the
general public, at great length in the
direction the gentleman has inquired
about. The judgment has been made by
all those in authority in the executive
branch that there is in fact this surplus.

I want to assure the gentleman and
the House that the bills before us which
legally determine amounts of stockpiles
in excess of the military needs of our
country have been passed upon by the
authorities who are responsible under
our laws to determine what in fact is
surplus to our stockpile defense needs.
These bills have been the subject of in-
tensive study by these authorities and
they have come to unanimous conclu-
sion that the materials which are in-
volved in this bill and the other bills
which will be before us today from the
stockpile are excess to the defense stock-
pile needs of our country.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished gentleman from Florida
for his answer. Having served on this
subcommittee for 6 years in the past
and knowing the gentleman, I think this
is entirely adequate.

My final question would be this: I
would like to know whether or not the
subcommittee in its judgment and wis-
dom has determined that such materials,
having been determined to be surplus to
our stockpile requirements, would be put
on the market by the General Services
Administration in the usual manner that
has, in my judgment in the last fzw
years, failed to upset the market price
or to establish an “upset price” that the
market and industry and manufacturing
could use while not damaging the stock-
pile reserve.

Mr. BENNETT. If the gentleman will
yield further, all of those careful pre-
ventions against abuse of private in-
dustry are in the statutes and are car-
ried out by the General Services Ad-
ministration; all of those procedures will
be taken into account in regard to these
bills.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman.

I now wish to yield to my colleague on
the minority objectors committee, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
JOHNSON) .

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to continue the
interrogation of the gentleman from
Florida, and the only one of the items
that I have any question about, and
I will not really question it, but I think
something should be put in the RECORD
about it, is this: I come from a sec-
tion of the United States where we tan
leather. The tanning industry helps to
make my area. When World War II
descended upon us, we were pretty wor-
ried about where we were going to get
tanning extracts so that we could fan
leather to make shoes for our soldiers.
I notice that these tanning extracts come
from Italy, France, Argentina, Paraguay,
Brazil, and Mozambique. My question is
are you people satisfied that in the event
of an emergency in this regard, such as
we faced in World War II, that we will
have enough tanning extracts which
become very vitally necessary to our
Armed Forces in the event that we should
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run into another major conflict? In other
words, are we in good shape on tanning
extracts?

Mr. BENNETT. We were assured at the
hearings that we are in good shape with
regard to these extracts and have an
ample supply in case of war.

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, in view of the
colloquy and in view of the unanimity
in the commitiee and in order to expe-
dite the business of the House, which I
consider to be a prime function of the
duly elected objectors, I ask unanimous
consent that these 24 bills be considered
en bloc and printed at this point in the
Recorp and passed by the House,

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

Mr. ASPINALL, Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and most cer-
tainly I shall not object, because I think
this is an orderly process for the House.
These bills have all been explained, be-
cause in the explaining of one, the same
explanation applies to the others except
for the material involved. As the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
has jurisdiction over the welfare of many
of the producers of the products involved,
at least the minerals, metals, and other
items that are involved in this legisla-
tion, I want to say that we are satisfied
that they can be considered en bloc and
in order to save the time of the House we
should do so.

With that I withdraw my reservation
of objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, I would like
to ask the gentleman from Florida a
question. In reading through these bills,
I could not find in a single instance any
statement as to the requirement for
stockpiling in this country.

In other words, there was no state-
ment to be found telling us the total
need. It is hard to know whether there
should be any disposal and if so by what
amount without having some knowledge
of the stockpile requirement. If it is pos-
sible to do it without disclosing informa-
tion detrimental to the security of this
country, I would hope that in the future
the committee would give us some idea
as to what the stockpile reguirements
are.

Could the gentleman from Florida give
me any enlightenment on that subject?

Mr. BENNETT. I think I can give the
gentleman some enlightenment and some
prognosis as to what the committee is
likely to do in the future. I anticipate
that either during the course of this
calendar year or before next year is out
that rather extensive hearings will be
gone into to see whether or not all of
the legislative criteria are precise as
they should be in this field, and in that
direction we will undoubtedly come up
with some concrete information that will
be of interest to the gentleman from
Towa along the line of this inquiry.

I would like to point out at the pres-
ent time that the stockpile is based upon
the idea of a 3-year war. Of course, there
is a degree of conjecture about this. No
one really knows that a war that we are
going to be in is going to last 3 years or
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315 years or 5 years or 10 years. This is
a calculated guess by the experienced
military minds devoted to the subject.

Then, there are other types of con-
jecture involved. For instance, we have
some commodities which we do not pro-
duce at all in this country and in which
have no potentiality for production. So,
we are totally dependent upon foreign
countries for those commodities.

I may state further to the gentleman
from Iowa that the State Department
has to have an input into this, as to
whether or not the countries we are get-
ting this material from are friendly or
are likely to be friendly to us if we have
a war. That takes a good deal of crystal
ball gazing. But there are some things
that are fairly sure and fairly certain
and in that connection the executive
branch of Government is given certain
responsibilities in the National Security
Council, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
in the Office of Emergency Planning.
After careful consideration, they finally
come out with a decision that there is
so much surplus of a certain commodity;
and then they come out with a decision
that there is such surplus which can be
disposed of, still protecting the national
interests, of the United States and not
affecting adversely the businesses of the
county should this surplus be put on the
market.

Mr. GROSS. I am sure the gentleman
from Florida can understand that those
members, especially the Armed Services
Committee, have difficulty in trying
to reach a decision, not knowing
what the requirements of the stockpile
may be and then being called on to ap-
prove legislation for proposed sales from
the stockpile.

If we might have some idea as to what
is necessary to the stockpile and then
the information as to disposals from the
various stockpiles, it would be most help-
ful.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to insert at this point
in the Recorp a statement of the stock-
pile policy division of the Office of the
Emergency Preparedness, dated July 21,
1971, which analyzes the stockpile objec-
tives. -

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Flor-
ida?

There was no objection.

The document follows:

STOCKPILE OBJECTIVE CALCULATIONS

The stockpile of strategic and critical ma-
terials are designed to protect the United
States agalinst costly and dangerous depend-
ence upon foreign sources of supply in a pe-
riod of national emergency. As technological
and economic factors change worldwide, the
guantities of materials needed for this pur-
pose also change. To assure that the stock-
pile contains the correct quantities and qual-
ities of materials required to meet emergency
needs, material usage and supply patterns
are continually monitored.

The current policy guldance under which
stockpile objectives are calculated was estab-
lished in late 1968. This policy guidance, ap-
proved through the National Security Coun-
cll, was based on recommendations of the

Executive Stockpile Committee, established
by President Johnson. This Committee con-

tinued the work of a similar committee es-
tablished by President Kennedy. Establish-
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ment of general stockpile policy guidance by
the National Security Council assures that
stockpile planning is consistent with other
aspects of national security planning. Under
Executive Order, the Director of OEP is re-
sponsible for approving stockpile objectives
for specific strategic materials within the
framework of overall policy guidance

Under current guidance, stockpile objec-
tives are based on a three year war, assumed
to begin not less than one nor more than two
years in the future. To determine the ma-
terials required during war, OEP makes pro-
Jections of the Gross National Product and
its various components for each of the war
years, and using refined statistical tech-
niques translates these projections into ma-
terial requirements. Data on planned mili-
tary strength and munitions requirements,
obtained from the Department of Defense,
is used to determine the level of essentlal
military material requirements. These mili-
tary requirements are an integral part of
overall stockpile policy guidance. Estimated
requirements for the total economy, derived
from the projections of GNP, are then com-
bined with projected military requirements
to determine the gross requirement position.
Civilian and non-direct defense require-
ments are adjusted to reflect conservation
and substitution of nonstrategic materials,
where possible, for strategic and critical ma-
terials.

Estimates of supply for the mobilization
period are based upon the known resources
of the United States and other countries
certified by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to be
accesslble in wartime. The gquantities of for-
eign supply are adjusted to reflect the risks
involved in depending upon foreign supply
during wartime. The risks involved in such
analyses include consideration of the eco-
nomic and political position of the supplying
country relative to the United States, its
geographic location, and potential transpor-
tation problems which occur during wartime.

Although stockpile objectives are estab-
lished by the Director of OEP and the major
analysis work 1s done by OEP staff personnel,
stockpile planning activities are coordinated
through the Interdepartmental Materials Ad-
visory Committee, which includes repre-
sentatives of all interested departments and
agencies, including the Departments of Com-
merce, Interior, State, Agriculture, Defense,
and Labor; and GSA, AID, and NASA. OMB,
AEC, and CBA are present as observers. Each
of these departments advise OEP on the po-
tential impact of stockpile policy actions
upon their specific areas of responsibility
and provide information necessary for pro-
jection of supply and requirements.

There have been no major acquisitions for
the stockpile in recent years. Procurement of
material has been limited to the purchase
of jewel bearings from the Government-
owned jewel bearing plant at Rolla, North
Dakota. In addition, some material currently
in the stockpile has been upgraded through
the exchange of excess materials,

The stockpile inventory is currently valued
at approximately $6.8 billion, of which $4.2
billion is currently held against existing
stockpile objective requirements. The bal-
ance of this material, $2.6 billion, is con-
sidered to be excess to stockplle needs and
it is this material for which we have been
requesting disposal authority. Where excesses
exist in the stockpile, disposals are made in
a manner that protects the U.S. Government
from avoidable loss and the producers, proc-
essors, and consumers from avoidable dis-
ruption of their markets. In addition, quite
obviously, we are also concerned that dis-
posal efforts are made in a manner that does
not adversely affect the production base upon
which the Uinted States would depend for
the bulk of its material in a period of na-
tional emergency.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for his response.
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Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

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

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and I certainly have
no intention of objecting, we commenced
hearings on the national stockpile this
morning. We had 2 hours of hearings,
and had many witnesses, and they will
proceed for many days.

I just wonder if the committee was
consulted, the Joint Committee on Stra-
tegic Metals, or the Joint Committee on
Defense Production, officially?

Mr. BENNETT,. The House Committee
on Armed Services was not consulted
about the line of inquiry the gentleman
refers to. But that is a different com-
mifttee.

Mr. PATMAN. It is a different com-
mittee. You see, we are charged with
keeping up with the stockpiles. We have
hearings every year. We have a staff,
there are not very many on the staff, it
is a small staff, but they look after it.
Many of the items mentioned here are
in the stockpiles. I think it would be very
important to find out the status of these
stockpiles.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I think may-
be I can help my distinguished chairman
of the subcommittee by stating that there
are three separate national defense
stockpiles, two under the control of the
Congress and one under the control of
the executive branch. Matters of stock-
piles for military defense ordinarily are
assigned to the stockpiles under the con-
trol of the Congress, and are habitually
and traditionally referred to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services, which has legisla-
tive control, and insight and oversight,
whereas the stockpile under the control
of the executive branch is referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency un-
der the jurisdiction of the distinguished
gentleman from Texas. This always oc-
casions a little question on the floor. I
think this answers the gentleman’s ques-
tion.

Mr. PATMAN. I am not sure, because,
you see, this is a Joint Committee on De-
fense Production, and it has the respon-
sibility of the national stockpile general-
ly. I do not know how far its jurisdiction
exceeds, or if it goes as far as the other.
I am not claiming that. But I just feel
as though they should be conferred with,
because even on the stockpiles mentioned
by the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
HaLyp), I do not think we could act intel-
ligently unless we know what the situa-
tion is. I shall not object, but I seriously
urge the gentleman, even before pass-
ing the bills, that we get clarification on
this, because it involves billions of dol-
lars of strategic supplies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, it is my understand-
ing that the gentleman’s committee has
been notified of these disposals. The com-
mittee which I chair does have the only
responsibility legislatively to dispose of
the surpluses. No other committee has
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that responsibility. We do not seek this
responsibility, but by statute we have it.
It is only in that respect that I am here.
We have been advised that these things
should be disposed of. If has gone
through the National Security Council,
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. We have
the responsibility for this legislatively.
And in the future we will be very care-
ful to notify the gentleman’'s committee,
as I think we have in the past, of pending
legislation of this nature,

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Would the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. Harn) restate his
request?

Mr. HALI. Mr. Speaker, my request
was for unanimous consent, in order to
expedite the business of the House, and
in view of the points established in the
colloquy on the floor, and inasmuch as
these all come unanimously from the
same committee and all deal with stock-
piles, that they be printed in the Recorbp,
considered en bloc, and acted on favor-
ably by the House.

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

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, and I re-
serve the right to object in order to ask
a question concerning Consent Calendar
No. 43, which deals with the disposal of
chromium metal, and ask the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. BENNETT)
whether or not the committee went one
step further, in looking at the source of
the metal, and looked at the source of
the ores from which the metal is
obtained?

Mr. BENNETT. The committee did.

Mr. McCLURE. And does this not in-
volve also the policy of the United States
with respect to Rhodesia?

Mr. BENNETT. It involves the policy
of any country that produces chromium,
including Rhodesia.

Mr. McCLURE. Did the committee
consider the fact that the major pro-
ducer of the ores from which this metal
is now produced is the Soviet Union?

Mr. BENNETT. The committee did
consider that,

Mr. McCLURE. And the committee de-
cided, in spite of the fact that we now
have our major reliance for the source
of the ore from which this metal is pro-
duced is not the friendly country of
Rhodesia but our adversary, the Soviet
Union?

Mr. BENNETT. If the gentleman will
look carefully at this bill, he will ob-
serve that the disposal of this chromium
from the stockpile if it might antagonize
somebody then that somebody that it
might antagonize is Russia.

Mr. McCLURE. That was certainly not
my concern. My concern is what the
facts are, and the thing I am concerned
about is whether or not meeting the
strategic needs of the United States from
an adversary is a fact and perhaps a
more critical fact because now the source
of this material is the Soviet Union rath-
er than Rhodesia.

Mr. BENNETT. The Soviet Union did
not make any protest about the disposal
of chromium from our own stockpile.
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Mr. McCLURE. If they could make us
totally dependent upon them for strate-
gic materials, I am sure they would not
protest.

Mr. BENNETT. According to the testi-
mony there is no possibility of us being
totally dependent on Russia for chro-
mium,

Mr. McCLURE. I am raising the ques-
tion to determine whether or not this
is one factor and if the commitiee con-
sidered whether or not we could safely
dispose of this metal.

Mr. BENNETT. We did consider it. We
not only considered it, but also postponed
the final consideration of the chromium-
type bills to a later date and to a fur-
ther discussion on them before today
finally bringing them here unanimously
to the floor for House consideration.

But if the gentleman will stop and
consider this for a moment, he will
realize that his point of view, and that
of all Members of the Congress prob-
ably, is probably being sustained here.
What is being done here is to remove
from the stockpile the excess chromium-
type material. And the fact that Rus-
sia does produce it would only be greatly
significant if she were in fact the sole
producer of this type of material or if
we depend upon her for it—and she
is not and we are not.

Mr. McCLURE, Would not the gen-
tleman agree that since we have joined
in applying economic sanctions to Rho-
desia, which is a source of chrome ores,
a major source of supply for chrome
ores is the Soviet Union—and that we
are now paying higher prices?

Mr. BENNETT. I would assume if we
ever get to the point where he had a
shortage of chrome, we might look again
at our contacts with Rhodesia, and may-
be we would like to see that occur.

It is important to pass this bill now.
If we are ever caught short on chromi-
um then we would have to reevaluate the
arrangement that we have with Rho-
desia, perhaps with greater liberality
with regard to Rhodesia.

Mr. McCLURE. The reason I raise the
question is simply to pinpoint the fact
that we have shifted, as a result of other
policies of this country, from one source
to another, while I strongly object to
our policy foward Rhodesia, that is not
now my major point. I want to be sure,
before raising any objection to the pro-
cedure suggested by the gentleman from
Missouri, that this shift in the source of
supply is not threatening the security
of this country. I will object unless I
can be assured that the disposal of these
ores is done with adequate recognition
of the fact that we are now more depend-
ent on someone who is an adversary of
ours.

Mr. BENNETT. We are only depend-
ent in whatever degree we are because
of the national policy of our country and
our country can change that policy if
it is in our best interests to do so in the
future.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. GROSS. I wonder if the gentle-
man from Florida is aware of the fact,
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as revealed in a brief hearing before the
House Foreign Affairs Committee, that
not only do we pay approximately dou-
ble the price for chromium ore from Rus-
sia than that paid for Rhodesian ore, but
we are also compelled, in order to get
high-grade ore, to take a substantial
amount of low-grade ore from the Com-
munists which, of course, indirectly in-
creases the cost of chrome to the coun-
try? I hope in any future surveillance
of what goes on in this respect that the
Armed Services Committee will take that
into consideration.

Mr. BENNETT. I think the commit-
tee did go into this matter fully, and as
fully as ever anything has been done by
any committee of the Congress, and the
ultimate conclusion I think is clear be-
cause we have a unanimous decision,
after we had adjourned the hearings to
look into this type of argument that is
raised here.

But actually the answers to arguments
that would be raised in this matter are
ones which would indicate, first, they
were not entirely dependent upon Russia
at all for chrome—it is not the sole pro-
ducer of chrome metal, and second, if
there were any pressures that would ever
develop, which we do not think there ever
would be because this is a surplus, but if
there ever was a shortage, the pressures
would be in the direction of eliminating
our dependence upon Russia. Rather
than pressure being in the direction of
increasing our dependence upon Russia,
it would be in the opposite direction.

Mr. McCLURE, I thank the gentleman,
for his response is a response to my ques-
tion, also. I simply say that because of
the other policy which we have adopted,
we now have major reliance upon a coun-
try which is probably less reliable than
our traditional source. Therefore we
should, at least in my mind, take a very
close look at the strategic stockpile re-
quirements because we are now de-
pendent upon a source which previously
had not been a source of supply.

Mr. BENNETT. I think the gentleman
has very cautiously stated the case. The
committee does not think we would ever
have that reliance upon Russia.

Mr. McCLURE. I would say to the gen-
tleman if you do not think we do have
such reliance on Russia, Why are we pay-
ing them double the price?

Mr. BENNETT. Why does not the gen-
tleman ask the man who is in the White
House, a member of his own party, to
answer that question? I say this because
this is a realm of Presidential decision in
foreign policy; and our Committee on
Armed Services has no jurisdiction on
that question.

Mr. McCLURE. That decision was
made before the people of my country
made that happy choice.

Mr. BENNETT. I do not know who is
responsible for the origin of it, but right
now international affairs, under our
Constitution, are the prerogative of the
President, and he probably has good rea-
son for doing what he is doing, although
I do not know the reasons in this par-
ticular case.

Mr. McCLURE. I would say to the
gentleman that I am not trying to say
that this is the only source of ore, be-
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cause obviously there are other sources.
I am trying to say that the Soviet Union
is a major supplier to our market today,
and the fact that we are paying double
what we had been paying in order to get
it indicates to me that it is, indeed, the
major source of supply, and one which
we cannot lose without very adverse ef-
fects upon the industry that depends
upon this ore and upon the security of
this country. It was simply in that vein
that I sought assurances that your com-
mittee has indeed considered that fact of
life, not to argue whether it is a fact,
but whether or not you have considered
it.

Mr. BENNETT. The committee did
very carefully consider it.

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the gentleman.
I withdraw my reservation.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, in reviewing
my request, may I simply point out that
in this delicate area the question is dis-
posal of “surplus” in the congressionally-
controlled stockpiles. I have satisfled
myself both as an official objector and as
a member of the Committee on Armed
Services that the statements of the gen-
tlemen from Florida are well supported
and confirmed, and I renew my unani-
mous-consent request.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri that the sundry Senate bills ap-
pearing on the Consent Calendar for
today be considered?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on each
of the bills dealing with stockpile dis-
posal.

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

There was no objection.

The bills referred to are as follows:

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
INDUSTRIAL DIAMOND CRUSHING
BORT FROM THE NATIONAL

STOCKPILE AND THE SUPPLE-
MENTAL STOCKPILE
8. 751

An Act to authorize the disposal of industrial

diamond crushing bort from the national

stockpile and the supplemental stockpile

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Administrator of General Services is hereby
authorized to dispose of approximately eight-
een million nine hundred and twelve thou-
sand carats of industrial diamond crushing
bort now held in the natlonal stockpile es-
tablished pursuant to the Btrategic and
Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C.
98-08h) and the supplemental stockpile es-
tablished pursuant to section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 466, as amended by
78 Stat. 607). Such disposition may be made
without regard to the requirements of sec-
tion 3 of the Strategic and Critical Materials
Stock Piling Act: Provided, That the time
and method of disposition shall be fixed with
due regard to the protection of the United
States against avoidable loss and the protec-
tion of producers, processors, and consumers
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against avoidable disruption of their usual
markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material
covered by this Act may be made only after
publicly advertising for bids, except as pro-
vided in subsection (b) of this section or as
otherwise authorized by law. All bids may be
rejected when it is in the public interest to
do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
1r—

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United
States against avoidable loss or to protect
producers, processors, and consumers agalnst
avoldable disruption of their usual markets;
or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencies of the
United States In furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the Recorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-387, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congres-
sional approval of the disposition of ap-
proximately 18,912,000 carats industrial dia-
mond crushing bort from the mnational
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile. In
addition, the bill would waive the 6-month
waiting period ordinarily required for dis-
posal of strategic and critical material from
the national stockpile.

BASIO LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Piling Act (60 U.S.C.
88a), the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness is authorized and directed to
determine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Direc-
tor of the Office of Emergency Preparedness,
to dispose of any materials held pursuant to
the act which are no longer needed because
of any revised determination made pursuant
to section 2. Notice of any disposition must
be published in the Federal Register and
transmitted to the Congress and to the Armed
Services Committee of each House thereof.
The plan and date of disposition must be fixed
with due regard to the protection of the
United States against avoidable loss on the
sale or transfer of material to be released, and
the protection of producers, processors, and
consumers against disruption of their usual
markets. The express approval of the Congress
of any proposed disposition is required un-
less the revised determination, referred to
above, 1s by reason of obsolescence of the
material to be disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat, 456), provided that
material shall be released from the supple=-
mental stockpile only under the provisions
of section 3 of the Strateglc and Critical
Materials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile
except in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent for
us during time of war.
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Since the proposed disposal of industrial
diamond crushing bort is not based on ob-
solescence, the proposed disposal requires the
express approval of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.8.C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month waiting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the pro-
tection of the United States against avold-
able loss and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoldable
disruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
walver will permit the immediate disposal of
industrial diamond crushing bort upon en-
actment of S. T51.

Industrial diamond crushing bort

Industrial diamond crushing bort consists
of those industrial diamonds that because
of structure, color, flaws, and impurities, are
unsuitable as gems and because of their size
and shape, are not usable as industrial dia-
mond dies, industrial diamond tools, and
industrial diamond stones.

Crushing bort is crushed into diamond
powder and used for polishing, lapping, and
as the cutting agent in drilling very small
holes in hard materials.

Sources.—Africa is the principal source of
industrial diamonds, Congo being the prin-
cipal producer. Minor amounts (less than 2
percent of U.S. consumption) come from
Brazil, Venezuela, and British Gulana. The
initial sale of virtually all diamonds 1s
rigidly controlled by a foreign cartel.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
industrial diamond crushing bort held by
General Services Administration was approx-
imately 42,611,479 carats. The present stock-
pile objective, established March 4, 1970, is
approximately 23,700,000 carats. The total
excess of approximately 18,912,000 carats in-
dustrial diamond crushing bort is covered
by 8. 751.

The average acquisition cost of industrial
diamond crushing bort in the national and
supplemental stockpiles is approximately
$2.19 per carat. The current estimated market
price of standard, commercial type crushing
bort ranges from $2.25 to $2.B0 per carat.

This material has been in the stockpile for
a period of 3 to 28 years.

Method of Disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the crushing bort available:
(a) for sale; (b) for transfer to agencies of
the U.S. Government; or (¢) to the extent
authorized by law, as payment for expenses
(including transportation and other acces-
sorial expenses) of acquisition of materials
or of refining, processing, beneficlating, or
rotating materials pursuant to section 3 of
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act, 1850 U.S.C. 98b, and of processing
and refining materials pursuant to section
303(d) of the Defense Production Act of 1950,
as amended, 50 U.S.C. App. 2093(d).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess industrial
diamond crushing bort available for commer-
clal sale over a period of years. The quantity
and timing of disposals will be determined
upon evaluation of sales under the program
and current market conditions. Quantities of
industrial diamond crushing bort required
for transfer directly to Government agencies
will be over and above those involved in the
commercial sales program.

Disposal procedure

Industry representatives expressed concern
that sizable sales of the stockplle excesses
would be disruptive to their normal markets.
It was agreed that GSA's annual rate of sales
should not exceed 10 percent of domestic and
foreign consumption of natural industrial
diamond bort. Industry representatives cur-
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rently estimate that sales should be at a rate
of about 600,000 carats for domestic con-
sumption and 1 million carats for foreign
consumption. It was understood that any
sales abroad would preclude reimport into the
United States. It was also agreed that the
GSA offerings could be adjusted upward if
there was evidence of increased domestic and
foreign consumption. Any revision by GSA
in the disposal rate would be preceded by dis-
cussion and approval of the industrial work-
ing group.
Periodic review of program

This disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, or at any
time consultation is requested by such agen-
cies. If any significant modification of the
program appears necessary or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

There is no production of natural dia-
mond bort in the United States. The United
States does produce manmade or synthetic
bort. Imports of natural bort for 18970 were
5.3 million carats and for synthetic or man-
made material 2.2 milllon. The respective
figures for 1969 were 5.8 million and 2.8 mil-
lion carats, U.S5. consumption of natural, syn-
thetic, or manmade, and reclaimed bort has
risen from 15 million carats in 1968 to 16
million in 1969 and 16 million carats in 1970.
U.S. exports were 6.4 million carats in 1968,
8.3 milllon in 1969, and 7.6 million carats
in 1970.

Fiseal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment, but will result in substantial re-
turn to the Federal Treasury as a conse-
quence of the proceeds of the sale of the in-
dustrial dlamond crushing bort now held in
the national stockpile and the supplemental
stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
VEGETABLE TANNIN EXTRACTS
FROM THE NATIONAL STOCKPILE

5. 762

An act to authorize the disposal of vege-
table tannin extracts from the national
stockpile
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That the

Administrator of General Services is hereby

authorized to dispose of approximately the

following quantities of vegetable tannin ex-
tracts: five thousanc five hundred and fifteen
long tons of chestnut, thirty-five thousand
two hundred and eighty-seven long tons of
quebracho, and five thousand four hundred
and sixty-one long tons of wattle now held
in the national stockpile established pur-
suant to the Strategic and Critical Materials

Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98-98h). Such

disposition may be made without regard to

the requirements of section 3 of the Stra-
tegic and Critical Materials Stock Plling Act:

Provided, That the time and method of dis-

position shall be fixed with due regard to

the protection of the United States agalnst
avoidable loss and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their markets.

8ec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after
publicly advertising for bids, except as pro-
vided in subsection (b) of this section or as
otherwise authorized by law. All bids may
be rejected when it is in the public interest
to do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
ir—

August 2, 1971

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United States
against avoidable loss or to protect producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets; or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencles of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the REecorbp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-388, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congressional
approval of the disposition of approximately
the following quantities of vegetable tannin
extracts from the national stockpile: 5,515
long tons of chestnut, 35287 long tons of
quebracho, and 5,461 long tons of wattle. In
addition, the bill would walve the 6-month
walting period ordinarily required for dis-
position of strategic and critical material
from the national stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Critical
Materlals Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98a),
the Director of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness is authorized and directed to de-
termine which materials are strategle and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockplled under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Direc-
tor of the Office of Emergency Preparedness,
to dispose of any materials held pursuant to
the act which are no longer needed because
of any revised determination made pursuant
to section 2. Notice of any disposition must
be published in the Federal Register and
transmitted to the Congress and to the Armed
Services Committee of each House thereof.
The plan and date of disposition must be
fixed with due regard to the protection of
the United States against avoidable loss on
the sale or transfer of material to be re-
leased, and the protection of producers, proc-
essors, and consumers against disruption of
their usual markets. The express approval of
the Congress of any proposed disposition is
required unless the revised determination,
referred to above, is by reason of obsolescence
of the material to be disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the Ag-
ricultural Trade Development and Assistance
Act of 1951 (68 Stat. 456), provided that ma-
terials shall be released from the supplemen-
tal stockpile only under the provisions of
section 3 of the Strategic and Critical Ma-
terials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile ex-
cept in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent
for use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of vegetable
tannin extracts is not based on obsolescence,
the proposed disposal requires the express
approval of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with re-
spect to publication and transmittal of no-
tice and the 6-month waiting period. The
bill would, however, preserve the substantive
requirements of section 3 with respect to the
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protection of the United States agalnst
avoidable loss and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets.
Thus, the waiver will permit the immediate
disposal of vegetable tannin extracts, upon
enactment of S. 7562.

Vegetable tannin extracts chestnut,
quebracho, and wattle

Chestnut extract is made from the wood
of the chestnut tree. Quebracho extract is
made from the heartwood of the quebracho
tree, which grows principally in Argentina
and Paraguay. Wattle extract is produced
from the bark of the wattle tree, which
grows In Africa.

Chestnut extract and wattle extract are
used almost entirely for tanning the heavier
type of leather such as sole and belting.
About T0 percent of domestic consumption
of quebracho extract is used in tanning
leather, while about 25 percent is used as an
additive in petroleum well drilling muds to
control viscosity, and about 5 percent is used
for treating boiler water and for metallurgi-
cal, pharmaceutical and miscellanecus uses.

Sources: Chestnut extract comes from
Italy and France. Quebracho extract comes
from Argentina. Wattle extract comes from
the Republic of South Africa, Brazil, Argen-
tina and Mozambique.

Background information

Chestnut.—As of June 30, 1971 the total
inventory of chestnut extract held by Gen-
eral Services Administration was approxi-
mately 26,207 long tons. The present stock-
pile objective, established January 17, 1969,
is 9,600 long tons. The excess previously au-
thorized for disposal totaled approximately
11,282 long tons, (Public Law 88-245). The
remaining excess of 5,515 long tons are cov-
ered by 8. 752. The average acquisition cost
of chestnut extract was $279.19 per long
tion. The current estimated market price is
$255.38 per long ton. The chestnut extract
has been in the stockpile for a period of 14 to
19 years.

Quebracho.—As of June 30, 1971 the total
inventory of quebracho extract held by Gen-
eral Services Administration was approxi-
mately 188,103 long tons. The present stock-
plle objective, established January 17, 1969,
is approximately 50,600 long tons. The excess
previously authorized for disposal totaled
102,216 long tons, (Public Law 89-245). The
remaining 35,287 long tons are excess and
are covered by S. 752. The average acquisition
cost of quebracho was $247.41 per long ton.
The current estimated market wvalue 1s
$282.24 per long ton. Quebracho has been in
the stockpile for a period of 16 to 22 years.

Wattle—As of June 30, 1971 the total in-
ventory of wattle extract held by General
Services Administration was approximately
34,289 long tons. The present stockpile ob-
jective, established January 17, 1969, is ap-
proximately 9,600 long tons. The excess pre-
viously authorized for disposal totaled 19,328
long tons, (Public Law 80-245). The remain-
ing 5,461 long tons are excess and are covered
by S. 762. The average acquisition cost of
wattle extract was $252.02 per long ton. The
current estimated market value is 8257.60
per long ton. This material has been in the
stockpile for a period of 14 to 19 years.

The total annual storage cost for chest-
nut, quebracho and wattle extracts Iis
$151,300.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the chestnut, quebracho, and
wattle available (a) for sale; (b) for transfer
to agencies of the United States Government;
or (¢) to the extent authorized by law, as
payment for expenses (including transporta-
tion and other accessorial expenses) of ac-
quisition of materials, or of refining, proc-
2ssing, beneficiating, or rotating materials
pursuant to section 3 of the Strategic and
Critical Materials Stock Piling Aect, 50 U.S.C.
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98b, and of processing and refining materials
pursuant to section 303(d) of the Defense
Produection Act of 1950, as amended, 50 U.S.C.
App. 2093(d).
Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess material
available for commercial sale over a period
of years. The quantity and timing of dis-
posals will be determined upon evaluation of
previous sales and current market condl-
tions. Quantities of chestnut, quebracho, and
wattle, required for transfer directly to Gov-
ernment agencies will be over and above
those involved in the commercial sales pro-
gram.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, or at any
time consultation is requested by such agen-
cles. If any significant modification of the
program appears necessary or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

All of the vegetable tannin materials used
in the United States are imported and are
used primarily in the leather industry. U.S.
imports in 1970 were 5,985 long tons of chest-
nut, 16,935 long tons of quebracho, and 6,837
long tons of wattle, each representing a de-
cline from prior years. U.S. consumption in
1970 was 6,250 long tons of chestnut, 15,808
long tons of quebracho, and 10,234 long tons
of wattle. Import sources in 1970 for chest-
nut were France (63 percent) and Italy (37
percent); for quebracho were Argentina (80
percent), Paraguay (15 percent), and others
(6 percent); and for wattle were the Re-
public of South Africa (69.8 percent), Bra-
zil (23.56 percent), and others (6.7 percent).

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result in substantial
return to the Federal Treasury as a con-
sequence of the proceeds of the sale of the
vegetable tannin extracts from the national
stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
THORIUM FROM THE SUPPLE-
MENTAL STOCKPILE

8. 753

An act to authorize the disposal of thorium
from the supplemental stockpile

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Administrator of General Services is hereby
authorized to dispose of approximately two
hundred and ten short tons (thorium oxide
content) of thorium nitrate now held in the
supplemental stockpile established pursuant
to section 104(b) of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954, 68
Stat. 456, as amended by T3 Stat. 607. Such
disposition may be made without regard to
the requirements of section 3 of the Stra-
tegic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act:
Provided, That the time and method of dis-
position shall be fixed with due regard to
the protection of the United States against
avoidable loss and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after
publicly advertising for bids, except as pro-
vided in subsection (b) of this section or as
otherwise authorized by law. All bids may
be rejected when It is in the public Interest
to do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
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be disposed of without advertising for bids
if—

(1) the material is to be transferred to
an agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United States
agalnst avoldable loss or to protect pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets;
or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the REcorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-389, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congressional
approval of the disposition of approximately
210 short tons (thorium oxide content) of
thorium nitrate from the supplemental
stockpile. In addition, the bill would walve
the 6-month waiting period ordinarily re-
quired for disposition of strategic and critical
material from the national stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98a),
the Director of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness is authorized and directed to deter-
mine which materials are strategic and criti-
cal under the provisions of the act and the
quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pur-
suant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tion must be published in the Federal Regis-
ter and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the pro-
tection of the United States against avold-
able loss on the sale or transfer of material
to be released, and the protection of produ-
cers, processors, and consumers against dis-
ruption of their usual markets. The express
approval of the Congress of any proposed dis-
position is required unless the revised deter-
mination, referred to above, is by reason of
obsolescence of the material to be disposed
of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockplle, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 4566), provided that
materials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provisions of
section 3 of the Strategic and Critlcal Mate-
rials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpiles

As iIndicated In the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile ex-
cept in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent for
use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of thorium
nitrate is not based on obsolescence, the pro-
posed disposal requires the express approval
of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month walting period. The bill would,




28830

however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the pro-
tection of the United States agalnst avoid-
able loss and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
walver will permit the immediate disposal of
thorium nitrate upon enactment of 8, 753.
Thorium

Thorium is a gray powder or a heavy, mal-
leable metal changing from silvery white to
dark gray or black in air.

Thorium is used with tungsten or nickel in
electrodes in gas-discharge lamps and in con-
version of fissionable uranium. It is used to
make the incandescent (Welsback) type gas
light mantle. Some of its compounds are used
in luminous paints and in flashlight powders.
Compounded with nickel to produce & high
temperature alloy.

Sources: Australia, Malaysia, and Hong
Eong.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory
of thorium held by General Services Admin-
istration was approximately 1,832 short tons.
The present stockpile objective, established
January 17, 1069, 1s 40 short tons. The excess
previously authorized for disposal under
P.L. 89421 (approved: May 11, 1866) totals
approximately 1,582 short tons. The addi-
tional excess of 210 short tons Is covered by
8, 763.

The average acquisition cost of the thori-
um nitrate (thorium oxide content) in the
supplemental stockpile was $8,003.556 per
short ton. The current estimated market
price for standard, commercial type thorlum
nitrate (thorium oxide content) is $8,300
per short ton. This material has been in the
stockpile for a period of 8 to 11 years. The
annual storage cost is $512.40.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the thorium nitrate available:
(a) for sale; (b) for transfer tc agencies of
the United States Government; or (c) to the
extent authorized by law, as payment for
expenses (including transportation and other
accessorial expenses) of acquisition of mate-
rials, or of refining, processing, beneficlating,
or rotating materials pursuant to section 3
of the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act, 50 U.S.C. 98b, and of processing
and refining materials pursuant to section
303(d) of the Defense Production Act of
1950, as amended, 50 U.B8.C. App. 2093(d).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess thorium
nitrate available for commercial sale over a
period of years. The quantity and timing of
disposals will be determined upon evaluation
of sales under the program and current mar-
ket conditions. Quantities of thorlum nitrate
required for transfer directly to Government
agencies will be over and above those in-
volved in the commercial sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable or any time
consultation is requested by such agencies.
If any significant modification of the pro-

gram appears necessary or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the change will

be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

United Btates production statistics on
thorium are considered company confiden-
tial and hence are not published. Imports of
thorium ores and concentrates, chiefly mon-
agsite, were 504,000 pounds of thorium oxide
content in 1969, a decrease of 20,000 pounds
from 1968. Estimated imports for 1970 are
413,000 pounds. Of the total imports, 59
percent came from Australia, 37 percent from
Malaysla, and 4 percent from Hong Kong.
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U.S. consumption of thorium in terms of
thorium oxide equivalent, was 230,000 pounds
in 1069, a decrease of 20,000 pounds from
1968. Chief uses were for gas mantles, 50
percent; magnesium alloys, 30 percent; dis-
persion-hardened alloys, 10 percent; and 10
percent for refractories, polishing com-
pounds, and chemical products. Consump-
tion for nuclear fuel purposes is still limited
to experimental activities in the United
States. Release of the material is subject to
licensing procedures and requirements of

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment, but will result in substantial re-
turn to the Federal Treasury as & conse-
quence of the proceeds of the sale of the
thorium now held in the supplemental
stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
SHELLAC FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCKPILE

8. 756

An act to authorize the disposal of shellac
from the national stockpile

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer=
ica in Congress assembled, That the Admin-
istrator of General Services is hereby auth-
orized to dispose of approximately two
million nine hundred thousand pounds of
shellac now held in the national stockpile
established pursuant to the Strategic and
Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C.
98-98h) . Such disposition may be made with-
out regard to the requirements of section 3
of the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act: Provided, That the time and
method of disposition shall be fixed with due
regard to the protection of the Uniited States
against avoldable loss and the protection of
producers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after pub-
licly advertising for bids, except as provided
in subsection (b) of this section or as other-
wise authorized by law. All bids may be re-
jected when it is in the public interest to do
80.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
i1T—

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
regard to the protection of the United States
against avoidable loss or to protect producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets; or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
guests recelved from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the Recorbp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-390, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURFPOSE OF THE BILL
The legislation would provide congressional

approval of the disposition of approximately
2.9 million pounds of shellac from the na-
tional stockpile. In addition, the bill would
waive the 6-months waiting period ordinar-
ily required for disposition of strategic and
critical material from the national stockplle.

BASIC LAW
Natonal stockpile
Under section 2 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.B.C. 98a),
the Director of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness Is authorized and directed to de-
termine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
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the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pursu-
ant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tion must be published in the Federal Regls-
ter and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the pro-
tection of the United States against avoid-
able loss on the sale or transfer of material
to be released, and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
disruption of their usual markets. The ex-
press approval of the Congress of any pro-
posed disposition is required unless the re-
vised determination, referred to above, is by
reason of obsolescence of the material to be
disposed of,

Supplemental Stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 458), provided that
materials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provisions
of section 8 of the Strategic and Critical Ma-
terials Stock Piling Act.

Disposal from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile
except in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent
for use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of shellac is
not based on obsolescence, the proposed dis-
posal requires the express approval of the
Congress,

In addition, the bill would walve the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Btock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month walting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the pro-
tection of the United States against avoid-
able loss and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
walver will permit the immediate disposal of
shellac upon enactment of S. 755.

Shellac

Shellac is the purified form of the mate-
rial known as lac or sticklac. It is the product
of an insect that lives in Southern Asia The
larvae of the lac insect settle on the branches
of certain trees and feed on the sap. The lac
secretion produced by the insects forms a
coating over their bodies and makes an in-
crustation over the twigs. The incrusted
twigs form the sticklac of commerce. Seed
lac is made from sticklac by crushing and
washing, which removes most of the dirt and
wood, followed by drying. Shellac is made
from seed lac by melting, or by solvent ex-
traction. The molten material is flattened out
over a heated cylinder, then is reheated and
pulled out into a thin sheet. The sheets are
crushed into flakes and packed. Bleached
shellac is prepared by treating an alkaline
solution of shellac or seed lac with a bleach-
ing agent, such as sodium hypochlorite, and
precipitating and drying the decolorized
product.

Shellac is used for surface coating; as a
binder for abrasives and mica; as an insula-
tor in electric components; and numerous
miscellaneous polishing floor and furniture
waxes.

Sources: The major part of the imports
of shellac are from India, Thailand, and
West Germany.
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Background information

As of June 30, 1971 the total inventory of
shellac held by General Services Administra-
tion was approximately 6,252,020 pounds.
The present stockpile objective, established
March 4, 1970, is 1 million pounds. The
excess previously authorized for disposal un-
der Public Law 91-324 (July 10, 1870) to-
tals approximately 2,352,029 pounds. The ad-
ditional excess of 2,900,000 pounds is cov-
ered by 8. 755. The average acquisition cost
of shellac in the inventory is 50¢ per pound.
The current estimated market price for
standard, commercial type shellac ranges
from 43¢ to 47¢ per pound. This material has
been in the stockplle for & period of 9 to
23 years, The annual storage cost for the
shellac presently in the stockpile inventory
is $9,204.50.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the shellac available: (a)
for sale; (b) for transfer to agencies of the
U.S. Government; or (c) to the extent au-
thorized by law, as payment for expenses
(including transportation and other acces-
sorial expenses) of acquisition of materials,
or of refining, processing, beneficlating, or
rotating materials pursuant to section 3 of
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act, 50 U.8.C. 88b, and of process-
ing and refining materials pursuant to sec-
tion 303(d) of the Defense Production Act
of 1950, as amended, 50 U.S.C. App. 2093

d).
{ Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess shellac
avallable for commercial sale over a period
of years. The quantity and timing of dis-
posals will be determined upon evaluation
of sales under the present program and cur-
rent market conditions. Quantities of shellac
for transfer directly to Government agen-
cles will be over and above those involved
in the commerclal siles program

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable or any time
consultation is requested by such agencies.
If any significant modification of the pro-
gram appears necessary or advisable as a re-
sult of such consultation, the change will be
publicly announced.

Production and consumption

There is no U.S. production of shellac. Ap-
parent U.S. consumption was approximately
14 million pounds in 1970. Imports of shel-
lac were 22 million pounds in 1969 and esti-
mated at 12 million pounds in 1970. World
production of shellac In 1870 is estimated
at about 30 milllon pounds, of which about
25 million pounds was produced in India
Principal import sources for shellac in 1970
were: Thailand (31 percent), India (63 per-
cent), and other countries (6 percent).

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in an additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result in substantial
return to the Federal Treasury as a con-
sequence of the proceeds of the sale of the
ghellac now held in the national stockplle.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
QUARTZ CRYSTALS FROM THE
NATIONAL STOCKPILE AND THE
SUPPLEMENTAL STOCKPILE

8. 756

An act to authorize the disposal of quartz
crystals from the national stockpile and
the supplemental stockplle
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of
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America in Congress assembled, That the
Administrator of General Services is hereby
authorized to dispose of approximately three
hundred and thirty thousand pounds of
quartz crystals now held in the national
stockpile established pursuant to the Stra-
tegic and Critical Materials Stock Piling
Act (50 U.S.C. 98-98h) and the supplemental
stockpile established pursuant to section
104(b) of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1054, 68 Stat.
456, as amended by 73 Stat. 607. Such dis-
position may be made without regard to the
requirements of section 3 of the Strategic
and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act: Pro-
vided, That the time and method of disposi-
tion shall be fixed with due regard to the
$protection of the TUnited BStates against
avoidable loss and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoldable disruption of their usual markets.

SEc. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made oniy after
publicly advertising for bids, except as pro-
vided in subsection (b) of this section or as
otherwise authorized by law. All bids may
be rejected when it is in the public interest
to do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
Iafe disposed of without advertising for bids

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United States
agalnst avoldable loss or to protect producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets; or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests recelved from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
low for inclusion in the REecorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-391, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:
FPURFOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congression-
al approval of the disposition of approxi-
mately 330,000 pounds of quartz crystals
from the national stockpile and the supple-
mental stockpile. In addition, the bill would
walve the 6-months’ walting period ordinarily
required for disposition of strategic and crit-
ical material from the national stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Crit-
ical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C.
98a), the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness s authorized and directed to
determine which materials are strategic and
quantities of such materials which shall be
stockpiled under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pur-
suant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tion must be published in the Federal Regis-
ter and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the pro-
tection of the United States agalnst avold-
able loss on the sale or transfer of material
to be released, and the protection of produc-
ers, processors, and consumers against dis-
ruption of their usual markets. The express
approval of the Congress of any proposed
disposition is required unless the revised
determination, referred to above is by reason
of obsolescence of the material to be disposed

of.
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Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided that
materials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provislons
of section 3 of the Strategic and Critical Ma-
terials Stock Piling Act.

Disposal from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockplle and the supplemental stockpile ex-
cept in those instances where the proposed
disposal action ls based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent for
use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of quartz crys-
tals is not based on obsolescence, the pro-
posed disposal requires the express approval
of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month walting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of sectlon 3 with respect to the pro-
tection of the United States against avoid-
able loss and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoldable
disruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
walver will permit the immediate disposal
of quartz crystals upon enactment of S. 7566.

Quartz crystals

Quartz is a form of silica occurring in hard
hexagonal crystals or In crystalline masses.
It is the most common of all solid minerals
and may be colorless and transparent, or
colored.

By reason of thelr plezoelectric properties,
quartz crystals serve as devices for converting
mechanical force into electrical charges and
vice versa and consequently find wide appli-
cation in electrical and electronic fields, Be-
cause of their light transmitting properties,
quartz crystals are also used in making
prisms, wedges, lenses, and other parts for
various types of optical instruments.

Sources: Brazil.

Background information

As of June 30, 1871 the total inventory of
quartz crystals held by General Services Ad-
ministration was approximately 4,546,840
pounds. The present stockpile objective, es-
tablished January 17, 1969, is approximately
320,000 pounds. The excess previously author-
ized for disposal under Public Law 89-310
(approved: Oct. 31, 1965) totals approxi-
mately 3,896,840 pounds. The additioral ex-
cess of 330,000 pounds is covered by S. 758.

The average acquisition cost of the quartz
crystals in the national stockpile was $12.37
per pound and in the supplemental stockpile
$15.15 per pound. The current estimated mar-
ket price for standard, commercial type
quartz crystals ranges from $2.25 per pound
to 850.00 per pound. The annual storage cost
is 8707, This material has been in the stock-
plle for a period of 9 to 28 years.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the quartz crystals available:
(a) for sale; (b) for transfer to agencies
of the U.S. Government; or (¢) to the ex-
tent authorized by law, as payment for ex-
penses (including transportation and other
accessorial expenses) of acquisition of ma-
terials, or of refining, processing, beneficiat-
ing, or rotating materials, pursuant to sec-
tion 3 of the Strategic and Critical Materials
Stock Piling Act, 50 U.S.C. 98b, and of proc-
essing and refining materials pursuant to
section 303{(d) of the Defense Production
Act of 1950, as amended, 50 U.S.C. App.
2093(d).
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Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess quartz
crystals available for commercial sale over
a period of years. The gquantity and timing
of disposals will be determined upon eval-
uation of previous sales and current market
conditions. Quantities of quartz crystals re-
guired for transfer directly to Government
agencies will be over and above those in-
volved in the commercial sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, or at any
time consultation is requested by such agen-
cies. If any significant modification of the
program a&ppears necessary or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the damage will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

There is no U.S. production of natural
quartz crystals suitable for electronic and
optical purposes. U.S. production of manu-
factured (artificially cultured) quartz crys-
tals was 125,423 pounds in 1969. Output of
manufactured quartz is expected to increase,
thus lessening the dependence on imported
natural quartz. Total imports were 285,665
pounds in 1968, decreasing to 237,224 pounds
in 1969. Brazil is the principal import source
of natural quartz. Actual consumption of
raw, electronic grade crystals was 246,673
pounds in 1968, and 187,605 pounds in 1969.
The U.S. consumption pattern is 74 percent
for oscillator plates and the remaining 26
percent for filter and telephone resonator
plates, transducer crystal, and miscellanecus
items.

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result In substantial
return to the Federal Treasury as a conse-
quence of the proceeds of the sale of the
quartz crystals now held in the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
IRIDIUM FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCKPILE

8. 767

An act to authorize the disposal of iridium
from the national stockplle

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Administrator of General Services is hereby
authorized to dispose of approximately two
hundred and fifty-six troy ounces of iridium
now held in the national stockpile estab-
lished pursuant to the Strategic and Critical
Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98-88h).
Such disposition may be made without regard
to the requirements of section 3 of the
Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Plling
Act: Provided, That the time and method of
disposition shall be fixed with due regard to
the protection of the United States against
avoidable loss and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoldable disruption of their usual markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after
publicly advertising for bids, except as pro-
vided in subsection (b) of this section or as
otherwise authorized by law. All bids may
be rejected when it is in the public interest
to do so,

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
ir—

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertising
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are necessary to protect the United States
against avoidable loss or to protect producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets; or

(38) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests recelved from other agencles of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the REcorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-392, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congressional
approval of the disposition of approximately
256 troy ounces of iridium from the natlon
stockpile. In addition, the bill would waiw
the 6 months' walting period ordinarily re-
quired for disposition of strategic and critical
material from the national stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Piling Act (60 U.S.C. 98a),
the Director of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness is authorized and directed to de-
termine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act,

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pur-
suant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tion must be published in the Federal Regis-
ter and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the protec-
tion of the United States against avoidable
loss on the sale or transfer of material to be
released, and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against disruption
of their usual markets. The express approval
of the Congress of any proposed disposition
is required unless the revised determination,
referred to above, is by reason of obsolescence
of the material to be disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 4566), provided that
materials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provisions of
section 3 of the Strategic and Critical Mate-
rials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and

supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the dis-
posal of materials in both the national stock-
pile and the supplemental stockpile except
in those instances where the proposal ac-
tion is based on a determination that the
material has become obsolescent for use
during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of iridium
is not based on obsolescence, the proposed
disposal requires the express approval of
the Congress.

In addition, the bill would walve the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with re-
spect to publication and transmittal of no-

tice and the 6-month waiting period. The
bill would however, preserve the substan-

tive requirements of section 3 with respect
to the protection of the United States against
avoldable loss and the protection of produc-
ers, processors, and consumers against avoid-
able disruption of their usual markets. Thus,
the waiver will permit the immediate dispo-
sal of iridium upon enactment of S. T57.
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Iridium

Iridium is similar in color to platinum,
but with a slight yellow cast. It is the most
corrosion-resistant element known, even re-
slstant to aqua regia. It is essentially used
for alloying with platinum and palladium
to Increase hardness and corrosion resistance.

Iridium, palladium, and platinum are used
separately and in combination with each
other and with other metals; in the electrical
fleld, for electrodes of all kinds, electrical
contact points, thermocouples, resistance
thermometers, and resistors; in the chemical
fleld for crucibles and other heat and corro-
slon resistant vessels, cathodes, spinerettes
for rayon, bushings, for production of glass
fiber, burner nozzles, and catalysts; in the
dental field, for castings, wrought dentures,
pins, anchors, and reinforcements, In jewelry
and the decorative arts and in motors and
precision instruments.

Sources: Canada, United Kingdom.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
iridium held by General Services Administra-
tlon was approximately 17,256 troy ounces.
The present stockpile objective, established
April 2, 1964, iIs 17,000 troy ounces. The total
excess of 2566 troy ounces is covered by S. 757.
The average acquisition cost of the iridium
in the national stockpile was $177.20 per troy
ounce. The current estimated market price
for standard, commercial-type iridium ranges
from $160 to $155 per troy ounce. This ma-
terial has been in the stockpile for a period
of 115 to 24 years.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the iridium avallable: (a) for
sale; (b) for transfer to agencles of the U.S.
Government; or (¢) to the extent authorized
by law, as payment for expenses (including
transportation and other accessorial ex-
penses) of acquisition of materials, or of re-
fining, processing, beneficiating, or rotating
materials pursuant to section 3 of the Strate-
gic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act,
50 U.S.C. 98b, and of processing and refin-
ing materials pursuant to section 303(d) of
the defense Production Act of 1950, as
amended, 50 U.S.C. App. 2093(d).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess iridium
available for comnmercial sale over a period of
years. The quantity and timing of disposals
will be determined upon evaluation of sales
under the program and current market con-
ditions. Quantities of iridium required for
transfer directly to Government agencies will
be over and above those involved in the com-
mercial sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous serutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable or any time
consultation is requested by such agencies.
If any significant modification of the pro-
gram appears mnecessary or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

Iridium is used largely for alloying with
platinum and palladium and is classified as
being in the platinum group of metals.
Consumption pattern in 1970 was in jewelry
and decorative uses (15 percent), electrical
(22 percent), chemical (53 percent), dental
and medical (3 percent), and others (7 per-
cent). U.S. consumption was 14,218 troy
ounces In 1969 and 10,264 troy ounces in
1870. U.8. general imports of refined metal
were 6,026 troy ounces in 1969 and 8,459 troy
ounces in 1970.

There is no major U.S. production of
iridium although U.S. gold and copper re-
fineries do recover small quantities. Produc-
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tion from this source and secondary refining
totaled 2,581 troy ounces in 1968, 2,820 troy
ounces in 1969, and 2,581 troy ounces in
1970. Import sources in 1970 were United
Kingdom (60 percent), Canada (22 percent),
and other countries (18 percent). World
production of platinum group metals comes
mainly from U.S.8.R., Republic of South
Africa, and Canada.

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result in substantial
return to the Pederal Treasury as a con-
sequence of the proceeds of the sale of the
iridium now held in the national stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
MICA FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCEKPILE AND THE SUPPLE-
MENTAL STOCKPILE

8. 758

An act to authorize the disposal of mica from
the national stockpile and the supplemen-
tal stockpile
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That the

Administrator of General Services is hereby

authorized to dispose of approximately one

million four hundred twenty-six thousand
twenty-five pounds of muscovite block mica;
approximately fifty-one thousand eighty-
seven pounds of muscovite film mica; ap-
proximately three million one hundred
ninety-nine thousand eight hundred sev-
enty-five pounds of muscovite mica splittings;
and approximately three hundred fifty thou-
sand pounds of phlogopite mica splittings
now held in the national stockpile estab-
lished pursuant to the Strategic and Critical

Materials Stock Piling Aet (50 U.S.C. 98-

98h) and the supplemental stockpile estab-

lished pursuant to section 104(b) of the Agri-
cultural Trade Development and Assistance

Act of 1054, 68 Stat. 456, as amended by T3

State. 607. Such disposition may be made

without regard to the requirements of sec-

tion 3 of the Btrategic and Critical Materlals

Stock Piling Act: Provide, That the time

and method of disposition shall be fixed with

due regard to the protection of the United

States against avoldable loss and the protec-

tion of producers, processors, and consumers

against avoidable disruption of their usual
markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after pub-
licly advertising for bids, except as provided
in subsection (b) of this section or as other-
wise authorized by law. All bids may be re-
Jjected when it is in the public interest to do
5O.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
if—

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United States
against avoldable loss or to protect producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets; or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr, Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the REcorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-393, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congres=-
sional approval of the disposition of approxi-
mately 5,026,987 pounds of mica from the
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national stockpile and the supplemental
stockpile. In addition, this bill would waive
the 6-month waliting period ordinarily re-
quired for disposition of strategic and crit-
ical material from the national stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Crit-
ical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C.
98a), the Director of the Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness is authorized and di-
rected to determine which materials are
strategic and critical under the provisions of
the act and the quality and quantities of
such materials which shall be stockpiled un-
der the act.

Section 3(c) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the
Director of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pur-
suant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tion must be published in the Federal Regis-
ter and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed BServices Committee of each
House thereof. The plan and date of dis-
position must be fixed with due regard to
the protection of the United States against
avoidable loss on the sale or transfer of
material to be released, and the protection
of producers, processors, and consumers
against disruption of their usual markets.
The express approval of the Congress of any
proposed disposition is required unless the
revised determination, referred to above, is
by reason of obsolescence of the material to
be disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockplle, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided that
materials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provisions
of sectlon 3 of the Strategic and Critical
Materials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile
except in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent for
use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of mica is
not based on obsolescence, the proposed dis-
posal requires the express approval of ihe
Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Btock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month walting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of sectlon 3 with respect to the pro-
tection of the United States against avoidable
loss and the protection of producers, proc-
essors, and consumers against avoidable dis-
ruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
walver will permit the immediate disposal of
mica upon enactment of 8. 758.

Mica

Mica is a group name for a number of
minerals which have a characteristic struc-
ture permitting easy separation into thin,
tough sheets. They vary from clear to black.
Ruby muscovite has the best dielectric prop-
erties. Block mica is the thicker sections
ranging from seven-thousandths of an inch
upward. Film is split from block to a variety
of predetermined thickness ranges. The diel-
ectric quality of mica is lowered by the pres-
ence of various defects, such as air inclusions,
mineral and vegetable stalns, waviness, and
crystallization anomalles. There are three
principal forms of strategic mica (block, film,
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and splittings) and a number of qualities
and grades. Quality refers to various phys-
ical properties including the degree of stain-
ing, and grade denotes the size of a rectan-
gular area which can be obtained from the
block or film.

Uses: Dielectric supporting elements in
electron tubes, mica capacitors, as insula-
tion in motors and other electrical appara-
tus.

Bources: India, Brazil, Malagasy.

Background information
Mica, Muscovite Block (Stained and Better)

As of June 30, 1871, the total inventory of
muscovite block, stained and better, held by
General Services Administration (GSA) was
approximately 18,148,706 pounds. The pres-
ent stockpile objective established March 13,
1064, is 6,840,700 pounds. The excess mus-
covite block mica previously authorized for
disposal total approximately 9,881,976 pounds,
of which 6,308,800 pounds of muscovite
block, stained A and better, remain available
under authority of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness, approved January 14, 1966, and
Public Law 89419, approved May 11, 1966;
2,354,503 pounds of muscovite block scrap,
and 1,218,675 pounds of muscovite stained B
and lower, remain available under authorities
mentioned above. The remaining excess of
1,426,025 pounds Is covered by S. 758.

The average acquisition cost of muscovite
block, stained and better, in the national
stockplle was $2.38 per pound and in the
supplemental stockpile $3.44 per pound.

Mica, Muscovite Film, First and Second
Qualities

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory
of muscovite film, first and second quali-
ties held by GSA was approximately 2,057,-
507 pounds., The present stockpile objective,
established March 13, 1864, is 2 million
pounds. The excess previously authorized for
disposal under Public Law 88—419, approved
May 11, 1966, totals approximately 6,420
pounds. The remalning excess of 51,087
pounds is covered by S. 758.

The acquisition cost of muscovite film first
and second qualities, in the national and
supplemental stockpiles was $5.27 per pound.

Mica, Muscovite Splittings

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
muscovite splittings held by GSA was ap-
proximately 43,204,558 pounds. The present
stockpile objective, established January 17,
1969, is 19 million pounds. The excess pre-
viously authorized for disposal under Public
Law 89-419, approved May 11, 1966, totals
approximately 21,004,683 pounds. The re-
maining excess of 3,199,875 pounds is covered
by S. 7568.

The acquisition cost of muscovite split-
tings in the national stockpile was $1.04 per
pound and in the supplemental stockpile
$1.29 per pound.

Mica, Philogopite Splittings

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
phlogopite splittings held by GSA was ap-
proximately 4,807,345 pounds. The present
stockpile objective established January 17,
1069, is 850,000 pounds. The excess previously
authorized for disposal under Public Law 89—
418, approved May 11, 1966, totals approxi-
mately 3,507,345 pounds. The remaining ex-
cess of 350,000 pounds s covered by S. 758.

The average acquisition cost of phlogopite
splittings was $1.00 per pound.

The correct estimated market price for
standard, commerclal type micas range from
10 cents per pound to $20 per pound, depend-
ing on color, form, grade, size, thickness and
visual gquality.

All of the above described micas have been
in the stockpile for a period of 5 to 28 years.

The total annual storage cost for these
micas is $10,102.

The tabulation set forth below reflects the
total inventories of these materials in the
stockplles.




28834

Mica, Muscovite block, stained and better—
Uncommitted June 30, 1971
Inventory:
National stockplle
Supplemental stockpile._ .-

Pounds
7,078,277
1, 952, 360
5, 546, 898
Total, all inventories 14, 575,523
Credited to film objective
Objective (established Mar. 13,

Total excess 17,734,823

! This plan applies to approximately 1,426,-
025 pounds of excesses in the national and
supplemental stockpiles. The remaining ex-
cess of approximately 6,308,798 pounds was
previously authorized for disposal under
OEP (DPA) Jan. 14, 1966, and Public Law
89419, May 11, 1966.

Mica, Muscovite film, first and second guali-
ties—Uncommitted June 30, 1971

Inventory: Pounds
National stockpile 1,249, 745
Supplemental stockpile
DPA
840,700 pounds of black credited

as film objective

Total, all inventories
Objective (established Jan. 17

Total excess

2This plan applies to approximately 51,087
pounds of the nonstockpile grade excesses in
the national and supplemental stockpiles.
The remaining excess of approximately 6,420
pounds was previously authorized for dis-
posal under Public Law 89—419, May 11, 1966.

Mica, Muscovite splitting—Uncommitted
June 30, 1971
Pounds
38, 403, 776

Inventory:
National stockplle
Supplemental stockplle.

Total all inventories
Objective (established Jan.
17, 1869)

424, 204, 558

1 This plan applies to approximately 3,189,-

8756 pounds of the excesses in the national

and supplemental stockpiles. The remaining

excess of approximately 21,004,683 pounds

was previously authorized for disposal under
Public Law 89419, May 11, 1966.

Mica, phlogopite splittings—Uncommitted
June 30 1971

Inventory: Pounds
2,909, 723
1,897, 622
0

Total all inventories
Objective (established Jan. 17,

¢ This plan applies to approximately 350,000
pounds of the excesses in the national and
supplemental stockpiles. The remaining ex-
cess of approximately 3,507,845 pounds was
prevously authorized for disposal wunder
Public Law 80418, May 13, 1966.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
to make the mica avallable: (a) for

sale; (b) for transfer to agencies of the U.S.
Government; or (¢) to the extent authorized
by law, as payment for expenses (includ-
ing transportation and other accessorial ex-
penses) of acquisition of materials, or of re-
fining, processing, beneficiating, or rotating
materials, pursuant to section 3 of the Stra-
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tegic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act,
50 U.8.C. 98b, and of processing and refining
materials pursuant to section 303(d) of the
Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended,
50 U.S.C. App. 2093 (d).
Rate of Disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess mica
available for commercial sale over a period of
years. The quantity and timing of disposals
will be determined upon evaluation of sales
under the program and current market con-
ditions. Quantities of mica required for
transfer directly to Government agencies will
be over and above those involved in the
commercial sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, or at any
time consultation is requested by such agen-
cles. If any significant modification of the
program appears necessary or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

U.8. production of sheet mica is negligible.
The U.S. import sources in 19690 were India
(82 percent), Brazil (14 percent), Malagasy
Republic (3 percent), and others (1 per
cent). Future demand will rely on imports.
U.S. consumption of sheet mica in 1969 and
estimated consumption for 1870 for each
category are (in pounds) :
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Muscovite block. - - -onnn--
Muscovite film

Muscovite splittings. .
Phiogopite block... . ...
Phlogopite splittings.

The consumption pattern for sheet mica
in 1969 in the United States was:

Muscovite block: Electronic uses (70 per-
cent), mainly capacitors and tubes; nonelec-
tronics uses (30 percent).

Muscovite film: Electronic uses (100 per-
cent) for capacitors.

Phlogopite block: Electronic uses (5.5 per-
cent). Nonelectronic uses (894.5 percent).
Nonelectronic uses are for filler in plastics,
in paint, and roofing and asphalt shingles,
and glass-bonding powdered natural mica.

Muscovite splittings: Fabricated into built-
up mica which is used for insulation in elec-
trical appliances.

Phlogopite splittings: Used largely for elec-
trical insulation where high heat is involved.

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result in substantial
return to the Federal Treasury as a conse-
quence of the proceeds of the sale of the
mica now held in the national stockpile and
the supplemental stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
METALLURGICAL GRADE MAN-
GANESE FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCEPILE AND THE SUPPLE-
MENTAL STOCEPILE

8. 769

An act to authorize the disposal of metal-
lurgical grade manganese from the na-
tional stockpile and the supplemental
stockplile
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That the Ad-

ministrator of General Services is hereby
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authorized to dispose of approximately four
million four hundred and twenty-four thou-
sand eight hundred and forty short dry tons
(manganese ore equivalent) of metallurgical
grade manganese now held in the national
stockpile established pursuant to the Stra-
tegic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act
(60 U.S.C. 98-88h) and the supplemental
stockpile established pursuant to section
104(b) of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment Assistance Act of 1954 (68 Stat, 456, as
amended by 73 Stat, 607). Such disposition
may be made without regard to the require~
ments of sectlon 3 of the Strategic and
Critical Materials Stock Piling Act: Provided,
That the time and method of disposition
shall be fixed with due regard to the protec-
tion of the United States against avoidable
loss and protection of producers, processors,
and consumers against avoldable disruption
of thelr usual markets.

SEc. 2. (a) Disposals of the materlal cov=
ered by this Act may be made only after pub-
licly advertising for bids, except as provided
in subsection (b) of this section or as other-
wise authorized by law. All bids may be
rejected when it is in the public interest to
do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
f—

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United States
against avoldable loss or to protect producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual market; or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests recelved from other agencles of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies,

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the REcorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-394,
explaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congres-
sional approval of the disposition of approx-
imately 4,424,840 short dry tons (manganese
ore equivalent) of metallurgical grade man-
ganese from the national stockpile and the
supplemental stockpile. In addition, the bill
would walve the 6 months' walting period
ordinarily required for disposition of strategic
and critical material from the national stock=

ile.
¥ BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Critical
Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98a),
the Director of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness 1s authorized and directed to de-
termine which materlals are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act.

Section 3(c) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pur-
suant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tion must be published In the Federal Regis-
ter and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the protec-

tion of the United States against avoidable
loss on the sale or transfer of material to be
released, and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against disruption
of their usual markets. The express approval
of the Congress of any proposed disposition
is required unless the revised determination,
referred to above, is by reason of obsclescence
of the material to be disposed of.
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Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and As-
sistance Act of 1054 (68 Stat. 456), provided
that materials shall be released from the sup-
plemental stockpile only under the provisions
of section 3 of the Strategic and Critical
Materials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile ex-
cept in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent for
use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of metal-
lurgical grade manganese is not based on
obsolescence, the proposed disposal requires
the express approval of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would walve the pro-
cedural requirements of sectlon 3 of the
Stock Plling Act (50 U.8.C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month waiting period. The bill would
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the protec-
tion of the United States against avoidable
loss and the protection of producers, proces-
sors, and consumers against avoidable dis-
ruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
waliver will permit the immediate disposal of
metallurgical grade manganese upon enact-
ment of 8. 759.

Manganese—Metallurgical grade ore

Metallurgical grade manganese ore should
have a relatively high manganese content.
The standard grade has a manganese content
of 48 percent, although somewhat lower ores
are usable. Ores with varying manganese con-
tent from 35 to 60 percent are often blended
to provide uniform raw material for the
production of ferromanganese. The ore must
be low in impurities, deleterious in the manu-
facture of steel, such as sulphur, phosphorus,
copper, lead, and zine.

Manganese—metallurgical grade ore, is used
in the manufacture of manganese metal fer-
romanganese, and special manganese alloys,
which in turn are used to neutralize the
effects of sulfur and to remove oxygen used
as an addition to special steels to contribute
toughness and resistance to shock and abra-
slon.

Sources—QGabon, Brazll, Republic of South
Africa, India, Congo and Australla.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total Inventory of
metallurgical grade manganese held by Gen-
eral Services Administration was approxi-
mately 11,896,167 short dry tons. The present
stockpile objective, established May 13, 1969,
is 4 million short dry tons.

This disposal, which 1s covered by S. 759,
applies to the excess of 4,424,840 short dry
tons (manganese ore equivalent) of metal-
lurgical grade manganese in the national and
supplemental stockpiles, of which approxi-
mately 3,267,859 short dry tons are ore; ap-
proximately 576,060 short tons (1,152,120
short tons manganese ore equivalent) are
high carbon ferromanganese and approxi-
mately 10944 short tons (4,860 short tons
manganese ore equivalent) are electrolytic
manganese metal, Additionally, 3,600,000
short dry tons (manganese ore equivalent)
of metallurgical grade manganesé remain
avallable for disposal under previous author-
izations.

The acquisition cost of metallurgical grade
manganese ore in the national stockplle
was $39.60 per short dry ton and in the sup-
plemental stockpile, $43.09 per short dry ton.
The acquisition cost for high carbon ferro-
manganese in the national stockpile
was $180.79 per short ton and in the sup-
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plemental stockpile $186.56 per short ton.
The acquisition cost of electrolytic manga-
nese metal in the national stockpile was
$520.46 per short ton, and in the supple-
mental stockpile, $610.42 per short dry
ton. The current estimated market price for
standard, commercial type material is $28.00
per short dry ton for ore, $151.80 per short
ton for high carbon ferromanganese, and
$665 per short ton for electrolytic manganese
metal.

This material has been in the stockpile for
a period of T to 29 years. The annual storage
cost for this material is $132,745.20.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the metallurgical grade man-
ganese avallable (a) for sale; (b) for transfer
to agencies of the U.S. Government; or (¢) to
the extent authorized by law, as payment for
expenses (including transportation and other
accessorial expenses) of acquisition of ma-
terials, or of refining, processing, benefici-
ating, or rotating materials pursuant to sec-
tion 3 of the Strategic and Critical Materials
Stock Piling Act, 650 U.8.C. 98b, and of proc-
essing and refining materials pursuant to sec-
tion 303(d) of the Defense Production Act of
1850, as amended, 50 U.S.C. App. 2093(d).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess metal-
lurgical grade manganese available for com-
mercial sale over a period of years. The quan-
tity and timing of disposals will be deter-
mined upon evaluation of sales under the
program and current market conditions.
Quantities of metallurgical grade manganese
required for transfer directly to Government
agencies will be over and above those in-
volved in the commercial sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, or at any
time consultation is requested by such agen-
cles. If any significant modification of the
program appears necessary or advisable as
a result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production end consumption

U.S. production of metallurgical grade
manganese amounted to 5,630 short dry tons
in 1969, and an estimated 4,000 tons for
1970. U.S. consumption was approximately
2.1 million short tons in 1969 and 2.3 million
short tons in 1970.

Imports of metallurgical grade manganese
were 1,964,635 short tons in 1969, and 1,735,-
056 short tons in 1970. Principal import
sources In 1970 were Brazil (35 percent),
Republic of South Africa (8 percent), India
(6 percent), Gabon (28 percent), Ghana (4
percent), and other countries (20 percent).

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result in substantial
return to the Federal Treasury as a conse-
quence of the proceeds of the sale of the
metallurgical grade manganese now held in
the national stockpile and the supplemental

stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
MANGANESE, BATTERY GRADE
SYNTHETIC DIOXIDE FROM THE
NATIONAL STOCKPILE

8. 760
An act to authorize the disposal of manga-
nese, battery grade, synthetic dioxide from
the national stockpile
Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Ad-
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ministrator of General Services is hereby au-
thorized to dispose of approximately four
thousand eight hundred and five short dry
tons of manganese, battery grade, synthetic
dioxide now held in the national stockpile
established pursuant to the Strategic and
Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (60 U.8.C.
98-98h). Such disposition may be made with-
out regard to the requirements of section 3
of the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act: Provided, That the time and
method of disposition shall be fixed with
due regard to the protection of the United
States against avoidable loss and the protec-
tion of producers, processors, and consumers
against avoidable disruption of their usual
markets.

8ec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after
publicly advertising for bids, except as pro-
vided in subsection (b) of this section or as
otherwise authorized by law. All bids may be
rejected when it is In the public interest to
do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
if—

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by adver-
tising are necessary to protect the United
States against avoidable loss or to protect
producers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets;
or

(8) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the REecorp is an
excerpt from the report (No. 92-395)
explaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congres-
sional approval of the disposition of approx=
imately 4,805 short dry tons of manganese,
battery grade, synthetic dioxide from the
national stockpile. In addition, the bill would
waive the 6-months waiting period ordinarily
required for disposition of strategic and
critical material from the natlonal stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Sirategic and
Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C.
98a), the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness is authorized and directed to
determine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pursu-
ant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any dispo-
sition must be published in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmitted to the Congress and
to the Armed Services Committee of each
House thereof. The plan and date of dispo-
sition must be fixed with due regard to the
protection of the United States against
avoidable loss on the sale or transfer of ma=-
terial to be released, and the protection of
producers, processors, and consumers against
disruption of their usual markets. The ex-
press approval of the Congress of any pro-
posed disposition is required unless the re-
vised determination, referred to above, Is by
reason of obsoclescence of the material to be
disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile
The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
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Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided that
materials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provisions
of section 3 of the Strategic and Critical
Materials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As Indicated In the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile ex-
cept in those instances where the proposed
disposal actlon is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent
for use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of manganese,
battery grade, synthetic dioxide is not based
on obsolescence, the proposed disposal re-
quires the express approval of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with re-
spect to publication and transmittal of no-
tice and the 6-month walting period. The bill
would, however, preserve the substantive re-
quirements of section 3 with respect to the
protectlion of the United States agalnst
avoldable loss and the protection of produc-
ers, processors, and consumers against avoid-
able disruption of their usual markets. Thus,
the waiver will permit the immediate dis-
posal of manganese, battery grade, synthetic
dioxide upon enactment of S. 760.
Manganese, battery grade, synthetic diozide

Synthetic manganese dioxide is produced
from natural manganese ones, either by the
electrolysis of pregnant solution of man-
ganese salts, or by chemical reduction of
manganese salts. It 1s much more reactive
than natural ore.

Synthetic manganese is used primarily in
the manufacture of dry cells for batteries for
military use. For such use, it is mixed with
natural ore. It is also used In special types
of commercial battery cells, such as in hear-
ing alds. For battery use a minimum of 85
percent manganese oxide is required.

Source: Japan.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory
of manganese, battery grade, synthetic di-
oxide held by General Services Administra-
tion was approximately 19,667 short dry tons.
The present stockpile objective, established
May 27, 1969, is 1,900 short dry tons, Of
the excess 3,403 short dry tons remain avail-
able from Office of Emergency Preparedness
authority of March 4, 1966, and 9,659 short
dry tons remain available from Public Law
89726, approved November 2, 1966. The addi-
tlonal excess of 4,805 short dry tons is cov-
ered by B. 760.

‘The average acquisition cost of manganese,
battery grade, synthetic dioxide in the na-
tional stockplle was $145.52 per short dry
ton. The current estimated market price for
standard, commercial type manganese, bat-
tery grade, synthetlc dioxide is £490 per short
dry ton. This material has been in the stock-
plle for a period of 111 to 16 years. The
annual storage cost Is $144.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the manganese, battery grade,
synthetic dloxide available: (a) for sale;
(b) for transfer to agencies of the U.8. Gov-
ernment; or (¢) to the extent authorized by
law, as payment for expenses (including
transportation and other accessorial ex-
penses) of acquisition of materials, or of re-
fining, processing, beneficiating, or rotating
materials pursuant to section 3 of the Stra-
tegic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act,
60 U.8.C. 98b, and of processing and refining
materials pursuant to section 303(d) of the
Defense Production Act of 1850, as amended,
50 U.S.C. App. 2093(d).
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Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess manga-
nese, battery grade, synthetic dioxide avail-
able for commercial sale over a period of
years. The quantity and timing of disposals
will be determined upon evaluation of sales
under the program and current market con-
ditions. Quantities of manganese, battery
grade, synthetic dioxide required for trans-
fer directly to Government agencies will be
over and above those involved in the com=-
mercial sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such actlon advisable, or at any
time consultation is requested by such agen-
cies. If any significant modification of the
program appears necessary or advisable as
& result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

U.8. production of the material was 12,000
short dry tons in 1969, with 11,000 short dry
tons estimated for 1970. Imports in 1970
were 2,773 short dry tons, mainly from Japan,
whereas domestic production results from
processing ores imported from Ghana, Gabon,
and Mexico, as well as from domestic ores.
U.S. production and consumption rose
steadily in the 4 years through 1069 when
consumption was 14,000 short dry tons, with
14,350 short dry tons estimated for 1970.

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result in substantial
return to the Federal Treasury as a conse-
quence of the proceeds of the sale of the
manganese, battery grade, synthetic dioxide,
now held in the national stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
DIAMOND TOOLS FROM THE
NATIONAL STOCKPILE

8. T61

An act to authorize the disposal of diamond
tools from the national stockpile

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Administrator of General Services is hereby
authorized to dispose of approximately six-
ty-four thousand one hundred seventy-eight
diamond tools now held In the national
stockpile established pursuant to the Stra-
tegic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act
(50 U.S.C. 98-98n). Such disposition may be
made without regard to the requirement of
section 3 of the Strategic and Critical Mate-
rials Btock Piling Act: Provided, That the
time and method of disposition shall be
fixed with due regard to the protection of
the United States against avoldable loss
and the protection of producers, processors,
and consumers against avoidable disruption
of their usual markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after
publicly advertising for bids, except as pro-
vided In subsection (b) of this section or as
otherwise authorized by law. All bids may be
rejected when it is in the public interest
to do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
bte disposed of without advertising for bids
"

(1) the material is to be transferred to
an agency of the United States;

(2) the administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by adver-
tising are necessary to protect the United
States against avoidable loss or to protect
producers, processors, and consumers against
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avoidable disruption of their usual markets;
or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests recelved from other agencles of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies,

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the REcorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-396, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

FPURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congres-
sional approval of the disposition of approxi-
mately 64,178 pleces of diamond tools from
the national stockplle. In addition, the bill
would waive the 6 months walting perlod
ordinarily required for disposition of strate-
gic and critical material from the national
stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under sectlon 2 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Plling Act (50 U.S.C.
98a), the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness is authorized and directed to
determine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materlals
which shall be stockplled under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pur-
suant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2, Notice of any disposi-
tion must be published in the Federal Regls-
ter and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the pro-
tection of the United States agalnst avoid-
able loss on the sale or transfer of material
to be released, and the protectlon of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
disruption of their usual markets, The ex-
press approval of the Congress of any pro-
posed disposition is required unless the re-
vised determination, referred to above, is
by reason of obsolescence of the material
to be disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided that
materials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provisions
of section 3 of the Strateglc and Critical Ma-
terials Stock Piling Act.

Disposal from the national stockpile and sup-
plemental stockpile

As Indicated In the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockplle ex-
cept in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent for
use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of diamond
tools 1s not based on obsoclescence, the pro-
posed disposal requires the express approval
of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the Stock
Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with respect to
publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month waiting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the pro-
tection of the United States agalnst avold-
able loss and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoldable
disruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
walver will permit the immediate disposal of
diamond tools upon enactment of S. 761.
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Industrial diamond tools

Industrial diamond tools are those that
contain diamond stones that because of
structure, color, flaws, or impurities, are un-
suitable as gems and are mostly composed of
a group of small interlocked crystals of ex-
ceptional toughness.

These industrial stones are used in tools
and are usually classified on the basis of size,
shape, and speclfication uses.

BACEGROUND INFORMATION

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory
of industrial dlamond tools held by Gen-
eral Services Administration was approxi-
mately 64,178 pieces. Since no stockpile ob-
jective was established for industrial diamond
tools, the total quantity is covered by 8. 761.
The average acquisition cost of the indus-
trial diamond tools in the national stockpile
was $15.82 per piece, or a total acquisition
cost of $1,015,000. The current estimated
market value of the tools is $12.00 per piece,
for a total market value of $700,000. This
material has been in the national stockplle
for 28 years.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the diamond tools available
(a) for sale; (b) for transfer to agencies of
the United States Government; or (c¢) to the
extent authorized by law, as payment for ex-
penses (including transportation and other
accessorial expenses) or acquisition of mate-
rials, or of refining, processing, beneficiating,
or rotating materials pursuant to section 3
of the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 88b), and of processing
and refining materials pursuant to section
303(d) of the Defense Production Act of
1950, as amended (50 U.S.C. App. 2093(d)).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the diamond tools
available for commercial sale over a period
of years. The quantity and timing of dis-
posals will be determined upon evaluation
of sales under the pr and current
market conditions. Quantities of diamond
tools required for transfer directly to Gov-
ernment agencies will be over and above
those involved in the commercial sales pro-
gram

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencles concerned at any time he
considers such actlon advisable, or at any
time consultation is requested by such
agencies. If any significant modification of
the program appears necessary or advisable
as a result of such consultation, the change
will be publicly announced.

Production and Consumption

There are no published statistics pertain-
ing to production or consumption of
diamond tools.

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will
result in no additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result in substantial
return to the Federal Treasury as a con-
sequence of the proceeds of the sale of the
diamond tools now held in the national
stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
CHROMIUM METAL FROM THE NA-
TIONAL STOCKPILE AND THE SUP-
PLEMENTAL STOCKPILE

3. 762
An act to authorize the disposal of chromium
metal from the national stockplle and the
supplemental stockpile
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
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Administrator of General Services is hereby
authorized to dispose of approximately four
thousand two hundred thirty-eight short
tons of chromium metal now held in the na-
tional stockpile established pursuant to the
Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling
Act (50 U.S.C. 98-98h) and the supplemen-
tal stockpile established pursuant to sectlon
104(b) of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1954, 68 Stat.
456, as amended by 73 Stat. 607. Such dis-
position may be made without regard to the
requirements of sectlon 3 of the Strategic
and Critical Materlals Stock Piling Act: Pro-
vided, That the time and method of disposi-
tion shall be fixed with due regard to the pro-
tection of the United States against avoid-
able loss and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of thelr usual markets.

BSec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after
publicly advertising for bids, except as pro-
vided In subsection (b) of this section or as
otherwise authorized by law. All bids may be
rejected when it is in the public interest to
do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
if—

(1) the material Is to be transferred to
an agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United
States against avoidable loss or to protect
producers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets;
or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests recelved from other agencies of the
United States In furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the REecorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-397, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The leglslation would provide congres-
slonal approval of the disposition of approxi-
mately 4,238 short tons of chromium metal
from the national stockpile and the supple-
mental stockpile. In addition, the bill would
walve the 6-month waiting period ordinarily
required for disposition of strateglc and criti-
cal materlal from the national stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Plling Act (50 U.S.C.
98a), the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness is authorized afd directed to
determine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pursu-
ant to the act which are no longer needed be-
cause of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tlon must be published in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed Services Committee of each
House thereof. The plan and date of disposi-
tion must be fixed with due regard to the
protection of the TUnited BStates against
avoldable loss on the sale or transfer of ma-
terial to be released, and the protection of
producers, processors, and consumers against
disruption of their usual markets. The ex-
press approval of the Congress of any pro-
posed disposition Is required unless the re-
vised determination, referred to above, is by
reason of obsolescence of the material to be
disposed of.
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Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided that
madterials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provisions
of section 3 of the Strategic and Critical
Meaterials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials In both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile ex-
cept in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent for
use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of chromium
metal is not based on obsolescence, the pro-
posed disposal requires the express approval
of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S5.C. 98b) with re-
spect to publication and transmittal of no-
tice and the 6-month waliting period. The bill
would, however, preserve the substantive re-
quirements of section 3 with respect to the
protection of the United States against avoid-
able loss and the protection of producers
processors, and consumers against ayvoidahla
disruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
walver will permit the immediate disposal of
chromium metal upon enactment of S, 762.

Chromium metal

Chromium metal is hard, brittle, and steel
gray in color. Electrolytic and alumino-
thermic chromium metals differ, generally,
only in the proportions of the minor amounts
of the impurities in the metal. The metal
usually consists of at least 98.756 percent
chromium for the aluminothermic type and
99.20 percent for the electrolytic type. Elec-
trolytic chromium metal is produced from
metallurgical grade chromite and alumino-
thermic from chemical grade.

Chromium metal is used in the production
of both ferrous and nonferrous alloys. These
alloys are used for products requiring such,
qualities as electric resistance, ability to
withstand high temperatures or corrosion re-
sistance. Chromium metal is also used in al-
loys for nonferrous metal cutting tools,
chromium bronzes, hard facing materials,
welding electrode tips, and high-strength
aluminum alloys.

Sources: United Kingdom and Japan.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
chromium metal held by General Services
Administration was approximately 8,013
short tons. The present stockpile objective,
approved June 9, 1971, is 3,775 short tons.
The total excess of 4,238 short tons is covered
by 8. 762.

The average acquisition cost of the chromi-
um metal in the national stockpile and in
the supplemental stockpile was $2,200 per
short ton.

The current estimated market price for
standard, commercial type chromium metal
is $2,300 per short ton, This metal has been
in the stockpile for a period of 6 to 13 years.
The annual storage cost is $297.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the chromium metal avail-
able: (a) for sale; (b) for transfer to agen-
cles of the U.S. Government; or (¢) to the
extent authorized by law, as payment for
expenses (including transportation and other
accessorial expenses) of acquisition of ma-
terials, or of refining, processing, beneficlat-
ing, or rotating materials pursuant to section
3 of the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Plling Act, 60 U.S.C. 98b, and of processing
and refining materlals pursuant to section
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303 (d) of the Defense Production Act of 1950,
as amended, 50 U.S.C. app. 2093(d).
Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess chromi-
um metal available for commercial sale over
a period of years. The quantity and timing
of disposals will be determined upon evalua-
tion of sales under the program and current
market conditions. Quantities of chromium
metal required for transfer directly to Gov-
ernment agencies will be over and above
those involved in the commercial sales pro-

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencles concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, or at any
time consultation is requested by such agen-
cles. If any significant modification of the
program appears necessary or advisable as
a result of such consultation, the change
will be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

Data on the U.S. production and consump-
tion of chromium metal are company con-
fidentlal, U.S. estimated consumptions for
1969 was 5,000 short tons and has been esti-
mated at 4,000 tons for 1970. U 8. imports
were 1491 short tons (gross weight) for
1069 and 1,892 short tons (gross weight) for
1870. Principal import sources for chromium
metal in 1970 were United Eingdom (67 per-
cent), Japan (22 percent), Canada (4 per-
cent), and other countries (7 percent).

Fiscal Data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result in substantial
return to the Federal Treasury as a conse-
quence of the proceeds of the sale of the
chromium metal now held in the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
AMOSITE ASBESTOS FROM THE
NATIONAL STOCKPILE AND THE
SUPPLEMENTAL STOCKPILE

8. 763

An act to authorize the disposal of amosite
asbestos from the national stockpile and
the supplemental stockpile

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That the Adminis-
trator of General Services is hereby author-
ized to dispose of approximately thirty-two
thousand eight hundred and thirty-nine
short tons of amosite asbestos now held in
the national stockpile established pursuant
to the Strategic and Crltical Materials Stock

- Piling Act (50 U.8.C. 98-98h) and the sup-
plemental stockplie established pursuant to
section 104(b) of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1054, 68
Stat. 4566, as amended by 73 Stat. 607. Such
disposition may be made without regard to
the requirements of section 3 of the Strategic
and Critical Materials Stock Plling Act: Pro-
vided, That the time and method of disposi-
tion shall be fixed with due regard to the
protection of the United States against avold-
able loss and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets.

Bec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after pub-
licly advertising for bids, except as provided
in subsection (b) of this section or as other-
wise authorized by law. All bids may be re-
jected when it is in the public interest to do
80,

'(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
i
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(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by adv
are necessary to protect the United States
against avoidable loss or to protect producers,
processors, and consumers agalnst avoldable
disruption of their usual markets; or

(8) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencles of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the REecorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-398, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congres-
slonal approval of the disposition of approx-
imately 32,839 short tons of amosite asbestos
from the natlonal stockpile and the supple-
mental stockpile. In addition, the bill would
walve the 6-month waiting period ordinarily
required for disposition of strategic and crit-
ical material from the national stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C.
88a), the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness is authorized and directed to
determine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pursu-
ant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tlion must be published in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the pro-
tection of the United States against avoid-
able loss on the sale or transfer of material
to be released, and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
disruption of their usual markets, The ex-
press approval of the Congress of any pro-
posed disposition is required unless the re-
vised determination, referred to above, is by
reason of obsolescence of the material to be
disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1854 (68 Stat. 456), provided
that materials shall be released from the
supplemental stockpile only under the pro-
visions of section 3 of the Strategic and Crit-
ical Materlals Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As Indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is reguired for the
disposal of materials in both the natlonal
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile ex-
cept in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent for
use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of amosite
asbestos Is not based on obsolescence, the
proposed disposal requires the express ap-
proval of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would wailve the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.8.C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month walting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the pro-
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tection of the United States against avold-

able loss and the protection of producers,

Pprocessors, and consumers against avoidable

disruption of their usual markets. Thus, the

walver will permit the immediate disposal of

amosite asbestos upon enactment of 5. 763.
Amosite asbestos

Amosite asbestos is a class of South African
asbestos characterized by long, coarse, resil-
lient fibers, which are difficult to spin. It
comes in both light and dark grades, with
fiber length up to 2 inches.

This material is used in manufacturing
insulating felt, heat insulation (pipe cover-
ing, block and segments) and marine insu-
lating board. The long fiber amosite is used
principally in the manufacture of thermal
insulation.

Sources: The only known commercial
source is located in the Republic of South
Africa. It is imported as crude asbestos. The
fiberizing and processing into blankets and
shapes is done domestically.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
amosite asbestos held by General Services
Administration was approximately 59,315
short tons. The present stockpile objective,
established February 9, 1071, is approxi-
mately 18,400 short tons. The excess previ=
ously authorized for disposal under P.L. 89—
422, enacted May 11, 1966, totals approxi-
mately 8,076 short tons. The remaining 32,839
ssh???a tons are exceess and are covered by

The average acquisition cost of the amosite
asbestos in the national stockpile was $225.35
per short ton and In the supplemental stock-
plle $249.79 per short ton. The current esti-
mated market price for standard commercial
type amosite asbestos is $211.80 per short ton.
The annual storage cost for this material is
$47,091.41. This material has been in the
stockpile for a period of 4 to 22 years.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the amosite asbestos available:
(a) for sale; (b) for transfer to agencles of
the U.S. Government; or (¢) to the extent
authorized by law, as payment for expenses
(Including transportation and other acces-
sorial expenses) of acquisition of materials,
or of refining, processing, beneficlating, or
rotating materials, pursuant to section 3 of
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act, 50 U.S.C. 88b, and of
and refining materials pursuant to section
303(d) of the Defense Production Act of
1850, as amended, 50 U.8.C. App. 2093 (d).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess amosite
asbestos avallable for commercial sale over
a period of years. The quantity and timing
of disposal will be determined upon evalua-
tion of previous sales and current market
conditions. Quantities of amosite asbestos
required for transfer directly to Government
agencies will be over and above those In-
volved in the commercial sales program.

Periodic review of =rogram

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, cr eny time
consultation is requested by such agencles.
If any significant modification of the pro-
gram appears necessary or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

There is no production of amosite asbestos
in the U.S. Imports in 1968 were 20,603 short
tons, 14,619 short tons In 1969, and 14,261
short tons for 1870, U.S. consumption de-
clined from 18,000 short tons in 1968 to 15,
000 short tons in 1960 and s estimated {o
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have been 15,000 short tons in 1970. The
Republic of South Africa supplies virtually
all imports of this material.

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment, but will result in substantial re-
turn to the Federal Treasury 2s a con-
sequence of the proceeds of the sale of the
Amoslte Asbestos now held in the national
stockplle and the supplemental stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
ANTIMONY FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCKPILE AND THE SUPPLE-
MENTAL STOCKPILE

8. 765
An act to authorize the disposal of antimony
from the national stockpile and the sup-
plemental stockpile

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Ad-
ministrator of General Services is hereby au-
thorized to dispose of approximately six
thousand short tons of antimony now held in
the national stockpile established pursuant
to the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98-98h) and the supple-
mental stockpile established pursuant to sec-
tion 104(b) of the Agricultural Trade Devel-
opment and Assistance Act of 1954, 68 Stat.
456, as amended by 73 Stat. 607. Such disposi-
tion may be made without regard to the re-
quirements of section 3 of the Strategic and
Critical Materlals Stock Piling Act: Provided,
That the time and method of disposition
shall be fixed with due regard to the protec-
tion of the United States against avoidable
loss and the protection of producers, proces-
sors, and consumers agalnst avolidable dis-
ruption of their usual markets.

Bec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after pub-
licly advertising for bids, except as provided
in subsection (b) of this section or as other-
wise authorized by law. All bids may be re-
Jected when it is in the public interest to
do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
if—

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United States
against avoidable loss or to protect producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets; or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencies of the
United States in futherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencles.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the REcorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-399, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congression-
al approval of the disposition of approxi-
mately 6,000 short tons of antimony from the
national stockplle and the supplemental
stockpile. In addition, the bill would walve
the 6-month waiting period ordinarily re-
quired for disposition of strategic and criti-
cal material from the national stockplile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strateglic and Criti-
cal Materlals Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98a),
the Director of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness is authorized and directed to de-
termine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
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the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockplled under the act.
Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pursu-
ant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tion must be published in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the protec-
tlon of the United States against avoidable
loss on the sale or transfer of material to be
released, and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against disrup-
tion of their usual markets. The express ap-
proval of the Congress of any proposed dis-
position is required unless the revised deter-
mination, referred to above, I1s by reason of
obsolescence of the material to be disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided that
materials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provisions of
sectlon 3 of the Strategle and Critical Ma-
terials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and

supplemental stockpile

As indlcated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile
except in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent for
use during time of war,

Since the proposed disposal of antimony
is not based on obsolescence, the proposed
disposal requires the express approval of the
Congress.

In addition, the bill would walive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (60 U.S.C. 98b) with re-
spect to publication and transmittal of no-
tice and the 6-month walting period. The
bill would, however, preserve the substantive
requirements of section 3 with respect to the
protection of the United States against avoid-
able loss and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets, Thus, the
walver will permit the immediate disposal of
antimony upon enactment of 8. 765.

Antimony

Antimony is a bluish-white, brittle metal,
neither malleable nor ductile, which is easily
reduced to powder. It has the general phy-
sical properties of a metal and the chemical
properties of a nonmetal. It has no important
use alone as a metal. The principal ore of
antimony is sibnite which also contains sul-
fur. Antimony ore is produced by roasting
the ore to remove the sulfur and reducing
the remalning white oxide in a carbon mix-
ture with strong heat. Antimony is also
recovered as a byproduct of silica-lead-cop-
per ores.

Antimony has wide applications in many
industries. Its chief uses in metals are for
lead hardening, solder, battery plates, cable
coverings, type metal, and to !mpart hard-
ness and a smooth surface to soft metal al-
loys such as babbit bearings. Nonmetallic
uses are for frits (enamel-making powder)
and ceramic enamels; paints and lacquers,
flameproofing of textliles, marine antifouling
paints, and ammunition primers.

Sources: Yugoslavia, United Eingdom, Bel-
glum, Mexico, Republic of South Africa, and
Bollvia.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory

of antimony held by General Services Ad-
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ministration was approximately 46,747 short
tons, The present stockplle objective, estab-
lished April 8, 1970, is 40,700 short tons, The
remaining 6,047 short tons are excess and
are covered by S. 765.

The average acquisition cost of antimony
metal in the national stockpile was $605.48
per short ton and in the supplemental stock-
plle $596.82 per short ton. The current esti-
mated market price for standard, commer-
cial type antimony is $1,140 per short ton.
The annual storage cost for the antimony
metal presently in the stockpile inventory is
$4,260. This material has been in the stock-
pile for a period of 614 to 24 years.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the antimony available: (a)
For sale; (b) for transfer to agencies of the
U.8. Government; or (¢) to the extent au-
thorized by law, as payment for expenses
(including transportation and other acces-
sorial expenses) of acquisition of materials,
or of refining, processing, beneficlating, or
rotating materials, pursuant to section 3 of
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act, 50 U.8.C. 98b, and of processing
and refining materials pursuant to section
303(d) of the Defense Production Act of
1950, as amended, 50 U.8.C. app. 2093(d).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess anti-
mony avallable for commercial sale over a
period of years. The quantity and timing of
disposals will be determined upon evalua-
tion of previous sales and current market
conditions. Quantities of antimony required
for transfer directly to Government agen-
cies will be over and above those involved in
the commercial sales program.

Disposal procedure

Industry representatives expressed con-
cern regarding the timing, method of sale,
and rate at which the Government might
dispose of the stockpile excess antimony. It
was agreed that GSA’s method of sale and
rate of disposal would be coordinated with
all segments of the industry prior to any
release of material and every precaution
would be exercised to protect producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual market.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, or any time
consultation is requested by such agencies.
If any significant modification of the pro-
gram appears necessary or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

In 1970 U.S. production was 1,013 short
tons from mines, 12,337 short tons from
smelters, and 22,000 short tons from sec-
ondary plants. U.S. consumption of anti-
mony from both and secon
sources was 42,219 short tons in 1968, 41,683
short tons in 1969, and an estimated 38,000
short tons in 1970.

U.S. imports of antimony ore, metal, and
oxide were 17,343 short tons in 1968, 17,082
short tons in 1969, and 19,933 short tons in
1970. Principal import sources for metal in
1970 were Yugoslavia (8 percent), United
Kingdom (238 percent), Japan (9 percent),
and Mexico (28 percent), and other coun-
tries (32 percent). Imports of ores and con-
centrates during 1970 were: Mexico (29 per-
cent), Republic of South Africa (44 per-
cent), Bolivia (16 percent), and other coun-
tries (11 percent).

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult In no additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result in substantial
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return to the Federal Treasury as a con-
sequence of the proceeds of the sale of the
antimony now held in the national stock-
pile and the supplemental stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
RARE-EARTH MATERIALS FROM
THE NATIONAL STOCEKPILE AND
THE SUPPLEMENTAL STOCEKPILE

8. 767
An act to authorize the disposal of rare-
earth materials from the national stock-
pile and the supplemental stockpile

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Administrator of General Services is hereby
authorized to dispose of approximately eight
thousand two hundred and thirty-three
short dry tons (rare-earth oxides content)
or rare-earth materials now held in the na-
tlonal stockpile established pursuant to the
Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling
Act (50 U.S.C. 98-98h) and the supplemen-
tal stockpile established pursuant to section
104(b) of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1054, 68 Stat.
456, as amended by T3 Stat. 607. Such dis-
position may be made without regard to the
requirements of section 3 of the Strategic
and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act:
Provided, That the time and method of dis-
position shall be fixed with due regard to
the protection of the United States against
avoidable loss and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoldable disruption of their usual markets.

8ec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after
publicly advertising for bids, except as pro-
vided in subsection (b) of this section or as
otherwise authorized by law. All bids may
be rejected when it is in the public interest
to do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
if—

(1) the material is to be transferred to
an agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by adver-
tising are necessary to protect the United
States against avoldable loss or to protect
producers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets;
or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for ineclusion in the REecorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-400, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congression-
al approval of the disposition of approxi-
mately 8,233 short dry tons (rare-earth oxides
content) of rare-earth material from the na-
tional stockpile and the supplemental stock-
pile. In addition, the bill would walve the
6-month walting period ordinarily required
for disposition of strategic and critical ma-
terial from the national stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Crit-
ical Materials Stock Plling Act (50 U.S.C.
98a), the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness is authorized and directed to
determine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
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Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pur-
suant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tlon must be published in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmitted to the Congress and
to the Armed Services Committee of each
House thereof. The plan and date of disposi-
tion must be fixed with due regard to the
protection of the United States against avold-
able loss on the sale or transfer of material
to be released, and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
disruption of their usual markets. The ex-
press approval of the Congress of any pro-
posed disposition is required unless the re-
vised determination, referred to above, is by
reason of ohsolescence of the material to be
disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided that
materials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provisions
of section 3 of the Strategic and Critical
Materials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile ex-
cept in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent for
use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of rare-earth
materials is not based on obsolescence, the
proposed disposal requires the express ap-
proval of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 8 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month waiting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the pro-
tection of the United States against avoid-
able loss and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
walver will permit the immediate disposal
of rare-earth materials upon enactment of
8. 7617.

Rare earth materials

The rare earths comprise a group of 15
closely associated and similar elements,
which are notable for their peculiar electron-
sensitive and light-sensitive nature. The
separation of the individual elements from
the ore is extremely difficult and costly, and
for this reason, some applications use the
rare earths as a group in the form of misch
metal rather than as individual elements or
compounds. Monazite and bastnasite ores
are the prinelipal sources of rare-earth metals.
Other ores containing rare earths are mined
chiefly for other metallic elements. Thorium
always occurs with monazite and bastnasite,
but is not a rare earth.

About 60 percent of U.S. rare-earth com-
pound consumption goes into the making of
cracking catalysts for petroleum refining. The
most familiar use is for sparking metal In
clgarette lighters. The addition of rare earths
to the steel bath in the form of misch metal
improves the hot working qualities of cer-
tain steels which are dificult to forge and
roll. Additions of rare earths are made to
some armor plate and heavy forgings, to
stainless steel and to magnesium castings.
Rare earths are also used In the glass indus-
try as a coloring agent and polishing medium
and also constitute the core in arc carbons
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used In projectors and search lights. Rare
earths are also used in electronic equipment.

Sources. Australia, India, Malaysia, and
Brazil.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory
of rare-earth materials held by General
Services Administration was 12,241 short
dry tons. Of this total 4,008 short dry tons
remain avallable for sale under authority of
Public Law 90-152 (approved Nov. 24, 1967).
The additional excess of 8,233 short dry tons
is covered by S. T67.

The Office of Emergency Preparedness ap=
proved a new review of the stockplle objective
for rare-earth materials on March 4, 1970. At
that time, the objective for rare-earth mate-
rial was reduced from 6,600 short dry tons
to zero, and rare-earth materials was deleted
from the list of strategic and critical mate-
rals. The reduction of this objective to zero
was due to a change in stockplle policy In
February 1970, which eliminated the concen=-
tration discounts which had been applied by
the major U.S. producer. The zero objective
was concurred in by the interested depart-
ments and agencles, including the Depart-
ment of Defense.

The average acquisition (rare-earth oxides
content) of rare-earth materials in the na-
tional and supplemental stockpiles was
$804.77 per short dry ton. The current esti-
mated market price for standard, commercial
type rare-earth materials ranges from 845 to
#700 per short dry ton. This material has
been in the stockpile for a period of 614 to
2614 years. The annual storage cost is $20,-
089.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the rare-earth materials avail-
able: (a) for sale; (b) for transfer to agen-
cles of the U.S. Government; or (¢) to the
extent authorized by law, as payment for
expenses (including transportation and other
accessorial expenses) of acquisition of mate-
rials, or of refining, processing, beneficiating,
or rotating materials, pursuant to section 3
of the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act, 50 U.S.C. 98b, and of processing
and refining materials pursuant to section
303(d) of the Defense Production Act of 1950,
as amended, 50 U.S.C. App. 2093(d).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the said quantity
of excess rare-earth materials available for
commercial sale over a period of years. Quan=
titles and timing of disposal will be deter-
mined upon evaluation of previous sales and
current market conditions. Quantities of
rare-earth materials required for transfer di-
rectly to Government agencies will be over
and above those involved in the commercial
sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator of
General Services will consult with other Fed-
eral agencies concerned at any time he con-
siders such action advisable, or at any time
consultation is requested by such agencles
If any significant modification of the pro-
gram appears necessary or advisable as a re-
sult of such consultation, the change will be
publicly announced.

Production and consumption

The U.S. produces half of the world’s rare
earth oxides in concentrates and is the main
market for rare earth products. Imports of
monazite concentrates were 4,206 short tons
in 1969 and 3,448 tons for 1970.

Australia accounted for about 59 percent of
U.S. imports in 1969. U.S. industrial con-
sumption of rare-earth oxides increased from
5,700 short tons in 1966 to 8,820 tons in 1969,
and estimated at 10,000 tons for 1970. Major
world producers besides the United States are
Australia, India, Malaysia, and Brazil.
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Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment, but will result in substantial return
to the Federal Treasury as a consequence of
the proceeds of the sale of the rare-earth ma-
terials now held in the national stockpile and
the supplemental stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
CHEMICAL GRADE CHROMITE
FROM THE NATIONAL STOCKPILE
AND THE SUPPLEMENTAL STOCK-
PILE

B. 768

An act to authorize the disposal of chemical
grade chromite from the national stock-
pile and the supplemental stockpile
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That the

Administrator of General Services is hereby

authorized to dispose of approximately three

hundred and twenty-four thousand five hun-
dred short dry tons of chemical grade chro-
mite now held in the national stockpile es-
tablished pursuant to the Strategic and
Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.8.C.
98-98h) and the supplemental stockpile es-
tablished pursuant to to section 104(b) of
the Agricultural Trade Development and As-
sistance Act of 1054, 68 Stat. 4566, as amended
by 73 Stat. 607. Such disposition may be
made without regard to the requirements
of section 3 of the Strategic and Critical Ma-
terlals Stock Piling Act: Provided, That the
time and method of disposition shall be fixed
with due regard to the protection of the

United States against avoldable loss and the

protection of producers, processors, and con-

sumers agalnst avallable disruption of their
usual markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after pub-
licly advertising for bids, except as provided
in subsection (b) of this section or as other-
wise authorized by law. All bids may be re-
Jected when it is in the public interest to
do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
if—

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are n to protect the United States
against avoidable loss or to protect pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avelidable disruption of their usual markets;
or

(8) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests recelved from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the REecorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-401, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The 1legislation would provide congres-
slonal approval of the disposition of approx-
imately 324,600 short dry tons of chemical
grade chromite from the natlonal stockpile
and the supplemental stockpile. In addition,
the bill would walve the 6 months walting
period ordinarily required for disposal of
strategic and critical material from the na-
tional stockpile.

BASIC LAW

National stockpile
Under section 2 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materlals Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98a),
the Director of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness is authorized and directed to de-

termine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
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the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Direc~
tor of the Office of Emergency Preparedness,
to dispose of any materials held pursuant to
the act which are no longer needed because
of any revised determination made pursuant
to sectlon 2. Notice of any disposition must
be published in the Federal Register and
transmitted to the Congress and to the
Armed BServices Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposltion
must be fixed with due regard to the protec-
tion of the United States against avoidable
loss on the sale or transfer of material to be
released, and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against disruption
of their usual markets. The express approval
of the Congress of any proposed disposition
is required unless the revised determination,
referred to above, is by reason of obsolescence
of the material to be disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 4566), provided that
materials shall be released from the sup-
plemental stockpile only under the provi-
sions of section 3 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As Indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile ex-
cept in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent
for use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of chemical
grade chromite is not based on obsolescence,
the proposed disposal requires the express
approval of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (60 U.S.C. 98b) with re-
spect to publication and transmittal of no-
tice and the 6-month walting period. The
bill would, however, preserve the substantive
requirements of section 3 with respect to
the protection of the United States against
avoidable loss and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets.
Thus, the waiver will permit the immediate
disposal of chemical grade chromite upon
enactment of 8. 7T68.

Chemical grade chromite

Chemical grade chromite is a mineral
which, so far as the chemical industry of
the United States is concerned, is exclusively
of South African ore commonly known as
Transvaal, Grade B, friable, for which the
standard Cr,0, content is 44 percent. While
the industry could use other grades of ore
of higher or lower specification, operations
for a considerable period of years have been
based solely on this one type.

Chrome chemicals are used in a wide variety
of applications; the largest being metal pro-
tection (plating and anodizing), manufac-
ture of pigments for paint (as green chrome
oxide), and the tanning of leather (for
shoes) . Other applications include uses in the
textile and chemical industries, There are
also many industrial applications where re-
sistance to wear, corrosion and heat is im-
portant, e.g., in engines, marine equipment,
and military items.

Source: The entire United States supply
of chemical grade chromite is imported from
the Republic of South Africa.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
chemical grade chromite held by General
Services Administration was approximately
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574,500 short dry tons. The present stockpile
objective, established June 9, 1971, is 250,000
short dry tons. The additional excess of 324,-
500 short dry tons is covered by S. 768.

The average acquisition cost of chemical
grade chromite in the national and supple-
mental stockpiles was $10.84 per short dry
ton. The current estimated market price of
standard, commercial type chemical grade
chromite is $22.32 per short dry ton. This ma-
terial has been in the stockpile for a period
of 7 to 221, years. Annual storage cost 1s
$22,715.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the chemical grade chromite
avallable: (a) for sale; (b) for transfer to
agencies of the United States Government;
or (¢) to the extent authorized by law, as
payment for expenses (including transpor-
tation and other accessorial expenses) of ac-
quisition of materials, or of refining, proc-
essing, beneficlating, or rotating materials
pursuant to section 3 of the Strategic and
Critical Materials Stock Piling Act, 50 U.8.C.
08b, and of processing and refining materials
pursuant to section 303(d) of the Defense
Production Act of 1950, as amended, 50 U.S.C.
App. 2093 (d).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess chemical
grade chromite available for commercial sale
over a perlod of years. The quantity and tim=-
ing of disposals will be determined upon
evaluation of sales under the program and
current market conditions. Quantities of
chemical grade chromite required for trans-
fer directly to Government agencies will be
over and above those involved in the com-
mercial sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, or at any
time consultation is requested by such
agencles. If any significant modification of
the program appears necessary or advisable as
a result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

The U.S. does not produce chemical grade
chromite but obtains its entire supply from
the Republic of South Africa. U.S. consump=
tion of chemical grade chromite by the chem-
ical industry has fluctuated during the last
few years, but averaged 197,300 short tons
during the 1967-68 period and was 209,842
in 1970.

: Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will
result in no additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result in substantial
return to the Federal Treasury as a conse=
quence of the proceeds of the sale of the
Chemical Grade Chromite now held in the
national stockpile and the supplemental
stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
INDUSTRIAL DIAMOND STONES
FROM THE NATIONAL STOCKPILE
AND THE SUPPLEMENTAL STOCK-
PILE

5. 769

An act to authorize the disposal of indus-
trial diamond stones from the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That the

Administrator of General Services is here-

by authorized to dispose of approximately

four milllon nine hundred and sixty-one
thousand carats of Industrial dlamond
stones now held in the national stockpile
established pursuant to the Strategic and
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Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.8.C.
98-98h) and the supplemental s ile
established pursuant to section 104(b) of
the Agricultvral Trade Development and
Assistance Act of 1954, 68 Stat. 458, as
amended by 73 Stat. 607. Such disposition
may be made without regard to the require-
ments of section 3 of the Strategic and
Critical Materials Stock Pilling Act: Pro-
vided, That the time and method of dis-
position shall be fixed with due regard to
the protection of the United States against
avoldable loss and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers agalnst
avoldable disruption of their usual markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material
covered by this Act may be made only after
publicly advertising for bids, except as
provided in subsection (b) of this section
or as otherwise authorized by law. All bids
may be rejected when it 1s in the public
interest to do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
ir—

(1) the material is to be transferred to
an agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United
States against avoidable loss or to protect
producers, processors, and consumers
against avoidable disruption of their usual
markets; or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the Recorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-402,
explaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congres-
slonal approval of the disposition of approx-
imately 4,961,000 carats of industrial dia-
mond stones from the national stockpile and
the supplementa] stockpile. In addition, the
bill would walve the 6 months’ waiting
period ordinarily required for disposal of
strategic and critical material from the na-
tional stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Piling Act (60 U.S.C.
98a), the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness is authorized and directed to
determine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provislons of the act and
the quality and quantities of such mate-
rials which shal] be stockpiled under the act.

Bection 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Direc-
tor of the Office of Emergency Preparedness,
to dispose of any materials held pursuant to
the act which are no longer needed because
of any revised determination made pursuant
to section 2. Notice of any disposition must
be published in the Federal Register and
transmitted to the Congress and to the
Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof., The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the protec-
tion of the United States against avoldable
loss on the sales or transfer of material to be
released, and the protectlon of producers,
processors, and consumers against disruption
of their usual markets. The express approval
of the Congress of any proposed disposition
is required unless the revised determination,
referred to above, is by reason of obsoles-
cence of the material to be disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and As-
slstance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided
that materials shall be released from the sup-
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plemental stockpile only under the provi-
sions of section 3 of the Strategic and Critical
Materials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated In the statutes clited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile ex-
cept in those Instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become ohsolescent for
use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of industrial
diamond stones is not based on obsolescence,
the proposed disposal requires the express
approval of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 8 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month waiting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the pro-
tection of the United States against avoidable
loss and the protection of producers, proces-
sors, and consumers against avoldable dis-
ruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
waiver will permit the immediate disposal of
industrial diamond stones upon enactment
of 8. T69.

Industrial diamond stones

Industrial diamond stones are those that,
because of structure, color, flaws, or im-
purities, are unsuitable as gems, and are
mostly composed of a group of small inter-
locked crystals of exceptional toughness. In-
dustrial diamond stones are usually classified
on the basis of size and shape for specific
uses. Stones to be used for diamond dies are
examined in polarized light to determine
any internal stresses anc are then drilled, or
plerced electrically, with the die-hold axis
parallel to the cleavage planes,

Industrial diamond stones are used in
grinding wheels to shape and sharpen tung-
sten carbide cutting tools, and as the cutting
edges of tools used for turning, grinding, and
drilling hard metals.

Sources—Africa is the only important
source of industrial diamonds, Congo being
the principal producer. Minor amounts (less
than 2 percent of U.S. consumption) come
from Brazil, Venezuela, and British Guiana.
The initial sale of virtually all diamonds is
rigidly controlled by a foreign cartel.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
industrial diamond stones held by General
Services Administration was approximately
25,141,634 carats. The present stockpile ob-
jective, established December 3, 1969, is ap-
proximately 20 million carats. The excess
previously authorized for disposal under
Public Law 89-723, approved November 2,
1966, totals approximately 177,840 carats. The
additional excess of 4,961,000 carats of in-
dustrial diamond stones is covered by S, 769.

The average acquisition cost of industrial
diamond stones in the national and supple-
mental stockpiles was $11.12 per carat. The
current estimated market price for standard,
commercial type diamond stones ranges from
$3 per carat to $55 per carat. This material
has been in the stockpile for a period of 3 to
28 years.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the industrial diamond stones
available: (a) for sale; (b) for transfer to
agencies of the U.S. Government, or (¢) to
the extent authorized by law, as payment
for expenses (including transportation and
other accessorial expenses) of acquisition of
materials, or of refining, processing, bene-
ficlating, or rotating materials, pursuant to
section 3 of the Strategic and Critical Ma-
terials Stock Piling Act, 50 U.8.C, 98b, and
of processing and refining materials pursu-
ant to section 303(d) of the Defense Produc-
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tion Act of 1950, as amended, 50 U.S.C. app.
2083(d).
Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess industrial
diamond stones available for commercial sale
over a period of years.

The quantities and timing of disposals will
be determined upon evaluation of previous
sales and current market conditions, Quanti-
ties of this material required for transfer
directly to Government agencies will be over
and above those involved in the commercial
sales program.

Disposal procedure

Industry representatives expressed concern
that sizable sales of the stockplle excesses
could disrupt both domestic and forelgn
markets. It was agreed that sales by GSA
should not exceed 10 percent of the domestic
and foreign consumption of that particular
type of the Industrial diamond materials be-
ing offered from the Government excesses.
Industry representatives currently estimate
that sales should be at a rate of about 90,000
carats for domestic consumption and 150,000
carats for foreign consumption. It was un-
derstood that any sales abroad would pre-
clude relmport into the United States. It was
also agreed that the GSA sales offerings could
be adjusted upward if there was evidence of
increased domestic or foreign consumption.
Any revision made by GSA in the disposal
offering rate would be preceded by discussion
and approval of the industrial diamond work-
ing group.

Periodic review of program

This disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencles concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, or at any
time consultation is requested by such agen-
cles. If any significant modification of the
program appears necessary or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

Production of natural industrial diamond
stones is from the Republic of South Afriea,
Ghana, and the Republic of the Congo (Kin-
shasa), although Iimport sources of the
United States include Brazil, Venezuela, and
Guyana. There is no U.S. production. U.S.
demand for industrial diamonds has been
strong and should be sustained in the fore-
seeable future. Consumption In the United
States in 1969 was 2,350,000 carats, with 3
million for 1970. U.S. imports during 1969
were 5.5 million carats, and 1970 imports
were 6 million carats.

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment, but will result in substantial re-
turn to the Federal Treasury as a conse-
quence of the proceeds of the sale of the
Industrial diamond stones now held in the
national stockpile and the supplemental
stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
COLUMBIUM FROM THE NA-
TIONAL STOCKPILE AND THE
SUPPLEMENTAL STOCKPILE

5. 770

An act to authorize the disposal of colum-
bium from the national stockplle and the
supplemental stockpile
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That the

Administrator of General Services is hereby

authorized to dispose of approximately five

million ten thousand seven hundred and six-
teen pounds (Cb content) of columbium now
held in the national stockpile established
pursuant to the Strategic and Critical Mate-
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rials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 88-98h) and
the supplemental stockplle established pur-
suant to section 104(b) of the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act of
1954, 68 Stat. 456, as amended by 73 Stat.
B07. Such disposition may be made without
regard to the requirements of section 3 of the
Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling
Act: Provided, That the time and method of
disposition shall be fixed with due regard to
the protection of the United States agalnst
avoldable loss and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material covered
by this Act may be made only after pub-
licly advertising for bids, except as provided
in subsection (b) of this sectlion or as oth-
erwise authorized by law., All bids may be
rejected when it is in the public interest to
do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
if—

(1) the materlal is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by adver-
tising are necessary to protect the United
States agalnst avoidable loss or to protect
producers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets;
or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the REecorp is an
excerpt from report No. 92-403, explain-
ing the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congres-
slonal approval of the disposition of approx-
imately 5,010,716 pounds (Cb content) of

columbium from the national stockpile and
the supplemental stockpile, In addition, the
bill would waive the 6-months’ walting peri-
od ordinarily required for disposition of
strategic and critical material from the na-
tional stockpile.
BASIC LAW
National Stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Plling Act (560 U.S.C.
98a), the Director of the Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness is authorized and di-
rected to determine which materials are
strategic and critical under the provisions
of the act and the quality and quantities
of such materlals which shall be stockpiled
under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pur-
suant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any dis-
position must be published In the Fed-
eral Register and transmitted to the Con-
gress and to the Armed Services Committee
of each House thereof. The plan and date
of disposition must be fixed with due re-
gard to the protection of the United States
against avoldable loss on the sale or trans-
fer of material to be released, and the pro-
tection of producers, processors, and con-
sumers against disruption of their usual
markets. The express approval of the Con-
gress of any proposed disposition is required
unless the revised determination, referred to
above, is by reason of obsoclescence of the
material to be disposed of.

Supplemental Stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided
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that materials shall be released from the
supplemental stockpile only under the pro-
visions of section 3 of the Strategic and Crit-
ical Materials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the mnational stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes clted above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile
except in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent
for use during time of war,

Since the proposed disposal of [colum-
bium] is not based on obsolescence, the pro-
posed disposal requires the express approval
of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would walve the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month waliting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the pro-
tection of the United States against avoid-
able loss and the protectlon of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
waiver will permit the immediate disposal
of [columbium] upon enactment of S. 770.

Columbium

Columbium is the metal produced from
columbite ore. Columbite ore is an ore of
columbium which occurs in combination
with tantalum. The material is called colum-
bite or tantalite, depending upon which met-
al predominates. Predominantly-columbium
concentrates are usually employed to pro-
duce ferrocolumbium, which is the form
used to introduce columbium into steel al-
loys. To a lesser extent, columbite is used to
produce pure columbium metal and colum-
bium carbides.

Columbium is used as ferrocolumbium (55
percent columbium, 6 percent tantalum) and
as ferrotantalum-columbium (40 percent
columbium, 20 percent tantalum) to stabilize
the carbon content of stainless steel. The ad-
dition of columbium inhibits intergranular
corrosion and improves creep, impact and
fatigue strength. These qualities of colum-
bium treated steel are important for jet
engine and gas turbine parts. Columbium is
also a constituent of high temperature non-
ferrous alloys of cobalt and nickel. Colum-
bium carbides are used in cutting tools.

Sources: Brazill, Nigeria, Canada, and vari-
ous other countries.

Background information

As of June 30. 1971, the total inventory
of columbium held by General Services Ad-
ministration was approximately 9,408496
pounds. The present stockpile objective, es-
tablished April 17, 1964, is approximately
1,176,000 pounds.

This disposal is limited to the approxi-
mately 5,010,716 pounds (Cb content) of
columbium in the national and supplemental
stockplles, of which approximately 4,376,758
pounds are concentrates, approximately 1,614
pounds are columbium carbide powder, ap-
proximately 95,383 pounds are columbium
oxide powder and approximately 536961
pounds are ferrocolumbium. The excess
quantity of approximately 935685 pounds
(Cb content) of concentrates in the Defense
Production Act inventory was authorized for
disposal by OEP on December 30, 1965. The
additional excess of 5,010,716 pounds (Cb
content) is covered by 8. 770.

The average acquisition cost of columbium
concentrates in the national and supple-
mental stockplles and Defense Production
Act Inventory was $3.96 per pound of con-
tained columbium. The average acquisition
costs of columbium carbide powder, colum-
bium oxide powder, and ferrocolumbium in
the national stockplle were $10.14 per pound,
§7.856 per pound, and $4.27 per pound re-
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spectively. The current estimated market
price for standard, commercial type colum-
bium concentrates ranges from $1.22 to $1.29
per pound of contained columbium, while
columbium carbide powder is 8§14 per pound,
columbium oxide powder $2.60 per pound
and ferrocolumbium (high purity) $5.47 per
pound of contained columbium.

The annual storage cost is $3,356. This ma-
terial has been in the stockpile for a period
of 12 to 2214 years.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the columbium available: (a)
for sale; (b) for transfer to agencies of the
U.8. Government; or (¢) to the extent au-
thorized by law, as payment for expenses
(including transportation and other acces-
sorial expenses) of acquisition of materlals,
or of refining, processing, beneficiating, or
rotating materials pursuant to section 3 of
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Plling Act, 50 U.S.C. 98b, and of processing
and refining materials pursuant to section
303(d) of the Defense Production Act of
1950, as amended, 50 U.S.C, App. 2093(d).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess colum-
bium available for commercial sale over a
period of years. The quantity and timing of
disposals will be determined upon evaluation
of sales under the program and current mar-
ket conditions. Quantities of columbium re-
quired for transfer directly to Government
agencies will be over and above those In-
volved in the commercial sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencles concerned at any time he
considers such consultation advisable, or at
any time consultation is requested by such
agencies. If any significant modification of
the program appears necessary or advisable
as a result of such consultation, the change
will be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

The United States does not produce colum-
bium. Consumption of coclumbium concen-
trates in the United States amounted to 3,-
997,000 pounds (contained Cb) in 1968, 2,-
918,000 pounds (contained Cb) in 1969, and
estimated at 3,000,000 pounds (contained Cb)
in 1970. The primary use of columbium, in
making ferrocolumbium, decreased 16 percent
in 1970. Import sources for concentrates dur-
ing calendar year 1970 were Brazil (59 per-
cent), Nigeria (11 percent), Canada (22 per-
cent), and various other countries (8 per-
cent).

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment, but will result In substantial re=-
turn to the Federal Treasury as a conse-
quence of the proceeds of the sale of the
columbium now held in the national stock-
pile and the supplemental stockpile.

——————

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
SELENIUM FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCKPILE AND THE SUPPLE-
MENTAL STOCKPILE

8. T

An act to authorize the disposal of selenium
from the national stockpile and the sup-
plemental stockpile

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Administrator of General Services is hereby
authorized to dispose of approximately four
hundred and seventy-five thousand pounds
of selenium now held in the national stock-
plle established pursuant to the Strateglc

and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50
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U.S.C. 98-98h) and the supplemental stock-
plle established pursuant to section 104(b) of
the Agricultural Trade Development and
Assistance Act of 1954, 68 Stat. 456, as
amended by 73 Stat. 607. SBuch disposition
may be made without regard to the require-
ments of section 3 of the Strategic and Crit-
ical Materlals Stock Piling Act: Provided,
That the time and method of disposition
shall be fixed with due regard to the protec-
tion of the United States against avoldable
loss and the protection of producers, proc-
essors, and consumers against avoldable dis-
ruption of their usual markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material
covered by this Act may be made only after
publicly advertising for bids, except as pro-
vided in subsection (b) of this section or as
otherwise authorized by law. All bids may
be rejected when it iz in the public in-
terest to do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
11—

(1) the material is to be transferred to
an agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United States
against avoidable loss or to protect pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets;
or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencles of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the Recorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-404,
explaining the purpose of this measure.

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congres-
sional approval of the disposition of approxi-
mately 475,000 pounds of selenium from the
national stockpile and the supplemental
stockpile. In addition, the bill would waive
the 6-month walting period ordinarily re-
quired for disposal of strategic and critical
material from the national stockpile,

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and
Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C.
28a), the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness is authorized and directed to
determine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act,

Section 3(c) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Direc-
tor of the Office of Emergency Preparedness
to dispose of any materials held pursuant to
the act which are no longer needed because
of any revised determination made pursuant
to sectlon 2. Notice of any disposition must
be published in the Federal Regilster and
transmitted to the Congress and to the
Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the protec-
tion of the United States against avoidable
loss on the sale or transfer of material to
be released, and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against disruption
of their usual markets. The express approval
of the Congress of any proposed disposition
is required unless the revised determination,
referred to above, is by reason of obsolescence
of the material to be disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided that
materials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provisions
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of sectlon 3 of the Strategic and Critical
Materials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile ex-
cept in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsoclescent for
use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of selenium is
not based on obsolescence, the proposed dis-
posal requires the express approval of the
Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month walting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the protec-
tion of the United States against avoidable
loss and the protection of producers, proces-
sors, and consumers against avoidable dis-
ruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
walver will permit the immediate disposal of
selenium upon enactment of S, 771,

Selenium

Selenium is a metal generally found in
combination with sulphur, iron and copper
pyrites, and uranium. Nearly all commercial
selenfum is now produced from residual
sludges In electrolytic copper refining. Some
is found native, in volcanic tuffs, shales and
alluvial soils, but economic means have not
yet been found to recover selenium from
these sources. Commercial selenium is gen-
erally in the form of a grayish black metallic
powder or pellets having a slight reddish cast.
Selenium in any form is poisonous.

Selenium is used in the manufacture of
rectifiers, photoelectric cells and exposure
meters, cathode ray tubes, photosynthesized
goods, stalnless steels, and in xerography, It
serves as a decolorizer in glass making and
also imparts color. It is also used In paints
as an inhibitor and antifunding agent; in
rubber as an accelerator and to increase abra-
sion resistance; in the manufacture of bio-
logicals, cortisone and niacin; as an inhibitor
in lubricants and other petroleum products
and as a reagent chemical.

Sources: Canada, Japan, and West Ger-
many.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory
of selenium held by General Services Ad-
ministration was approximately 475,000
pounds, The total excess of 475,000 pounds is
covered by 8. 771. The Office of Emergency
Preparedness, on March 4, 1970, approved a
review of the stockplile objective for selenium,
At that time, the objective for selenium was
reduced from 475,000 pounds to zero, and
selenium was deleted from the list of stra-
tegic and critical materials, The elimination
of the selenium objective was due to the
removal of the discount for domestic concen-
tration and was concurred in ny the inter-
ested departments and agencies, including
the Department of Defense.

The average acquisition cost of selenium in
the national and supplemental stockpiles was
#5.78 per pound. The current estimated mar-
ket price of standard, commereial type se-
lenium is $9 per pound. This material has
been in the stockpile for a period of 31% to
231 years. The annual storage cost is 81,190,

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses 10 make the selenium available: (a)
for sale; (b) for transfer to agencies of the
U.5. Government; or (¢) to the extent au-
thorized by law, as payment for expenses
(including transportation and other acces-
sorial expenses) of acquisition of materials,
or of refining, processing, beneficiating, or
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rotating materials pursuant to section 3 of
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act, 50 U.S.C. 98b, and of processing
and refining materials pursuant to section
303(d) of the Defense Froduction Act of
1850, as amended, 50 U.S.C. App. 2093(d).
Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess selenium
avallable for commercial sale over a period of
years. The quantity and timing of disposals
will be determined upon evaluation of sales
under the program and current market con-
ditions. Quantities of selenium required for
transfer directly to Government agencies will
be over and above those involved in the com-
mercial sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, or any tlme
consultation is requested by such agencies.
If any significant modification of the pro-
gram appears necessary or advisable as &
result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

Primary production in the United States
increased from 540,000 pounds in 1965 to
1,005,000 pounds in 1970, Imports of metal
and compounds for consumption increased
from 286,000 pounds in 1968 to 546,000
pounds in 1969, but decreased to 462,000
pounds in 1970, Apparent consumption in
1970 including exports, was 1,486,000 pounds.
Of the total imports for 1970, 99 percent
came from Canada, and the rest from Japan
and West Germany.

Fiscal data
The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment, but will result in substantial return
to the Federal Treasury as a consequence of
the proceeds of the sale of the selenium now

held in the national stockpile and the sup-
plemental stockpile,

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
CELESTITE FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCKPILE AND THE SUPPLE-
MENTAL STOCKPILE

8. T2

An Act to authorize the disposal of celestite
from the national stockpile and the sup-
plemental stockpile

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Administrator of General Services is hereby
authorized to dispose of approXimately
twelve thousand two hundred and seventy
short dry tons of celestite now held in the
national stockplle established pursuant to
the Strategic and Critical Materlals Stock-
Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98-98h) and the sup-
plemental stockpile established pursuant to
section 104(b) of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954, 68
Stat. 456, as amended by 73 Stat. 607. Such
disposition may be made without regard to
the requirements of section 3 of the Strate-
gic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act:
Provided, That the time and method of dis-
position shall be fixed with due regard to
the protection of the United States agalnst
avoidable loss and the protection of produc-
ers, processors, and consumers against avoid-
able disruption of their usual markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the materials cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after
publicly advertising for bids, except as pro-
vided in subsection (b) of this section or as
otherwise authorized by law. All bids may be
rejected when it is in the public interest to
do so.
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(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
if—

(1) the material is to be transferred to
an agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United
States against avoldable loss or to protect
producers, processors, and consumers against
avoldable disruption of their usual markets;
or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the RECORD is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-405, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congres-
sional approval of the disposition of approxi-
mately 12,270 short dry tons of celestite from
the national stockpile and the supplemental
stockpile. In addition, the bill would waive
the 6 months’ walting period ordinarily re-
quired for disposition of strategic and criti-
cal material from the national stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C.
98a), the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness is authorized and directed to
determine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the Act.

Sectlon 3(e) authorizes General Bervices
Administration, at the direction of the Direc-
tor of the Office of Emergency Preparedness,
to dispose of any materials held pursuant to
the act, which are no longer needed because
of any revised determination made pursuant
to section 2. Notice of any disposition must
be published in the Federal Register and
transmitted to the Congress and to the
Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the protec-
tion of the United States against avoidable
loss of the sale or transfer of material to be
released, and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against disruption
of their usual markets. The express approval
of the Congress of any proposed disposition
is required unless the revised determination,
referred to above, is by reason of obsolescence
of the material to be disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the Ag-
ricultural Trade Development and Assistance
Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 450), provided that ma-
terials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile, only under the provisions
of section 3 of the Strateglc and Critical Ma-
terials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and

supplemental stockpile

As Indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the dis-
posal of materials in both the national stock-
plle and the supplemental stockpile except
in those instances where the proposed dis-
posal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent for
use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of celestite is
not based on obsolescence, the proposed dis-
posal requires the express approval of the
Congress.

In addition, the bill would walive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with respect
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to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month waiting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the protec-
tlon of the United States against avoldable
loss and the protection of producers, proc-
essors, and consumers against avoidable dis-
ruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
walver will permit the immedlate disposal
of celestite upon enactment of 8. T72.

Celestite

Celestite is a strontium sulfate material
used as the principal source of strontium
in the production of strontiums chemicals.
These chemicals impart a brilliant red color
to the flame and, consequently, have
found extensive use of tracer bullets, rockets,
flares, fuses, fireworks, etc.

The strontium compounds are used in
ceramics, and to a minor extent in pharma-
ceutical and electron tube manufacture,

Bources: England, Mexico, and Spain.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
celestite held by GSA was 25,849 short dry
tons, all of which is excess. Of this amount,
12,270 short tons is covered by the proposed
bill, The remaining excess falls within the
category of nonstockpile grade material and
was authorized for disposal by House Con-
current Resolution 473, 8Tth Congress.

The average acquisition cost of celestite
in the national stockpile was $48.68 per short
dry ton and in the supplemental stockplle
was $43.91 per short dry ton. The current
estimated market price for standard, com-
mercial-type celestite ranges from $20 to
$33.40 per short dry ton,

The Office of Emergency Preparedness, on
June 8, 1970, approved a review of the stock-
pile objective for celestite. At that time, the
objective for celestite was reduced from
23,750 short dry tons to zero, and celestite
was deleted from the list of strategic and
critical materials. The elimination of the
celestite objective was due to the develop-
ment by Kaiser Aluminum of an extremely
large celestite ore body on Cape Breton Is-
land, Nova Scotla. Production began in 1970.

The annual storage cost for celestite is
$2,822. This material has been in the stock-
pile for a period of 514 to 201; years.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the celestite avallable: (a)
for sale; (b) for transfer to agencles of the
U.8. Government; or (c) to the extent au-
thorized by law, as payment for expenses
(including transportation and other acces-
sorial expenses) of acquisition of materials,
or of refining, processing, beneficiating, or
rotating materials pursuant to section 3 of
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act, 50 U.S.C. 98b, and of processing
and refining materials pursuant to section
303(d) of the Defense Production Act of
1950, as amended, 50 U.S.C. App. 2093(d).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess celestite
avallable for commerclal sale over a period
of years. The quantity and timing of dis-
posal will be determined upon evaluation of
sales under the program and current market
conditions. Quantities of celestite required
for transfer directly to Government agencies
will be over and above those involved in the
commercial sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
conslders such consultation advisable, or any
time consultation is requested by such agen-
cies. If any significant modification of the
Program appears n or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.
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Production and consumption

Free world production of strontium min-
erals in 1970 was approximately 19,685 short
tons (strontium content), a 25-percent in-
crease over the 15,716 short tons produced in
1969. Most of the increase occurred in Mexico
and was shipped to the United States. There
is no domestic production of celestite. U.S.
imports in terms of strontium content In
1969 were 12,605 short tons; 1970 imports
were 16,876 short tons, of which 78 percent
came from Mexico; 13 percent from the
United Eingdom; and 9 percent from Spain.

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult In no additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result in substantial
return to the Federal Treasury as a conse-
quence of the proceeds of the sale of the
celestite now held in the national stockpile
and the supplemental stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
VANADIUM FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCKPILE

8. T4

An act to authorize the disposal of vanadium

from the national stockpile

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Ad-
ministrator of General Services is hereby au-
thorized to dispose of approximately one
thousand two hundred short tons of vana-
dium (V content) now held in the national
stockpile established pursuant to the Stra-
tegic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act
(50 U.S8.C. 98-98h). Such disposition may be
made without regard to the requirements of
section 3 of the Strategic and Critical Mate~
rials Stock Piling Act: Provided, That the
time and method of disposition shall be fixed
with due regard to the protection of the
United States against avoidable loss and the
protection of producers, processors, and con-
sumers against avoidable disruption of their
usual markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material
covered by this Act may be made only after
publicly advertising for bids, except as pro-
vided in subsection (b) of this section or as
otherwise authorized by law. All bids may be
rejected when it is in the public interest to
do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
ifr—

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United States
against avoidable loss or to protect producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets; or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
guests received from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the Recorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-406, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congression-
al approval of the disposition of approxi-
mately 1,200 short tons (V content) of vana-
dium from the national stockpile. In addi-
tion, the bill would waive the 6 months wait-
ing period ordinarily required for disposal
of strategic and critical material from the
national stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Criti-

cal Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98a),
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the Director of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness is authorized and directed to de-
termine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pur-
suant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tion must be published in the Federal Regis-
ter and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the protec-
tion of the United States against avoidable
loss on the sale or transfer of material to be
released, and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against disruption
of their usual markets. The express approval
of the Congress of any proposed disposition
is required unless the revised determination,
referred to above, is by reason of obsolescence
of the material to be disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided that
materials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provisions
of section 3 of the Strategic and Critical Ma-
terials Stock Pilling Act.

Disposals from the mational stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the dis-
posal of materials in both the national stock-
pile and the supplemental stockpile except
in those instances where the proposed dis-
posal action is based on a determination that
the material has become obsolescent for use
during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of vanadium 1s
not based on obsolescence, the proposed dis-
posal requires the express approval of the

Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of sectlon 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with re-
spect to publication and transmittal of no-
tice and the 6-month walting perlod. The
bill would, however, preserve the substantive
requirements of section 3 with respect to the
protection of the United States agalnst avold-
able loss and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoldable
disruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
waiver will permit the immediate disposal
of vanadium upon enactment of S. 774,

Vanadium

Vanadium is a pale-gray metal with a sil-
very luster. It occurs in combination with
other minerals or metals, including uranium
and phosphate rock. Vanadium readily al-
loys with iron. When added to steel, it tough-
ens and strengthens it—forming hard car-
bides which are retalned at high tempera-
tures. Vanadium increases tensile strength
without lowering ductility.

Ferro-vanadium is the mest important sin-
gle vanadium product and it 1s used in the
manufacture of high strength structural
steels, tool steels, high speed steel and re-
lated products requiring toughness and
strength at high temperatures. It is also used
in welding electrode castings on an oxidizer.

Sources: Austria, West Germany, Belgium,
United Kingdom, and Sweden.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
vanadium held by General Services Admin-
istration was approximately 3,306 short tons,
of which 1,200 short tons was vanadium fer-
ro, and 2,108 short tons was vanadium pent-
oxide. The present stockpile objective, es-
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tablished March 4, 1970, is 540 short tons.
Of the excess previously authorized for dis-
posal under Public Law B88-424, approved
May 11, 1966, approximately 1,666 short tons
V of vanadium pentoxide remain available
for disposal. The additional excess of 1,200
short tons (V content) of ferro vanadium, is
covered by S, T74.

The average acquisition cost of the ferro-
vanadium in the national stockpile was $4,798
per short ton. The current estimated market
price for standard, commercial type ferro-
vanadium is $8,240 per short ton (V content).

This material has been in the stockplle for
a period of Bl to 221, years. The annual
storage cost is $3,360.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the vanadium available: (a)
for sale; (b) for transfer to agencles of the
U.S. Government; (c) to the extent author-
ized by law, as payment for expenses (includ-
ing transportation and other accessorial ex-
penses) of acquisition of materials, or of re-
fining, processing, beneficiating, or rotating
materials pursuant to section 3 of the Stra-
tegic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act,
50 U.S.C. 98b, and of processing and refining
materials pursuant to section 303(d) of the
Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended,
50 U.S.C. App. 2093 (d).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess vanadium
available for commercial sale over a period
of years. The quantity and timing of dis-
posals will be determined upon evaluation of
sales under the program and current market
conditions. Quantities of vanadium required
for transfer directly to Government agencles
will be over and above those involved in the
commercial sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such consultation advisable, or any
time consultation is requested by such agen-
cies. If any significant modification of the
program appears necessary or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

Production of ferrovanadium in the United
States Increased from 5,776 short tons (of
contained vanadium) in 1969 to an estimated
6,353 tons for 1970. Consumption of vana-
dium in ferrovanadium was 5,193 short tons
(of contained vanadium) in 19690 and an
estimated 4,251 short tons for 1970. The
major import source for ferrovanadium in
1970 was West Germany. United States ex-
ports of ferrovanadium increased from 644
short tons in 1969 to an estimated 2,154 short
tons for 1970.

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result in substantial
return to the Federal treasury as a conse-
quence of the proceeds of the sale of the
vanadium now held in the national stock-
pile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
MAGNESIUM FROM THE NATION-
AL STOCKFPILE

8. 775
An Act to authorize the disposal of mag-
nesium from the national stockpile
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That the Admin-
istrator of General Services Is hereby au-
thorized to dispose of approximately seventy=-
elght thousand short tons of magnesium now
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held in the national stockpile established
pursuant to the Strategic and Critica] Ma-
terials Stock Piling Act (650 U.S.C, 98-98h).
Such disposition may be made without re-
gard to the requirements of section 3 of the
Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling
Act: Provided, That the time and method
of disposition shall be fixed with due regard
to the protection of the United States against
avoldable loss and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after pub=-
licly advertising for bids, except as provided
in subsection (b) of this section or as other-
wise authorized by law. All bids may be re-
jected when it is in the public interest to
do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
1l}a disposed of without advertising for bids

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United States
agalnst avoidable loss or to protect pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoldable disruption of their usual markets:
or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the Recorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-407, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congression-
al approval of the disposition of approxi-
mately 78,000 short tons of magnesium from
the national stockpile. In addition, the bill
would wailve the 6-month walting period
ordinarily required for disposal of strategic
aﬁd critical material from the national stock-
pile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Crit-
ical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C.
98a), the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness s authorized and directed to
determine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockplled under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pur-
suant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tion must be published in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the pro-
tection of the United States against avoldable
loss on the sale or transfer of material to be
released, and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against disruption
of their usual markets. The express approval
of the Congress of any proposed disposition
is required unless the revised determination,
referred to above, Is by reason of obsolescence
of the material to be disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup=
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided
that materials shall be released from the
supplemental stockpile only under the pro-
visions of section 3 of the Strategic and
Critical Material Stock Piling Act.
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Disposal from the national stockpile and

supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the dis-
posal of materials in both the national stock-
pile and the supplemental stockpile except in
those instances where the proposed disposal
action is based on a determination that the
material has become obsolescent for use dur-
ing time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of magnesium
is not based on obsolescence, the proposed
disposal requires the express approval of the
Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Plling Act (50 U.S C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month walting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the pro-
tection of the United States agalnst avoid-
able loss and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoidable
disruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
waiver will permit the immediate disposal
of magnesium upon enactment of 8. 775.

Magnesium

Magnesum is the lightest of the commer-
clal metals produced in quantity at relative-
ly low cost. The metal is ductile and easily
machineable and imparts these gualities to
iron and steel in alloys. It is silvery in color,
but oxidizes and tarnishes in meoist air. In
finely divided form, it is easily ignited and
burns with an intense white light. The solid
form must be heated above its melting point
before it will burn.

Magnesium is used in alrcraft chlefly in
structural forms and sheet. It enters into al-
loys of iron, zine, and aluminum, and serves
in castings, forgings, and extrusions. It is also
used for recovery processing for titanium,
scavenger and deoxidizing applications in
metallurgy.

Sources: Canada, United EKingdom, and
West Germany.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
magnesium held by General Services Ad-
ministration was approximately 98,774 short
tons, all of which is excess. Of this quantity
approximately 20,800 short tons were au-
thorized for disposal by the Congress in
Public Laws 90-604 and 91-321, dated Octo-
ber 18, 1968, and July 10, 1970, respectively.
The additional excess of 78,000 short tons is
covered by 8. 775.

The Office of Emergency Preparedness, on
March 4, 1970, approved a review of the stock-
pile objective for magnesium. At that time,
the objective for magneslum was reduced
from 78,000 short tons to zero, and mag-
nesium was deleted from the list of strategic
and critical materials. The elimination of the
magnesium objective was due to the removal
of the domestic concentration discount and
increased U.S. capacities, and was concurred
in by the interested departments and agen-
cies, including the Department of Defense,

The average acquisition cost of magnesium
was 8726 per short ton. The current esti-
mated market price for standard commercial
type magnesium ranges from 8725 to $765 per
short ton. This material has been In the
stockpile for a period of 131, to 241, years.
The annual storage cost s $49,140.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the magnesium avallable: (a)
for sale; (b) for transfer to agencles of the
U.8. Government; or (c) to the extent au-
thorlzed by law, as payment for expenses (in-
cluding transportation and other accessorial
expenses) of acquisition of materials, or of
refining, processing, beneficlating, or rotat-
ing materials, pursuant to section 8 of the
Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling
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Act, 50 U.8.C. 98b, and of processing and re-
fining materials pursuant to section 303(d)
of the Defense Production Act of 1850, as
amended, 50 U.S.C. app. 2083(d).
Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the 78,000 short
tons of excess magnesium available for com-
mercial sale over a period of years. The quan-
titles and timing of disposals will be deter-
mined upon evaluation of previous sales and
current market conditions. Quantities of this
material required for transfer directly to
Government agencies will be over and above
those involved in the commerclal sales pro-
gram.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
conslders such action advisable, or at any
time consultation is requested by such agen-
cies. If any significant modification of the
program appears necessary or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

The United States is the world’s largest
producer of magnesium. Demand for mag-
nesjum is increasing at a significant rate, due
to new commercial uses. The U.S. productive
capacity is on the increase as the new facili-
ties continue to come on stream. U.S, produc-
tion of primary magnesium was 99,886 short
tons in 1969 and 112,007 short tons in 1870.
U.S. consumption in 1970 was about 100,000
short tons. Only 2,948 short tons were im-
ported in 1869. Major import sources are
Canada, West Germany, and the United
Kingdom.

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment, but will result in substantial return
to the Federal Treasury as a consequence of
the proceeds of the sale of the magnesium
now held in the national stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
ABACA FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCKPILE

8. T76

An Act to authorize the disposal of abaca
from the national stockpile

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Ad-
ministrator of General Services is hereby au-
thorized to dispose of approximately twenty-
five million pounds of abaca now held in the
national stockplle established pursuant to
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act (60 U.S.C. 98-98h), Such disposi-
tion may be made without regard to the re-
quirements of section 8 of the Strateglec and
Critical Materlals Stock Piling Act: Pro-
vided, That the time and method of disposi-
tion shall be fixed with due regard to the
protection of the United States against
avoldable loss and the protection of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoldable disruption of their usual markets.

SEc. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after pub-
licly advertising for bids, except as provided
in subsection (b) of this section or as other-
wise authorized by law. All bids may be re-
Jected when it is in the public interest to
do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
=

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States:

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United States
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against avoidable loss or to protect pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets;
or

(2) sales are to be made pursuant to re=-
quests received from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the Recorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-408, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congressional
approval of the disposition of approximately
25 million pounds of abaca from the national
stockpile. In addition, the bill would waive
the 6 months walting period ordinarily re-
quired for disposal of strategic and critical
material from the national stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Crit-
ical Materials Stock Piling Act (60 U.S.C.
98a), the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness is authorized and directed to
determine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act.

Sectlion 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pur-
suant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tion must be published in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the protec-
tlon of the United States against avoidable
loss on the sale or transfer of material to
be released, and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against disruption
of their usual markets, The express approval
of the Congress of any proposed disposition
is required unless the revised determination,
referred to above, is by reason of obsolescence
of the material to be disposed of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided that
materials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provisions
of section 3 of the Strategic and Critical Ma~
terials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As Indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockplle and the supplemental stockpile
except in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsoclescent for
use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of abaca is not
based on obsolescence, the proposed dis-
posal requires the express approval of the
Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month waiting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the pro-
tection of the United Sates against avoidable
loss and the protection of producers,
sors, and consumers against avoldable dis-
ruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
walver will permit the Immediate disposal of
abaca upon enactment of S. 778,
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Abaca

Abaca fiber (Manila hemp) is decorticated
or stripped from the long leaves of the Musa
textiles, a plant of the banana family grow-
ing only in humid tropical climates. The
plant is propagated from root stock and re-
quires 2 to 3 years to mature.

The major military use of abaca is for ma-
rine cordage, but its use has been declining
because of growing competition from synthet-
ic cordage fibers, such as nylon, polypropylene
and terylene. It is also used for guy ropes,
construction uses and miscellaneocus paper
products.

Source: Philippines.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
abaca held by GSA was approximately 64.8
million pounds. The present stockpile objec-
tive established April 8, 1970, is 25 million
pounds. Of the 39.8 milllon pounds of excess,
approximately 14.9 million pounds are avail-
able for sale under a previous authorization
(Public Law 88-279) and approximately 25
million pounds are covered by the proposed
bill. The average acquisition cost of the
abaca in the natlonal stockpile was 25 cents
per pound. The current estimated market
price for standard, commerclal type abaca is
about 24 cents per pound.

This material has been in the stockpile for
a period of Tl to 1314 years. The annual
storage cost is $60,500.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the abaca avallable: (a) for
sale; (b) for transfer to agencies of the U.S.
Government; or (c) to the extent authorized
by law, as payment for expenses (including
transportation and other accessorial ex-
penses) of acquisition of materials, or of
refining, processing, beneficlating, or rotating
materials pursuant to section 3 of the Stra-
tegic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act
(50 U.B.C. 98b), and of processing and re-
fining materials pursuant to section 303(d)
of the Defense Production Act of 1950, as
amended (50 U.S.C. App. 209d(d)).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess abaca
avallable for commerclal sale over a period
of years. The quantity and timing of dis-
posals will be determined upon evaluation
of sales under the present program and cur-
rent market conditions. Quantities of abaca
for transfer directly to Government agencles
will be over and above those involved in the
commercial sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous secrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencles concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, or any time
consultation is requested by such agenciles.
If any significant modification of the pro-
gram appears necessary or advisable as a re-
sult of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

The Philipplnes account for approximately
95 percent of world production of abaca.
Philippine production, as well as exports,
have been declining because of growing com-
petition from synthetic cordage fibers, such
as nylon, polypropylene and terylene. Prices,
however, have Increased over last year. Par-
tially offsetting a long-range decline in de-
mand for abaca in cordage is increased usage
of the material in the manufacture of paper
products. U.S. consumption has dropped
from 85 million pounds during 1968 to 76
million pounds in 1969, with 75 million
pounds estimated for 1970. Imports of abaca,
mainly from the Philippines, have declined
in recent years to a low of approximately
47,015,840 pounds in 1968,
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Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment, but will result in substantial re-
turn to the Federal Treasury as a conse-
gquence of the proceeds of the sale of the
abaca now held in the national stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
SISALL. FROM THE NATIONAL
STOCEKPILE

8. 717

An act to authorize the disposal of sisal from

the national stockplle

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Ad-
ministrator of General Services is hereby au-
thorized to dispose of approximately one
hundred million pounds of sisal now held
in the national stockpile established pursu-
ant to the Strategic and Critical Materials
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98-98h). Such dis-
position may be made without regard to the
requirements of section 3 of the Strateglc
and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act: Pro-
vided, That the time and method of dispo-
sition shall be fixed with due regard to the
protection of the United States against avold-
able loss and the protection of producers,
processors, and consumers against avoldable
disruption of their usual markets.

Sec. 2. (a) Disposals of the material cov-
ered by this Act may be made only after pub-
licly advertising for bids, except as provided
in subsection (b) of this section or as other-
wise authorized by law. All bids may be re-
jected when it is in the public interest to
do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act may
be disposed of without advertising for bids
i—

(1) the material is to be transferred to an
agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United States
against avoldable loss or to protect produc-
ers, processors, and consumers against avold-
able disruption of their usual markets; or

(3) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT, Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the Recorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-409, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The Ilegislation would provide congres-
sional approval of the disposition of approx-
imately 100 million pounds of sisal from the
national stockpile. In addition, the bill would
walve the 6-month walting period ordinarily
required for disposal of strategic and criti-
cal materlal from the national stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Plling Act (50 U.S.C.
98a), the Director of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness is authorized and directed to
determine which materials are strategic and
critical under the provisions of the act and
the quality and quantities of such materials
which shall be stockpiled under the act.

Section 3(c) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pur-
suant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any dispo-
sitlon must be published in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmitted to the Congress and
to the Armed Services Committee of each
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House thereof. The plan and date of dispo-
sitlon must be fixed with due regard to the
protection of the United States against
avoldable loss on the sale or transfer of ma=
terial to be released, and the protection of
producers, processors, and consumers against
disruption of their usual markets. The ex-
press approval of the Congress of any pro-
posed disposition is required unless the re-
vised determination, referred to above, is by
reason of obsolescence of the material to be
disposed of.
Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup=-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist=-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 4568) , provided that
materials shall be released from the sup-
plemental stockpile only under the provi=
slons of section 3 of the Strategic and Critl-
cal Materials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile ex-
cept in those instances where the proposed
disposal action is based on a determination
that the material has become obsolescent for
use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of [sisal] is
not based on obsolescence, the proposed dis-
posal requires the express approval of the
Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with respect
to publication and transmittal of notice and
the 6-month waiting period. The bill would,
however, preserve the substantive require-
ments of section 3 with respect to the pro-
tectlon of the United States against avoidable
loss and the protection of producers, proces-
sors, and consumers against avoidable dis-
ruption of their usual markets. Thus, the
walver will permit the immediate disposal
of [sisal] upon enactment of 8. T77.

Sisal

Sisal fiber is decorticated or stripped from
the large leaves of the Agave sisalana, a
tropical plant which grows best in semiarid
regions, The plant is cut for fiber after 3
years and continues to produce for 5 years.

Major uses in additlon to rope, are for
baler, binder, and wrapping twine, upholstery
and padding, wire rope centers, and rein-
forcement for paper and plastics.

Sources: Bragzll, Tanzania, Haitl, East
Africa, and other countries 49 percent.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
sisal (cordage fiber) held by General Services
Administration was approximately 198,-
800,000 pounds. The present stockpile objec-
tive, established April 8, 1970, is 100 million
pounds. The total excess of approximately
100 million pounds is covered by 8. 777.

The average acquisition cost of the sisal
in the national stockpile was 1315 cents per
pound. The current estimated market price
for standard, commercial-type sisal is 8 cents
per pound. This material has been in the
stockpile for a period of 71 to 111, years.
The annual storage cost is $242,000.

Method of disposal

The General Service Administration pro-
poses to make the sisal avallable: (a) for
sale; (b) for transfer to agencies of the U.S.
Government; or (c¢) to the extent author-
ized by law, ms payment for expenses (in-
cluding transportation and other accessorial
expenses) of acquisition of materials, or of
refining, processing, beneficlating, or rotat-
ing materlals, pursuant to section 3 of the
Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling
Act, 50 U.S.C. 98b, and of processing and re-
fining materials pursuant to section 303(d)
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of the Defense Production Act of 1950, as
amended, 50 U.S.C. App. 2093 (d).
Rate of disposal

GBSA proposes to make the excess sisal
avallable for commercial sale over a period
of years. The quantities and timing of dis-
posals will be determined upon evaluation
of sales under the program and current mar-
ket conditions. Qualities of sisal required for
transfer directly to Government agencies will
be over and above those involved In the
commercial sales program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous scrutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, or at any
time consultation is requested by such agen-
cles. If any significant modification of the
Program appears necessary or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.

Production and consumption

The United States does not produce sisal.
World production for sisal was approximately
1.4 billion pounds for 1970. Over the past
year, world production has dropped, Tan-
zania, Brazil, and Kenya are the major pro-
ducers. Prices have declined from 17 cents
per pound in 1964 to about 8.10 cents in
June 1971.

Import sources are Brazil, 21 percent;
Tanzania, 12 percent; Haiti, 12 percent; east
Africa, 6 percent; and other countries 49
percent.

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal Gov=
ernment, but will result in substantial return
to the Federal Treasury as & conseguence
of the proceeds of the sale of the sisal now
held in the national stockpile.

AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSAL OF
KEYANITE-MULLITE FROM THE
NATIONAL STOCKPILE

8. 718

An act to authorize the disposal of kyanite-
mullite from the national stockpile

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Administrator of General Services is hereby
authorized to dispose of approximately four
thousand eight hundred twenty short dry
tons of kyanite-mullite now held in the na-
tional stockpile established pursuant to
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98-98h). Such disposi-
tion may be made without regard to the
requirements of section 3 of the Strateglc
and Critical Materials Stock Plling Act: Pro-
vided, That the time and method of dis-
position shall be fixed with due regard to
the protection of the United States against
avoldable loss and the protection of produc-
ers, processors, and consumers against avoid-
able disruption of their usual markets.

SEc. 2. (a) Disposals of the material covered
by this Act may be made only after publicly
advertising for bids, except as provided in
subsection (b) of this section or as other-
wise authorized by law. All bids may be
rejected when it is In the public interest to
do so.

(b) The material covered by this Act
may be disposed of without advertising for
bids if—

(1) the material is to be transferred to
an agency of the United States;

(2) the Administrator determines that
methods of disposal other than by advertis-
ing are necessary to protect the United
States against avoidable loss or to protect
producers, processors, and consumers against
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avoldable disruption of their usual markets;
or

(8) sales are to be made pursuant to re-
quests received from other agencies of the
United States in furtherance of authorized
program objectives of such agencies.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, set forth
below for inclusion in the REecorp is an
excerpt from the report, No. 92-410, ex-
plaining the purpose of this measure:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The legislation would provide congres-
slonal approval of the disposition of approx-
imately 4,820 short dry tons of kyanite-
mullite from the national stockpile. In addi-
tion, the bill would waive the 6-months
walting period ordinarily required for dis-
position of strategic and critical material
from the national stockpile.

BASIC LAW
National stockpile

Under section 2 of the Strategic and Criti-
cal Materials Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C.
88a), the Director of the Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness is authorized and di-
rected to determine which materials are
strategic and critical under the provisions
of the act and the quality and quantities
of such materials which shall be stockpiled
under the act.

Section 3(e) authorizes General Services
Administration, at the direction of the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness, to dispose of any materials held pur-
suant to the act which are no longer needed
because of any revised determination made
pursuant to section 2. Notice of any disposi-
tion must be published in the Federal Regls-~
ter and transmitted to the Congress and to
the Armed Services Committee of each House
thereof. The plan and date of disposition
must be fixed with due regard to the protec-
tion of the United States agalnst avoidable
loss on the sale or transfer of material to
be released, and the protection of producers,
Processors, and consumers against disrup-
tion of their usual markets. The express ap-
proval of the Congress of any proposed dis-
position Is required unless the revised deter-
mination, referred to above, is by reason of
obsolescence of the material to be disposed
of.

Supplemental stockpile

The legislation which established the sup-
plemental stockpile, section 104(b) of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 456), provided that
materials shall be released from the supple-
mental stockpile only under the provisions
of section 3 of the Strateglec and Critical
Materials Stock Piling Act.

Disposals from the national stockpile and
supplemental stockpile

As indicated in the statutes cited above,
congressional approval is required for the
disposal of materials in both the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile ex-
cept In those instances where the p
disposal action is based on a determination
that the materlal has become obsolescent
for use during time of war.

Since the proposed disposal of kyanite-
mullite is not based on obsolescence, the
proposed disposal requires the express ap-
proval of the Congress.

In addition, the bill would waive the pro-
cedural requirements of section 3 of the
Stock Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98b) with re-
spect to publication and transmittal of no-
tice and the 6-month waiting period. The bill
would, however, preserve the substantive re-
quirements of section 3 with respect to the
protection of the United States agalnst
avoldable loss and the protection of pro=-
ducers, processors, and consumers against
avoidable disruption of their usual markets.
Thus, the waiver will permit the immediate
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disposal of kyanite-mullite upon enactment
of 8. 778.
Kyanite-mullite

Kyanite is a natural silicate of aluminium,
which Is important to the refractoring in-
dustry. When heated above {ts decomposi~
tion temperature, kyanite is changed to mul-
lite which is less affected by high tempera-
tures than fire clay refractories. Mullite re-
fractories, although relatively expensive, are
used for certain super-duty purposes; for
example in glass melting furnaces; for melt-
ing high-copper brasses and bronzes, copper
nickel alloys and some steels and ferrous
alloys; for zinc smelting and gold refining;
and the manufacture of ceramics. Pouring
ladles and electric arc furnaces often require
mullite refractories exclusively. Kyanite is
also used to some extent as a material in
manufacture of glass and high quality porce-
lain,

Sources: India.

Background information

As of June 30, 1971, the total inventory of
kyanite-mullite held by General Services
Administration was approximately 4,820
short tons. The Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness approved a review of the stockpile
objective for kyanite-mullite on March 4,
1970. At that time, the objective for kyanite-
mullite was reduced from 4,820 short dry
tons to zero, and kyanite-mullite was de-
leted from the list of strategic and critical
materials, The elimination of the kyanite-
mullite objective was due to the removal of
the domestic concentration discount and
was concurred in by all the interested de-
partments and agencies, including the De-
partment of Defense. The total excess of
4,820 short tons is covered by S. 778.

The average acquisition cost of kyanite-
mullite in the national stockpile was $86.45
per short dry ton. The current market price
for standard, commercial type material
ranges from $63 to 870 per short dry ton
for natural Indian kyanite to $132 per short
ton for electrically fused synthetic mullite.

The annual storage cost is $4,145. The
kyanite has been in the stockpile for a pe-
riod of 21 years; mullite for a period of 19
to 201, years.

Method of disposal

The General Services Administration pro-
poses to make the kyanite-mullite available:
(a) for sale; (b) for transfer to agencies of
the U.S. Government; or (c) to the extent
authorized by law, as payment for expenses
(including transportation and other acces-
sorial expenses) of acquisition of materials,
or of refining, processing, beneficiating, or
rotating material pursuant to section 3 of
the Strategic and Critical Materlals Stock
Piling Act, 50 U.S.C. 98b, and of processing
and refining materials pursuant to section
303(d) of the Defense Production Act of
1950, as amended, 50 U.S.C. App. 2093(d).

Rate of disposal

GSA proposes to make the excess kyanite-
mullite available for commercial sale over a
period of years. The quantity and timing of
disposals will be determined upon evalua-
tion of sales under the program and current
market conditions. Quantities of kyanite-
mullite required for transfer directly to
Government agencies will be over and above
those involved In the commercial sales
program.

Periodic review of program

The disposal program will be subject to
continuous serutiny and the Administrator
of General Services will consult with other
Federal agencies concerned at any time he
considers such action advisable, or any time
consultation is requested by such agencies.
If any significant modification of the pro=
gram appears necessary or advisable as a
result of such consultation, the change will
be publicly announced.
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Production and consumption

Four U.S. companies, each with complete
mining and processing facilitles, supplied 100
percent of marketable kyanite production in
1970, Production statistics are considered
company confidential information and are
not published. Synthetic mullite output
amounted to 48,688 short tons in 1968 and
is estimated at 48,000 tons for 1970. Apparent
consumption of kyanite-mullite for the
period 1965 through 1960 was more than
100,000 short tons per year. Imports of kya-
nite decreased to 32,088 in 1969 and 1,200 tons
for 1970. The bulk of imports in 1970 came
from India. Other suppliers were the Repub-
lic of South Africa, Canada, and Mozam-
bique. Exports of kyanite and maullite
amounted to 10,200 short tons in 1966 and
increased to 19,696 tons in 1969 are esti-
mated at 25,000 tons for 1970.

Fiscal data

The enactment of this legislation will re-
sult in no additional cost to the Federal
Government, but will result in substantial
return to the Federal Treasury as a conse-
quence of the proceeds of the sale of the
kyanite-mullite now held in the national
stockplle.

The sundry bills listed were ordered to
be read a third time, were read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

INTERSTATE AGREEMENT REGARD-
ING CERTAIN MOTOR VEHICLE
FEES

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia, I ask unanimous con-
sent for the immediate consideration of
the bill (HR. 9580) to authorize the
Commissioner of the District of Columbia
to enter into agreements with the
Commonwealth of Virginia and the State
of Maryland concerning the fees for the
operation of certain motor vehicles.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr, MIEVA. I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

AMENDING THE ACT REGULATING
THE PRACTICE OF PODIATRY IN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. STUCKEY. Mr. Speaker I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2595) to
amend the act entitled “An act to regu-
late the practice of podiatry in the Dis-
trict of Columbia,” approved May 23,
1918, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

HR. 2595

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 6 of the Act entitled “An Act to regulate
the practice of podiatry in the District of
Columbia”, approved May 23, 1918 (40 Stat.
560), as amended (see 2-705, D.C. Code
1961 edition), 1s amended by designating the
first paragraph as subsection (&), by redesig-
nating the second and third paragraphs as
subsections (b) and (c), respectively, and
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by adding at the end of the second
graph, redesignated herein as subsection (b),
the following: “The Board of Podiatry Ex-
aminers may, in its discretion, walve both
the written and oral tests or either such
test and accept in lleu thereof the satisfac-
tory completion by an applicant of an ex-
amination given by the National Board of
Podiatry Examiners: Provided, That such
applicant shall pass a practical examination
given by the Board of Podlatry Examiners:
Provided further, That In exercising its dis-
cretion to walve the written and oral tests
or either such test the Board of Podiatry Ex-
aminers shall satisfy itself that the exami-
nation given by the National Board of Podia-
try Examiners was as comprehensive as that
required in the District of Columbia. Not-
withstanding the foregoing provisions of tihs
subsection, the Board of Podlatry Examiners
may, in its discretion, require an applicant
to satisfactorily complete an examination
which supplements the examination given
by the National Board of Podiatry Ex-
aminers.”

Sec. 2. The amendments made by this
Act shall not be considered as affecting the
functions of the Commissioner of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the District of Co-
lumbia Council under such Act of May 28,
1918.

Mr. STUCKEY, Mr. Speaker, the pur-
pose of this bill is to provide the District
of Columbia Board of Podiatry Examin-
ers with the discretionary authority to
accept the written theoretical examina-
tion given by the National Board of
Podiatry Examiners to virtually all grad-
uates of the recognized podiatry colleges,
in lieu of the local board’s own theoretical
examinations for licensing of podiatrists
in the District. However, a satisfactory
performance on a practical demonstra-~-
tion test administered by the District of
Columbia Board will continue to be re-
quired of all applicants for such license.

The National Board of Podiatry Exam-
iners consists of 12 members, represent-
ing such nationally recognized profes-
sional organizations as the Federation of
Podiatry Boards, the American Podiatry
Association, and the American Associa-
tion of Colleges of Podiatry. In addition,
13 groups of prominent educational test-
ing specialists assist the national board
in the development of its testing pro-
gram, which is presently recognized and
accepted by the U.S. Army and the US.
Navy, as well as by 34 States and three
provinces of Canada, as follows: Alberta,
Arkansas, Arizona, British Columbisa,
Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia, Hawaii,
Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky,
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minne-
sota Mississippi Missouri, Montana,
Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Mexico,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, On-
tario, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South
Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah,
Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin, and
Wyoming,

Our committee does not intend that
the authority granted in this legislation
will in any way involve or require mem-
bership on the part of any applicant in
and professional organization whatever.

Our committee is advised that the Dis-
trict of Columbia Board of Podiatry Ex-
aminers favors the adoption of the na-
tional board theoretical examinations as
the standard for licensing of podiatrists
in the District. Further, all expenses in-
cident to the preparation and adminis-
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tration of these tests are sustained by
the National Board of Podiatry Exam-
iners.

We are informed that the examination
given by the national board is at least as
comprehensive and as difficult as that
conducted by the District of Columbia
board, if not more so. However, this bill
charges the District of Columbia Board
with the responczibility of satisfying itself
that this is indeed true in all cases. Also,
the Board is authorized to regquire any
applicant to supplement his national
board examination with whatever fur-
ther theoretical test or tests they may
deem necessary.

PRECEDENT

H.R. 6350 of the 88th Congress, which
was passed by the House on July 23, 1963,
and which was approved on August 19,
1964 (Public Law 88-460), extended an
identical discretionary authority to the
District of Columbia Board of Dental
Examiners, enabling them to accept a na-
tional board examination in connection
with the licensing of dental hygienists in
the District of Columbia.

Your committee is of the opinion that
this same authority should be granted
with regard to the licensing of podiatrists
in the District of Columbia, for the same
reasons, namely, the elimination of a
needless duplication of theoretical testing
with a consequent saving of time and
expense on the part of the District of
Columbia Board, and also the alleviation
of needless hardship on the part of ap-
plicants who may have been out of school
for some years and yet can demonstrate
professional competence by satisfactory
performance on the practical demonstra-
tion test, which would still be required
of all applicants.

HISTORY OF LEGISLATION

Proposed legislation substantially
identical to H.R. 2595 has been approved
by the House in each of the past four
Congresses. These bills were H.R. 9962
of the 88th Congress, approved by the
House on March 9, 1964;: H.R. 1699 of the
89th Congress, approved by the House on
February 8, 1965; H.R. 3370 of the 90th
Congress, passed by the House on April
24, 1967; and H.R. 9549 of the 91st Con-
g;ggs, approved by the House on July 14,

CosT

No additional cost to the District of
Columbia government will result from
gle enactment of this proposed legisla-

on.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr, Speaker, the pur-
pose of this bill is to provide the District
of Columbia Board of Podiatry Examin-
ers with the discretionary authority to
accept the written theoretical examina-
tion given by the National Board of
Podiatry Examiners to virtually all grad-
uates of the recognized podiatry colleges,
in lieu of the local board’s own theoreti-
cal examinations for licensing of podia-
trists in the Distriet. However, a satisfac-
tory performance on a practical demon-
stration test administered by the District
of Columbia Board will continue to be
required of all applicants for such li-
cense.

The National Board of Podiatry Ex-
aminers consists of 12 members, repre-
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senting such nationally recognized pro-
fessional organizations as the Federa-
tion of Podiatry Boards, the American
Podiatry Association, and the American
Association of Colleges of Podiatry. In
addition, 13 groups of prominent educa-
tional testing specialists assist the na-
tional board in the development of its
testing program, which is presently rec-
ognized and accepted by the U.S. Army
and the U.S. Navy, as well as by 34 States
and three Provinces of Canada.

The bill is not intended in any way to
involve or require membership on the
part of any applicant in any professional
organization.

Among those favoring the bill is the
District of Columbia Board of Podiatry
Examiners and they do this for the rea-
son that the inclusion of the national
board theoretical examinations as a
standard offers a uniform and consistent
measure of academic achievement be-
cause the national board program is
recognized or utilized in the following
States or Provinces: Alberta, Arkansas,
Arizona, British Columbia, Colorado,
Connecticut, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, II-
linois, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebras-
ka, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North
Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Ontario,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Caro-
lina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah,
Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin, and
Wyoming.

In addition, the expenses incident to
the national board examinations are sus-
tained by the National Board of Podiatry
Examiners so that, taking into consid-
eration that the national board examina-
tions are at least as comprehensive as
that required in the District, and that
the District is charged with the respon-
sibility of insuring that this continues to
be the case, there should be no objection
to the enactment of this legislation.

Similar legislation wes authorized in
1963 with respect to the District of Co-
lumbia Board of Dental Examiners.
Meanwhile, the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia recognizes the value
of this legislation and his principal ob-
servation is that he hopes eventually to
revise and modernize all licensing pro-
cedures for professional groups that
touch upon professions, businesses, and
certain occupations.

The legislation is substantially the
same as that passed in the 88th, 89th,
90th, and 91st Congresses and since there
is not any additional cost to the District
resulting from enactment of this legis-
lation, I can see no reason why the Con-
gress should fail to act favorable on
H.R. 2595.

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

HEALTH STANDARDS FOR EMPLOY-
EES OF FOOD ESTABLISHMENTS

Mr. STUCKEY. Mr. Speaker, by direc-

tion of the Committee on the District of
Columbia, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of the bill
(H.R. 7096) to direct the establishment
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of health standards for employees of food
service establishments in the District of
Columbia.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Geor-
gia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 7096

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress asssembled, That no
person may be employed by any food service
establishment in the District of Columbia
(including the restaurants of the United
States Senate and House of Representatives
and any other food service establishment on
real property owned or leased by the United
States Government) (excluding any food
service facllity in the House of Representa-
tives Office Buildings, the Senate Office Build-
ings, and the United States Capitol) unless
he meets such health standard as the District
of Columbia Council shall by regulation pre-
scribe. Such regulation shall require that (1)
each employee of a food service establishment
in the District of Columbia undergo, at least
annually, an examination to determine if he
meets such standard; and (2) such examina-
tion include a tuberculin test, X-ray of the
chest (uncovered), a serology, and examina-
tion of hands, skin, nose, throat, and body
orifices, including a culture (where appro-
priate).

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, starting on line 4, strike out the
parenthetical phrase beginning with “in-
cluding”, and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: (excluding any food service facility
in the House of Representatives Office Build-
ings, the Senate Office Bulildings, and the
U.S. Capitol).

Page 2, after line 5, add the following new
section:

“Sec. 2. There is authorized to be appro-
priated a sum not to exceed $331,5600 for each
of the fiscal years 1972 and 1973 to carry
out the purposes of this act.”

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

Mr. STUCKEY. Mr. Speaker, the pur-
pose of the legislation—H.R. 7096—is to
provide health standards for personnel
in food service establishments in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Historically, the District of Columbia
government has exercised delegated au-
thority to issue and enforce regulations
relating to health standards in food serv-
ice businesses, The most recent general
restatement of this delegation of author-
ity was in the act of December 20, 1944,
D.C. Code, sec. 6-1101 (58 Stat. 826),
which gave the Commissioner of the
District broad powers to establish and
enforce regulations relating to private
and public food service places, including
government facilities but excluding those
operating under the Senate and House
of Representatives.

Regulations were drawn and were en-
forced for a period of years. As a part of
such regulations, health certificates were
required from food service employees
based on periodic examinations for con-
tagious diseases. House District Commit-
tee investigations of the operations of the
Department of Public Health for the Dis-
trict in 1957 disclosed that such examina-
tions of personnel had been discontinued.

Testimony before the committee in-
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dicated a purposeful discontinuance of
the practice of requiring a showing of
freedom from infectious diseases for food
handlers was based on the contention
that such examinations gave a “false
sense of security” to the public. The con-
tention was that a person who had quali-
fied and was certified as being disease
free might become infected in a matter
of days or weeks later. Despite the ex-
pression of dissatisfaction with this
viewpoint of providing no examinations
because occasional examinations could
not guarantee disease free personnel en-
gaged in food handling, the District gov-
ernment has continued the no examina-
tion policy to this date.

Other authority to the Commissioner
and the Council of the District of Colum-
bia was delegated by Congress in the act
of Aug. 4, 1946, District of Columbia
Code, section 6-119a (60 Stat. 919) as
amended by the act of Aug. 1, 1950 (64
Stat. 393), while not directed to food
service personnel specifically, would be
applicable and require action by the Di-
rector of Public Health in removing per-
sons from places and employment where
the public might be exposed to a com-
municable disease. However, this action
was premised on discovery of the diseased
condition by observation rather than by
routine examination.

THE PRESENT PROBLEM

Food establishment personnel in the
District have been free from the neces-
sity of meeting any health examination
standards before employment for more
than 13 years. The District has become
one of the worst, if not the worst, city
in incidence of tuberculosis and venereal
infection in the Nation. However, no sig-
nificant public voice was raised until a
number of tuberculosis cases appeared
on Capitol Hill during the 91st Congress.

The alarm generated brought about a
renewed feeling of insufficient protection
to the public for lack of reasonable health
standards for food service establishment
workers. This led to action setting up
health-protective measures on a tempo-
rary basis on Capitol Hill and led to the
introduction of legislation to deal gen-
erally with the issue.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

The bill, HR. 7095, as introduced,
called upon the District of Columbia
Council to establish regulations prohibit-
ing employment of any person in a food
service establishment, including those on
Capitol Hill, unless he presents a certif-
icate showing a physical examination
meeting the standards set. As part of
such health check, chest X-ray, tuber-
culin test, serology, and examination of
the skin, nose, throat, and body orifices
would be required.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

As amended, the bill would exclude
any of the food services in the Senate
Office Buildings, the House Office Build-
ings and the Capitol Building from the
supervision of District government em-
ployees enforcing District Council stand-
ar:ds. This area of the problem is dealt
with separately in other legislation which
expresses a specific purpose of the Con-
gress to assure good health standards at
all facilities operated on Capitol Hill un-
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der the jurisdiction of the House and
Senate.

A second amendment adds a new sec-
tion 2 to the bill. This section authorizes
an appropriation not to exceed $331,500
for each of the fiscal years 1972 and 1973,
which funds are for the specific purpose
of effecting the provisions of section 1
of the bill.

Section 2 was added to the bill to as-
sure that the health officials of the Dis-
trict use any funds provided only for
examinations of food service employees.
Health supervisors for the District of
Columbia testified that they considered
such a program of examination of such
employees to be of such low priority that
they would not devote attention to it
within funds requested in the budget or
expected to be granted by Congress. The
section is the strongest legislative expres-
sion possible by the Committee and
which can be made fully effective within
the discretion of the Committee on Ap-
propriations in its recommendations to
the House on the District of Columbia
budget.

The clear hope of the committee is
that the necessary funds to carry out
the program be appropriated and, in
such event, used solely for the purposes
specified in the act.

HEARINGS

On July 26, 1971, the Subcommittee
on Health, Welfare, Housing, and Youth
Affairs held public hearings on several
similar bills which were pending. The
report of the Commissioner of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the testimony of
the representative from the Office of the
Corporation Counsel expressed general
approval of the provisions of the bill
placing the House and Senate under the
supervision of the District enforcement
of health regulations. Otherwise, the
proposed program was placed in low
category of need and beyond the reach
of present personnel and funding.

The Director of the Health Services
Administration of the District govern-
ment testified in detail and responded fo
detailed questioning. In view of the firm
support of the Commissioner’s position
that no program would be undertaken
except by special provision of the Con-
gress, our committee decided to author-
ize specifically certain funds to be used
only for the examination and certifica-
tion of personnel in food establishments
in the District.

COST OF PROGRAM

In response to request by the commit-
tee, the District government provided
estimated costs for the operation of the
program established by the legislation.
The items indicated as necessary indi-
cated a total cost of $331,500 for the
health testing program. No more suitable
figures appeared available to the com-
mittee or from other sources. The total
cost of the program authorized by the
bill would be $663,000 for the 2-year
trial period of the health protective pro-
cedures.

Mr. NELSEN, Mr, Speaker, the purpose
of this legislation is to provide health
standards for personnel in food service
establishments in the District of Colum-
bia. The newspapers over recent months
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have been filled with articles concerning
the problems involved in the enforce-
ment of regulations, principally the
question of the cleanliness of the estab-
lishments and whether or not they are
adhering to the health regulations. Of
course, we all know that the food services
establishments here in the Capitol area
itself were subjected to a scare when it
came to light that a number of indi-
viduals who were employed in the service
and preparation of food were exposing
the eating public to certain communica-
ble diseases.

The legislative background and prob-
lems involved in the legislation are set
out below:

LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

Historically, the District of Columbia
government has exercised delegated au-
thority to issue and enforce regulations
relating to health standards in food serv-
ice businesses. The most recent general
restatement of this delegation of au-
thority was in the act of December 20,
1944, District of Columbia Code, section
6-1101 (58 Stat. 826), which gave the
Commissioners of the District broad pow-
ers to establish and enforce regulations
relating to private and public food serv-
ice places excluding Government facili-
ties but excluding those operating under
the Senate and House of Representa-
tives.

Regulations were drawn and were en-
forced for a period of years. As a part of
such regulations, health certificates were
required from food service employees
based on periodic examinations for con-
tagious diseases. House District Commit-
tee investigations of the operations of
the Department of Public Health for the
District in 1957 disclosed that such ex-
aminations of personnel had been dis-
continued.

THE PRESENT PROBELEM

Food establishment personnel in the
District have been free from the neces-
sity of meeting any health examination
standards before employment for more
than 13 years. The District has become
one of the worst, if not the worst, city
in incidence of tuberculosis and venereal
infection in the Nation. However, no sig-
nificant public voice was raised until a
number of tuberculosis cases appeared
on Capitol Hill during the 91st Congress.

The alarm generated brought about
a renewed feeling of insufficient protec-
tion to the public for lack of reasonable
health standards for food service estab-
lishment workers. This led to action
setting up health-protective measures on
a temporary basis on Capitol Hill and
led to the introduction of legislation to
deal generally with the issue.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

The bill, HR. 7096, as introduced,
called upon the District of Columbia
Council to establish regulations pro-
hibiting employment of any person in a
food service establishment, including
those on Capitol Hill, unless he presents
a certificate showing a physical exami-

nation meeting the standards set. As part
of such health check, chest X-ray, tuber-
culin test, serology, and examination of
the skin, nose, throat, and body orifices
would be required.
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COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

As amended, the bill would exclude any
of the food services in the Senate Office
Buildings, the House Office Buildings, and
the Capitol Building from the supervision
of District government employees enfore-
ing District Council Standards. This area
of the problem is dealt with separately in
other legislation which expresses a spe-
cific purpose of the Congress to assure
good health standards at all facilities
operated on Capitol Hill under the juris-
diction of the House and Senate.

A second amendment adds a new sec-
tion 2 to the bill. This section authorizes
an appropriation not to exceed $331,500
for each of the fiscal years 1972 and 1973,
which funds are for the specific purpose
of effecting the provisions of section 1 of
the bill.

Section 2 was added to the bill to as-
sure that the health officials of the Dis-
trict use any funds provided only for
examinations of food service employees.
Health supervisors for the Distriet of
Columbia testified that they considered
such a program of examination of such
employees to be of such low priority that
they would not devote attention to it
within funds requested in the budget or
expecte_d to be granted by Congress. The
section is the strongest legislative expres-
sion possible by the committee and
which can be made fully effective within
the discretion of the Committee on Ap-
propriations in its recommendations to
the House on the District of Columbia
budget.

The clear hope of the committee is that
the necessary funds to carry out the pro-
gram be appropriated and, in such event,
used solely for the purposes specified in
the act.

The Commissioner of the District of
Columbia and others in the District gov-
ernment who testified with regard to this
bill expressed general approval of the
provisions. While the cost of the program
in the District is estimated at approxi-
mately $331,500 for the first year, there
is no indication of how it will be funded
but I am sure that with the priority we
place on this program, the Appropria-
tions Committee will give this matter full
consideration.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I commend
the House Committee on the District of
Columbia for bringing before this body,
H.R. 7096 which will establish and pro-
vide health standards for personnel in
food service establishments within the
District of Columbia, I originally intro-
duced this bill nearly 1 year ago on Au-
gust 13, 1970.

The bill came about as a reaction to
the six cases of tuberculosis that ap-
peared on Capitol Hill early last year.
Wgthout going into a detailed history of
this tragedy, it goes without saying that
the outbreak of TB exposed defects, not
only in the law pertaining to general
health standard regulations in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, but more specifically
those affecting food handlers.

The present District of Columbia code
contains a provision stating that no per-
son afflicted with any communicable dis-
ease can work “with food.” The code goes
no further, and H.R. 7096 would put
“teeth” in the present health code. These
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new “teeth” would require that no per-
son can be employed by any food estab-
lishment in the District, unless he meets
such minimal health standards pre-
scribed by the District council in pur-
suant to the tests outlined in the bill.
The bill calls for annual examinations
which include a tuberculin test, X-ray
of the chest—uncovered—serological
tests and an examination of the hands,
skin, nose, throat, and body orfices, in-
cluding a culture where appropriate.
These standards would provide, in my
opinion and that of other experts, mini-
mal sufficient protection against further
outbreaks of communicable diseases such
as tuberculosis, dysenteries, and other
common or rare diseases ordinarily asso-
ciated with food handling and prepara-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I did not hastily draft the
proposed tests in this legislation. My of-
fice, with the help of the American Medi-
cal Association, compiled and examined
the health codes of other large munici-
palities. In addition, we contacted the
District of Columbia Medical Society,
and with the help of its then president,
Dr. Frank S. Pellegrini, M.D., came up
with the four examinations that are enu-
merated in the bill. I might add that the
capitol physician and his staff have been
cooperative as has the House Restaurant
Committee.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the District of
Columbia ranks fifth in the incidence of
active new tuberculosis cases among the
more than 50 cities in the Nation with a
population of 250,000 or more. The new
case rate is nearly three times the na-
tional average and the death rate is more
than triple that of the rest of the Nation,
according to the District of Columbia
Tuberculosis and Respiratory Disease
Association. Given this record, the pas-
sage and signing into law of H.R. 7096 is
more than a necessity. It should be borne
in mind that although the concept and
discovery originated from the infamous
Capitol Hill TB outbreak, the lack of law,
and the exclusion of Capitol Hill applies
to all diseases transmissible by food han-
dlers.

As one of the “doctors in the house”
who has done preventive, as well as ex-
tensive curative surgery for this chest
disease and its near-end results, as well
as old-fashioned typhoid and other
epidemics, we in the Congress can do no
less than passing into final law H.R. 7096
if we wish to protect the health of Gov-
ernment employees, visitors to and citi-
zens of the District of Columbia.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise at
this time to commend my distinguished
colleague from Missouri, Dr. Hary, for
his sponsorship of H.R. 7096 which we
consider today on the Consent Calendar.

Less than a month ago, I would not
have been knowledgeable enough to
make a judgment on the need or the
benefits of a piece of legislation of this
kind. However, within the past 2 weeks,
the Special Studies Subcommittee, which
I am privileged to chair, of the House
Government Operations Committee, has
conducted several days of hearings on
the sanitary conditions of food service
establishments in the District of Co-
lumbia.
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Mr. Speaker, I take this time not only
to commend our able colleague from
Missouri, Dr. Harr, but also to let it be
known that our subcommiftee will re-
sume its deliberations following its Au-
gust recess.

During our hearings it developed that
here in the District of Columbia there
are no requirements for physical exam-
inations of employees who handle food
in our supermarkets, restaurants, deli-
catessens, and other food-handling es-
tablishments. It was my opinion then and
it is the opinion of many observers more
expert than myself that this was and is
a glaring weakness that should be cor-
rected at the earliest possible time. That
is why I am so glad to see H.R. 7096 con-
sidered today under the Consent Calen-
dar. It would be difficult to believe there
can be any opposition to this bill. It has
been endorsed by the District of Colum-
bia government.

The bill requires that no person be em-
ployed by any food establishment unless
he meets certain health standards. It
calls for annual examinations which in-
clude tuberculin tests, X-ray of the chest,
serological tests, examination of the
hands, skin, nose, throat, and body ori-
fices including cultures where appropri-
ate.

These standards should provide mini-
mal protection against further out-
breaks of communicable diseases such as
tuberculosis, dysentery, and other dis-
eases ordinarily associated with food
handling and preparation.

It has been suggested that tuberculin
tests may be costly. Those on the Dis-
triect of Columbia Council who have es-
timated that the cost of this program
would be at least $225,000 per year have
neglected and omitted to explain how
they arrived at this figure. Without being
absolutely certain, I feel that it is a rea-
sonable assumption worthy of explora-
tion to proceed in the belief that there
could be financial and administrative
assistance in the establishment of these
health standards and the tests that
might be implemented from the U.S.
Public Health Service. It is even pos-
sible that the U.S. Public Health Serv-
ice might make the District of Columbia
& demonstration area.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I have been reliably
advised that a person can have a fairly
advanced case of tuberculosis, venereal
disease, or other contagious diseases
without these conditions being apparent
to other people or especially to nonpro-
fessional persons. Infected individuals
can work in the preparation, handling,
and dispensing of food in Washington
because there is no requirement for
their condition to be detected by a pre-
entry health examination, followed by
regular examinations thereafter. An
average active case of tuberculosis, it
is estimated, can be the source of infec-
tion for 15 persons before it is detected.
This is an incredible situation.

It may be hard to believe but it is
true that a TB victim can begin infect-
ing others well before his own symptoms
force him to seek medical advice for
himself. Now let us make no mistake
about it. Tuberculosis can be spread
through food and can be spread beyond
person-to-person contact.
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We are all indebted to Dr. Hair for
his testimony before the District of Co-
lumbia Committee, where he pointed out
that the mere sneezing or coughing on
a piece of apple pie can spread the
tuberculosis germ.

During the hearings before our Special
Studies Subcommittee it was developed
that there may be differences of opinion
among the medical profession as to the
value of annual physical examinations
or tests for TB and syphilis. But even
if there is a difference of opinion, as long
as it remains possible that persons can
become ill from food handling by in-
fected personnel, then the public should
and must be protected by requiring that
infected persons be screened out from
employment in the food-serving estab-
lishments of Washington.

One of the doctors in the Distriet of
Columbia Environmental Health Serv-
ices Administration during our hearings
opposed compulsory health examina-
tions because he said there had been no
outbreak of tuberculosis traceable to
food handlers. Well, maybe we have been
fortunate or I should say, blessed, that
there has been no such outbreak. Even
50 why should we wait until there is an
epidemic before taking action in this
area to protect the consuming public?
These examinations may cost some
money but good health is always worth
its cost.

As chairman of a subcommittee that
has recorded over 1,100 pages of testi-
mony during the past two weeks, I am
convinced of the benefits to be derived
from health standards to be provided
for employees of our food service estab-
lishments. We must require an annual
examination to include a tuberculin test.
blood test, and a careful examination of
the hands, skin, nose, throat, and body
orifices of those who handle food. I am
sure of the need. The time to act is now.

Once again, let me suggest that the
House is indebted to Dr. HauL for the in-
troduction of H.R. 7096 and for his
earlier testimony before the District
Committee. Also those thousands of resi-
dents who live or work in the District
of Columbia and those thousands upon
thousands of tourists who visit this capi-
tal city annually are in debt to him for
his contribution to their health and
well-being.

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

AMENDING POLICE AND FIREMEN'S
SALARY ACT

Mr. STUCKEY. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on the District of
Columbia, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of the bill
(H.R. 8744) to amend the District of Co-
lumbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act
of 1958.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Geor-
gia?

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STUCKEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that prior to passage
of each of the District bills, the subcom-
mittee chairman and other Members may
be permitted to extend their remarks in
explanation of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

e ——— R —

ENCE REPORT ON H.R. 9272,
C%NEFE"?&R;%‘IMEN'IS OF STATE, JUS-
TICE, AND COMMERCE, THE J UDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS, 1872

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I call up the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 9272) making appropriations
for the Departments of State, Justice,
and Commerce, the Judiciary, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1972, and for other purposes, and ask
unanimous consent that the statement
of the managers be read in lieu of the
report. !

eﬁ?he Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York? )

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of July 28,
1971.)

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, the bill (H.R. 9272) making appro-
priations for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, the Judiciary
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1872, and for other pur-
poses, as agreed to by the conferees, con-
tains a total of $4,067,116,000 in new ob-

tional authority.
ligﬁ also contains an additional $240,-
544,000 for liquidation of contract au-
orizations.
t“:ll'-lcwvoa:ver, the bill is $149,686,000 below
the total amount of the budget estimates.
These are real savings.

The bill is $382,933,000 above the bill

as originally passed by the House, due
ily to the fact that $352,615,000

was deleted on the House floor upon valid

points of order sustained by the Chair.

The Senate also considered budget
amendments totaling $11,805,000 not
considered by the House. If you deduct
the total of those two figures from the
total increase, the increase is only $18,-
513,000.

The bill is $30,967,000 below the Senate
bill.

In passing I must also point out that
the bill now is $243,763,700 over the total
appropriation for the fiscal year 1971.

Mr, Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. Eb-
WARDS) .

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
New York for yielding this time to me.

Even though this conference report, I
am sure, will be accepted by the House
today, I want to advise my colleagues
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that the issue is really not finished. This
report may very well be defeated in the
Senate for the same reason that 141 of
us voted to instruct the conferees to ac-
cept Senator Ervin's amendment when
the bill was before the House of Repre-
sentatives last week.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. At that
time 246 Members voted the other way,
did they not?

Mr. EDWARDS of California, Yes;
that is true. But I would point out to
the gentleman that no debate was al-
lowed by the gentleman from New York
on this very important constitutional
issue, so really the House Members had
no way to find out what the issue was.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman further yield?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. The gen-
tleman should know that on such a mo-
tion as was pending, no debate was per-
missible.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I might
point out to the gentleman that my mo-
tion would have been debated for an
hour, but the gentleman from New York,
by his motion to table, made this im-
possible.

Many House Members were terribly
disappointed there was no debate. How
did this intolerable situation come to
pass? On June 28, 1971, the House passed
H.R. 9272, the appropriations bill for
State, Justice, and Commerce. Funds
were provided for the SACB in the
amount of $450,000 to allow that Board
to continue to function within its pre-
scribed limits. After the House acted, the
President, on July 2, by Executive order,
greatly expanded the power and author-
ity of the Board, in direct violation of
article I, section 1 of the Constitution
wherein all legislative power is vested in
Congress. The Senate acted to correct
this flagrant abuse of congressional au-
thority and under the leadership of Sen-
ator Sam Ervin, amended the bill to limit
the authority of the SACB by prohibit-
ing any of its funds being used to carry
out the new duties assigned under the
President’s Executive order of July 2,
And so, last week when the bill was sent
to conference, the House was once again
prevented from hearing debate on this
important issue by the motion of the
gentleman from New York. Yet, half of
the Democratic Members of the House
voted to instruct the conferees to accept
the Senate amendment.

Let me point out what is going to hap-
pen over in the Senate, where many
Members on both sides of the aisle feel
the White House has usurped the legisla-
tive powers of the Congress by issuing
a Presidential order in an area where
only Congress can act.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, will the distinguished gentleman
yield?

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Does the
gentleman realize, as a Member of the
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House Judiciary Committee, that the
Appropriations Committees of the House
and Senate would be usurping the au-
thority of the Judiciary Committees of
the House and Senate by inserting leg-
islation on an appropriation bill?

Mr. EDWARDS of California, I would
respectfully suggest to the gentleman
from New York, the distinguished chair-
man of the subcommittee, that in blindly
accepting this Presidential order, we here
in the House are appropriating funds
without proper legislative authority.

Indeed, the White House knows very
well what it is doing, because on July 15
a bill to do just what was done in the
Executive order was introduced by Sen-
ators HrRuskaA and EAsTLAND on behalf of
the President, of course, if the confer-
ence report is approved by both Houses,
the legislation will become unnecessary.
We will have no hearings or witnesses,
but it will have been accomplished by
Presidential fiat without hearings or de-
bate in Congress.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Will the
gentleman further yield?

Mr, EDWARDS of California. Yes. I
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. These are
the very prerogatives of the committee
to which the gentleman belongs. They
belong to the Judiciary Committees of
both Houses. The Senator who inserted
this language in the other body is a mem-
ber of the Judiciary Committee of that
body. The gentleman presently in the
well of the House is a member of the Ju-
diciary Committee of the House,

Mr., EDWARDS of California. That is
correct.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. This is
their baby and not ours.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. That is
correct. Apparently in the Senate 28
Members announced over the weekend
that when this conference report gets
back to the Senate and is considered on
the floor of the Senate they will recom-
mend and vote to return it to the con-
ferees.

I might say that the letter of Senator
Ervin—the Senate’s leading constitu-
tional authority—to majority leader
MANSFIELD says that the Executive or-
der—is to us an outrageous assertion of
unauthorized Presidential power. I want
my colleagues to hear that letter in its

entirety:
5 U.S. SENATE,

Washington, D.C., July 29, 1971.
Hon, MIKE MANSFIELD,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mrge: We are writing to express our
concern that the conference committee on
HR. 9272, the State, Justice, Commerce ap-
propriations bill, may delete the Senate
amendment limiting the authority of the
Subversive Actlivities Control Board. That
amendment, you will recall, was proposed by
Sam Ervin on July 19 and adopted 51-37.

In recent years the SACB has become the
object of growing controversy in the Senate
because of its inactivity. Whereas last year
Bill Proxmire's effort to eliminate all funds
gathered only 28 votes, this year he had the
support of 41 Senators and his effort to delete
the $450,000 appropriation failed by only 6
votes. At a time when the economy is weak
and many citizens are unemployed, opposi-
tion in both parties to the Congress giving
$36,000 a year salary to men who do nothing
has naturally increased.
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There is also much concern over the
spectre of a group of five men determining
what is “American” and “un-American” and
creating an official blacklist which slanders
those who hold unpopular or even outra-
geous views, The cost in personal suffering to
thousands of citizens who may have what
the Board regards as “sympathetic associa-
tions” with fringe political groups is too high
for a nation which prides itself on freedom
of thought, assoclation and expression. The
Board is a negation of the high ideals upon
which this country was founded and upon
which it has thrived.

The Senate amendment does not abolish
the Board or deprive it of funds. It became
necessary because of a peculiar move on the
part of the Justice Department just prior to
the time the bill came to the fioor. On July 8,
under what the Department has asserted is
the President’s “constitutional statutory au-
thority,” an Executive Order was issued ex-
panding the Board's powers beyond what
Congress has defined in the statute creating
the Board. Under the Constitution, only the
Congress has legislative power. Only it may
amend statutes. The new Executive Order
represents an assertion of executive power
which the Congress must not let pass. In re-
cent years we have seen the tragic results of
unchecked Presidential power in foreign af-
fairs. This Is merely another example on a
domestic issue.

In a normal case the Issue of the unilateral
expansion of a statute's terms might be left
to the courts. But the Justice Department
has made it guite clear that it will regard
passage of the Board's appropriation as an
express ratification and approval of the prin-
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ciple that the President may change the
terms of a statute by Executive Order.

This is to us an outrageous assertion of
unauthorized executive power It is made
even more outrageous by the fact that the
order was not even issued until after the
House had passed the appropriation, and was
not published until two days after the Senate
hearings. Congress cannot allow itself to be
put in a position of approving in advance
and in ignorance executive usurpations of
authority which the Constitution gives ex-
clusively to Congress and denies to the ex-
ecutive branch.

Since the amendment was supported by
Senators of both parties and holding a broad
range of views, we earnestly hope that the
conference will preserve the Senate’s repudia-
tion of this Justice Department position.
Should they not, we feel we have no alter-
native but to support Sam Ervin's declared
intention to oppose the report and return
the bill to conference with instructions to
insist upon its inclusion in the final product.

In view of our concern, we hope you will
make no unanimous consent arrangements
regarding the disposition of the conference
report. We would appreciate your informing
us when you intend to schedule the report
80 that we can be present when it comes to
the flocr.

Sincerely,

Sam J. Ervin, Jr,, Bob Packwood, Charles
MecC. Mathias, Daniel E. Inouye, Philip
A, Hart, Edward Eennedy, Quentin
Burdick, Vance Hartke, Edward W.
Brooke, Henry M. Jackson, Bill Prox-
mire, John V. Tunney.

George 8. McGovern, Mark O. Hatfield,
Walter F. Mondale, Stuart Symington,

28855

Fred R. Harris, Alan Cranston, Birch
Bayh, Gale W. McGee, Harold E.
Hughes.

Edmund S. Muskie, Thomas F. Eagleton,
Hubert H, Humphrey, Clifford P. Case,
Harrison A. Williams, Gaylord Nelson.

And so, Mr. Speaker, I want to point
out that I am very disappointed and
chagrined at this blatant usurpation of
legislative authority by the executive
branch.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I am con-
fident the House will overwhelmingly
reject the gentleman’s position on
amendment numbered 35 and adopt the
pending conference report.

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

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman state
for the Recorp the reason why this con-
ference report is $243,763,000 above the
g.ppropﬂation for similar purposes in

971?

Mr. ROONEY of New York. This is
primarily due to the increases which are
set forth in a table which I have in my
hand. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert this table at this point in
the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, AND COMMERCE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES, 1972

Budget esti-
mates of new
(obligational)

authority,
fiscal year 1972

New budget

(obligational)
authority,

fiscal year 19 1

@

Department or agency
(O]

Conf action d with—

New budget
New budget  (obligational)

New budget
(obligational) authority

(obligational)

T Dudest

New budget

New budget
(obligational) S bude

Budget esti-
(obligationat)

mates nl‘ new
(¢

authority rity  recomm

authority authority

1)
authority,

recommended
in House bill

)

action
()

in Senate bill

@ (O]

fiscal year 1971

in Senate bill
(10

fiscal year 1972 in House bill

@ @)

Department of State_ .. __._....

Department of Justice__

Department of Commerce.

The Judiciary.

A merican Battl
Commission. =

Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency

Commission on American Shlp-
building. . %

Commission on Civil Rig h

Office of Education: Bml Rights
education. . e

€qual Employment Opportunity
Commission. .

Federal Maritims Gommission.

Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission.. .

National Commission on Fire
Prevention and Control__

MNational Commission on Re!‘orrn
of Federal Criminal Laws. .

National Tourism R
Review Commission. 50, 000

Small Business Administration___. 650, 352, 000

Special represqnlallve for trade

$462, 234, B0O
1,250, 862, 000
1, 054, 976, 000
153, 665, 100

2, 815, 000

ments

19, 218, 000
hea 16, 185, 000
4, 658, 000

975, 000

50, 000

100 000, .....

negotial 8 968, 000

585, 000

, 598, 000

" 178, 679, 000
3, 247, 000
9, 064, 000

27, 620, 000
5, 412, 000

888, 000

700, 000
425, 287, 000 398, 787, 000
800, 000

198, 130, 000

$495, 363, 000
1, 563, 322, 000
1, 190, 674, 000

169, 531, 000

3, 247, 000

$491,673,000 $505, 539, 000
1,552, 696, 000 1, 563, 990, 000
892,811,000 1,204, 775, 000
100, 877, 000 170, 233, 000

3, 247, 000 3, 247, 000
9, 000, 000 9, 000, 000

450, 000 550, 000
3, 400, 000 3, 400, 00O

333, 128, 200
312, 460, 000
+-135, 698, 000
+-15, 865, 500
+432, 000

--355, 000

—$13, 235, 000 —$ID 1}'6 Uw

-+-400, 000
-3, 000

—19, 218, 000

22, 000,
5, 3C0, GO0
850, 000

250, 000
—251, 215, 000
162, 000

196, 806, 000 , 806, "806,000 47,

-+6, 815, 000
-

642, 000
=125, 000

<250, 000
—100, 000

—400, 000

—ZE 150, 000

—168, 000
=17,000 ______....

—340, 000
—1,324, 000

+-48, 600
1, 000
221, 000

Total hnew budgel (ohhgatlnnsl)

authority. . .. ceemeenese |3 823,352,300

4,216,802,000 3,684,183,000 4,098, 083,000

4,067, 116, 000

+-243, 763, 700

— 148, 686, 000

Memoranda:
Appropriations to liquidate con-
tucraulhnrizatfuns
Total appropriations, including
appropriations to liquidate
contract authorizations

(274, 453, 000)

(240, 544, 000)

(240,544,000) (240, 544, 000)

(—33, 909, 000)

(4,097, 805, 300) (4, 457,346, 000) (3,684, 183,000) (4, 338, 627,000) (4, 307, 660,000) (209, 854,700) (—149,686,000) (4-623,477,000) (—30,967,000)

Mr. ROONEY of New York. The fore-

various departments and agencies con-

Then, of course, for the Department of

going table shows the action of the House tained in the bill. Much of the increase Justice alone there is a very substantial

and Senate conferees with regard to the

is for Pay Act money.

increase of $312,460,000.
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For the Department of Commerce
there is an increase of $135,698,000.

I shall be glad to permit the gentle-
man from Iowa to see this table at this
point if he so desires.

Mr. GROSS. I will say that the gentle-
man’s staff was kind enough to provide
me with a copy of the chart a few mo-
ments ago. I appreciate the information,
but I have not had the time to peruse it.

I did notice in the report that this bill
is more than $243 million above spending
last year for similar purposes. I merely
rose to ask the gentleman what the main
increases were.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Well, they
would have been a great deal more if we
had appropriated the full amounts au-
thorized by the legislative committees.
We carefully inspect these budgets, and
it almost always turns out that the
agency is well off, when we are finished,
with our substantial savings. We must
not forget that the bill is $30,967,000 be-
low the amount of the Senate bill and it
is $149,686,000 below the amounts of the
budget requests.

Mr. GROSS. While I am, of course,
pleased to see that the other body did
not have its way in this instance, I am
concerned by the continual spending
above the figures for last year, when we
so badly need drastic cuts. Yes, we badly
need drastic cuts in expenditures and we
are not getting them.

I thank the gentleman from New York
for his response.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr,
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the distinguished ranking
minority member, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr, Bow).

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, this is a good
conference report, in my opinion.

It has been pointed out that we are
$149 million under the budget, which is
rather unusual these days.

The increases to which the gentle-
man from Iowa has directed a great
many questions are for automatic pay
raises, and in addition to that there was
a rather substantial increase in the ap-
propriation for the LEAA in the Depart-
ment of Justice. I think that is about the
only one over the House figure.

I am sure the Members of the House
will recall that the Maritime Commis-
sion appropriation was stricken on the
floor of the House on a point of order as
not having been authorized.

Mr. Speaker, in my opinion this is a
good conference report and I urge its
adoption.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question on
the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HALL. Mr, Speaker, I object to the
vote on the ground that a quorum is not
present and make the point of order that
a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 337, nays 35, not voting 61,

as follows:

Abbitt
Adams
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, I11.
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspinall
Baker
Baring
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Betts
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Blanton
Boges
Bolling
Bow
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfleld
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Caffery
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Colller
Collins, TI1.
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Danlel, Va.
Danlels, N.J.

Dickinson
Dingell
Dow

Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Dwyer
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Fisher

[Roll No. 228]

YEAS—337

Flood
Flowers
Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey

Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso

Gray

Green, Oreg.

Hansen, Wash.
Harsha
Harvey
Hathaway
Hays

Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hicks, Mass,
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis

Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Howard

Hull

Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord

Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Earth

Kazen
Eeating
Eeith

Euykendall
Kyros
Landgrebe
Lennon
Lent
Link
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
McMillan
Macdonald,
Mass,
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mann

Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark,
Mills, Md.
Minigh
Mink
Minshall
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, 111
Murphy, N.X.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O'Eonskl
O'Neill
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle

Pike

Pirnie
Poage
Podell

Poff

Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Ill1.
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rees

Reid, I11.
Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney, N. Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Rousselot
Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruth

St Germain
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Schwengel

Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Springer
Stafford
Staggers
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Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Bteiger, Ariz.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Callf.
Teague, Tex.

Abourezk
Abzug
Badillo
Bingham
Burton
Camp
Crane
Derwinski
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Fraser
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Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis,
Thone
Tiernan

Udall

Uliman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware

Watts

Whalen

White
Whitehurst
Widnall

NAYS—35

Gross

Hall
Harrington
Hawkins
Helstoskl
Kastenmeier
Eoch

Kyl

Latta
Leggett
McClure
Mathis, Ga.

Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wolfl
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Zwach

Mikva
Mitchell
Nix

Rangel
Rarick
Ryan
Scheuer
Schmitz
Shoup
Stokes
Vanik

NOT VOTING—61

Abernethy
Addabbo
Aspin
Belcher
Bell
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland
Burlison, Mo.
Chisholm
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Conte
Conyers
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dellums
Dennis
Devine
Diggs
Donohue

Dorn
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, La.
Esch
Evins, Tenn.
Flynt
Ford,
William D.
Gallagher
Gubser
Halpern
Hanna
Hastings
Jones, Tenn.
Eee
Eemp
Landrum
Long, La.
MeCulloch
McEinney
Mazzoll

Montgomery
O'Hara
Peyser
Purcell
Riegle
Ruppe
Sandman
Saylor
Seiberling
Smith, N.¥.
Spence
Steiger, Wis.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Van Deerlin
Waldie
Whalley
Whitten
Wilson,
Charles H.

So the conference report was agreed

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Conte.

Mr. Burlison of Missouri with Mr. Esch.

Mr. Montgomery with Mr. Blackburn.

Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Belcher.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Halpern.

Mr. Boland with Mr. Devine.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. McKinney.
Mr. Purcell with Mr. Dennis.

Mr.
Spence.
Mr.

Mr, Kee with Mr. Hastings.
Mr. Aspin with Mr. Bell.
Mr. Seiberling with Mr. Diggs.

Mr.

Davis of South Carolina with Mr,

Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Riegle.

Dellums with Mr. Willlam D. Ford.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Kemp.

Mr.
Mr,
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Flynt with Mr. Peyser.
Dorn with Mr. Edwards of Alabama.
O'Hara with Mr. Clay.
Waldie with Mr. Conyers.

Van Deerlin with Mrs. Chisholm.
Hanna with Mr. Don H, Clausen.
Whitten with Mr. Ruppe.

Landrum with Mr. Smith of New York.
Long of Louisiana with Mr. Sandman.

Mr. Donohue with Mr. Saylor.

Mr.
of Wisconsin.

Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Steiger

Mr, Abernethy with Mr. Terry.
Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Thompson of

Georgia.

Mr. Mazzoll with Mr. Whalley.

Messrs, ECKHARDT and BINGHAM
changed their votes from “yea” to “nay.”
Mr. McEEVITT changed his vote from
“nay” to “yea.”
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the first amendment in disagreement.
The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment numbered 20: Page 32,
line 5, insert:

“SHIP CONSTRUCTION

“For construction-differential subsidy and
cost of national-defense features incident to
construction of ships for operation in for-
eign commerce (46 U.S.C. 1152, 1154); for
construction-differential subsidy and cost of
national-defense features incldent to the re-
construction and reconditioning of ships un-
der title V of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
as amended (46 U.S.C. 1154); and for acqui-
sition of used ships pursuant to section 510
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as
amended (46 U.S.C. 1160); to remain avail-
able until expended, $229,687,000.”

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. ROONEY OF NEW YORK

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr, Speak-
er, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. RooNEY of New York moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 20 and
concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment numbered 21: Page 32,
line 16, insert:

“OPERATING-DIFFERENTIAL SUBURBS (LIQUIDA-
TION OF CONTRACT AUTHORITY)

“For the payment of obligations incurred
for operating-differential subsidies granted
on or after January 1, 1947, as authorized by
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended,
and in appropriations heretofore made to the
United States Maritime Commission, $239,-
145,000, to remain available until expended:
Provided, That no contracts shall be executed
during the current fiscal year by the Secre-
tary of Commerce which will obligate the
Government to pay operating-differential
subsidy on more than one thousand seven
hundred voyages in any one calendar year,
including voyages covered by contracts in
effect at the beginning of the current fiscal
year.”

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. ROONEY OF NEW YORK

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. RoonEY of New York moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 21 and
concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 22: Page 33, line 5,
insert the following:

“RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

“For expenses necessary for research, de-
velopment, fabrication, and test operation of
experimental facilities and equipment; col-
lection and dissemination of maritime tech-
ical and engineering Information; studies to
improve water transportation systems; $23,-
750,000, to remain avallable until expended:
Provided, That transfers may be made from
this appropriation to the 'Vessel operations
revolving fund’ for losses resulting from ex-
penses of experimental ship operations.”
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MOTION OFFERED BY MR. ROONEY OF NEW YOREK

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr, Speak-
er, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. RoonEY of New York moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 22 and
concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No, 23: Page 33, line 15,
insert the following:

“SALARIES AND EXPENSES

“For expenses necessary for carrying into
effect the Merchant Marine Act, 1938, and
other laws administered by the Maritime Ad-
minstration, including not to exceed 81,125
for entertalnment of officlals of other coun-
tries when specifically authorized by the
Maritime Administrator; not to exceed $1,250
for representation allowances; $22,210,000.”
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. ROONEY OF NEW YORK

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. RoonEY of New York moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 23 and
concur therein,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Benate amendment No. 24: Page 33, line
22, insert the following:

“MARITIME TRAINING

“For training cadets as officers of the Mer-
chant Marine at the Merchant Marine Acad-
emy at Kings Point, New York; not to exceed
$2,500 for contingencies for the Superintend-
ent, United States Merchant Marine Acad-
emy; to be expended in his discretion; and
uniform and textbook allowances for cadets
midshipmen, at an average yearly cost of
not to exceed $475 per cadet; §7,513,000:
Provided, That except as herein provided for
uniform and textbook allowances, this ap-
propriation shall not be used for compensa-
tion or allowance for cadets: Provided fur-
ther, That reimbursement may be made to
this appropriation for expenses in support
of activities financed from the appropriations
for ‘Research and development’, ‘Ship con-
struction’, and *Salaries and expenses".”
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. ROONEY OF NEW YORK

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. RoonEY of New York moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the

amendment of the Senate numbered 24 and
concur therein,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerz will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 25: Page 34, line 12,
insert the following:

“STATE MARINE SCHOOLS

“For financial assistance to State marine
schools and the students thereof as author-
ized by the Maritime Academy Act of 1958
(72 Stat. 622-624), $2,200,000, to remain
avallable until expended, of which $801,000
is for maintenance and repair of vessels loan-
ed by the United States for use in connec-
tion with such State marine schools, and
£1,399,000, is for liguidation of obligations
incurred under authority granted by said
Act, to enter into contracts to make pay-
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ments for expenses incurred in the mainte-
nance and support of maritime schools, and
to pay allowances for uniforms, textbooks,
and subsistence of cadets at State marine
schools,”

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. ROONEY OF NEW YORK

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

Mr. RooNEY of New York moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 25 and
concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 26: Page 39, line

21, insert the following:
“SALARIES OF SUPPORTING PERSONNEL

“For salaries of all officlals and employees
of the Federal Judiciary, not otherwise spe-
cifically provided for, $69,206,000: Provided,
That the salaries of secretaries to circult and
distriet judges shall not exceed the compen-
sation established in chapter 51 of title 5,
United States.Code for General Schedule
grade (GS) 5, 6, T, 8, 9, or 10, and that the
salaries of law clerks to circuit and district
judges shall not exceed the compensation
established in chapter 51 of title 5, United
States Code for General Schedule grade (GS)
7, 8, 9, 10, 11, or 12: Provided further, That
(exclusive of step increases corresponding
with those provided for by chapter 53 of
title 5 of the United States Code, and of
compensation pald for temporary assistance
needed because of an emergency) the ag-
gregate salaries pald to secretaries and law
clerks appointed by each of the circult and
district judges shall not exceed $49,642 and
$30,080 per annum, respectively, except in
the case of the chief judge of each circuit
and the chief judge of each district court
having five or more district judges, In which
case the aggregate salaries shall not exceed
$61,150 and $38,671 per annum, respectively.”

MOTION OFFERED BY ME. ROONEY OF NEW YORK

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, RooNeEY of New York moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 26 and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert the following:

“SALARIES OF SUPPORTING PERSONNEL

“For salaries of all officials and employees
of the Federal Judiciary, not otherwise spe-
cifically provided for, $68,6564,000; Provided,
That the salaries of secretaries to circuit and
district judges shall not exceed the compen-
sation established in chapter 51 of title 5,
United States Code, for General Schedule
grade (GS) 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, or 10, and that the
salaries of law clerks to circult and district
judges shall not exceed the compensation es-
tablished in chapter 51 of title 5, United
States Code, for General Schedule grade (GS)
7, 8, 9, 10, 11, or 12: Provided further, That
(exclusive of step increases corresponding
with those provided for by chapter 53 of title
5 of the United States Code, and of compen-
sation pald for temporary assistance heeded
because of an emergency) the aggregate sal-
aries paid to secretaries and law clerks ap-
pointed by each of the circuit and district
judges shall not exceed $39,172 and 30,089
per annum, respectively, except in the case of
the chief judge of each circuit and the chief
judge of each district court having five or
more district judges, in which case the aggre=-
gate salaries shall not exceed $50,680 and
$38,671 per annum, respectively.”

The motion was agreed to.




28858

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 27: Page 41, line 3,
insert the following: “: Provided, That not to
exceed $100,000 shall be available for liqui-
dation of obligations incurred in prior years.
MOTION OFFERED BY MR, ROONEY OF NEW YORK

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. RooNEY of New York moves that the
House recede from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 27 and
concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the votes by
which action was taken on the several
motions was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report just
adopted.

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

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 9417,
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1972

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I call up the conference report
on the bill (H.R. 9417) making appro-
priations for the Department of the In-
terior and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1972, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement of the managers be
read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of July 27,
1971.)

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington (during
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the reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the further reading
of the statement be dispensed with.

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

There was no objection.

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, the conference amount of the
bill, for new obligational authority, is
$2,223,980,035. The amount agreed to in
conference is over the House figure by
$64,472,000., However, please bear in
mind that the House passed over with-
out prejudice the budget estimate for the
saline water program, which had not
been authorized at the time of the pas-
sage of the House bill. Funding for this
program, which is included in the con-
ference amount is $27,025,000.

Other increases over the House bill
include: $20,503,500 for various Indian
programs; $3,510,500 for forest manage-
ment activities; and $11,500,000 for the
land and water conservation fund.

This conference amount is $29,386,000
over the budget, but considering the pro-
grams that have been endorsed for the
American Indians, and the increasing
demands on the management of our
natural resources, I think the additional
funding recommended in this conference
report is justified.

Mr. HALL. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tlewoman yield?

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. I yield
to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentlewoman yielding, and I appre-
ciate the report, and particularly her
staff for providing a copy of the break-
out, which compares with the conference
totals on page 10 of the conference re-
port.

May I inquire as to how much this con-
ference report recommendation, which,
as I understand it, is $2,224,000,000 in
round figures, including the Indian
Health Service bill, and the water salin-
ity, not yet authorized when passed by
the House, compares with last year’s ap-
propriation?

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. It is
$189,759,135 over the amount available
for 1971.

May I point out a few areas where
these increases occur? Programs for In-
dians are receiving $86,723,300 more. The
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National Park Service will receive $32,-
163,000 more. There is an increase of
$34,100,000 for the land and water con-
servation fund. Geological Survey will
have additional funding of $15,797,000.
There are also sizable increases for the
arts and humanities, and coal research.

Those are the principal programs
where the increases have occurred.

If I may say to the gentleman, the
increase over 1971 is not surprising, par-
ticularly in programs where we have con-
struction items. Construction ccsts are
escalating at the rate of about 10 per-
cent a year. And in some areas, par-
ticularly Alaska, the escalation rate is
higher than that.

This bill funds programs involving
land acquisition, services, and construc-
tion, which are particularly susceptible
to the inflationary trend.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentlewoman’s answer. She, indeed,
has anticipated some of my further ques-
tions—and I have only one in addition;
and that is whether or not there will be
expended from so-called indefinite ap-
propriations an amount which would add
roughly another $190 million, or not.

These are figures that appear on the
tally sheet, I will say for the gentle-
woman's information, below the recapit-
ulation.

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington, The
gentleman is correct. This amount is for
the liquidation of contract authority and
does not represent new obligational au-
thority.

Mr. HALL, And they are not necessar-
ily revolving funds or trust funds?

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. No; this
does not involve revolving or trust
funds. The liquidation of contract au-
thority, as you are well aware, is at the
completion of a contract.

Mr. HALL. Such things as contract
liquidation authority and such things as
authorization to spend from public fund
receipts and other indefinite appropria-
tions that must be considered for con-
tinued operation of good government?

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. That is
correct.

Mr. HALL. I thank the gentlewoman.

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I include at this point pertinent
tables relating to the funds provided in
this conference report:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATION BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1972 (H.R. 9417)

ey
gational
authori

appropriated,
Agency and item e 1971

M @

Budget esti-
mates of new
obligationa

Budget esti-
mates of new

suthority, 197
@

Conference

(obligational
authority, 19

m

)

TITLE |I—DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Public Land Management
Bureau of Land Management

$84, 060, 000
3,310,000

Management of lands and resources. ...

Construction and maintenance

Public lands development roads and trails
(appropriation to liquidate contract authority).

Oregon and California grant lands (indefinite,
appropriation of receipts) .. ... eeeoeeaons 18, 000, 000

Range improvements (indefinite, appropriation
of receipts)

1,795, 000

(3,500, 000)

$69, 930, 000
4,627,000

(3, 200, 000)
19, 000, 000
2,514,000

6, 080, 000
ﬂl. 430, 000

(3, 200, 000)
18, 000, 000
2,514,000

6, 080, 000
wl,%%.m

(3, 200, 000)
18, 000, 000
2,514, 000

71,035, 000
> 4,627,000

—$5, 045, 000

* 797, 000 +31, 105,000

(3, 200, 000)

Total, Bureau of Land Management. 107, 165, 000

102, 024, 000 102, 221, 000 96, 071, 000

97,176, 000

—4,848, 000 =5, 045, 000 +1,105, 000
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Agency and ilem
L1H]

New budget
(obligational) Budget esti-
authority mates of new
appropriated, ?ohlisational
1971 authority, 197.

@ @)

Allowances

Conference allowance compared with—

Budget esti-
mates of new

Senate
)

(obligational
Conference  authority, 197

©) (U]

House

@)

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Education and welfare services
Education and welfare services (appropr
to liquidate contract authority)

Road construction (appropriation to 1|quidatu
contract authorit

General administrative expenses
ment to the Ute Tribe of the Uintah and
uray Resarvation

Tribal funds Edefinlte

Tribal funds (indefinite)_.......

$270, 221, 000

(835 000) sl, 500, 000)
70, 847, 000 6, 691, 000
19, 885, 000 36, 385, 000

(20,200,000) (25, 000,000)
6,148, 000 6,257, 000

3, 000, 000
13,173, 000

$271,987,000  $273,162, 000
Sl 500, 000) 51,500.000)
1, 667, 000
37' 206, 43, 055, 500

(25, 000, 000) (25, 600, 000)
6, 057, 000 6, 057, 000

3, 000, 00O 3, 000, 000
13,173, 000 13, 173, 000

$272,287,000  +-$2, 066, 000
{1,500, 000)
1,226, 000
42,315, 500

(25, 600, 000)
6, 057, 000

5, 465, 000
+-5, 930, 500

3, 000, 000 .
13,173, 000

(<4600, 000)
—200, 000 .....

-+3$300, 000 —$875, 000

0,000 ;000
45,109,500 ~740, 000
(4-600,000) - - ~ccoomenee

Total, Bureau of Indian Affairs..

360, 085, 700 405,727, 000

403, 288, 000 410, 114, 500

408, 058, 500 2,331, 500

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation

Salaries and expenses.

4, 170, 000

3,949, 000

3,949, 000 50, 000

Land and Water Conservation Fund

Appropriation of receipts (mdeﬁnlle)
g;nsral fl.ll}ﬂ l f i
ropriation nu o
Frgctguﬂlomy

(30, 000, 000)

361, 500, 000 —1, 000, 000
—17, 500, 000

Total, Land and Water Conservation Fund.

327, 400, 000

361,500,000  —18, 500, 000

<11, 500, 000 -4, 500, 000

Office of Territories

Administration of territories

Permanent appropriation (special fund). ...
Transferred from other accounts (special fund)..
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands..

17, 414, 000
118, 000
367, 000

59, 864, 000

21, 537, 000
(367, 000
(458, 360)
59, 980, 000

Total, Office of Territories

77, 278, 000 81,910, 000

81, 517, 000 81, 679, 000

81, 679, 000 =231, 000

Total, Public Land Management

876, 098, 700 973, 660, 000

941, 026, 000 957, 813, 500

952, 362, 500  —21, 297, 500

+11,336,500 — §5, 451, 000

Mineral Resources
Geological Survey

Surveys, investig , and

114, 603, 000

130, 400, 000 +4, 218, 000

Bureau of Mines
Conservation and development of mineral

Health and safety.

General administrative expenses

Helium fund (aulhnrizaﬁon to spend from public
debt recei

Hnliul'n i|.| g;r&on applied to liquidate con-

49, 260, 000
, 029, 000
1,942, 000

(35, 800, 000)

Total, Bureau of Mines.

138, 508, 000

125, 300, 000 +1, 658, 000

Office of Coal Research

Salaries and expenses.

17, 160, 000

21, 880, 000

25, 530, 000 -4, 500, 000

Office of Oil and Gas

Salarles and expenses. ... c-cccoccccccccanans

1,273, 000

1, 570, 000 1,570, 000

1, 5§70, 000

Total, Mineral Resources

271, 544, 000 272,424, 000

278,050,000 277,125,000

282,800,000  --10, 376, 000

Fish and Wildlife and Parks
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife

Management and investigations of resources....
Construction
Migratory bird conservation account (definite,
A)ayahle advance)
romous amf Gmt Lakes fisheries conserva-
DI'I =

64,724, 000
4,440, 000

7, 500, 000

2,332,000
2, 205, 000

64,794, 000
6,225, 000

7,500, 000

2,332,000
2,155,000

65, 180, 000
7,880, 000

7,500, 000

2,332,000
2,155, 000

To\t'?il Bureau of Sport Fisheries and

81,201, 000

83, 006, 000 85, 057, 000

+1,291, 000

National Park Service

Management and protection
Mﬂgman:e and rehabilitation of physical fl:iﬁ-

Construction .
Parkway and const,

liquidate contract authority). ...
Preservation of historic properties

trative

70, 882, 000

56, 226, 000
37, 859, 000

(18, 500, 000)
8,205, 000
000

" "

71,077, 000

56, 230, 000
37, 848, 000 39, 307, 000

18, 500, 000 19, 204, 000
: %.&5.000) . 8, %g'om)
000 3,956, 000

70, 961, 000
56, 507, 000

3,956,

+13,000

4231, 000
+1, 448, 000

19 092, 000 +-582, 000
s 325, 0'00) (—i-f'g%’ ;
3 956, 000 —50,000

70, 895, 000

56, 457,
39, 307, %

—182, 000
-+227, 000

+592, 000 —112, 000
: : (+ 120, BIII)

177, 178, 000

177,437,000 178,936,000

178, 940, 000 +1, 762, 000

+1,503, 000

258, 379, 000

260, 443, 000 263, 993, 000

263, 237, 000 -4, 858, 000

2,794, 000

Footnotes at end of table.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATION BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1972 (H.R. 9417)—Continued

Conference allowance compared with—

New budget
(ob ilgalmnal) Budget esti- Budget esti-
authori acr mates of new Allowances mates of new

approprla‘! (obligational (obligational) House

Agency and item authority, 197 Senate Conference authority, 1972 Il
()] @ 3 (5) (®) m @)

Office of Saline Water
Saline water conversion $28, 573, 000 L5000 oo $27, 025, 000 $27,025,000 _..ooooeene..... -+$27,025,000

Office of Water Resources Research
Salaries and expenses 13, 242, 000 14, 490, 000 $14, 290, 000 14, 290, 000 14, 290, 000 —$200, 000
Office of the Solicitor
Salaries and eXpenses. ... o eeeeeccecennaaan 7,626, 000 6, 881,000 6, 800, 000 6, 800, 000 6, 800, 000
Office of the Secretary
Salaries and expenses 12, 472, 000 14, 475, 000 13,975, 000 13,975, 000 13,975, 000 =500 000 - s s e
Salaries and expenses (special foreign currency
| L R S S S R S R e - SR R AT 500, D00 B00 000 L oiscnsiaay B NN e L S S e DA -+$500, 000

Total, Office of the Secretary. 12,472, 000 14,975, 000 14, 475, 000 13,975, 000 14, 475, 000 =G0 000 -t <500, 000

Total, new budget (obligational) author-
ity, Department of the interior_____... 1,433,223,700 11,567,834,000 1,515,084,000 1,561,021,500 1,560,989, 500 —6,844,500 45, 905, 500 ~—32, 000

Consisting of —

Appropriations 1,403,946,700  1,567,834,000 1,515,084, 000 1,6561,021,500 1, 560,989,500 —6,844,500  -}-45, 905, 500 —32, 000
Definite appropriations. .. i (1 043, 547, 700) (1, 170, 647, 000; (1, 130, 397, 000) (1, '160, 334, 500 (1, 164, 802, 500, —5,844,500) (34,405, 500) 4-4, 468, 000
Indefinite appropriations (360, 60, 399, 000) (39? 187,000) (384,687,000) (400, 687, 000 (396. 187, 000! —1,000,000) (11,500, 000) —4,500, 000

Authorization to spend from public

T o, ey )1 R SN § rog S | T AT e T ) L L ST
Memoranda—
Appropriations to liquidate contract author-
ity e T ... (107,985, 000) (48, 200, 000) (48, 200, 000) (49, 504, 000) (49,392,000) (-1,192,000) (<-1,192,000) (—112, 000)
Total, new budgal (ohhsatmnal) authonty
and appropriations to liquidate contract
authority (1,541, 208, 700) (1, 616, 034, 000) (1,563, 284,000) (1,610,525,500) (1,610,381,500) (-5,652 500) (4-47,097,500) (—144, 000)

TITLE {1—RELATED AGENCIES

Department of Agriculture

Forest Service

Forest protection and utilization:
Forest land management. 281, 502, 000 233,508, 000 238,718, 000 236, 178, 300 238, 678, 300 <45, 170, 300 —39,700 -2, 500, 000
Forest research..____.. 48, 891, 000 49, 868, 000 54, 208, 000 51, 685, 000 54, 325, 000 +4, 457, 000 +117, 000 +2, 640, 000
State and private lcrsstr)r r.oopsraﬂon...... 24,163, 000 24,241, 000 27,741, 000 27,741, 000 27,741, 000 merRAr 81 A L RN L

Total, forest protection and utilization.... 354, 556, 000 307, 617, 000 320, 667, 000 315, 604, 300 320,744,300 413,127,300 77, 300 -5, 140, 000

Construction and land acquisition , 933, 31, 858, 000 31,821, 200 +9, 953, 200 +3, 433, 200 -3, 470, 000
Youth Conservation Corps. x =7 2 000
Forest roads and trains (appropriation to liqui-
date contract authority) (120,220,000)  (138,740,000)  (138,740,000)  (138,740,000) (138, 740, 000)
Acquisition of lands for national forests:
Special acts (special fund, indefinite) X 80, 000 80, 000 80, 000 80,000 .. ______.

Acquisition of lands to complete land ex-
26,035 26,035 26,035 ror i IO T e gl
Cooperative range improvements (special fund,

indefinite N 700, 000 700, 000 700, 000 700, 000 roo i e S DR o | e
Assistance to States for free p!antmg.... 4 . 020, 1,028, 000 1,028, 000 1,028, 000

Total, new budget (obligational) author-
ity, Forest Service 374, 789, 700 334,789,035 354, 359,035 349, 259, 535 357,869,535  +-23, 080, 500 +3, 510, 500 -8, 610, 000

Commission of Fine Arts
Salaries and BXpenses. ... oo ccemeccceeaaes 115, 000 121, 000 121,000 121, 000 121,000
Department of Health, Education, and Wellare

Health services and mental health administration

Indian health services 125,974, 000 141, 903, 000 147, 404, 000 158, 293, 000 153,027,000 11,124,000
Indian health facilities 18, 715, 000 21,789,000 20, 289, 000 36, 400, 000 30, 400, 000 8,611, 000

Total, Health Services and Mental Health
Administration 144, 689, 000 163, 692, 000 167, 693, 000 194, 693, 000 183,427,000  --19,735,000  --15,734,000  —11, 266,000

Indian Claims Commission
Salaries and expenses 1, 000, 000 1,025,000 1,025, 000 1, 025, 000 1,025, 000

National Capital Planning Commission

Salaries and expenses 1, 300, 000

National Foundation on the Aris and the
Humanities

Salaries and expenses

Endowment for the arts.____.
for th iti

Administrative expenses : o R SR e
Subtotal, salaries and expenses 000 —2, 351, 000 —250, 000 750, 000

Footnotes at end of table.
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Conference allowance compared with—

New budget
(obligational) Budget esti- Budget esti-
authori mates of new Allowances mates of new
- appropriated, (ubl!gationa? (obligational) House
Agency and item 1971  authority, 197 Senate Conference  authority, 1972 Il

(0 (2) @) ) (6)

Matching Grants

Endowment for the arts $3, 500, 000 000 $3, 500, 000 $3, 500, 000
Endowment for the humanities.........._.... 3, 500, 000 , 500, 3, 500, 000 3, 500,

Subtotal, matching grants , 000, 7, 000, 000 , 000, 7, 000, 000

Total, National Foundation on the Arts
and the Humanities. . 310, 63, 561, 000 . 4560, 60, 460, 000 61,210,000 —%2, 351,000 —3$250, 000

Public Land Law Review Commission

Salaries and eXpenses. —oeeceecemccceeeneeas

Smithsonian Institution

Salaries and expenses.......... g . 46, 259, 000 45, 259, 000 44, 681, 000 44, 701, 000 —1, 558, 000
Museum programs and related research (specml

foreign currency program). 5, 500, 000 3, 500, 000 3, 500, 00D 3, 500, 000 —2,000,000 ..
Science information exchan 1, 400, 000 1, 300, 000 1, 400, 000 1, 300, 000 , 000 -

logical Park 200, 000 200, 000 200, 000 200, 000 200, 000
Restoration and renovation of buildings. . 000 1, 050, 000 550, 000 550, 000
Construction 1,900, 000 1, 900, 000 1,900, 000
Construction (appropriation to liquidate contract

__ authority) (3, 697, 000) (3, 697, 000) (3,697, 000)

an| National Gallery of Art.. 136, 000 4, 713, 000 4,713, 000 4, 713, 000

Salaries and expenses, Woodrow Wilson Inter-
national Center for Scholars 695, 000 565, 000 695, 000

Total, Smithsonian Institution , 206, 61,717, 000 57,987, 000 57,639, 000 57, 559, 000 —4, 158, 000

Executive Office of the President

Salaries and e:penses Natlonal Council on
Marine R

Federa| Field Committee for Development Plan-
ning in Alaska
Salaries and expenses.._. ... ... ...

Historical and Memorial Commissions

Frark!m Delano Roosevel: Memunal Commfs-
T SRR

American Revolution Bicentennial Commission

Salaries and expenses_____ ... ____...........

National Council on Indian Opportunity

Salarles and expenses. ... cocoeceemanrma-

Federal Metal and Nonmetallic Mine Safety
Board of Review

Salaries and expenses. ... ..o cooocooiiiianaa ! 167, 000 167, 000 167, 000

Total, new budget (obligational) author-
ity, related agencies 4 % 626, 760, 035 644, 424, 035 665, 001, 535 662,990,535 36,230,500 18, 566, 500 —2,011, 000

Consisting of—

Appropriations 800 99}' 200 626, 760, 035 644, 424, 035 665, 001, 535 662,990,535 436,230,500 18, 566, 500 —2, 011, 000
Definite appropriations (625,980, 035) (643,644, 035 (664, 221, 535 (662, 210, 535) (36, 230, 500) (+18, 566,500) (—2, 011, 000)
Indefinite appropriations. (780, 000) (780, 000 (780, 000, (? 80, 000

Memoranda—

Appropriations to liquidate contract au-

thorif (125, 420,000)  (142,437,000)  (142,437,000)  (142,437,000) (142, 437,000)

Total, new budget (nbllgatmna? au-
thonty and appropriations to liqui-

date contract authority (726, 417, 200) (769,197,035) (786, 861,035)  (BO7, 438, 535) (805, 427, 535) (36,230, 500) (418, 566,500) (~—2,011.000)

RECAPITULATION

Grand total, new budget (obligational) authority,
all titles. 2,034,220,900 402, 194,594,035 2,159,508,035 2,226,023,035 2 223,980,035 429,386,000 164,472 000 —2, 043, 000

Consisting of—

L ngpwpnabuns 2,004,943,900 2,194,594,035 2 159,508,035 2,226,023, 03 2,223, 980, 035 464, 472, 000 —2, 043, 000

Definite appropriations. = (1,61%3‘ ?64 900) (1,79, 627,035) (l.774,041,035) (1,824, 556. (1,827, 013,035) ( 30 335 UOO) (+52, 9 2,500) (+2, 457, 000

Indefinite appropriations_......  (361,179,000)  (397,967,000) (385, 467, 000) (401.48 (396, 967, 000 —1,000,000) (-11,500,000) (—4, 500 000

2. Authorization to spend from pubhc
debt receipts.

Memoranda—

to i

”';uthnn:iy (233,405,000)  (190,637,000)  (190,637,000)  (191,941,000)  (191,829,000) (41,192,000 (+1,192,000)  (—112,000)

Grand total, new budget (obliga-

tional) aulhurliy and appropria-

tions to liguidate contract au-
i (2, 267,625,900) (2, 385,231,035) (2,350, 145,035) (2,417,964,035) (2, 415,809,035) (-30,578,000) (-65,664,000) (—2,155,000)

1 Excludes budget amendments of $15,426,000 contained in H. Doc. No. 92-119. Exclud $1,900,000 contained in H. Doc. No. 92-119,
2 In addition, $229,000 transferred from ‘Land Acquisition, National Capital Park, Parkway, ‘ Ex:ludes hu elamendmanis olsi}' 326,000 contained in H. Doe. No. 92-119.
and Playground System."’ neludes $3,000,000, S. Doe. No, 92-20.
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Mr. McDADE. Mr, Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report.

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question
on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the first amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate Amendment No. 3, page 6, line 3:
S’l:l(;lke out “$71,866,000” and insert “$71,667,~
000."

MOTION OFFERED BY MRES. HANSEN OF
WASHINGTON

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs. HansENn of Washington moves that
the House recede from its disagreement to
the amendment of the Senate numbered 3
and concur therein with an amendment, as
follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by sald
amendment, insert “871,226,000™.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate Amendment No. 5: page 8, line 25,
insert “: Provided further, That not to ex-
ceed $2,728,500 shall be for assistance to the
East Charles Mix School District 102, Wag-
ner, South Dakota, for construction of school
facilities".

MOTION OFFERED EY MRS. HANSEN OF
WASHINGTON

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington moves that
the House recede from its disagreement to

the amendment of the Senate numbered b5
and concur therein,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate Amendment No. 6, page 7, line 3,
insert *“: Provided further, That not to ex-
ceed $1,048,000 shall be for construction of
additional high school facilitles on the
Rocky Boy Indian Reservation, Montana.”

MOTION OFFERED BY MRS. HANSEN OF
WASHINGTON

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs. Hansen of Washington moves that the
House receded from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 6 and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-

lows: In lieu of the sum named in said
amendment, insert “$608,000".

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 156: Page 15, line
6, insert the following: “including the use
of the Government-owned site donated for
the Earth Resources Observation Systems
Data Center for lease construction:”
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MOTION OFFERED BY MRS. HANSEN OF
WASHINGTON

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs. Hawsen of Washington moves that
the House recede from its disagreement to

the amendment of the Senate numbered 15
and concur therein,

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 18: Page 17, line 2:
Strike *“$21,880,000" and insert $£20,080,000".
MOTION OFFERED BY MRS. HANSEN OF
WASHINGTON

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs. HansEn of Washington moves that
the House recede from its disagreement to
the amendment of the Senate numbered 18
and concur therein with an amendment, as

follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said
amendment, insert "$25,530,000",

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 19: Page 17, line 22:
Strike “$64,794,000” and insert “$65,180,000".
MOTION OFFERED BY MRS, HANSEN OF
WASHINGTON

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs, HansEn of Washington moves that
the House recede from its disagreement to

the amendment of the Senate numbered 19
and concur therein with an amendment, as
follows; In lieu of the sum proposed by sald
amendment, insert “$65,184,000".

The miotion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No, 21: Page 20, line
6: BStrike “$T1,077,000" and insert “8$70,-
961,000".

MOTION OFFERED BY MRS. HANSEN OF
WASHINGTON

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs. Hansen of Washington moves that
the House recede from its disagreement to
the amendment of the Senate numbered 21
and concur therein with an amendment, as
follows: In lleu of the sum proposed by said
amendment, insert “§70,805,000.”

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 28: Page 22, line
13, insert the following:
“OFFICE OF BALINE WATER
“SALINE WATER CONVERSION
“For expenses necessary to carry out the
provisions of the Act of July 3, 19562, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 18561 et seq.), authoriz-
ing studies for the conversion of saline water
for beneficial consumptive uses, including
not to exceed $2,540,000 for administration
and coordination expenses during the cur-
rent fiscal year, $27,025,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That this
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appropriation shall be available only upon
enactment into law of S.991, Ninety-second
Congress, or similar legislation.”
MOTION OFFERED BY MRS, HANSEN OF
WASHINGTON

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs. HanseN of Washington moves that
the House recede from its disagreement to
the amendment of the Senate numbered 28
and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 31: Page 27, line
séosmxe “$54,208,000" and insert *“8$51,685,-
000",

MOTION OFFERED BY MRS. HANSEN OF
WASHINGTON

Mrs, HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs. HANsEN of Washington moves that
the House recede from its disagreement to
the amendment of the Senate numbered 81
and concur therein with an amendment, as
follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by sald
amendment, insert: “$54,325,000".

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 32: Page 27, line

24: Strike "'$31,858,000” and insert “$31,821,-
2007,

MOTION OFFERED BY MRS. HANSEN OF
WASHINGTON

Mrs., HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mrs. HansEN of Washington moves thas
the House recede from its disagreement to
the amendment of the Benate numbered 32
and concur therein with an amendment, as
follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said
amendment, insert: “$35,291,200".

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the votes by
which action was taken on the several
motions was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Rules may have until midnight to file
certain privileged reports.

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

There was no objection.
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DIRECTING THE SECRETARY OF
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-~
FARE TO FURNISH CERTAIN
DOCUMENTS TO THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATVES

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr, Speaker,
I move to discharge the Committee on
Education and Labor from the further
consideration of House Resolution 539,
to direct the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare to furnish certain
documents to the House of Representa-
tives, a resolution of inquiry which has
been pending before that committee for
at least 7 legislative days without action
being taken thereon.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 539

Resolved, That the BSecretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, to the extent not in-
compatible with the public interest, is di-
rected to furnish to the House of Representa-
tives, not later than sixty days following the
adoption of this resolution, any documents
containing a list of the public school systems
in the United States which, during the pe-
riod beginning on August 1, 1971, and end-
ing on June 30, 1972, will be receiving Fed-
eral funds and will be engaging in the bus-
ing of schoolchildren to achieve raclal bal-
ance, and any documents respecting the rules
and regulations of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare with respect to the
use of any Federal funds administered by the
Department for the busing of schoolchildren
to achieve racial balance.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. CoLLins), to discharge the
Committee on Education and Labor from
further consideration of House Resolu-
tion 539.

The question was taken, and the
Speaker announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 252, nays 129, not voting 52,
as follows:

[Roll No. 229]

YEAS—252

Abbitt Burke, Fla. Delaney

Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Caffery
Camp
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable

Crane
Danlel, Va.

Dellenback
Dent
Derwinski
Dickinson
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Ellberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Findley
Fisher

Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey

Fulton, Pa.

Goldwater
Goodling
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley

Hall
Hamilton
Hammer-

Hansen, Wash.
Harsha

Harvey

Hays

Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.,
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis

Lent
Link
Lloyd
Lujan
McCloskey
MeClure
MeCollister
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEKevitt
McMillan
Mahon

Moorhead
Mryers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Eonskl
Passman
Pelly
Pettis
Pickle
Pike
Pirnie
Poage
Powell
Preyer, N.C.

. Price, Tex.

Jones, N.C.
Eazen
Eeating
Eeith
Eemp

King

Klu
Kuykendall
Eyl

Bergland
Blaggl
Biester

Collins, Il
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Dellums
Denholm
Dingell

Dow

Drinan
Dwyer
Edwards, Calif.
Evans, Colo.
Fascell

Fish

Foley
Gaydos

Pryor, Ark.
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall

NAYS3—129

Gonzalez
Gray
Green, Pa.
Halpern
Harrington
Hathaway
Hawkins

Melcher
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Callf.
Minish
Mink

Mitchell
Morgan
Morse
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.X.
Nedzl

Nix

Obey
O’Hara
O'Neill

Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Scherle
Scheuer
Schmitz
Schneebell
Schwengel
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Skubitz
ack

81
Smith, Calif.

‘verry
Thomson, Wis.
Ullm

an
ander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler

Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wright
Wydler
Wylle
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Zwach

Sarbanes
Seiberling
Bisk

Bmith, Towa
Stafford
Stokes
Stratton
Sullivan
Symington

Thompson, N.J.

Thone
Tiernan
Udall
Vanik
Vigorito
Whalen
Wolff
Wyatt
Yates
Yatron
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Abernethy
Addabbo
Alexander
Belcher
Bell
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland
Burlison, Mo.
Chisholm
Clay
Conte
Conyers
Davis, 5.C.
de la Garza
nnis

Donohue
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, La.
Esch
Evins, Tenn.
Flynt
Ford,
William D.
Gallagher
Hanna
Hastings
Jones, Tenn.
Eee
Landrum
Long, La.
Devine McCulloch
Diggs McEinney

So the motion was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Abernethy for, with Mr. Van Deerlin
against.

Mr, Montgomery for, with Mr. Clay against.

Mr. Flynt for, with Mr. Waldie against.

Mr. Davis of South Carolina for, with Mrs.
Chisholm against.

Mr. Whitten for, with Mr. Addabbo against.,

Mr. Spence for, with Mr. Conyers against.

Mr. Thompson of Georgia for, with Mr.
Diggs against.

Mr. Blackburn for, with Mr. William D.
Ford against.

Mr. Saylor for, with Mr. Gallagher against.

Mr. Devine for, with Mr. Eckhardt against.

Mr. Hastings for, with Mr. Charles H. Wil-
son against.

Mr, Belcher for, with Mr. Hanna against.

Mr, Dennis for, wiht Mr., Donohue against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Burlison of Missouri with Mr, Bell.
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Conte.
Edmondson with Mr, Widnall,
Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Scott.
Staggers with Mr. McKinney.

Kee with Mr, Whalley.

Landrum with Mr, Peyser,

. Blatnik with Mr, Poff.

Purcell with Mazzoli.

Patman with Mr. Edwards of Florida.
Alexander with Mr. de la Garza.
Esch with Mr. Boland.

Messrs. ABOUREZK, ROONEY of
Pennsylvania, DINGELL, ANDERSON of
Illinois, and COUGHLIN changed their
votes from “yea’ to “nay.”

Messrs. FORSYTHE, GOLDWATER,
and CLARK changed their votes from
“nay” tpo nyea.n

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on House
Resolution 539.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry: In view of the fact that
there was no debate on this, is a Member
entitled to 20 minutes if he asks for
time?

The SPEAKER. He is.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I am asking
for the 20 minutes. I have some questions
I would like to ask on this and have the
chairman of the Committee on Education
and Labor explain it.

Mr, HALL. Mr, Speaker, has not the
previous question been moved and ac-
cepted?

The SPEAKER. Yes, it has.

Mr, O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I was on

my feet seeking recognition.

REERERERER
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Mr. HALL. Regular order, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Inasmuch as there has
been no debate on the resolution, the 40-
minute rule applies, 20 minutes to each
side. The gentleman from Texas is en-
titled to 20 minutes and the gentleman
from Massachusetts is entitled to 20
minutes.

Does the gentleman from Texas desire
to be recognized?

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. No,
Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. O'NEILL, Mr. Speaker, many
Members came in who were confused
as to exactly what the question was, and
what they were voting on, which was a
motion to discharge the Committee on
Education and Labor in view of the fact
that the committee had not acted in 7
days, and the House has voted to dis-
charge the Committee on Education. I
am wondering if this is going to create
a trend so that any time a bill has not
been reported, we will find ourselves
faced with a privileged resolution to
bring it out. It can work on both sides of
the street, Mr. Speaker. It can work on
the Democratic side and on the Republi-
can side.

I for one voted to oppose the discharge
petition. I am opposed to the filing of
a resolution to discharge a committee,
because the gentleman from Texas has
to go home and he wants to have an
argument with regard to the busing bill
and he can play a game, that he is op-
posed to busing. That is not the ques-
tion—he merely wants information from
the Secretary of Education.

What does the resolution do? Is there
anything wrong? Is it a serious resolu-
tion? Is it something we should have had
up today? Is it of that import?

I should like to have an answer from
the chairman of the committee as to
why this was not acted on and how he
intends to vote as the chairman of the
committiee.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS).

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished whip for yielding to
me.

The resolution was called to my atten-
tion a couple of weeks ago by the House
Parliamentarian. He told me at the time
it was a privileged resolution.

Last Friday was the date that the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. QUIE)
and I had agreed to call up this resolu-
tion before the House Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor, and we encountered
much difficulty in obtaining a quorum.
We were in the process of marking up
the Economic Opportunity Act.

To be perfectly truthful and frank,
both he and I forgot about it. Neither of
us, I believe, took the resolution too seri-
ously because it was of the nature that
the sponsor of the resolution could have
picked up the telephone and gotten the
information from HEW.

But the gentleman feels he is entitled
to this information, and the right to move
the resolution is privileged. I voted
against discharging the committee be-
cause I believe that the committee would
have considered the resolution if we had

Mr.
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a few more days. I do not believe we have
been very inattentive to our responsibili-
ties.

But it is before the House now as to
whether or not to approve the resolu-
tion. The resolution simply provides that
the Secretary must make public all school
districts in the Nation that receive Fed-
eral funds which will be required to bus
schoolchildren. That is the effect of the
resolution.

Mr. O’'NEILL. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'NEILL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Alabama.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama, I should
like to ask the gentleman a question.

Is it not against the law to use Federal
money to bus students to bring about ra-
cial balance?

Mr. PERKINS, The gentleman has
been here longer than I, and I am sure he
knows the law. They do have provisions
of law.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I could
not understand the gentleman.

Mr. PERKINS. I said there was a pro-
vision of that type in the law.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. So if they
use any at all they are violating the law;
is that not right?

Mr. PERKINS. The gentleman can put
his own construction on it.

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. That is
the construetion I put on it, and I believe
the gentleman agrees.

Mr. PERKINS. The courts have ruled
ogherwise. which the gentleman is aware
of.

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

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. I voted against the
motion to discharge the committee, sim-
ply because the resolution had been in-
troduced on the 14th of July, and our
subcommittee had been working dili-
gently on reporting from our subcommit-
tee the President’s request for a desegre-
gation bill. We have reported that bill
out. It is now waiting before the full com-
mittee for action. Purthermore, our full
committee has been preoccupied with
final markup of the antipoverty bill.

My record of opposition to busing goes
back many years.

Those Members who feel very strongly
against using Federal funds to bus chil-
dren to overcome racial imbalance will
have an opportunity to vote for such a
prohibition, as we did last December,
when the bill comes to the floor.

I intend to vote for the resolution be-
fore us today simply because I believe
that this is important information for
the Members; information we ought to
have before we take up the desegregation
bill which the administration has re-
quested.

When we were marking up the deseg-
regation bill in subcommittee, we sug-

gested to the Secretary that he provide us
with information on busing and how

much money has been used for busing
as well as information about all the pro-
grams being funded under the temporary
desegregation bill. The Secretary advised
my staff and myself that to provide that
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information would require in excess of
100,000 pages of various applications and
requests for funds.

I believe the House ought to know and
be apprised of exactly how the admin-
istration is implementing the present $75
million program which will come up for
renewal later today in the House when
we have to vote on a continuing resolu-
tion containing that $75 million. Perhaps
we ought to defer action on the vote to-
day until we get the information being
sought by the gentleman from Texas,
who has asked that this information be
supplied to the House by approximately
October 2. This is particularly so since
many of us have said in the present bill
that there is an opportunity for excessive
use of Federal funds for busing. Secre-
tary Richardson very strongly denied
this. So Mr. Richardson will be given
ample opportunity to present all of the
facts to the House so that we can make
an intelligent decision with regard to the
desegregation bill when it comes to the
floor of the House for final action after
the recess.

I appreciate the time that our distin-
guished majority whip has taken to dis-
cuss this issue today, because the motion
to discharge the committee, I believe,
was not really necessary. I believe we
tried to move deliberately as we could on
this legislation. Nevertheless, since the
House voted to discharge the commit-
tee, I shall vote for the resolution.

Mr, O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, may I say
this: I think it is a bad precedent to have
discharge petitions as the gentleman
from Texas had.

Second, in addressing my comments to
the other side of the aisle, may I say 1
have known Elliot Richardson, the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, for many, many years. He is an able
and talented gentleman. I believe he will
never do anything against the Federal
laws and Federal standards. He is such
an honorable man that if the gentleman
from Texas had personnally called him,
he would have given him all the infor-
mation he needed. After all, he is a Re-
publican and a member of your party—
your Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare. I feel certain that there is
enough cooperation between your ma-
jority leader and those on your side and
Mr. Richardson’s that he would have
given you everything that you could have
asked for without your having embar-
rassed him as you did today.

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

Mr., COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
the distinguished majority whip has been
quite critical of this action today on the
ground that it would establish a bad
precedent. I wonder if the gentleman
from Massachusetts remembers that on
July 7, 1971, he in effect voted to have
a resolution of inquiry come to the floor
of the House. This was a resolution—and
I am quoting from the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp—entitled “directing the Secre-
tary of State to furnish to the House
certain information respecting U.S. op-
erations in Laos.”
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I think the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts established the precedent used
here today by his vote on July 7. He is
a little tardy in his complaint about the
use of this parliamentary procedure. If
he felt as strongly then as he does now,
he would not have voted against tabling
the resolution.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am glad to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BOGGS. I would like to see if I
understand this clearly.

My recollection is that the privileged
resolution that we voted on came from
the Committee on Armed Services and
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. The first one
came from the Committee on Foreign
Affairs and it had been before the com-
mittee and the committee had acted,
which makes some sense. The Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs had rejected the
resolution. However, this committee has
not acted in this instance so the circum-
stances are different.

Mr. BOGGS. The committee had not
been discharged, had it?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. No, because
that committee held hearings and this
committee has not.

Mr. BOGGS. What about the Foreign
Affairs Committee? Was that committee
discharged?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I just said that
the Committee on Foreign Affairs was in-
volved in the resolution that the gentle-
man from Massachusetts was concerned
about.

Mr. BOGGS. Did not the committee act
on the resolution?

Mr. GERALD R, FORD. Yes; they did,
but it was a rejection of the resolution.

Mr. BOGGS. Well, the gentleman has
acknowledged that in all instances the
respective legislative committees had
acted, but in this case nothing like that
has occurred.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. There is one
distinet difference, I might say to my
good friend from Louisiana in the case of
the resolution from the Committee on
Foreign Affairs. The committee had acted
adversely. That makes some difference
too.

In this case, the one before us at the
present time, the committee did not act.
Whether it was through negligence or
forgetfulness or lack of concern, I am not
sure. The Committee on Education and
Labor will probably explain it later, but
the point is that the committee did not
act.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
was quite critical about the fact that
it would be establishing a bad precedent.
Well, the gentleman should have known
that on July 7 when he was not appar-
ently concerned about it.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. QUIE) .

Mr. QUIE. Mr, Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding and I do not want
to butt in front of the majority leader,
but I wanted to get some time, since my
name was brought into the discussion.
I did not realize that the ranking minor-
ity member of the committee had a re-
sponsibility to bring out the resolution.
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I talked to the chairman of the Educa-
tion and Labor Committee about the
resolution before we convened last Fri-
day. It was my understanding that he
was going to bring it up during markup
that day. It did not bother me that the
committee took no action, because I think
the resolution which has been offered by
the gentleman from Texas is one asking
for information that should be readily
available to him so the House could act
without the committee acting. If we au-
thorize and appropriate money for the
emergency school aid bill, there will be
some money going to school districts be-
tween August 1, 1971 and June 30, 1972,
but that information is not available to
show its distribution.

I do not believe that the gentleman
from Texas is asking the Secretary of
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare to define how that money is
going to be utilized but, rather, he wants
information on money that has already
been authorized and appropriated, the
$75 million, plus a continuing resolution
on the $75 million. All of that is available
now.

I think that information is readily
available. The Secretary of the Depari-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
needed to secure some information from
the various school districts which took
some time. If the authorizing committee
did not take action, I do not see anything
wrong with discharging them now and
passing the resolution to secure this in-
formation. That is why I voted as I did.
I think there will be cooperation on the
part of the parties involved to make
available the information.

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

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. BOGGS. I want to address a ques-
tion to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. I will be glad to answer, but
the gentleman from Texas has the time.

Mr. BOGGS. Well, either one will be
sufficient. Did I understand the gentle-
man from Minnesota to say that this in-
formation is available and is being for-
warded to the committee?

Mr. QUIE. I am not speaking for the
Secretary of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. I am saying that
I expect the information the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. CorLriNs) is asking for
has to do with the utilization of funds
that have already been appropriated and
there should be no trouble for the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to furnish it.

Again I do not expect the Secretary to
define how he is going to distribute the
money that has not been authorized as
yet, but that information, it seems to
me, is now available to determine which
schools have now received funds and the
rules and regulations which apply.

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

Mr. O’'NEILL, I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. BoGes) such time
as he may consume.

Mr, BOGGS, Mr, Speaker, I shall take
only a minute or two. While I support
the intent of the resolution, I must say
that I find myself in complete agreement
with the gentleman from Massachusetts
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(Mr. O'NeiLL) when he says that we are
at the very least setting a very bad prec-
edent here today.

Mr, Speaker, if each one of us when-
ever we get the notion introduces a priv-
ileged resolution, and then comes here
with a motion to discharge the legislative
committee, I would say that the legisla-
tive processes in this body would have
become very chaotic.

From the viewpoint of the administra-
tion it is even more dangerous, because
we could have resolution after resolution
requesting privileged information from
the executive branch of the Government,
the Department of Justice, the Depart-
ment of State, Health, Education, and
Welfare, and every other department of
Government. If the leadership on the
other side wants to see that happen then
I must say that they are doing a fine job
of opening the door.

Insofar as this being comparable to
what occurred here several weeks ago
with respect to the so-called Pentagon
papers, and other documents that we
were seeking access to, in both cases, if
I remember correctly, they were reso-
lutions presented to two committees.
In all of the instances the committees
reported the resolutions unfavorably.
Again, if I remember correctly, a motion
to table was made, I believe, by the
chairman of the respective committees,
and in each case the motion to table
carried.

In the meantime, the executive branch
did make available the so-called Penta-
gon papers, and other documents that
the various Members of the House were
asking for.

But, Mr. Speaker, if we open this Pan-
dora’s box in every agency and every
department of the Government, and if
we suddenly start using these privileged
resolutions, over which the leadership on
either side have no control whatsoever,
we will in my judement have abrogated
our own functions as leaders and done
something that I think each one of us
will live to regret.

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

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the distin-
guished dean of the House.

Mr., CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I can say
as the chairman of the Committee on the
Judiciary that this would emphasize a
most abominable practice. If all in-
dividual members on a committee, inde-
pendently of the committee and inde-
pendently of the chairman of that com-
mittee can successfully ask for informa-
tion of the type involved in this resolution
I would certainly deplore such a practice.
It would create confuslon worse con-
founded not only in the committee. It
would have the same effect in all com-
mittees. Orderly procedure in committee
would go out the window. It would be dif-
ficult for the committee chairman to
maintain discipline in the committee.
With large commitiees like my Judiciary
Committee there would be difficulty of
control. Someone must be in the driver’s
seat. This resolution would set a bad
precedent and be hurtful to all commit-
tees. I hope the resolution will be re-
Jjected. I say this despite the merits or de-
merits of the substance of the resolution.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I would also
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like to point out that there are any num-
ber of discharge petitions filed, and of
the members who have voted here for
this type of discharge would not think
about signing a discharge petition, al-
though the effect is exactly the same,

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man is doing a lot of deploring over this
issue. It seems to me that his deploring
comes quite late. How did the gentleman
from Louisiana vote on the reorganiza-
tion bill that provided for this proce-
dure?

Mr. BOGGS. I would say to the gen-
tleman from Iowa that this has been in
the rules for many, many years, and it
was not new in the reorganization bill.

But to answer the gentleman’s ques-
tion, I voted “yea.”

Mr. GROSS. That is what I thought.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Oregon (Mrs.
GREEN) .

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
this resolution which is before us now,
since the committee has been discharged,
is simply a request for information. It
seems to me that every Member of this
House is entitled to the best information
each Member can possibly have before
each one of us is required fo vote on
a bill.

This is not a bill to legislate. It does
not require any school district to do any-
thing. It just simply seeks information
from the Secretary. In my judgment it is
no slap at the Secretary at all, and
should not be interpreted that way. It
really places confidence in the Secretary,
and seeks through him some information
that will help us make a judegment on
a bill that is going to be before this body
in about a month or 6 weeks. I would
hope that he would be able to speed up
the information so that we would have
it at that time or that bill would be post-
poned till we do have it.

So I join with the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. Pucinsk1) in saying that this
is information that is needed by Mr.
PuciNskI's subcommittee, so as to make
the best judgment we can on the legisla-
tion that will be scheduled for floor ac-
tion after we return in September.

Now I say this because the bill that
was voted out is $1.5 billion and it cer-
tainly has something to do with busing.
In fact it has a great deal to do with bus-
ing. There may be a substitute bill which
will be offered which is broader in scope
and would go to the heart of what is
wrong with our schools today.

If you read the Washington Post this
morning you read of schools that are not
going to open their doors in September,
about teachers who are not going to be
hired, about programs that are going to
be curtailed and the widespread chaos
that exists.

It seems to me this is simply a request
for information and is indeed in order.
I would think the House would be der-
elict in its duty if we were to take up
a bill that involves over a billion dollars
and have no idea of how much money is
being spent at the present time on busing
and how many districts are involved.
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May I also say that a great deal has
been done in this House about freedom
of information and I am always in-
trigued by various people who want in-
formation on certain subjects. Now if
we really believe in freedom of informa-
tion and if we really believe in the right
of Members of this House to know what
is happening, then for the life of me I
cannot understand what is wrong when
we now ask the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare in a perfectly
orderly fashion to supply within 60 days
the amount of money that is now being
spent and in which districts for busing
and the guidelines, rules and regulations
which HEW has drawn up to enforce this
busing to achieve some magical racial
balance.

When this bill comes before the House
it is my judgment—and Mr, PUCINSKI
has already told you this—it is from his
committee that the bill comes—that this
information would be vital in making a
valid judgment. So, after the committee
has already been discharged by the pre-
vious vote I would hope that this “right
to know"” this freedom of information
request would be approved by this House.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr, Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, if I may I would like to
tell you a little bit about our busing
situation.

This is a new development that has
come in in the past few years and in
some of your communities you might not
yet have experienced it. But usually the
way it develops is that a representative
of the civil rights section of HEW ap-
proaches a school board and tells them
that they are not in compliance. The
school board asks what they should do.
It is suggested to this school board that
they try to have some kind of a plan
and bring it back to HEW for approval.
In a small school area it is very difficult
for them to understand why they are not
in compliance. We have a little city
named Grand Prairie that only has one
elementary school where HEW said there
was not a racial balance. The board could
not understand why. But HEW kept ask-
ing them for alternate after alternate.
And this kind of thing goes up to Wash-
ington and the answer comes back from
Washington.

In Irving we have a little school that
was closed. HEW never did explain to
them what the complete rules and reg-
ulations are. After all, to achieve racial
balance, they always put the burden on
the school district.

Now, what we are asking in this res-
olution, is to let a school district have
the right of knowing just what are the
rules and regulations.

When I was down home 2 weeks ago
I had the opportunity to visit many of
our citizens. They asked who runs our
country today—does Congress run it or
do the bureaucrats run it.

1t is a very real question that all of us
need to ask. If you have had any ques-
tions come up at any time, you have
realized that in these Government de-
partments they have become autono-
mous, The law is made by Congress. In
this resolution, we ask that HEW give us
their rules and regulations on this
particular subject.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. ZioN).

Mr. ZION. I thank the gentleman for
yielding. The example the gentleman has
just presented applies also to the Evans-
ville-Vanderburgh School Corp. in
southern Indiana. The bureaucrats in
Chicago came down and said that we
were going to be deprived of a million
dollars in Federal funds because our
program on integration was not ade-
quate. I think it is important for those
people who try to run a school district
to know why, and also—particularly
pertinent to this resolution—I think they
have the right to know how much of
their money that has been set aside for
improving neighborhood schools, is be-
ing diverted. They have a right to know
how much plant and equipment they will
not get as a result of money spent to
buy buses. I think they have a right to
know whether teachers’ salaries will
suffer so that students can ride back and
forth in buses to attend classes. I think
they have a right to know al] this before
September while they are making their
plans. I believe it is very important that
these people who are trying to do a good
job in the neighborhood schools, and are
trying to improve the quality of educa-
tion, have the facts and figures necessary
for them to make rational decisions.

So I strongly support the gentleman
from Texas and would like to associate
myself with the good comments by the
gentlewoman from Oregon.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I think it
is regrettable that a Member comes into
the Speaker’s office 1 minute before the
House convenes and informs the leader-
ship that he is going to call up a bill
or a resolution as soon as he gets a
chance to obtain the floor.

The issue was explained in this way:
As Members appeared on the floor they
were told, “Well, if you are for busing,
you vote ‘nay.’ If you are against busing,
you vote ‘yea.’”

That explanation is inaccurate. What
the gentleman says in the resolution is
that he wants certain information. He
wants certain information from the See-
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, who happens to be Mr. Richardson.
I know Mr. Richardson. He is one of the
most able and talented men in the Nixon
administration. I have known him for
30 years. We in Massachusetts are proud
of him. There is no question in my mind
that Mr. Richardson would ever refuse
the gentlewoman from Oregon any in-
formation that she should desire. I hate
to think there is politics involved in this
matter—that the gentleman from Texas
cannot go home unless he has some an-
swer about busing.

If it is that serious a question, I do
not believe that the gentleman cannot
pick up the telephone and say to Mr.
Richardson or any of the aides in HEW,
“This is the information I want. This is
the information that I seek.” If he can-
not do that, then I feel sorry for him.
I have never seen a department from
which I have been unable to obtain in-
formation which I needed for legislative
purposes.

The gentleman has the right of this
floor. He does not have the right to use
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the floor in the manner in which it has
been used. The departments respect
Members of Congress regardless of the
department involved. When a congres-
sional message goes over to a depart-
ment, it gets first preference. I think he
would be better off if he used that sys-
tem than the system that he has used
today.

I indicate that I will, and I hope all
other Members will vote for the resolu-
tion. It is a simple resolution providing
information which the gentleman could
have gotten without confronting the
House in the manner in which he has.

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

Mr. O'NEILL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. FASCELL. What confuses me on
this question—and I shall certainly sup-
port the resolution—I cannot believe nor
do I understand that the rules and regu-
lations of the Department of HEW are
secret or not already public, and that
they are, therefore, unavailable to the
gentleman from Texas.

Nevertheless, the purport of the reso-
lution is to require, by the will of the
House, that the Secretary of HEW make
available to the gentleman from Texas
the rules and regulations of the Depart-
ment on this particular problem. If that
is the case, that is, if the assumption is
that the gentleman has been denied the
rules and regulations of one of our de-
partments of Government in the admin-
istration of a program, then by all means
this House should act.

I just cannot believe the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare has
acted in that fashion with respect to this
program. Neither can I believe that a list
of the public school systems receiving
funds for busing is not publicly available,
or that if it is not, it ought to be.

I cannot believe the subcommittee hav-
ing jurisdiction of the bill would come to
the floor of this House not already know-
ing this information, so obviously it is
more than a simple request to get infor-
mation, because the information is avail-
able to everyone.

Nevertheless, having gotten this far in
discharging the committee, I see no al-
ternative but to vote for the resolution as
a matter of principle, and making this
information available specifically to the
gentleman from Texas, the sponsor of
the resolution.

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

Mr. O'NEILL. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I was
pleased to hear the distinguished ma-
jority whip say he was going to vote for
this resolution—as I will—but I think
the minority leader ought to know the
consequences of what has been done here.
We have discharged the Committee on
Education and Labor and we are going
to bring this resolution up for immediate
consideration—and I intend to support
it. But may I call the attention of the
gentleman to the fact that the President
has been urging early action on his de-
segregation bill. It would seem to me we
cannot schedule that bill in the House
until the intent of this resolution has
been fulfilled by the Department, and the
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information has been supplied the Mem-
bers. Surely the information being sought
by the gentleman from Texas will have
an impact on how Members will vote on
the President’s desegregation proposal.
Surely we need that information before
we can go further. So it would seem to
me we will not be able to call up the de-
segregation bill for at least 60 days.

More important, we are going to have
a continuing resolution this afternoon to
provide $75 million for this program.
That also would come within the purview
of this resolution. It would seem to me
that those who intend to vote for this
resolution today ought in good faith to
vote against the continuing resolution,
until we have this information. We will
be involving $75 million today, and we
are going to involve the desegregation
bill, which the President has asked early
consideration of. I will use every resource
I have to make sure that bill does not
come to the floor until the intent of this
resolution has been fulfilled, and the in-
formation has been supplied.

This is the consequence of this action
to discharge the committee on this legis-
lation. We knew these consequences, and
that is why we did not bring this resolu-
tion to the floor, but if the gentleman
wants to go ahead in this way, go ahead
and take the consequences.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I take exception to the charges
that have been made on the floor this
afternoon by the distinguished majority
whip and by others that the minority
leader on this side of the aisle is some-
how responsible for this kind of pro-
cedure. I do not cherish this kind of pro-
cedure myself. I do not like to come to
the floor and have to vote on a resolu-
tion where there is not even a report
and where I have to go to the telephone
and call the Department of HEW—as I
did—and ask whether or not this in-
formation is available.

But the trouble is, it could have heen
avoided if the chairman of the House
Education and Labor Committee had
held a hearing on this resolution and
not treated the gentleman from Texas in
this cavalier fashion. I am fed up with
the suggestion that this side of the aisle
is to blame.

I do not happen to believe the resolu-
tion is necessary. I have been informed
by Mr. Poole in the Department of HEW
that the information is available from
the Office of the Commissioner on Edu-
cation and from HEW. But maybe the
next time the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor would not
have a moment of forgetfulness and for-
get to have a hearing on the resolu-
tion—which would have avoided all this
trouble—so that the facts could have
been brought out in orderly fashion.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of House Resolution 539. I believe
that a crisis exists in our educational sys-
tem which demands the serious attention
of the House.

The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, acting under its interpreta-
tion of the decisions »f the Supreme
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Court, are engaged in a scheme to insti-
tute a massive busing plan to integrate
our country’s schools from kindergarten
through high school.

They are also doing so with total dis-
regard to the consequences that their
action will have on education and upon
the communities affected.

They are falsely raising the hopes of
the black people of this country that
such schemes will improve the quality of
education for black people. Their manip-
ulation would require an extraordinary
expenditure for buses, maintenance, and
personnel which could result in double
and triple shifts of the school day and
would seriously curtail such educational
programs as field trips and athletic pro-
grams.

In my district busing to comply with
HEW edicts would cost millions of dol-
lars. Existing bus service in some areas
is being discontinued to make more
money available for racial busing.

There is no educational value to be
gained by busing children simply to
achieve an arbitrary racial balance.

If we are honest with ourselves, then
we must admit that the problem does not
lie with our schools but with our com-
munities. No effective form of integra-
tion will succeed until black and white
people learn to share a common interest
within a common community. If we must
expend our resources in enforcing some
form of integration, it would be far wiser
to focus on the problems of the whole
community rather than to burden the
schools with social experiments which
proffer the vague and unsubstantial hope
that somehow everything will be better
some day.

Recently, in Prince Georges County,
Md., under the threats and intimidation
of HEW, the board of education was
presented with a foolish plan which
would have jeopardized the education of
thousands of children.

Fortunately, the board was wise
enough to reject the plan. HEW will now
undoubtedly threaten to cut off Federal
funds if the county fails to comply with
a plan acceptable to HEW.

Mr. Speaker, in an effort to reinforce
the severity of the problem, I insert the
statement which I presented on July 29,
1971, before the Prince Georges County
Board of Education:

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen of
the Board: I urge that this Board refect en-
tirely the proposal prepared by your staff to
implement a plan of massive busing for
Prince George's County.

Further, I urge that you stand up to the
pressures being exerted by the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare in its no-
tice of non-compliance and insist that the
matter be resolved in the courts.

I need not remind this Board that its pri-
mary obligation is the education of the chil-
dren of Prince Georges County. Any plan
adopted by the Board should have as its
primary consideration the creation of qual-
ity education for the children of Prince
Georges County and, secondarily, to get
maximum benefit from the money invested
by the taxpayers for education. The plan
presently before you would seriously hamper
these objectives. Money which should be
spent for education would be spent for buses.

It makes no sense whatsoever to bus some
7,000 elementary children up to 14 miles at

a cost of possibly a million dollars, particu-
larly when over 5,000 of those students are
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now within walking distance of their schools.

The Supreme Court has not ruled that
a school system is under any compulsion to
initiate a massive busing plan where de facto
segregation exists. In fact, they have specifi-
cally, sald that such school systems are not
obligated to do so. This is the situation we
have in Prince Georges County, not de jure
but de facto segregation. It is not illegal. The
Prince George's County School Board should
stand by its principles and resist the idiocy
of HEW.

If HEW persists In regarding every state
which had de jure segregation prior to the
decision in Brown v. Board of Education
(1954) as continuing to have such a system,
despite the best efforts of the school system
to comply and in complete disregard to the
changes which have occurred since 1954 in
residential patterns, no state affected by the
Court's 1954 decision could ever satisfy
HEW's criterla. The consequence would be
a continual redrawing of school boundaries
and increased busing to the point that the
school system would be driven to bankruptey
and the taxpayers into poverty.

Furthermore, children would have to at-
tend numerous different schools during the
course of their education just to satisfy the
misguided zeal of social experimenters and
manipulators. This 1s not good educational
policy.

In my opinion, the attorney for the School
Board erred in identifying any elementary
schools as de jure schools until that could
be determined by the courts. The fact of
their construction prior to 1954 is not suf-
ficlent to reach such a conclusion and I
don’t believe the evidence would indicate
that the School Board has gerrymandered
districts in order to keep them segregated
subsequent to the 1954 Supreme Court rul-
ing.

% am aware that the actions of HEW carry
with it the implied threat to deny funds
unless the Board complies. I will do every-
thing within my power to assure that such
& threat is never carried out. I am of the
opinion that, if this School Board decides
to challenge HEW’s order in court, as they
should (and I urge that they do so) HEW can
be restrained from denying funds until the
courts resolve the question.

I want to stress that I am vehemently op-
posed to segregation, not only of our schools
but also of our communities. I further be-
lieve that the problems that black people of
this nation face in jobs, housing, and edu-
cation will not be eliminated until we eradi-
cate all remnants of racial prejudice in this
land. All Americans should have the right to
live where they wish, work where they are
qualified to work, and go to the schools in
their own neighborhoods. I will vigorously
support programs to achieve real equality in
all aspects of our lives, but I will not sup-
port schemes that will undermine the fabric
of our educational system by requiring that
schools bear the full brunt of social ex-
perimentation.

I repeat my conviction that this Board
should reject its staff plan and insist that
the questions of de jure segregation be re-
solved by the courts. In that way the deci-
sion will be final and doubt will be removed.

We should not allow a handful of bu-
reaucrats to dictate what we know is ridicu-
lous. The members of this Board have &
responsibility to assure the best education
possible for our children. In this instance,
this means rejecting the proposal before you.

Mr. Speaker, this issue is tearing our
Nation apart. The Congress must solve
the problem. The courts and HEW have
virtually preempted the voice of Con-
gress in the decision.

The President himself cannot escape
responsibility for this problem. He has
said he opposes busing to achieve racial
balance and yet officials of his adminis-
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tration take actions which directly con-
tradict the President’s statements. Why
cannot he transfer these idiotic bureau-
crats who work counter to his policies
someplace where they cannot do as much
harm if he is unable to fire them out-
right?

I urge that the Congress consider a
resolution that HEW cannot enforce its
will upon a school system until a court
has interpreted in a hearing of fact
whether or not a school system is in
violation of the law—whether it is de
jure or de facto. I, for one, am unwilling
to allow the same agency who disburses
funds to also determine the law.

I will support House Resolution 539
introduced by the gentleman from Texas
in the hopes that it might possibly help
in this ridiculous situation which HEW
has created and is creating in our school
systems.

By making HEW define its rules on
busing we might be able to expose the
vicious shell game they are now play-
ing by putting the blame for busing plans
on local school systems.

Mr. RARICE. Mr. Speaker, I certainly
support House Resolution 539. I see noth-
ing wrong with directing the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to fur-
nish the House with the list of public
school systems receiving Federal funds
and engaged in the busing of schoolchil-
dren and the rules and regulations of
HEW with respect to the use of these
funds.

If, as the Supreme Court has ruled, the
peoples’ “right to know” must be pro-
tected, even to smoking out the so-called
secrets of the Pentagon papers, then cer-
tainly there should be no harm in telling
the people how the Government is using
their tax dollars to attempt to do what
God Himself would not do—make people
equal.

Furthermore, the people have the right
to know how this Congress is yielding to
judicial fiat by appropriating funds to
what the Congress itself has specifically
said could not be done—bhus children to
overcome racial imbalance—definition
(b) of 42 U.S.C. 2000 C. This congres-
sional protection of freedom from busing
is the law of the land—the Supreme
Court has chosen to ignore the law of the
land but has never declared it unconsti-
tutional.

Just last week this House appropriated
funds specifically designed to enforce the
Swann-Mecklenburg decision over my
objections and contrary to existing law.
It is the right and privilege of the Mem-
bers of this House to know how this
money is going to be spent so that they
can inform their constituents of the ex-
tent of Federal discrimination.

I intend to cast my people’s vote in
support of House Resolution 539.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I believe
passage of this resolution is totally un-
necessary. We have been advised by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON)
that the information requested in this
resolution is readily available from the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

The extraordinary preference granted
to resolutions of inquiry may be justified
in certain cases, especially where the
Department concerned has refused an
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informal request to provide the infor-
mation to Members of Congress or has
responded to such requests in an inade-
quate manner. That is not the case here.
To use this procedure indiseriminately is
to invite a chaotic situation in which the
systematic and orderly conduct of the
business of the House may well be
impeded.

Finally, I sense from the resolution and
from the remarks made on the floor by its
sponsor, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Corrins) that this resolution represents
a part of a campaign to discredit and
interfere with the efforts of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
to achieve integration in American
education.

Accordingly, while on its face the reso-
lution appears harmless enough, I am
constrained to vote against it.

Mr. PICELE. Mr. Speaker, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr, CorLLiNs) has in-
troduced a timely resolution which
should have our support.

I will admit that it is a very unusual
practice that we follow today by voting
to discharge the committee and thus al-
low a vote on the pending resolution here
on the floor. It is not a good practice to
circumvent committee function, and I
think we will all agree that only in ex-
treme circumstances would we take from
the committee a resolution which has
been pending such a short time,

The fact is, however, that we have
voted to discharge the committee and
thus make in order a vote on the pending
resolution. It is, therefore, a moot ques-
tion to debate whether the House is wise
thus to suspend its rules. The question
is should the information be given to the
Congress by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

I think it should be given to the Con-
gress.

Some have contended HEW would give
to the Congress such information and
documents as it has regarding rules and
regulations on any school where the Fed-
eral Government attempts to withhold
funds in attempts to achieve raeial
balance. This is supposed to be the law
anyway, for this is what the Congress
has already voted.

1t is not enough, therefore, to contend
that HEW gives to the Congress all the
information necessary and pertinent to
these rules and regulations. I submit,
further, that this was not done in the
Austin school board case. Here, the
court had directed HEW and the Austin
independent school system to negotiate
in an effort to work out differences of
school busing plans. But I must advise
the House that on three or four instances
HEW actually broke engagement dates
with our school officials and thus kept
them in the dark as to what HEW spe-
cifically wanted or intended.

I must further say that the lack of
needed information was not entirely
HEW'’s fault, but came about because
they in turn did not known the “party
line”"—that is, Justice waited until the
11th hour to decide which way it would
go. In either event, both were slow in giv-
ing us direction, and I presume that
would mean rules and regulations we
should have known.
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Therefore, though this may be an un-
usual route, I find it a serious proposition
that there should even be any need for
such a resolution.

For these reasons I support this resolu-
tion and I trust that the House will sup-
port it.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their remarks
on the subject of the resolution.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question.

The SPEAKER. The previous guestion
has been ordered.

The question is on the resolution,

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count.

Two hundred three Members are pres-
ent, not & quorum.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
seﬁt Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 351, nays 36, not voting 46,

as follows:

Abbitt
Abourezk
Adams
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, I11.
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley

Aspin
Aspinall
Baker
Baring
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Betts
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Blanton
Boggs

Burleson, Tex.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron

Cabell

Caffery

Camp

[Roll Ne. 230]
YEAS—3561

Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Culver
Danlel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Danlelson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Dickinson
Dingell

Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Foley

Ford, Gerald R.

Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey

Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Glaimo
Gibbons
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling

Hansen, Idaho
Harsha

Harvey
Hathaway
Hays
Hébert

Hechler, W. Va.

Heckler, Mass.
Henderson

Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hogan
Holifleld
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Earth
Kastenmelier
Eazen
Keating
Keith
Eemp
King
Kluczynski
Kuykendall
Kyl
Eyros
Latta
Lennon
Lent
Link
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McClure
McCollister
MecCormack
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
MchMiillan
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher

Michel

Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark,
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink

Abzug
Annunzio
Badillo
Barrett
Bingham
Blatnik
Bolling
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Celler
Collins, 111,
Dellums
Dow

Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Moss
Murphy, I,
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O'Hara
O'Konski
O'Neill
Patman
Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle

Pike

Pirnle
Foage
Podell
Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Randall
Rarick
Rees

Reid, I11.
Reld, N.Y.
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥.
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth

St Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Scheuer
Schmitz
Schneebeli
Schwengel

NAYS—36

Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Green, Pa.
Harrington
Hawkins
Helstoski
Eoch
Leggett
Macdonald,
Mass

Metcalfe
Mikva
Mitchell
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Scott
Sebelius
Selberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Skubita
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.¥.
Snyder
Spence
Springer
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tlernan
Udall
Uliman
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Watts
White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Morse
Mosher
Nix
Rangel
Roncalio
Rooney, N.Y.
Rosenthal
Ryan
Stokes
Vanik
Whalen

NOT VOTING—486

Abernethy
Addabbo
Belcher

Bell
Blackburn
Burlison, Mo,
Clay
Conyers
Davis, 8.0,
de la Garza
Devine
Diggs
Donohue
Edmondson
Edwards, La.
Esch

Evins, Tenn.
Flynt

Mazzoll
Montgomery
Passman
Peyser

Poff

Purcell

. Baylor

Jones, Tenn.
Eee
Landgrebe
Landrum
Long, La.
MeCulloch
McKinney

Sullivan
Thompson, Ga.
Van Deerlin

Vander Jagt
Waldie

Whalley

Whitten

Wilson,
Charles H.

So the resolution was agreed to.
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Addabbo with Mr. McKinney.
Burlison of Missourl with Mr. Belcher.
Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Be:l.
Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Devine.
Purcell with Mr. Landgrebe.
Flynt with Mr. Blackburn.

Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Hillis.

Mr. Montgomery with Mr. Hastings.

Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Saylor.

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Vander Jagt.

Mr. Waldie with Mr. Peyser.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Esch.

Mr. Passman with Mr. Poff.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Conyers.

Mr., Whitten with Mr. Whalley.

Mr. Landrum with Mr. Thompson of
Georgila.

Mr. Davis of South Carolina with Mr. de Ia
Garza.

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Clay.

Mr. Kee with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Mazzoll with Mr, William D. Ford.

Mr. Donohue with Mr. Edwards
Loulsiana.

Mr. Edmondson with Mrs. Hansen of Wash-
ington.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

of

ACCESS TO INFORMATION

(Mr. LUJAN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, by a vote of
351 to 36, this Congress has taken one
giant step forward for the cause of
democracy.

Mr. CoLLins of Texas wanted certain
information from the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare which
the Committee on Education and Labor
had failed to get. He came to the floor
of the House and introduced a resolu-
tion discharging the Committee from
further action, and asked the members
to reaffirm his right to this information.

In passing this resolution we have es-
tablished the right of a man represent-
ing the American public to have any in-
formation he wants as to what any
branch of this Government is doing.

Too long has the Congress been denied
access to information of programs not
necessarily in the public interest.

The seniority system has made it pos-
sible for a chairman of a committee to
stop any action he wants to stop. This
vote serves notice that members will now
come to the House with their requests if
the chairmen are not responsive.

During the argument, the majority
leader, Mr. Boagcs, and the majority whip,
Mr. O'NErLL, pointed to the fact that this
would be setting a dangerous precedent.
To this I say, Mr. Speaker, dangerous for
whl;)lrin? Certainly not for the American
pu C.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorb.)

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I was
scheduled to depart Louisville on East-
ern Airline flight 522 at 10:55 a.m. this
morning, My arrival time at Washington
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National Airport was scheduled for
shortly after 12 noon today.

Because of an equipment failure, flight
522 did not leave Louisville until almost
3 p.m. this afternoon. Thus, I did not
arrive in Washington until shortly be-
fore 5 p.m.

Because of this equipment failure, I
was prevented from being on the floor
of the House today during the period
when three record votes were taken.

Had I been present at the time the
conference report on HR. 9272, Appro-
priations for the Departments of State,
Justice, Commerce, and Judiciary, 1
would have voted “yea.”

Had I been present at the time the
vote was taken on the motion to dis-
charge the Committee on Education and
Labor from further consideration of
House Resolution 539, directing the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to furnish certain documents to the
House of Representatives which per-
tain to the busing of children to achieve
racial balance in the schools, I would
have voted “no.”

Had I been present at the time the
vote was taken on adoption of House
Resolution 539, I would have voted
“yea.”

CONCERNING THE WAR POWERS OF
CONGRESS AND THE PRESIDENT

Mr, ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the joint
resolution (H.J. Res. 1) concerning the
war powers of the Congress and the
President.

The Clerk read as follows:

HJ. Res. 1

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That the Congress
reaffirms its powers under the Constitution
to declare war. The Congress recognizes that
the President in certain extraordinary and
emergency circumstances has the authority
‘o defend the United States and its citizens
/dAthout specific prior authorization by the
Congress.
Sec, 2. It is the sense of Congress that the
President should seek appropriate consulta-
tion with the Congress before involving the
Armed Forces of the United Btates in armed
conflict, and should continue such consul-
tatlon periodically during such armed con-
flict.

Sec. 3. In any case in which the President
without specific prior authorization by the
Congress—

(1) commits United States military forces
to armed conflict;

(2) commits military forces equipped for
combat to the territory, airspace, or waters
of a forelgn nation, except for deployments
which relate solely to supply, repair, or train-
ing of United States forces, or for humani-
tarian or other peaceful purposes; or

(3) substantially enlarges military forces
already located in a forelgn natlon;
the President shall submit promptly to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
to the president of the Senate a report, In
writing, setting forth—

(A) the circumstances necessitating his
action;

(B) the constitutional, legislative, and
treaty provisions under the authority of
which he took such action, together with his
reasons for not seeking specific prior con-
gressional authorization;

(C) the estimated scope of activities; and
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(D) such other information as the Presi-
dent may deem useful to the Congress in
the fulfillment of its constitutional responsi-
bilitles with respect to committing the Na-
tion to war and to the use of United States
Armed Forces abroad.

Sec. 4. Nothing In this joint resolution is
intended to alter the constitutional author-
ity of the Congress or of the President, or
the provisions of exlsting treatles.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Wisconsin is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself as much time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, House Joint Resolution 1
reasserts in a constitutional and praecti-
cal way the power and authority of Con-
gress in the matter of war-making.

This resolution is virtually identical to
a war powers resolution which was passed
under suspension of the rules by the
House on November 16, 1970, by the over-
whelming vote of 288 to 39.

When the Senate subsequently failed
to act on the House resclution before the
end of the 91st Congress, it died with ad-
journment.

Today the House is being asked to re-
affirm its earlier decision that the con-
cept embodied in this resolution repre-
sents a clear and firm consensus of the
House in the matter of war powers.

The only modification of the earlier
House-passed resolution which was made
in House Joint Resolution 1 resulted from
the desire to gain the broadest possible
support.

The resolution approved by the House
last Congress contained the phrase
“whenever feasible” in section 2—as:

It is the sense of Congress that, whenever
feasible, the President should seek appropri-
ate consultation with the Congress before in-
volving the Armed Forces, ete.

When the resolution was reintroduced
into the 92d Congress that phrase was
deliberately omitted. The reasons were:

First, the phrase apparently had been
the most controversial part of the resolu-
tion during its consideration in the
House in 1970. Several members fold me
that they based their opposition to the
resolution on the inclusion of those two
words. This year those two words, which
troubled some, have been eliminated and
open the way for their support of House
Joint Resolution 1.

A second reason for eliminating the
phrase is that it had no essential signif-
icance in the resclution. The section in
which it appears remains a “sense of
Congress” provision and thus advisory
rather than mandatory on the President.

Even though this resolution had been
drafted and approved by the Committee
after extensive hearings in 1970, the
Subcommittee on National Security Pol-
icy held additional hearings on House
Joint Resolution 1 and other war powers
bills this year.

Once again the subcommittee was con-
vinced of the wisdom of the approach
embodied in the resolution. On July 21
the full House Foreign Affairs Commit-
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tee considered House Joint Resolution
1 and voted unanimously to report it to
the floor for passage.

Mr. Speaker, there are a number of
members of this body who have them-
selves offered war powers resolutions.
Many of those proposals are of much
more sweeping effect than the reso-
lution before us today. For that reason,
it is possible to question their consti-
tutionality or their feasibility in view
of the fact that to become effective they
must become law.

House Joint Resolution 1 cannot be
questioned on either count.

It is clearly a legitimate and consti-
tutional exercise of congressional power
to pass such a resolution.

Second, I believe that the President
will sign this resolution, or at least allow
it to become law. In that regard, it should
be pointed out that representatives of
the executive branch who have testified
on the proposal have made it clear that
they find nothing in it which they would
find objectionable.

This is so, I believe, because the reso-
lution was drafted with bipartisan sup-
port, not in an effort to provoke con-
frontation between the legislative and
executive branches, but rather to pro-
mote greater cooperation and consulta-
tion in the national interest.

Because this resolution was formed in
a spirit of cooperation rather than con-
frontation, I believe it reflects a con-
sensus in the House on objectives which
new war powers legislation should fulfill.
Those objectives are three:

First, House Joint Resolution 1 reaf-
firms and reasserts the constitutional
grant of power to Congress to declare
war, while recognizing the responsibility
of the President to defend the Nation
against attack, without specific prior
congressional authorization, in emer-
gency circumstances.

Second, the resolution makes clear
that, to the maximum extent possible,
the Congress should be consulted prior
to Presidential action involving the com-~
mitment of U.S. forces to combat even
if the crisis does not permit Congress to
act first.

Third, House Joint Resolution 1 places
a new reporting requirement on the
President. It directs that he must
promptly present to Congress a formal,
written explanation whenever he takes
certain actions involving U.S. Armed
Forces without prior congressional ap-
proval.

Among Presidential actions included
are the commitment of troops to armed
conflict or the risk thereof, the initial
movement of significant numbers of U.S.
forces to foreign soil, and the substan-
tial enlargement of units already sta-
tioned abroad.

That is the total effect of the resolu-
tion. As section 4 of the proposal makes
explicit, it does not alter the constitu-
tional authority of either Congress or
the President, nor does it affect the pro-
visions of existing treaties.

While it neither increases or dimin-
ishes the existing war powers of Con-
gress and the President, House Joint Res-
olution 1 does offer an opportunity for
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greater understanding and coordination
between the two branches of Govern-
ment in the greater national interest.

We may reasonably expect situations
to arise in the future, as they have in
the past, which will threaten confiict be-
tween the Congress and the President
over the exercise of the war-making pow-
ers. Passage of House Joint Resolution 1
will prevent such strife at critical peri-
ods in our Nation’s history.

Key to this effect of the resolution is
section 3 which imposes a reporting re-
quirement and thereby opens up a formal
channel for communication between the
President—the Commander in Chief—
and the Congress.

Since the reporting requirement con-
tained in section 3 of the resolution is
the heart of the proposal, it requires some
further explanation.

House Joint Resolution 1 calls for the
President to file a report with the Con-
gress in three situations in which he
acts without specific prior congressional
authorization.

Those situations are:

First, when he commits U.S. military
forces to armed conflict.

This would include commitments of
U.S. forces into situations or areas where
conflict already is taking place and there
is reasonable expectation that American
military personnel will be subjeet to hos-
tile fire.

For example, if the resolution had
been in force in 1965, the President
would have been required to make a for-
mal report to Congress about the Do-
minican Republic action.

Second, the President would be re-
quired to report to Congress in any sit-
uation in which he commits military
forces equipped for combat to the terri-
tory, airspace or waters of a foreign na-
tion, except for deployments which re-
late solely to routine matters such as
supply, repair, training, or for humani-
tarian purposes.

This provision is designed to cover
those commitments of troops in situa-
tions where there is no actual fighting,
but some risk, even if it is small, of our
forces being involved sooner or later in
hostilities.

Thus, for example, the dispatch of
Marines to Thailand in 1962 and the
Lebanon landing of 1958 would have re-
quired a report to Congress.

Third. the President would be re-
quired to report whenever he substan-
tially enlarged numbers of U.S. military
forces already located in a foreign na-
tion.

While the word substantial is subject
to interpretation. it is possible to have a
common sense understanding of the
numbers invoived. A thousand additional
men sent to Germany or Vietnam would
not be a substantial enlargement of U.S.
forces there. If a thousand-additional-
man contingent were sent to Guantan-
amo Bay, Cuba, however, it would in-
crease U.S. forces by some 25 percent
and would require a report.

The report itself is prescribed in some
detail by the resolution. It is to be sub-

mitted promptly, that is, within several
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days, in writing, to the President of the
Senate and the Speaker of the House.
Morever, it is implied to the maximum
extent possible, the report is to be un-
classified. If the President wishes to
make classified information available to
the Congress as additional justification
for his actions, he is free to do so.

The legislation also specifies informa-
tion which is to be contained in the re-
port. It includes: The circumstances re-
quiring the President to act; the consti-
tutional, legislative and treaty provi-
sions from which he derived authority
for his action, the President’s reasons for
not seeking specific prior Congressional
authorization; the estimated scope of ac-
tivities, and such other information as
the President believes necessary to aid
the Congress in fulfilling its responsibil-
ities,

Requiring such a report from the Pres-
ident is fully consistent with the tradi-
tional relationship between the Congress
and the Chief Executive. Fully one hun-
dred reporting requirements have been
imposed in the past on the executive
branch by Congress as part of foreign af-
fairs and national security affairs
legislation.

While it is not unusual for Congress
to require Presidential reporting, the re-
ports themselves should be an unusually
effective way of keeping Congress in-
formed about the use of U.S. armed
forces abroad. They may lead to in-
creased harmony and cooperation be-
tween Congress and the President in na-
tional security matters.

In time of future crisis, the safety and
salvation of our Nation could well depend
on just such harmony and cooperation.

In conclusion, I wish to commend par-
ticularly several Members of Congress
who have been very helpful in formulat-
ing this resolution and have contributed
significantly to it. They are the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. Fasceri), the
gentleman from California (Mr. HoLi-
FIELD), and the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. PePPER), and, on the other side of
the aisle, the genfleman from Illinois
(Mr. FINDLEY) .

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge that
the Members of this body suspend the
rules of the House and approve this
resolution.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. DENNIS).

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I subscribe
generally to the theory that the Congress
should assert itself in this important
field and that normally it would be
desirable before committing our Armed
Forces abroad for the President of the
United States to consult with the
Congress.

I think, however, it is perfectly ob-
vious—and it has been true throughout
our history—that occasions are going to
arise when consultation for one reason
or another—and I refer to prior consul-
tation—is not practicable or possible.

When this resolution was before the
House previously—and I voted for it—
the words, as the distinguished chairman
has said, “whenever feasible” were
inecluded.
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In the resolution passed here previ-
ously the operative language read as fol-
lows:

It is the sense of the Congress that, when-
ever feasible, the President should seek ap-
propriate consultation with the Congress
before involving the armed forces of the
United States in armed conflict—

I, personally, regard it as unfortunate,
particularly since the words were in-
cluded the first time, that they should be
omitted this time. It seems to me that it
is at least possible to argue that the reso-
lution has more significance than I think,
probably, was intended by the commit-
tee or that it actually could have in prac-
tice. I think we must all realize that there
will in fact be occasions when prior con-
sultation will not be had because it is not
in fact possible or feasible, and in section
1 and again in section 3, this resolution
itself in effect recognizes that it is not
always feasible to have prior consulta-
tion.

The committee report says that the
omission of these words makes no differ-
ence, and that may be true, but since that
is so, and it has been so that the Presi-
dent has, on ocecasion acted throughout
our history, and since the committee was
careful and elected to state his right to
act here, I, personally, find it regrettable
that those words were left out, and that
there was this change.

If we were bringing this important
matter up other than under a suspension
of the rules, as I would have hoped it
would have been brought up other than
on a suspension of the rules, I would
certainly offer an amendment to put
those words back in which, of course, is
not now possible.

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

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. FINDLEY, I am sure the gentle-
man from Indiana recognizes that con-
sultation can occur at several different
levels. It might consist of a telephone call
to the Speaker of the House and one to
the President of the Senate or the Pres-
ident pro tempore of the Senate. It could
involve committee leaders or entire com-
mittees, or the entire Congress.

For myself, I cannot recall any time in
our history in which circumstances were
so tight as to deny the President at least
a reasonable opportunity to get on the
telephone and at least inform the elected
leaders of both Chambers before our mil-
itary forces are engaged.

Therefore, I feel that the omission of
“whenever feasible” really does not have
a damaging effect upon this resolution.
After all, that part of the resolution——

The SPEAEKER. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana has expired.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is rec-
ognized for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. FINDLEY. The words “whenever
feasible” appeared formerly in that part
of the resolution which is a sense of the
Congress, an expression of opinion and
attitude on the part of the Congress, and
does not have a binding force and effect.
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Furthermore, I would like to say this
is a new Congress. The last resolution
on this question was considered in a
former Congress. The legislative history
of this action depends upon what the 92d
Congress does.

Mr. DENNIS. My feeling is that it does
not add very much or change very much
either, but the gentleman drew the reso-
lution before. Why did he leave the words
out?

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

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the chairman
of the subcommittee.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. When a similar resolution
was considered in the 91st Congress there
were some Members who felt that the
phrase “whenever feasible” in section 2,
the sense of Congress portion of the
resolution would serve as an excuse for
the President not to consult with Con-
gress.

Since the phrase is in the sense of Con-
gress section of the resolution, dropping
the phrase “whenever feasible” appeared
advisable. It was the intent of the chair-
man of the subcommittee and, I believe,
the members of the subcommittee to ob-
tain broader support for the resolution.
Deleting “whenever feasible” does not
detract from the provision in this sec-
tion and would, indeed, encourage the
President to seek consultation with the
Congress.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. JONAS. May I ask a question of
the chairman of the committee?

I invite your attention to the sentence
beginning in the middle of line 4, page 1,
which is as follows:

The Congress recognizes that the President
in certaln extraordinary and emergency cir-
cumstances has the authority to defend the
United States and its citizens without spe-
cific prior authorization by the Congress.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. DENNIS) has
again expired.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. DENNIS).

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, I am a little
confused about that language. I had
thought the President of the United
States has the inherent authority, not
only the power and authority, but the
responsibility to defend the United States
if attacked, immediately.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield, that is exactly
right and the language in the resolution
reaffirms that the Congress recognizes
this power.

Mr. JONAS. No, you say that the Con-
gress recognizes that the President in
certain extraordinary and emergency
circumstances has the authority to de-
fend the United States. Does he not have
that power in any event—and the re-
sponsibility?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Under the Constitu-
tion the President does have the author-
ity, in certain extraordinary and emer-
gency eircumstances to commit troops
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and the power to defend the United
States.

Mr. JONAS. What if the United States
is suddenly attacked?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. That certainly is an
extraordinary and emergency ecircum-
stance, and the President would have the
authority to commit troops and this res-
olution so states.

Mr. JONAS. So that what you mean is
that in the event of an extraordinary or
sudden attack you would concede the
President would have the authority and
responsibility to defend the TUnited
States, in the event of such a sudden
attack, without any requirement that he
get the consent of the Congress?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. There is no question
in the mind of the gentleman from
Wisconsin about that.

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

Mr. ZABLOCKI, The gentleman from
Indiana has the time.

Mr. DENNIS. As I understand the
explanation made by the chairman of
the subcommittee, these words “when-
ever feasible” were omitted without the
intention of tying the President down
more than the first resolution. And I
come back to the fact that as far as
I know, throughout history, the Pres-
ident of the United States on many oc-
casions has committed armed forces and
then consulted with the Congress after-
ward, and those actions have been ap-
proved ex post facto. If the committee
is seeking by this resolution to say that
the President can no longer do that, that
he always must consult ahead of time
whenever it is in any wise feasible, then
I would think that we were making a
rather serious change.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. May I say to the gen-
tleman from Indiana that the language
of section 2 does not say that.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. COLLIER) .

Mr, COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, there are
two areas in this resolution upon which
I would like some clarification.

In section 3, paragraph 2, it states,
“Commits military forces equipped for
combat,” et cetera.

Now, at what point do we determine
when forces are equipped for combat?
In 1961, we dispatched 15,000 troops to
South Vietnam. They were presumed to
be there for instruction and training
purposes. The resolution excepts the
training of U.S. Forces. The troops sent
in 1961, as I recall, were combat
equipped, at the same time they were
presumed, as I say, to be there for the
purpose of training South Vietnamese
troops. How would this be applicable un-
der similar circumstances in the future?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. It would be applicable
whenever the President commits com-
bat-equipped troops further, subpara-
graph 3, provides that a report is re-
quired when the President “substantially
enlarges military forces already located
in a foreign nation.”

The President would then have to re-
port to Congress.

In the case of Vietnam, when we had
a training force there——

Mr. COLLIER. We had 583 there.
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Mr. ZABLOCKI. And we had less than
5,000, this number was increased to 15,-
000. However, prior to being equipped
for combat, they did not even carry side-
arms, I will say to the gentleman. When
they were equipped for combat, if this
resolution were law, the President would
have to report his action to the Congress.

Mr. COLLIER. We had 583 troops, I
understand those are the figures, of so-
called training forces.

When the 15,000 were sent they did
have sidearms, and they did in fact en-
gage in combat.

At what point do we decide whether
they are there for the purposes of train-
ing forces, and at what point do they be-
come combat forces?

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

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

Mr. FINDLEY, If the gentleman will
read lines 7T and 8 on page 2 which pro-
vide the answer.

The language is “commits military
forces equipped for combat to the ter-
ritory, airspace, or waters of a foreign
nation.”

So when the moment arrives that mili-
tary forces equipped for combat are
committed to the territory, airspace, or
waters of a foreign country then at that
moment the President is required under
the terms of this resolution to report to
the Congress what has occurred, his
justification for if, and the legal basis for
taking that action.

Mr. COLLIER. According to this ver-
biage no President could dispatch forces
for the purpose of training foreign forces
inasmuch as this makes the exception
for the training of U.S. forces, is that
correct?

So we would have no recurrence of
what we had previously.

Mr. FINDLEY, I will say to the gen-
tleman that had this resolution been law
in 1962 when the number of U.S. military
personnel in Vietnam was raised from
about 700 to 16,000 definitely under the
terms of this resolution a report would
have been required. Those forces were
sent originally as military advisers. But
shortly after their arrival in Vietnam
they were reformed as part of combat
teams and they became forces certainly
equipped for combat.

Mr, COLLIER. I thank the gentleman.
There is one other point with reference
to the final sentence in this resolution
which reads:

Nothing in this joint resolution is intended
to alter the constitutional authority of the

Congress or of the President, or the provisions
of existing treaties.

At present we are engaged in or are
involved in some seven international
treaties which commit us to the common
defense of some 40 nations in the world.

Why should not this be applicable to
those particular treaties? Because I
think if we learn nothing else from our
experience in the last 6 years it should
be a review of all military commit-
ments—and we are committed today as I
say to the defense of 40 nations in the
world. And I do not think that there
should be an exclusion in this type of
resolution to accommodate those treaties
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which are in many cases obsolete and
certainly impracticable in the light of
our recent experience.

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

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

Mr. FINDLEY. The language in sec-
tion 4 has nothing to do with the lan-
guage in section 3, the reporting require-
ment. For example when we initially sta-
tioned military forces in Europe under
the NATO treaty a report under this res-
olution would be required. If we sub-
stantially increased those forces in
Europe a report would be required.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. FASCELL) .

Mr. FASCELL, Mr. Speaker, we have
witnessed in the last year a basic reap-
praisal of the way in which this Nation
involves itself in war. Drawing on the
experience of Southeast Asia, and partic-
ularly the Cambodian incursion which
involved U.S. forces in combat without
prior congressional corsultation or amn-
thorization, the necessily for a compre-
hensive review of the wer powers of Con-
gress and the Presicent was clearly
recognized.

In order to stimulate that reappraisal
and catalyze the discuss .on of a vital con-
stitutional issue, I prepared and spon-
sored legislation on Ma;y 13, 1970, to de-
fine the authority of the President to
commit U.S. troops abroyad or make war
without the express consent of Congress.

Thanks to our colleague, CLEM ZaA-
BLOCKI, chairman of the Subcommittee
on Nation Security Policy of the House
Foreign Affairs Committee, and the dis-
tinguished members of that subcommit-
tee as well as Chairman TrHOMAS MOR-
can of the full Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee, a thorough discussion has taken
place. The extensive hearings which were
held both last year and this year were
among the most carefully structured and
thorough in which it has been my pri-
vilege to participate.

The result of that careful considera-
tion is House Joint Resolution 1, which
is before us today. It is the legislative
translation of our consensus about how
to begin to restore a proper constitutional
balance between the Congress and the
President. A similar resolution was ap-
proved overwhelmingly by the House last
fall, but died when the Senate failed to
act.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot delude our-
selves that this one bill, or even a series
of bills, will, by themselves, restore the
prerogatives of the Congress, arrogated
by the Executive over the years. But
House Joint Resolution 1 is an im-
portant first step toward reestablishing
the constitutional balance with respect to
WAar powers.

The widespread change of attitude
which has seen renewed and wider in-
terest in this subject in both the House
and Senate is significant,

Mr. Speaker, the Congress is in the
midst of considering many ecritical is-
sues, but none could be more important
than the question of minimizing the risk
of unnecessary war. We can begin the
long road back to full congressional con-
stitutional authority by taking favorable
action on House Joint Resolution 1.
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Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I will require.

Mr. Speaker under the Constitution,
the Congress clearly is the branch with
the greatest warmaking authority and
responsibility, deriving them from spe-
cific provisions as well as from residual
PoOWers.

The somber fact, however, is that the
Congress has exercised this authority to
only a modest degree. For the most part,
Congress has been content with the role
of supply sergeant to the Nation's mili-
tary needs, leaving to the President the
great decisions of war and peace. Neglect
of its responsibility has been greatly to
the disadvantage of the public interest.

In light of our grim experience in the
quagmire of Vietnam, it is timely—in
fact, urgent—ior the Congress to iden-
tify the factors contributing to this ne-
glect. We must find ways to promote
greater congressional participation in
the decisions which cause our Armed
Forces to engage in hostilities, or cause
them to be stationed where hostilities
may develop. Congress must find effec-
tive ways to reassert its control over the
power of the sword committed to it by
the Constitution.

Athough I feel the Congress has pre-
eminent authority and responsibility in
the warmaking field, clearly the Consti-
tution confers some responsibilities in
this area to the President, certain others
to the Congress as a whole, and still
others only to the Senate.

The language of the Constitution ac-
tually invites struggle among these in-
stitutions as to which will have the deci-
sive voice in determining the course of
the American Nation. In this struggle the
Supreme Court provides little help. The
final arbiter is the American electorate,
with the Court almost without exception
choosing to regard conflicts between the
Congress and President over war powers
as extrajudicial.

Why the Presidency has become the
institution of greatest influence in the
field of war powers, to the disadvantage
of the Congress, is easy to understand.

It has advantages in terms of action
and influence over public opinion. Among
these are the unity of the Presidential
office, its capacity for secrecy and dis-
patch, its generally superior sources of
information, its capability to make war,
and its functioning continuity, that is,
its readiness to act any hour, any day.

These advantages are inherent and
must be recognized as the Congress at-
tempts to exercise more adequately its
own responsibility under the Constitu-
tion.

As Congress considers ways to reassert
control over the power of the sword, it
must also recognize its own limitations.
It cannot by statute reduce what a Presi-
dent perceives to be his constitutional
duties as Commander in Chief. He may
thwart a 30-day statutory limitation
on his authority to continue hostilities
by applying a very narrow definition to
the term “military hostilities.” He may
ignore legislatively-imposed reporting re-
quirements, or respend to them incom-
pletely or too late. He may use the vast
resources of his office to influence the
happening of events or to marshall pub-
lie opinion so that, regardless of what we
do, Congress will be unable to play a
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meaningful role in the determination
of war policy.

To the extent that events, rather than
legal interpretations, tend to settle
struggles over war powers, the President
can be expected to have the upper hand
over Congress.

The quest for an improved relation-
ship is nevertheless worthy of our best
efforts. The bill before the House, House
Joint Resolution 1, represents a signifi-
cant advance in this relationship. It deals
specifically with the stationing of forces
equipped for combat abroad in the ab-
sence of hostilities.

While it is highly important that Con-
gress be involved intimately in decisions
which actually engage our forces in mili-
tary hostilities, it is also essential that
we be similarly involved in decisions
which place our forces in circumstances
where armed conflict may later develop.

The decision to place U.S. Armed
Forces in foreign areas where hostilities
may subsequently break out could well
have greater and graver implications
than a subsequent decision authorizing
such forees to continue—or discontinue—
their engagement in actual hostilities.

Certainly, the political, psychological,
and emotional factors present when the
earlier decision is made would be much
more conducive to thoughtful, objective
deliberation than later when guns are
blazing. On the later occasion, our forces
and our flag would be under attack. Con-
cern would center on the safety of our
forces and the broad—and important—
questions of national honor, prestige, and
influence. At that juncture, the wisdom
of our presence could not receive the
same dispassionate consideration that
would have been possible earlier.

Most Americans, I would judge, today
believe the United States acted unwisely
when it first placed forces equipped for
combat in South Vietnam. They would
like to turn the calendar back and not
have them there at all, regardless of the
consequences for the South. But, pri-
marily because our forces and our flag
were under attack, many of these same
people opposed a quick departure of our
forces, and some still do. They support
actions in Cambodia and Laos and the
more gradual “Vietnamization” of the
war.

Unfortunately, the Congress did not
deal directly and promptly with the ques-
tion as to whether the inifial commitment
of forces equipped for combat to Vietnam
was either constitutional or in the na-
tional interest.

Congress was never called upon the
grant specific approval in connection
with the stationing by President Ken-
nedy of 16,000 troops equipped for com-
bat in Vietnam in 1962, ftroops which
were initially identified as military ad-
visers but soon were given direct combat
responsibility.

While we cannot turn the calendar
back, hopefully we can profit from this
experience. We can establish rules which
will enhance the likelihood that in simi-
lar future circumstances—hefore fighting
breaks out—Congress will receive
promptly a formal written report from
the President detfailing and justifying
the steps he has ordered. Upon such a
report, hearings could be expected. Con-
gress, if it deemed such advisable, could
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pass judgment on the wisdom, propriety,
constitutionality, and necessity of the ac-
tion reported.

Under this proposal, the President
must give attention to a detailed report
to Congress at the very time he ponders a
decision to commit military forces to for-
eign territory or to enlarge substantially
forces already there. At the very least,
this would remind the President and his
advisers forcibly and before the commit-
ment is made of congressional respon-
sibility and authority in this area.

As a practical matter, this reporting
requirement might also cause the Presi-
dent to consult directly with the legisla-
tive branch before making the final deci-
sion on force commitment.

Had House Joint Resolution 1 been law,
it would have required a prompt, written
detailed report on:

The Berlin airlift following the block-
ade of that city in 1948.

The intervention of U.S. troops in
Korea in 1950.

The enlargement of our forces in Eu-
rope in 1951.

The sending of reinforcements to Ber-
lin after the German border was closed
in 1961.

The deployment of our troops in
Thailand in 1961-62.

The various troop buildup stages in
Vietnam through August 1964, when
Congress approved the Guif of Tonkin
Resolution.

The sending of Marines to the Domin-
ican Republic in 1965.

Present activities over Laos in early
1971.

These are some of the major incidents
since the end of World War II involving
American troops in which neither prior
nor subsequent congressional approval
was sought by the President.

Each of these force movements was
undertaken without specific prior au-
thorization of the Congress. Each in-
volved armed conflict or the definite risk
thereof. Most importantly, several of
these instances would not have invoked
the provisions of the war powers bill
sponsored by Senator Javirs and widely
endorsed in the U.S. Senate, while each
would have required a report to Congress
under House Joint Resolution 1.

Had this reporting requirement been
in effect in 1962 when the number of U.S.
advisers in Vietnam was raised from 700
without combat gear to 16,000 equipped
for combat, President Kennedy would
have been required to explain promptly
and in writing to Congress the circum-
stances necessitating his decision, the
constitutional, legislative, and treaty
provisions under which he took such ac-
tion, and his reasons for not seeking
specific prior congressional authoriza-
tion.

This reporting requirement of itself
might have caused sober second thoughts
by the President. It might have caused
him to reconsider. If he went ahead, the
report on the action would have provided
Congress with a formal document on
which to hold hearings.

Certainly the consideration of the re-
port in 1962 would have been in circum-
stances more favorable to objectivity
than existed when the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution was passed in 1964.

House Joint Resolution 1 would have
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required the President promptly after the
commitment of our forces to Laos on
February 7, 1971, to report in writing to
the Congress the circumstances neces-
sitating the action; the constitutional,
legislative, and treaty provisions under
the authority of which he took such ac-
tion, with his reasons for not seeking
specific prior congressional approval;
and the estimated scope of activities.

The President, due to the need for sec-
recy, could have placed the highest se-
curity classification on part or all of the
report for a period of time. But, impor-
tantly, the President would have reported
in writing, in detail, and promptly to the
Speaker of the House and the President
of the Senate, who then would be able
to place the documents before the ap-
propriate committee for further con-
sideration.

To be sure, this procedure provides no
guarantee that the Congress will under-
take an examination of the report, but

he basic information and opportunity
would be at hand.

In respect to the Laos operation, Con-
gress was subjected to the same total
weeklong news blackout as was the rest
of the Nation. To the best of my knowl-
edge, the Congress to this date has not
been supplied with a formal report pro-
viding basic data about the Laos action,
such as the House bill would require.

Prompt reports would re required,
with the modest exceptions listed, when-
ever forces equipped for combat are sent
to foreign areas for any purpose.

Would the reports be so numerous as to
bog down both the executive and legisla-
tive branches? Based on past history,
the answer must be no. Reports would be
required only when the original force
commitment is made, or when forces are
substantially enlarged. Additional re-
ports would not be required as personnel
and equipment are rotated.

“Substantially” is open to varied defi-
nitions, but I do not feel admits of too
much flexibility or is overly vague. A
thousand additional men sent to Europe
under present circumstances clearly
would not “substantially enlarge” our
300,000 men already stationed there. A
thousand men sent to Guantanamo Bay,
Cuba, to beef up our 4,000-man contin-
gent there would indeed be “substantial.”

The aim is to facilitate the fulfillment
by Congress of its responsibility for com-
mitting the Nation to war, and also its
responsibility to “provide for the regula-
tion of its Armed Forces.”

Congress can hardly regulate the
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Armed Forces as the Constitution re-
quires if it does not even know where
they are or where they are being sent.

This expanded reporting requirement
would place congressional influence far
closer to the points and moments of great
decision. It would require the President
and his advisers to give thorough con-
sideration to the judgment and reaction
of Congress, as well as to the relevant
provisions of laws, treaties, and the Con-
stitution, to which they must turn for
authority. Consideration of legal justi-
fication would become part of the deci-
sionmaking process—not a subsequent
State Department lawyers handcraft a
exercise of small importance in which
legal garment to cover the subject long
after the military action has been de-
cided upon and undertaken. And the
Congress, charged under the Constitution
with the power to commit the Nation to
war, would be better equipped to fulfill
its responsibility.

If enacted, House Joint Resolution 1
will establish for the first time in our
history a formal statutory relationship
between the President and the Congress
with respect to the stationing of military
forces on foreign territory.

For the first time the President will be
required to inform the Congress promptly
and in detail as to what he is doing with
military forces abroad and why.

To be sure, the legislation does not
seek to delimit what the President can
do with military forces, and that fact is
important to note. It does not tie the
President’s hands. It does not diminish
or increase the constitutional war powers
of either the President or the Congress.

The proposal advanced by Senator
Javits, which would terminate Presi-
dential authority to conduct hostilities
after 30 days unless Congress acts, raises
serious questions and has serious limita-
tions.

It does nothing to inhibit presidential
adventurism in the stationing of troops
abroad in circumstances where hostilities
may subsequently occur. It becomes op-
erative only after “the initiation of mili-
tary hostilities.”

The following chart which I am plac-
ing in the ConGRESSIONAL RECORD lists six
intances in recent years ir. which military
forces equipped for combat were sta-
tioned on foreign territory in circum-
stances of potential hostility. In none of
these instances would the Javits pro-
posal have functioned, but in all of them
a prompt detailed report would have been
required by House Joint Resolution 1:

DEPLOYMENT OF U.S. TROOPS SINCE WORLD WAR 11 IN CIRCUMSTANCES OF POTENTIAL HOSTILITY

Number of U.S.

troops initially there or order

Date of 1st deployment

Provision of
- H.J. Res.1
Number of military units requiring
added or involved report

Berlin airlift (1948)

service; June
full-scale service.
Sepl. 9, 1950, Truman

U.5. forces to Europe (1951)_ 2 divisions.........

June 21, 1948, partial air

277,000 flights by end of 2
biockadeg,hsep . 30, 1949, @®

4 divisions added (3)

26, 1948

pledges buildup.

Berlin crisis (1961)......... 5,000-man garrison. .

Thailand buildup (1961-62) . 300-man MAAG
group.

Dominican Republic (1965)_. 27 men_.__________.

Aug. 20,1961 .. ... ....... 1,500 men sent from United

May 15, 1962

Apr. 26, 1965 to rescue

23)
States and Europe, plus
Vice President Johnson.

5,000 troops “instructed to
hold fire even by Pathet
Laos'’; Paul Harkens,
commander.

14,000 troops

(&)

M@

Americans; Apr. 29, 1965
to maintain order.

Laos bombing (1971). .. .. ....__.

. Feb.7,1971

Bomting and troop transport. (1) (2) (3)
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The Javits proposal also raises serious
constitutional questions. It limits inde-
pendent presidential authority to four
categories: First, to repel attack against
the United States: second, to repel at-
tack against U.S. Armed Forces; third, to
pretect the lives of U.S. nationals abroad;
and fourth, to comply with national com-
mitments. In each of these instances,
“such military hostilities, in the absence
of a declaration of war, shall not be sus-
tained beyond 30 days.”

Actually, the constitutional authority
of the President is probably greater than
that defined by the bill's four categories.
Without making a final judgment on any
particular point, it may be argued that
participation in regional peacekeeping
actions in defense of U.S. interests in free
transit of international straits, and hu-
manitarian interventions strictly to save
lives are within the President’s authority.
Yet, these situations seem prohibited by
the proposal advanced in the Senate
which defines Presidential authority in
advance. To that extent, such a restric-
tive proposal may be unconstitutional.

At the very least, in the absence of
greater constitutional clarity, such a law
might precipitate a constitutional erisis
between Congress and the President
when the Nation can least afford it. We
have not yet become a Nation muscle-
bound by our enormous power, but we
can make ourselves so.

Attempts to restrict Presidential au-
thority before the fact may prove to be
too much. The Congress already has the
constitutional authority to terminate
hostilities, if it will only use it.

For a nation to go to war, it must go
through a process of decision, not just a
single decision of commitment. Control
of this process requires congressional in-
volvement in decisions both prior and
subsequent to initial commitment of our
Armed Forces to combat. A vigorous con-
gressional involvement through the re-
porting requirement specified in House
Joint Resolution 1 will probably be more
effective than reliance on mechanical
tests for delimiting Presidential author-
ity to act to four specific categories.

As Congress attempts to regain the
power of the sword, it should not let the
present dissatisfaction with the Viet-
nam war lead to proposals which may al-
ter the proper balance between Congress
and the President. The Vietnam war will
come to an end, but the need for a proper
balance between Congress and the Presi-
dent will continue.

In August 1937, the Young Democrats
meeting in their national convention
voted to endorse a constitutional amend-
ment requiring a national referendum
before there could be a declaration of
war. Five years later, World War II made
the proposal seem strangely outdated.

History teaches that we tend to re-
spond to past problems rather than an-
ticipate future dangers. Hopefully, House
Joint Resolution 1 avoids that pitfall. It
will inhibit Presidential adventurism,
without raising questions over the in-
dependent constitutional authority of the
President or the Congress.

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

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.
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Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, if I under-
stood the gentleman when we had our
previous colloquy and if I also correctly
understood the distinguished chairman
of the committee, it is not the intention
of the committee by omitting the words
“whenever feasible” in section 2 in any
way to limit or detract from the historic
powers and practice of the President as
Commander in Chief. Is that correct?

Mr. FINDLEY. Speaking for myself,
that certainly is correct. First of all, I do
not feel the inclusion of these words in
the last Congress had any real substance.
Second, this is only a resolution and
could not conceivably diminish the con-
stitutional authority of the President of
the United States.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, may I ask
the distinguished chairman if that is
correct as far as he is concerned?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. If the gentleman will
yield, that is correct as far as the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield for one additional ques-
tion, when the gentleman and I had our
earlier colloguy, the gentleman, as I
understood him, indicated “appropriate
consultation” as used in section 2 would
not necessarily mean a formal communi-
cation with the Congress but might be
satisfied by an informal consultation
with the leadership. Is that correct?

Mr. FINDLEY, That certainly is one
conceivable form. I might add in the very
few years I have been on the Hill, the
President has consulted with Congress-
men in various ways. In the wake of the
Cambodian incursion, for example, he
had the full membership of several com-
mittees at the White House and had a
direct dialog. In other circumstances, his
predecessor, President Johnson, had us to
the White House in groups of 40 or 50.
That was another form of consultation.

The President consults with the Con-
gress in almost all circumstances by com-
municating with the Speaker of the
House and the President of the Senate.

Mr. DENNIS. May I ask the distin-
guished chairman of the committee if he
also agrees on that?

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I do.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman.

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

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

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I rise in sup-
port of House Joint Resolution 1 as an
interim measure to provide congressional
input in the determination of military
policies which fall short of a declaration
of war, but which involve commitment
of U.S. forces to hostilities. I cannot dis-
agree with the intentions of this bill and
I will vote for it this afternoon.

I strongly regret, however, that such
desperately needed and urgent legisla-
tion was brouzht up under a suspension
of the rules. This means, of course, that
the House has no opportunity to offer
amendments to strengthen the resolu-
tion but, perhaps even more important,
it means that we are given no oppor-

tunity to debate the great issues which
surround this measure.

The interest expressed in legislation
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of this type by my colleagues in this
Chamber, by the Senate and especially
by the citizens of our Nation demand
that Congress engage in full and open
debate on the issues involved. Congress
has virtually abandoned its constitutional
role in foreign affairs by providing no
viable modern-day procedure for exercis-
ing this authority and I firmly believe
that the Nation has a right to expect the
legislative branch to reassert its respon-
sibility in this area.

House Joint Resolution 1 provides that
the President will report to Congress
when, without specific prior authoriza-
tion by the Congress, he commits U.S.
military forces to armed confiict, and I
applaud this initial step. But the resolu-
tion does not go far enough. While it
strives to assure that the Congress will
be kept informed, it provides no workable
vehicle whereby the Congress can take
an active role in warmaking powers, nor
does it provide any timetable for Presi-
dential communication to the Congress.

As my distinguished colleagues know,
I have introduced a bill, H.R. 7290, which
faces the issue of congressional respon-
sibility in two major ways. First, it
creates a Joint Congressional Committee
on National Security to which the Pres-
ident must report either prior to or
within 24 hours after he takes military
action and still be assured that informa-
tion vital to the success of the action
end to the safety of our troops will be
safeguarded. This concept provides a for-
mat for the President to communicate
with Congress in matters of national
security by dealing with a definite com-
mittee. It would eliminate the present
procedure where certain congressional
leaders are consulted in some instances,
and others at other times. I hope that
this joint committee concept will gain
support.

Second, my bill calls for positive ac-
tion by the Congress in approving or dis-
approving the President’s decision. If the
Congress does not provide approval, the
President must begin withdrawing Amer-
ican forces from foreign territory within
30 days. I wish to emphasize, Mr, Speak-
er, that this bill is not intended to force
limitations on the President, but it is
designed to clarify the obligations of
both the executive and the legislative
branches when the Armed Forces of the
United States are engaged in hostilities.

Clearly, Mr. Speaker, the time has
come for Congress to assume vital re-
sponsibilities which have been picked up
by the executive branch in the last
decade. Congress is not the Commander
in Chief, nor is it an adjunct of the mili-
tary structure. As spokesman for the
people, however, Congress has an inde-
pendent responsibility involving ques-
tioning, evaluation, and judgment and I
urge my colleagues to join me in calling
for a full-scale debate on this urgent
constitutional question.

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

Mr. FINDLEY. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. FASCELL. I would say the sub-
committee and the committee considered
several proposals which would have gone
beyond what is in this resolution; for ex-
ample, terminating the power of the
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President after a specific period of time.
But the constitutional questions raised
with that issue are far from settled. I do
not believe we could have resolved them
in time to have gotten any kind of action.

Therefore, I would concur with the
viewpoint of the gentleman from New
York that this could be considered an
interim step. Giving recognition to the
extraordinary powers of the President
under the Constitution, as done in this
resolution, is an afirmative step. Second,
formalizing the written report reguire-
ment is an affirmative step. Third, mak-
ing it known that we seek a very definite
communications vehicle between the Ex-
ecutive and the Congress is an affirmative
step.

In the meantime, if the other constitu-
tional issues can be resolved satisfactorily
so that they can be considered by both
bodies, I believe definitely we ought to
go further. I am sure no one wants a re-
peat of what has happened in the past
decades. The United States must not
again engage its Military Establishment
in warfare either indirectly or directly
without the full prior knowledge and ac-
tion of the Congress.

Mr. FINDLEY. I believe the gentleman
from Florida will agree with me when I
state that inevitably the effect of this
reporting requirement will be to cause
a greater degree of consultation between
Congress and the President.

Mr. FASCELL. I agree with the gentle-
man. It seems to me that is the very first
healthy step which has to be taken.

Mr, ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BINGHAM) .

Mr, BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I do be-
lieve this resolution is a step forward,
and I commend the chairman of the
subcommittee for it. I must say I believe
it is a very, very small step.

I regret we have not faced up, really, to
what I believe is the fundamental prob-
lem here, which is the erosion of the
power of the Congress to declare war as
granted by the Constitution, in a world
where declarations of war have gone out
of fashion. We have not had a declara-
tion of war since World War II anywhere
in the world as far &s I know.

We should have some method whereby
we can exercise the power we were given
by the Constitution with regard to the
opening of hostilities in situations where
a declaration of war does not occur.

I offered one solution. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. HorTon) offered
another solution. The gentleman from
Florida (Mr. CuarPELL), with many co-
sponsors, offered another. The commit-
tee simply did not deal with the problem.
This resolution does not deal with it.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr, HOLIFIELD) .

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to commend the subcommittee and the
full committee for bringing this resolu-
tirpliitto the floor. I am one of the sponsors
o .

I have given this a great deal of study,
and I know how thin the ground of un-
derstanding is on the point of the Presi-
dent’s inherent constitutional powers.

I believe this will bring about some
order, Especially do I appreciate the ex-
planation of the gentleman from Wis-
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consin (Mr, ZaBrLock1), and the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. FasceLL). They
have very clearly stated what the Con-
gress intends. I believe it is within the
bounds of constitutional law. I believe
it is a clear indication to the President
of the United States that the Congress
does want appropriate consultation with
the Congress on these matters contained
in the resolution.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. PEPPER).

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I commend
the able chairman of the subcommittee
and the members of his committee for
bringing this joint resolution to the floor.
I am proud to be one of the cosponsors
of it. -

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that this meas-
ure, when it becomes a law, will be con-
strued as an affirmative assertion by the
Congress that it must give its concurrence
before the Executive can take any sub-
stantial steps or commit any substantial
number of the Armed Forces of this
country abroad except to repel attack or
threatened attack.

Knowledgeable legal spokesmen for the
administration and the courts are hold-
ing that the only legal basis today for
the continuation of the war in Indo-
china is the concurrence that Congress
has given to it by its support both in
money appropriated and in other meas-
ures of support for it. This resolution
makes it clear that Congress expects and
insists that it shall be consulted and have
an opportunity to give or withhold its
assent to any such substantial combat
commitment abroad by the President ex-
cept to repel attack upon our country or
its Armed Forces or property or our ter-
ritory, citizens, property, or in accord-
ance with obligations we have constitu-
tionally undertaken.

Mr, ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Dow).

Mr. DOW. Mr. Speaker, I am very glad
that we are taking one step here to re-
assert legislative authority.

I believe it is a myth that the Presi-
dent’s power of Commander in Chief em-
braces any area where Congress cannot
legislate; constitutionally the legislative
power extends to all acts of war.

I myself would prefer to see the bill
read not in the permissive way it does,
allowing the President to commit foreces,
but the bill should read that he shall not
commit forces unless there is an imme-
diate and an extraordinary emergency
that threatens the safety of the United
States.

Under that kind of phrasing, no forces
could have been sent by the Executive to
Santo Domingo, to Laos, or to Cambodia,
and they would not be there now.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Minne-
sota (Mr. FRASER).

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I think it
is a mistake for the House to consider
this resolution under this procedure. It is
a very serious matter we are considering,
and to consider it in the limited time
available is unreasonable. This should
have been brought up with a rule, and
we should have had much more debate
on such a very fundamental question.
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It also should have been subject to
amendment on the floor, although I
would not have favored any amendment
of which I am presently aware.

Mr. Speaker, I think that the Presi-
dent has to be circumscribed in the com-
mitment of troops to military action
which is in violation of international law.
We have done that repeatedly in the
past, and I think it has to stop. I do not
know how to accomplish this. I am not
prepared fto write language restricting
his powers at this point, but I do think
it is wrong for the United States to ar-
rogate to itself some superior authority
or power beyond that recognized by the
community of nations.

Our landing troops in the Dominican
Republic was in violation of interna-
tional law, and our present policy in
Vietnam is also in violation of interna-
tional law.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I intend to vote for House Joint
Resolution 1 which helps somewhat to
delineate and define the war powers of
the President and the Congress. I agree
with the committee report that our ob-
jective should be—

To define arrangements which would allow
the President and Congress to work together
in mutual respect and maximum harmony
toward their ultimate shared goal of main-
taining the peace and security of the Nation.

Qur foreign policy cannot be effec-
tively and responsibly conducted if that
relationship does not exist between the
President and the Congress. This places
a special obligation on each branch of
Government in its relations with the
other.

This resolution would codify proce-
dures for consultation and reporting in
certain extraordinary and emergency
circumstances. It would require that the
President consult with the Congress prior
to committing our forces in an armed
conflict, and that consultation should
continue on a periodic basis for the dura-
tion of the conflict. It would further re-
quire that the President promptly sub-
mit a full and formal report to the Con-
gress setting forth the circumstances ne-
cessitating his action, the authority un-
der which he acted, the estimated scope
of the activities, and such other infor-
mation he may deem useful fo the Con-
gress in the fulfillment of its constitu-
tional responsibilities.

Mr, Speaker, last year I testified before
the Zablocki subcommittee of Foreign
Affairs on the need for such war powers
legislation, and I am pleased that much
of the bill and the report incorporates
the ideas and suggestions I presented at
that time. In that testimony, and in tes-
timony I presented to another subcom-
mittee this year, I recommended that a
war powers bill should include a third
requirement in addition to consultation
and reporting, if an emergency deploy-
ment threatens to balloon into a major
national commitment. It was my recom-
mendation that the Congress have the
decisive say as to whether the commit-
ment should be extended beyond 30 days.
This would require a congressional reso-
lution or other such authorization to
either extend or terminate the commit-
ment after 30 days.

I think it is regrettable that this reso-
lution contains no such requirement, and
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I think it is even more unfortunate that
we do not have the opportunity in this
situation to strengthen this resolution by
amendment. Nevertheless, as I indicated
earlier, I do intend to vote for House
Joint Resolution 1 because I do consider
it an important first step on the part of
Congress to reassert its prerogatives un-
der the Constitution. I would like to indi-
cate at this time that I am working on
legislation along the lines I have sug-
gested—legislation which would also es-
tablish a Joint Committee on National
Security which would be designated for
the express purpose of consultation with
the President and advising the Congress
In emergency situations. I was especially
pleased to read that Secretary of State
Rogers has expressed a willingness to dis-
cuss the formation of such a joint com-
mittee. I am hopeful that this Congress
will continue to work on the improve-
ment of war powers procedures and
mechanisms.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, House Joint
Resolution 1 is a reflection of the grow-
ing awareness in Congress that the legis-
lative branch must reassert its constitu-
tional role in the decisionmaking proc-
ess as to whether this Nation should go
to war. The resolution recognizes the
right of the President to defend the Na-
tion without prior congressional authori-
zation, but also expresses the consent of
Congress that, whenever possible, the
President should consult with Congress
prior to taking military action.,

I support this resolution and feel that
the philosophy behind it is correct. Since
the start of the *“‘cold war’ the executive
branch of the Government has increas-

ingly ignored the Congress when decid-
ing whether to engage American forces.
The slow and gradual escalation of the
Indochina conflict is the prime illustra-
tion of this and is, of course, the impetus
behind this legislation.

I have serious doubts, however,
whether House Joint Resclution 1 is
strong enough in its language to have the
effect which its sponsors would hope to
see. I am a cosponsor of similar legisla-
tion, H.R. 8387, which would allow the
President to commit our forces in cer-
tain situations of national emergency,
but which would bind him by law to
come to the Congress within 30 days of
the start of hostilities and obtain en-
abling legislation, including a declara-
tion of war, to continue the operation.

H.R. 8387 would also create a Joint
Committee on National Security. Should
the President initiate military hostilities,
he would have to report to this commit-
tee prior to, or within 24 hours after,
the initiation of such hostilities, giving a
complete account of the circumstances
involved.

I am not trying to throw cold water on
House Joint Resolution 1. I think it is
an important first step in the reassertion
of congressional authority. In fact, I
do not feel that either this resolution or
the bill I cosponsored will guarantee that
we will avoid future Vietnams. This
depends on a rethinking of our foreign
policy and a reevaluation of our role in
the world.

I feel, however, that the passage of
House Joint Resolution 1 would be an-
other factor in creating a climate of co-
operation between the Executive and
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Congress. If we are going to absorb the
lessons of Vietnam, and at the same time
avoid the perils of isolationism, such a
climate will be necessary. It is not easy
for the executive branch to surrender
power it thinks it has acquired and it is
difficult for Congress to regain the reins
once it has dropped them, but this will
be done and, in the long run, our national
security will benefit by it.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I whole-
heartedly support House Joint Resolu-
tion 1 to clarify the war powers of the
President and the Congress.

The pending measure is identical to
my own bill, House Joint Resolution 275.
Clarification of the war powers of the
Congress and the President is long over-
due.

Over the years, Congress has allowed

‘the Chief Executive to assume what

amounts virtually to o dictatorial role to
which he expects the Congress to be sub-
servient.

This, to be sure, is not the way it was
intended by the framers of the Con-
stitution.

At the same time, I readily understand
that the Chief Executive cannot be so
hamstrung that he cannot react—and
promptly—in our Nation's interest in a
time of true and critical national emer-
gency.

But giving him that authority should
not mean that he can overlook explain-
ing his actions without delay to the citi-
zenry through its elected Representa-
tives in Congress.

Where national security may be in-
volved, I recognize that it might not be
prudent for a public statement nor one
available to all Members immediately.
But certainly the Members of the ap-
propriate committees in the House and
Senate are entitled to be informed fully
on these matters. Indeed, they must be
informed.

This executive information should be
made available to the committees pref-
erably in advance of presidential ac-
tion—and absolutely as soon as humanly
possible after such action.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the members
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs for
reporting this resolution and I partic-
ularly commend the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. ZaBrockr), chairman of
the Subcommittee on National Security
Policy and Scientific Developments, for
his diligence and leadership on this vital
subject.

Mr MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port House Joint Resolution 1. The dis-
cussion on the war powers of the Presi-
dent which followed the Cambodian in-
vasion has become a salutary thing for
the country. It has highlighted a reluc-
tance of the Congress to assert a posi-
tive role in the decision to wage war and
has emphasized the need for the Con-
gress to assert its legitimate powers and
require the President to account to the
Congress and through the Congress to
the people, for actions by him in this
area.

Many people might hope that the res-
olution could be different in various par-
ticular. Some would want the provisions
more stringent upon the President. Oth-
ers have expressed a belief that the Pres-
ident’s freedom of "operation is unduly
limited.
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It must be understood that this is a
very difficult area in which to legislate
and the broad constitutional provisions
even though appearing to lack definite-
ness are about as specific as it is possi-
ble to get in such a situation. The dif-
ficulty of providing for all possible even-
tualities with any sort of detail is monu-
mental.

- This resolution, however, does consti-
tute an assertion by the Congress of its
position of importance with the Presi-
ident in the declaration of war. It also
requires that the President take certain
acts in reporting to the Congress where
he has committed U.S. military forces to
armed conflict without specific authori-
zation.

There is, undoubtedly, a danger of
slipping into full-scale war through the
gradual escalation of minor intervention.
We have seen this in the Vietnamese con-
flict. It is, therefore, important to take
the step forward which House Joint Res-
olution 1 constitutes even though it is,
indeed, a minor one.

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Speaker, it is most
regrettable that we are today presented
a bill of such potential magnitude, only
to be curbed by a rule that makes it im-
possible to offer amendments to the bill.

The intent of this measure is most
commendable and I wholeheartedly con-
cur with the Subcommittee on National
Security Policy and Scientific Develop-
ments in their recognition of the need for
more active participation by the Congress
in matters of war and/or commitment of
troops to combat.

My only criticism of House Joint Reso-
lution 1 is that it does not go far enough
in defining the responsibilities of the
President and the Congress in these mat-
ters. Were I able to offer an amendment,
it would read as follows:

In section 3, Pagze 2, line 5, strike out the
words “commits" and “to” and insert in leu
thereof respectively the words “engages” and
“in", and at the conclusion of section 3, Page
3, add the following paragraph:

“If the Congress, within 30 days after hav-
ing received such report advising under sub-
section (1) above that military forces of the
United States have been engaged in armed
confliet, shall not by concurrent resolution
approve such reported action, such commit-
ment shall immediately terminate and the
President, as soon as practicable but not later
than 60 days after such termination, shall
disengage all armed forces so committed.”

This amendment would put the neces-
sary teeth in the resclution we are con-
sidering to make it effective legislation.
It would help assure the Nation that we
in the Congress no longer plan to sit on
the sidelines as our men are committed
to battle. This amendment would mean
no future Vietnams without the knowl-
edgeable concurrence of the Congress.

Mr, Speaker, I am supporting House
Joint Resolution 1 today, because it is
the only recourse that we are being of-
fered toward Congress reasserting its re-
sponsibilities with regard to war declara-
tions, but I do wish to go on record as
noting that this legislation falls short
of the constitutional responsibilities that
many of us in the Congress wish
to reassume.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to compliment the Subcommittee on
National Security Policy and Scientific
Development for the time and work it
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has put in on this resolution and to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs for re-
porting it out to the House.

The resolution is especially pertinent
to life in the 1970's in modern America
and the process of modern government.

I support House Joint Resolution 1,
in which the Congress reaffirms its
powers under the Constitution to declare
war.

The joint resolution is a step in the
right direction. I also introduced a bill
defining the war powers of the President.
I feel that it contains a stronger, implicit
statement on the constitutional separa-
tion and equal exercise of power.

Whereas the resolution expresses the
sense of Congress, my bill, with the force
of law if passed by the Congress and
signed by the President, would specifi-
cally direct him not to deploy the Armed
Forces outside of the United States ex-
cept in very special circumstances re-
quiring the reporting to Congress within
24 hours.

The development of modern executive
power and with it the power to wage war,
whether in limited, sharply restricted
action or in massive retaliation or attack,
has grown out of pace with the develop-
ment of legislative restraint.

Where once communications were
carried to distant lands in weeks, they
now move by seconds. Dispatching troops
is no longer a matter of months, but now
a question of only days.

But like any gigantic moving force,
this process has given the modern de-
fense establishment its own inertia. We
have a flywheel effect. Once put into
action, it tends to keep on moving in the
same direction and at the same speed.

The consequences of modern warfare
can have such tragic results that it is
frightening to contemplate it. It is no
exaggeration that if all the engines of
warfare were unleashed by the super-
powers, civilization as we know it would
cease to exist. Restraint may sometimes
be unpopular, but is necessary.

‘While we do not seek to tie the Presi-
dent’s hands in an emergency, we do want
an accounting of action which involves
the deployment of U.S. troops abroad.

It has been shown that the piecemeal
commitment of forces to action has been
a tactic, designed or not, that has lulled
the awareness of the public to the reali-
zation of the involvement in war or
conflict.

The bit-by-bit escalation is regarded
by some as deception. When one branch
of the Government feels another branch
has practiced deception on the public, as
many letters to legislators indicate, and
believes it has been deceived, all of Gov-
ernment suffers the consequences.

This, of ccurse, turns one American
against another and the result is a di-
vided house, weak within and prey to
forces of reaction and absolutism.

The prompt reporting by the executive
branch of the Government to the Con-
gress will improve communications and
make our Government and our country
stronger.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, reestab-
lishing the constitutional balance of
powers between the executive and leg-
islative branches in the realm of foreign
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affairs is one of the prime tasks facing
this Congress and the Nation as a whole.
The necessity of such action is acknowl-
edged by nearly all concerned with the
future course of our system of govern-
ment. The glaring exception comes from
those now in the executive branch who
are continuing the practice of conducting
foreign policy by executive privilege.

The failure of the Nixon administra-
tion to alter the policies and practices of
American foreign affairs that it inherited
from its predecessors demonstrates the
urgency of our taking measures adequate
to deal with this crisis. House Joint Res-
olution 1 falls far short of that require-
ment.

It is a charade—a meaningless ges-
ture—not a legitimate attempt to deal
with the problem of constitutional pow-
ers before us. We must not delude our-
selves or the American people into think-
ing that it is a meaningful deterrent
to require that the Chief Executive sub-
mit a report to this body after he initi-
ates significant military action.

Expressing the sense of the Congress
that it should be consulted before action
is taken by the executive branch is again
no more than a tcken and ineffectual
gesture.

We have heard far too often that the
course of action presented to us is the
only realistic alternative. That stronger
provisions would mean no bill at all. That
is the type of thinking which has led
us to the situation in which we find our-
selves today—at home and abroad.

This Congress can and must do some-
thing concrete in the area of warmaking
powers.

When such an opportunity is presented
to us, I shall extend all my efforts to see
that it is enacted. I cannot undertake
such action for this resolution. I strongly
urge a no vote on House Joint Resolu-
tion 1.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, the resolu-
tion before us fails to specify any mean-
ingful way in which the power reserved
to Congress by the Constitution to de-
clare war shall be defined or enforced.

The resolution is only a request to the
President to consult with Congress. It
changes nothing; it leaves the Executive
just as free as it is now unilaterally to
drag the Nation into undeclared wars.
It specifies no time limit by which the
President shall report on foreign mili-
tary actions to Congress. It does not even
require that Congress by affirmative ac-
tion approve the continuation of such ac-
tions. It merely requires that the Presi-
dent report to Congress as to why he did
not seek its approval for his action, and
does not require that he obtain such ap-
proval. It is a paper tiger.

In recent years the Executive has
usurped Congress war powers. A vague
statement of Congress desire to be con-
sulted will not remedy this situation.
Congress must reassert its proper role in
a8 much more definitive way. It is not
nearly enough to ask for consultation
after the fact. Except under the most
extreme, emergency, life-and-death cir-
cumstances imaginable, the Executive
should be required to have the prior ap-
proval of Congress before committing our
forces to armed conflict.
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The committee has made & minor im-
provement over the resolution passed by
the House last year: the qualification
“whenever feasible” has been removed
from the requirement that the President
seek consultation with Congress when in-
volving our troops in combat. However,
we still have a relatively weak, toothless
resolution. While I support the resolution
as presented to us, I regard it as a small
and feasible step toward the restoration
of the constitutional balance of powers.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on this resolution.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin that the House suspend the
rules and pass the joint resolution, House
Joint Resolution 1.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the joint
resolution was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a bill of the House
of the following title:

HR. 8432. An act to authorize emergency
loan guarantees to major business enter-
prises.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
9382) entitled “An act making appro-
priations for the Department of Housing
and Urban Development; for space, seci-
ence, veterans, and certain other inde-
pendent executive agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and for
other purposes.”

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

5. 489, An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to establish the Lincoln Home
National Historic Site in the State of Ilinois,
and for other purposes.

ESTABLISHING THE LINCOLN HOME
NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE IN
ILLINOIS

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
9798) to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to establish the Lincoln Home
National Historic Site in the State of
Illinois, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 9798

Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of
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America in Congress assembled, That, in or-
der to preserve and interpret for the benefit
of present and future generations the home
of Abraham Lincoln in Springfieid, Illinois,
the Becretary of the Interior is authorized
to acquire by donation, purchase with do-
nated or appropriated funds, or exchange
the property and improvements thereon in
the city of Springfield, Illinois, within the
area generally depicted on the map entitled
“Boundary Map Lincoln Home National His-
toric Site”, numbered LIHO-20,000 and dated
April 1970, which he deems necessary for
the establishment and administration of a
national historic site: Provided, That lands
or interests in lands owned by such State
or city may be acquired by donatlion only.
The map shall be on file and avallable for
public inspection In the offices of the Na-
tional Park Service, Department of the
Interior.

Bec. 2. The property acquired pursuant to
the first section of this Act shall be known
as the Lincoln Home Natlonal Historic Site,
and it shall be administered by the Secretary
of the Interior in accordance with the Act of
August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535), as amended
and supplemented (16 U.S.C. 1, 2-4), and the
Act of August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666; 16 U.S.C.
461-467).

Bec. 3. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act, but not
more than $2,003,000 (said sum shall include
relocation assistance required by Public Law
91-646) for the acquisition of property, and
not more than $5,860,000 (February 1970
prices) for development of the area, plus or
minus such amounts, If any, as may be justi-
fied by reason of ordinary fluctuations in con-
struction cost as indicated by engineering
cost indexes applicable to the types of con-
struction involved herein,

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?
Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, I demand

a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr, Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. AspPIN-
ALL).

Mr. ASPINALIL. Mr, Speaker, the legis-
lation now before the House is essential-
ly the same as bills which have been co-
sponsored by more than 100 Members of
this body. All of these cosponsors agree
that Abraham Lincoln's home in Spring-
field, Ill., should be recognized as a na-
tional historie site.

The proposal calls for the creation of
a national historic site covering a 4 city
block area. If approved, the legislation
would authorize the acquisition of the
properties involved and it contemplates
the restoration of the area to the setting
which Abraham Lincoln knew. Original-
ly, the legislation did not specify the ex-
act area to be included in the site, but
H.R. 9798 includes a reference to a
boundary map which makes the bound-
aries absolutely clear.

At the present time, the Lincoln Home
is owned by the State of Illinois and it
is open to the public. While the rate of
visitation at the home is already about
650,000 per year, it is estimated that the
number of visitors will exceed 800,000
when the historical setting is restored.

I want to emphasize that the city of

Springfield and the State of Illinois have
been most cooperative in this effort. It
is anticipated that the city will donate to

the Federal Government all of the lands
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which it owns within the area and the
State has, also, indicated a willingness to
cooperate in this regard, therefore the
bill before the House provides that such
lands may be acquired only by donation.

The Lincoln Home, itself, is in excel-
lent condition. Since its donation to the
State in 1887 by Robert Todd Lincoln, it
has been preserved and maintained with-
out significant alterations. It is com-
pletely furnished with period furnish-
ings, and some original Lincoln pieces
have gradually returned to the house for
display. It is not anticipated that the
Secretary will need any extraordinary
authority to acquire personal property;
consequently, the “clean bill” now before
the House does not include a provision
in this regard. The deletion of this lan-
guage is not intended to be a denial of
authority to acquire personalty. Instead,
we view it as unneccessary repetition of
existing authority.

Mr. Speaker, a program such as this
cannot be accomplished without some
Federal investment. Land acquisition
costs for this project will total an esti-
mated $2,003,000. Included in this total
is the amount estimated to be needed to
comply with the provisions of Public
Law 91-646—the Federal Relocation As-
sistance Act. This adds an estimated
$443,000 to the cost of this project. Un-
like the other bills, H.R. 9798 contains
the usual limitation on the amount au-
thorized to be appropriated for land ac-
quisition to the amount estimated to be
needed.

Development of the area will include
the removal of numerous non-historic
structures from the area and the reloca-
tion of some of the period buildings to
their location around 1860. The authen-
tic reconstruction of the corner proper-
ties visible from the Lincoln Home is
also contemplated and appropriate visi-
tor facilities will have to be installed. All
of this will require a substantial invest-
ment. The bill before the House limits
appropriations for this purpose to
$5,860,000.

Mr. Speaker, Abraham Lincoln was
more than a President of the United
States. He was—and still is—an inspira-
tion to all people—not only in this coun-
try, but throughout the world. Few
Americans, in our relatively short his-
tory, stand as high in the eyes of man-
kind as this dedicated man.

The home in Springfield is symbolic of
this man. Architecturally, it is not out-
standing. Its furnishings are not extra-
ordinary. The grounds and the setting
which he knew were never grand. In
short, it is an ordinary house, but it
shows to anyone willing to look that a
talented man, with a dedicated spirit, can
succeed in our system.

From this home, Lincoln came to
Washington to serve in this Body in 1847.
In it, he must have prepared for the
Lincoln-Douglas Debates which made
him famous. There, he received the com-
mittee which notified him of his nomina-
tion to the Presidency.

We think in terms of the important
historical things that must have hap-
pened in this house, but we must also re-
member that Lincoln lived there. It was
the only home he ever owned. It was the
place where three of his sons were born,
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and where one died. This is where he en-
tertained his friends and neighbors and
where he did all of the things a person
does around his house.

It is a humble home, but that makes it
no less significant. It tells the story like
it is. It characterizes Lincoln as he was.
It is almost amazing that it is still intact.
We are fortunate indeed to have this op-
portunity to add it to our treasures in the
national park system more than a cen-
tury after he lived in it.

Mr. Speaker, it is a real pleasure for
me to support H.R, 9798. It is sound
legislation worthy of the support of every
Member of this House. I urge its ap-
proval.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ASPINALL. I am glad to yield to
my friend from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. The great, prosperous,
wonderful State of Illinois is unable to
take care of this situation?

Mr. ASPINALL. May I say to my friend
from Iowa that the great, prosperous, and
beautiful State of Illinois does not have
one single national park within the
State. This will be the first one.

Mr. GROSS. May I say that this is a
worthy cause, but cannot they carry a
portion of the burden?

Mr. ASPINALL. I think it is a cause
they desire to share with others.

Mr. GROSS. Will there be admission
charges to visit this historical site?

Mr. ASPINALL. There may be admis-
sions at the present time, although I am
not aware of any admission charges, but
there may be. This is one of those mat-
ters that will have to be decided in the
future.

Mr. GROSS. But there will be an ex-
penditure of how much, in total?

Mr. ASPINALL. An expenditure of
about $2.5 million for acquisition.

Mr. GROSS. Is that all on the part of
the Federal Government?

Mr. ASPINALL., We are going to ask
for some necessary money with which to
develop and administer it, of course, but
this takes care of what we think of as
the usual, normal expenses of acquisition.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, every year—thousands of
people from all over the world—come to
Washington, D.C.—to see our Govern-
ment in action—to see our historic treas-
ures.

They visit the Lincoln Memorial and
stand in silent reverence as they gaze
upon the statue of Abraham Lincoln—
as they read the extracts from Lincoln’s
speeches that have been placed upon the
walls.

They visit the Ford Theater where Lin-~
coln was assassinated—the house where
Lincoln died. All of this has been made
possible by the Congress and adminis-
tered by the Park Service.

In the State of Kentucky—the birth-
place of Lincoln has been designated as a
national historical site upon the recom-
mendation of the Park Service and ap-
proval by Congress.

But in the State of Illinois—where
Lincoln grew to manhood—started to
practice law—took unto himself a bride—
bought the only home he ever owned—
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began his political career which led to
the Presidency of the United States—
where the remains of this great President
now rest—to this day—no historical
site—honoring this great President has
been approved, This bill will change the
status of the Lincoln home from land-
mark status to a national historic site.

Last June 11, it was my privilege to
visit Springfield—to enjoy the Lincoln
home—to visit the old State capitol where
Lincoln delivered his famous “House Di-
vided” speech—and the building where
Lincoln began practicing law.

As one stands by the old railroad sta-
tion one can almost hear Lincoln as he
bade his friends goodby—

No one, not in my situation ean appreciate
my feeling of sadness at this parting.

To this place, and the kindness of these
people, I owe everything.

Here I have lived a quarter of a century and
here passed from a young man to an old
man.

Here my children have been born—and
one i5 buried. I now leave not knowing
when—or whether ever—I may return.

Without the assistance of the divine being
who ever attended him, I cannot succeed,
With that assistance, I cannot fail.

Mr. Speaker, the bill we consider to-
day—provided for the establishment of
the Linceoln Home National Historic
Site in Illinois.

The Lincoln home is presently owned
by the State of Illinois. The State has
indicated its willingness to donate the
home—and the land on which it stands—
to the Federal Government for this
project.

The city of Springfield and its citi-
zens have done their part to preserve the
area adjacent to the home by acquiring
several nearby properties and closing
off nearby streets and alleys. The city
has indicated its willingness to transfer
its property to the Federal Government.

Thanks to the State of Illinois, the city
of Springfield, and the good women of
that city—the Lincoln home has been
well preserved. The area—nevertheless—
is being threatened with creeping com-
mercialism and decay, motels, apartment
houses, commercial establishments—and
the citizens of Springfield have done just
about all they can to reverse the trend.

Surely it is time to designate the Lin-
coln home as a national historical site
for the benefit of all and for posterity.

The Park Service proposes to take a
four block area—the improvements
thereon consist of 24 residences, one
service station, and 11 commercial offices.

The Park Service proposes to retain
18 private sftructures within the four-
block area—and to restore them as they
were in Lincoln's time—the others are to
be removed.

I must confess that prior to my visit—
I thought the amount of land to be taken
was excessive.

After visiting the area—one cannot
help but conclude that the four-block
area must be taken—if a decent histori-
cal site with adequate facilities is to be
created.

The total land acquisition costs of this
project are estimated at $2,003,000—this
includes the cost of acquiring 5.13 acres
and 36 improvements.

Development costs are estimated at
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$5,860,000—with annual operating costs
of $502,400.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the passage of this
bill.

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

Mr. SKUBITZ. I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. HOSMER).

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I strongly
recommend this legislation to my col-
leagues. It will enable the Secretary of
the Interior to finally establish the mod-
est structure where the Lincoln family
lived from 1844 to 1861 as a national his-
toric site. A part of ihe history of that
structure may be of interest—

The Lincolns purchased the property
at Eighth and Jackson Streets in Spring-
field, Il1l. in 1844. The house, originally
built in 1839, was then a one-story struc-
ture with two attic rooms. During the
period 1844 to 1861, the Lincolns made
the house their home except for the 2
years Abraham Lincoln served in Con-
gress—1947 to 1949, In 1856, Mrs. Lin-
coln had the house enlarged to two
stories containing 12 rooms. The house
in fact grew with, almost presaging, the
national significance of the man. Just
before the Lincolns moved to Washing-
ton in 1861, they hosted a “grand levee”
at the home in farewell to the citizens of
Springfield. Unfortunately, most of their
furniture was sold, taken to Chicago, and
subsequently lost in the Great Fire of
1871.

In 1883, the house was rented as a
museum by Mr. Osburn Oldroyd. About
that time, people began to become con-
cerned about preservation of the home.
In 1887, Robert Todd Lincoln, the mar-
tyred President’s only surviving child
presented the home to the State of Illi-
nois to be “kept in good repair and free
of access to the public.” It was not until
recent years that serious efforts were
undertaken to authentically restore the
home. In 1950, then Governor of Illinois
Adlai E. Stevenson, created the Lincoln
Home Advisory Committee to aid in re-
storing the home. Funds, however, were
limited and restoration was incomplete.
The Colonial Dames of America became
interested in the project and completed
the restoration job, furnishing the home
with authentie, often original furniture.
From 1960 to date, the Abraham Lincoln
Society and the Junior League of Spring-
field have been instrumental in improv-
ing the area surrounding the home. The
Junior League conducts tours through
the home with the guides dressed in pe-
riod costumes.

In 1964, the home, along with the
Lincoln Tomb and the Old State Capi-
tol Building where Lincoln served as a
member of the State Legislature, were
designated as a national historic land-
mark.

Other homes in the area surrounding
the Lincoln Home have not been restored.

Changes in style and architecture, relo-
cation of homes, commercialization, and

neglect have rendered the surrounding
area an eyesore not in keeping with
the home. The State and city have
worked together to restore the area sur-
rounding the home, but assistance from
the Federal Government is necessary to
achieve the desired result.
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To re-create the atmosphere Lincoln
knew for visitors for generations to come,
will require the acquisition of four city
blocks surrounding the home; relocation
of the people and businesses now located
in the acquired area; removal of incom-
patible structures; restoration of com-
patible structures and reconstruction of
some structures that were then an in-
tegral part of the community such as
barns and wooden sidewalks. Then, to
aid visitors and to preserve the recon-
structed area, interpretive facilities will
be needed, including a visitor center and
a parking lot. All of this can be accom-
plished at a relatively small investment
when considered in terms of the benefit
that investment will create for visitors
from all these United States.

No one who visits the Lincoln Memorial
here in Washington, D.C., leaves that
memorial without having been touched
by the greatness of Abraham Lincoln. A
visit to Abraham Lincoln’s home, re-
stored as he knew it, will give visitors for
generations to come a glimpse of the en-
vironment in which that great man ma-
tured. Lincoln’s Tomb in Springfield, his
law offices, and the Old State Capitol
where he uttered his famous “House
Divided” speech have been restored and
are there for visitors to see. The struc-
ture most intimately associated with Lin-
coln, the man, is the only home he ever
owned. It is time to establish the Lincoln
Home, Springfield, Ill., as a national his-
toric site.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
enactment of H.R. 9798—a bill to author-
ize the establishment of the Lincoln
Home National Historic Site in the State
of Illinois.

The purpose of this national historie
site is to complete the life story of one of
America’s greatest men—Abraham Lin-
coln. As everyone probably knows, the
national park system already includes
four important areas which are dedicated
to interpreting the life and memorializ-
ing the contributions of our 16th Presi-
dent. Each of these places is different:

The Abraham Lincoln Birthplace in
Kentucky consists of part of the original
Thomas Lincoln Farm where Abraham
Lincoln was born;

The Lincoln Boyhood National Memo-
rial in Indiana allows his childhood life
to be interpreted;

The Ford's Theater National Historic
Site, here in Washington, has been re-
stored to its appearance on the tragic
night of April 14, 1865, and the Peterson
House where Lincoln died tells the sad
story of the end of his life; and

The Lincoln Memorial on the Mall
marks forever the memory of this great
man.

But there is still one large gap in the
Lincoln story which remains untold, and
it, perhaps, is the most important part
of all. No other place can tell the story of
Abraham Lincoln's adult life as well as
the modest frame house he owned in
Springfield, Ill.

If HR. 9798 is enacted, the Lincoln
Home and the adjacent four-block area
will be designated as a national historic
site. The thrust of the Federal effort will
be to provide a meaningful setting so
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that the Lincoln Home visitor can better
understand what the place was like when
Lincoln lived there.

Some nonhistoric structures will have
to be removed and some period buildings
and homes will be relocated on their orig-
inal lots. The plan calls for the relocation
or reconstruction of the homes on each
of the corner lots at Eighth and Jackson
and the development of an appropriate
setting along Eighth Street. Properties
along the periphery of the historical area
will be landscaped and used to provide
needed visitor facilities.

At one time, I questioned why a four-
block area was needed, but after visit-
ing the area I am convinced that no
smaller unit would permit the develop-
ment of the proper setting for this his-
toric site.

Naturally, the objective of this legis-
lation cannot be accomplished without
the investment of some Federal funds.
The acquisition of all of the publicly
owned properties is expected to be accom-
plished without cost, but privately owned
properties must be acquired. Land acqui-
sition costs, including the relocation as-
sistance required under Public Law 91-
646, are estimated at $3,003,000. These
funds, of course will be appropriated
from moeneys available in the land and
water conservation fund for this purpose.

Development of the area, including the
relocation, restoration, and reconstruc-
tion of some historic structures, the in-
stallation of appropriate visitor facili-
ties, the removal of nonhistoric strue-
tures, and landscaping of the entire
area—is expected fo require the invest-
ment of $5,860,000.

Mr. Speaker, there is no federally
owned unit of the national park system in
the entire State of Illinois. This legisla-
tion affords the House the opportunity to
fill that void with a high quality, nation-
ally important area.

The members of the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs have given this
matter detailed attention. Public hear-
ings were held both in Washington and
in Springfield. As a result of those hear-
ings, we were able to perfect the bill by:

First, making the boundaries of the
area absolutely clear by incorporating a
boundary map;

Second, limiting the amounts author-
tized to be appropriated to the amounts
estimated to be necessary;

Third, requiring that any lands owned
by the city of Springfield or the State
of c?illincis be acquired by donation only;
an

Fourth, deleting the specific authority
to acquire personal property, since the
Secretary has general authority to make
such acquisitions as are necessary and
appropriate.

All of these changes have been in-
corporated in H.R. 9798, which is a “clean
bill” cosponsored by the Illinois congres-
sional delegations, Representative Sku-
BITZ, the ranking minority member of the
Subcommittee on National Parks and
Recreation, and myself.

Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to recom-
mend this legislation to the Members of
;I%gaHouse. I urge the approval of H.R.

Mr. SKUBITZ, Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
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minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. FINDLEY).

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, at the
outset I would like to express my grati-
tude to the chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, to
the ranking member as well as the lead-
g:i‘islhip of the subcommitiee handling this

Mr. Speaker, I want to direct a special
commendation to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. TAYLOR). I was
present in Springfield, I1l., when the gen-
tleman from North Carolina headed the
congressional delegation for hearings in
that city. He walked down Eighth Street
on the day of the hearings. As he ap-
proached the Lincoln home he was con-
fronted by a file of Union forces equipped
with rifles and with fixed bayonettes, and
this gentleman from the Old South stood
up under that test beautifully and did
not flinch an inch. He went ahead, re-
viewed the troops and inspected the
home. Despite that confrontation he has
had the graciousness to proceed with the
consideration of this bill.

In fact, I might add one further com-
ment—during the hearings on the bill
here in Washington there was a mo-
ment or two when only the Confederacy
was represented on the subcommittee,
the gentleman from North Carolina,
chairman of the subcommittee and the
other, the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
STEPHENS), a descendant of Alexander
Stephens, Vice President of the Confed-
eracy, no less. So I think the part of Lin-
coln and the family of Lincoln, let us
say—this great international family of
Lincoln owes a debt of gratitude to the
Old South for advancing this proposal so
well.

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

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

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I am glad
that the time has come when Abraham
Lincoln is just as great a man in the
South as he is in the North.

Let me state that it was my privilege
to attend the ceremonies in Springfield
and I must say that I made out better
when I was confronted by Union soldiers
than some of my ancestors did.

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, HR. 3117 proposes the
area of Springfield, I1l., extending for one
block in each direction from the Abra-
ham Lincoln residence be acquired by the
National Park Service, restored as it ap-
peared in Lincoln’s day and established,
with appropriate facilities for visitor con-
venience, and operated as the Lincoln
Home National Historic Site.

The Lincoln residence itself is the
property of the State of Illinois. Parts of
the surrounding area have been 2cquired
by the city of Springfield with the view
of ultimate restoration and development.
The rest of the area is a mixture of com-
mercialization and decay.

An appropriate development of this
great shrine involves three principal as-
pects: Restoration, preservation, and
public access. In my view, the plan de-
veloped by the National Park Service
deals in excellent fashion with each as-
pect.
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A fundamental question is: Is develop-
ment properly the responsibility of the
Federal Government?

Lincoln, of course, is much more than
an historical figure of State and local
importance. Unquestionably he has be-
come the preeminent cultural hero of
the United States.

As the distinguished chairman of the
Subecommittee on National Parks and
Recreation, the Honorable Roy TAYLOR,
has observed to me on several occasions,
“There is only one Lincoln.”

Lincoln is more influential today, more
than a century after his death, than at
at any time in his life, Major literary
works on Lincoln continue to pour from
world presses at a pace that never slack-
ens, numbering more than 5,000 items.
Lincolnia is a hobby so great that pe-
riodical newsletters keep its adherents
up to date. Book stores exist which cater
exclusively to their special interests. His
life has been more thoroughly studied
and chronicled than any other in his-
tory. More has been written about him
than any other personality except Jesus
Christ.

With each passing year interest in Lin-
coln increases, touching each new gen-
eration and broadening on an interna-
tional scale. People who visit Lincoln
shrines feel a closeness to him. No one
who visits the Lincoln Memorial in
Washington can fail to notice the rev-
erence with which visitors approach the
massive marble figure and study the en-
graved messages.

So it is at other shrines. His tomb in
Springfield, the log cabin village at New
Salem where he spent his young man-
hood, the old capitol building in Spring-
field where he matured as a legislator
and uttered his “House Divided” speech.

The State of Illinois has recognized
this interest by establishing, restoring,
and maintaining the New Salem village,
Linecoln’s tomb, and the old State capitol
building. Each is made readily available
without charge to all visitors. The finan-
cial burden of all this has been substan-
tial and continues to be. But this burden
the people of Illinois cheerfully, yes
proudly, bear, even though they might
argue that the burden should be assumed
by thz Nation.

But the Lincoln Home area, the shrine
most intimately connected with Lin-
coln, the shrine where visitors feel a
closeness and inspiration as nowhere else
remains unrestored, unpreserved, with
visitor facilities totally inadequate con-
sidering the magnitude of international
interest.

The people of Illinois are already do-
ing their fair share, and more.

It is timely and appropriate, indeed
urgent, for the Federal Government,
which up to now has no national his-
toric site or National Park Service facil-
ity in the State of Illinois, to assume re-
sponsibility for the restoration, develop-
ment, preservation, and operation of the
Lincoln Home area.

Historians tell us that the Lincoln
Home, located at the corner of Eighth
and Jackson Streets, is one of the most
important entities in the country relat-
ing to Abraham Lincoln the man.

Lincoln himself best described the im-
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portance of Springfield and his home
there when he said farewell to his friends
on February 11, 1861, and went to assume
his new burdens as President of a divided
Nation soon to be engulfed in civil war.
He said:

My friends, no one, not in my situation,
can appreciate my feelings of sadness at this
parting. To this place, and the kindness of
these people, I owe everything. Here I have
lived a quarter of a century, and have passed
from a young to an old man. Here my chil-
dren have been born, and one is buried. I now
leave, not knowing when, or whether ever,
I may return, with a task before me greater
than that which rested upon Washington.

It is one of the small ironies that the
home of one of our country’'s greatest
Presidents, if not the greatest, is not pro-
tected by the national park system for
future generations of Americans to en-
joy. Others are so protected, including
both homes of Andrew Johnson in Green-
ville, Tenn., all four homes of Theodore
Roosevelt, and Herbert Hoover's birth-
place in West Branch, Iowa. Surely it is
time to protect the only home that Abra-
ham Lincoln ever owned.

Each year, the home ranks among the
10 most visited historical sites in the
United States. Tourists flock from all over
the world to visit the home and the city
which did so much to mold one of the
true giants of history.

Nevertheless, the area surrounding the
home for years has been threatened with
deterioration and commercialization.
These pressures continue to mount. Steps
must be taken to preserve the home and
its environs for future generations of
Americans.

The citizens of Springfleld, the city
government, and the State have done
their part to preserve the Lincoln home
and its environs. They will continue to
do so. But they need help, help which
only the Congress and the National Park
Service can give them. They are all anx-
ious to enter into a cooperative relation-
ship with the Park Service to preserve the
Lincoln home—not just for Illinoisans—
but for men everywhere who cherish the
memory of Lincoln and strive for the
equality of all men. I urge the Congress
to authorize that help as soon as possible.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, as a
cosponsor of this legislation and as a
life-long resident of Illinois, “the land
of Lincoln,” I believe the House should
suspend the rules and pass this bill
creating the Lincoln Home National His-
toric Site.

No one disputes the position in his-
tory which all Americans accord Presi-
dent Abraham Lincoln, and it is es-
pecially appropriate that the Linecoln
home, which is a wonderful tourist at-
traction and such a significant historic
property, be designated and henceforth
administered as a national historic site.

I am pleased to join with my col-
leagues from Illinois to give this our
unanimous support. I believe this action
t0 be long overdue and am hopeful that
the other body will expedite its proces-
sing of this measure so that before the
final adjournment of the first session of
the 92d Congress we will have completed
this legislative step.
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Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois, Mr.
Speaker, as a cosponsor of HR. 9798
which would establish the Lincoln Home
National Historic Site in Springfield, Ill.,
I rise to express my enthusiastic support
for this legislation. I especially wish to
commend my good friend and colleague
from Illinois (Mr. FiNDLEY) on taking
this legislative initiative to preserve for
future generations the home of our
State’s most beloved and famous son, and
one of our Nation’s greatest Presidents,
Abraham Lincoln.

The modest frame house at Eighth and
Jackson in Springfield was the only
home ever owned by Lincoln. It was here
that he raised his family and established
himself as a lawyer and Illinois politi-
clan; and it was from this site that he
was catapulted to national prominence
as the Republican Party’s first vice presi-
dential nominee and later its first Pres-
ident.

I think it is fitting and proper that
this home and its immediate surround-
ings should be restored and preserved as
a national historic site. It is estimated
that approximately 650,000 people annu-
ally make the pilgrimage to this historic
shrine each year to pay homage to the
man who gave his life to preserving the
Union and healing the wounds of a
deeply troubled and divided nation. Lin-
coln himself spoke most eloquently of
his feelings for this place when he left
Springfield for the White House in Feb-
ruary of 1861. In his words:

No one, not in my situation, can appreci-
ate my feeling of sadness at this parting. To
this place, and the kindness of these people,
I owe everything. Here I have lived a quarter
of a century, and have passed from a young
to an old man. Here my children have been
born, and one is burled. I now leave, not
knowing when or whether ever I may return,
with a task before me greater than that
which rested upon Washington. Without the
assistance of that Divine Being who ever
attended him, I cannot succeed. With that
assistance I cannot fail. Trusting in Him
who can go with me, and remain with you,
and be everywhere for good, let us confi-
dently hope that all will yet be well.

Mr. Speaker, it ill behooves me to at-
tempt to make a more eloquent tribute
and argument for the preservation of
this site than Lincoln himself has made.
I urge my colleagues to join with me in
voting for this legislation.

Mrs. REID of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, as
one of the sponsors of a similar bill to
authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to establish the Lincoln Home area in
Springfield as a national historic site,
I want to join my colleagues in com-
mending the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs for bringing H.R. 9798
before us.

The Lincoln Home has been carefully
preserved and tells much of the story of
the 17 years Lincoln lived there, in the
only home he ever owned. When enacted,
this bill will authorize the Secretary to
acquire by donation, or purchase with
donated or appropriated funds, the
land—inecluding improvements thereon—
immediately adjacent to and surrounding
the Lincoln Home in order to establish
a setting more closely resembling the
mid-19th century.
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Many of the existing houses would be
retained and the section would continue
to be a vital factor in making Spring-
field one of the 10 top tourist attractions
in the Nation. Already the visitation rate
at the home is estimated to be 650,000
annually.

I give H.R. 9798 my fuil support and
hope it will be passed by a unanimous
vote.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 9798 authorizing the Sec-
retary of the Interior to establish the
Lincoln Home National Historic Site in
the State of Illinocis. I am the cosponsor
of a similar bill, H.R. 3119.

The purpose of the Congress in estab-
lishing the Registry of National Historie
Landmarks, 11 years ago, was twofold—
to recognize and encourage the continua-
tion and preservation efforts already in
effect under authority of the States, local
authorities, and private agencies; and
to call attention to those sites of excep-
tional value that need to be preserved.

To be eligible for the Registry of Na-
tional Historical Landmarks, a historic
site must meet the criteria of exceptional
value. It also must be needed in the Na-
tional Park system to fill gaps in a theme
or period of history in order that a well-
rounded representation of America’s his-
torical and cultural heritage may be
achieved.

The site must be suitable for, and
adaptable to, effective preservation, ad-
ministration, interpretation, develop-
ment, and use. The site also must have
integrity. It is difficult to interpret the
significance of a site or tell its story with
any kind of effectiveness if large parts of
it or of its surroundings have been radi-
cally altered during the passage of time.

In all respects, the Lincoln home qual-
ifies as a logical selection for recognition
as a national historic site. The Lincoln
home, at Springfield, was the only house
that Lincoln ever owned. Here he lived
with Mary Todd Lincoln and their chil-
dren, from 1844 to 1861. Here he returned
from the great address of 1854, in de-
nunciation of the Kansas-Nebraska Act,
which declaration made him famous in
the West. Here he returned from the
great debates with Stephen A. Douglas,
in 1858, which made him famous all
across the land. Here he was informed of
his nomination for President by the Re-
publican National Convention of 1860.
Here, on February 6, 1861, he bade fare-
well to Springfield, at a grand party hon-
oring the people of the town.

So many of the major years in the life
of Abraham Lincoln are tied to this
house that surely it belongs in spirit to
the people of the country.

Mr. Speaker, since the other body has
already acted favorably on this legisla-
tion, I urge my colleagues to approve the
bill before us so that the Lincoln Home
National Historic Site will become a real-
ity in the very near future.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to voice my wholehearted sup-
port of H.R. 9798 which would establish
the Lincoln Home National Historic Site
in Springfield, Ill, Special recognition is
due my distinguiched colleague from Illi-
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nois, PavL FinpLEY, for introducing this
bill which not only does great honor to
our State, but will also preserve for all
Americans the home of one of our most
illustrious presidents. I consider it a great
privilege to be a cosponsor of this legis-
lation.

It is a natural thing for all of us in
the Congress to be proud of those citizens
of our respective States who have risen
to national prominence and made signifi-
cant contributions to our country. We in
Illinois are particularly proud of our
greatest son, and perhaps our greatest
President, Abraham Lincoln. But like
that of any great American, President
Lincoln’s legacy belongs to all our people.
The preservation of the home in which
he lived, and the surroundings that
helped mold his character, will provide
its visitors with a unique glimpse into the
life of this great man. It is our duty to
maintain this valid historic site as an in-
spiration to all future generations. As our
Nation continues to progress at an accel-
erated pace, it is imperative that we pre-
serve these memorials of our past, not
only to provide nostalgic relief but more
importantly to remind us of the lives and
deeds of those men who have been the
architects of our national spirit.

Mr. Speaker, the Lincoln Home has ful-
filled this purpose in the past for each
year it is one of the 10 most popular his-
torie sites in the country. Therefore it is
time that we insure its future preserva-
tion by making it a national historic site.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr, Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may ex-
tend their remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is s0 ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
North Carolina that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill H.R. 9798.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

VESSEL DOCUMENTATION ACT

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 760) to revise and improve the laws
relating to the documentation of vessels,
as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 760

Be 1t enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
American in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Vessel Documenta-
tion Act”.

Sec. 2. DEFINITIONS.—AS used in this Act—

(1) *“documented vessel” means a vessel for
which a certification of documentation has
been issued under this Act; and

(2) “Secretary” means the head of the
department in which the Coast Guard is
operating.

Sec. 3. Porrs oF DocumeENTATION.—The
Becretary shall designate ports of documen-
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tation in the United States where vessels
may be documented and instruments affect-
ing title to, or interest in, documented ves-
sels may be recorded. The Secretary shall
specify the geographic area to be served by
each designated port, and he may discon-
tinue, relocate, or designate additional ports
of documentation.

Sec. 4. VessELs ELIGIBLE FOR DOCUMENTA-
TION.—Any vessel of at least five net toms,
which is not registered under the laws of a
forelgn country, is eligible for documentation
if it is owned by—

(1) an individual who is a citizen of the
United States;

(2) a partnership or assoclation whose
members are all citizens of the United States;

(3) a corporation created under the laws
of the United States, or of any State, terri-
tory, or possession thereof, or of the District
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, or the Virgin Islands; whose president
or other chief executive officer and chairman
of its board of directors are citizens of the
United States and no more of its directors
are noncitizens than a minority of the num-
ber necessary to constitute a gquorum;

(4) the United States Government; or

(5) the government of any State, territory,
or possession of the United States, the Dis-
triect of Columbia, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, or the Virgin Islands.

Sec. 5. HoME Ports.—(a) The port of doec-
umentation selected by an owner for the
documenation of his vessel shall, with the
approval of the Secretary and subject to such
regulations as he may prescribe, be the ves-
sel’s home port.

(b) Once a vessel’'s home port has been
fixed as provided in subsection (a), it may
only be changed with the approval of the
Secretary and subject to such regulations
as he may prescribe.

SEc. 6. NameE oF VeEsseL.—(a) At the time
of application for initial documentation of
a vessel, the owner shall provide a name for
the vessel. Subject to the approval of the
Secretary, that name shall, upon the issuance
of a certificate of documentation, become the
vessel’s name of record.

(b) Once a vessel's name of record has
been fixed as provided in subsection (a),
it may only be changed with the approval
of the Secretary and subject to such regula-
tions as he may prescribe.

(¢) The Secretary may prescribe a reason-
able fee for changing a documented vessel's
name of record.

SEc. 7. CERTIFICATE oF DOCUMENTATION; AP-
PLICATION; ISSUANCE; ForM; EXHIBITION.—(a)
Upon application by the owner of any vessel
eligible for documentation, the Secretary
shall issue a certificate of documentation of
a type specified in section 10, 11, 12, 18, or 14
of this Act.

(b) The Secretary may prescribe the form,
manner of filing, and the information to be
contained in, applications for certificates of
documentation.

(c) Each certificate of documentation
shall—

(1) contain the name, the home port, and
a description of the vessel for which 1t is
issued;

(2) identify its owner; and

(3) be in such form and contain such
additional information as the Secretary may
prescribe.

(d) The Secretary shall, by regulation, pre-
scribe procedures to insure the integrity of,
and the accuracy of information contalned
in, certificates of documentation issued under
this Act.

(e) The owner and the master of each
documented vessel shall make the vessel’s
certificate of documentation avallable for
examination by such persons and at such
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times and places as may be required by law
and as the Secretary may prescribe.

Sec. 8. NuMBERS; SIGNAL LETTERS;, IDEN-
TIFICATION MARKINGS.—(a) The Secretary
shall maintain a numbering system for the
identification of documented vessels and as-
sign a number to each documented vessel.

(b) The Secretary may maintain a system
of signal letters for documented vessels.

(c) The owner of each documented vessel
shall affix to the vessel and maintain, in the
manner prescribed by the Secretary, the
number assigned under subsection (a) and
such other identification markings as the
Secretary may prescribe.

BEc. 9, PURPOSE OF DOCUMENTATION.—A
certificate of documentation issued under
this Act is—

(1) concluslive evidence of nationality for
international purposes, but not in any pro-
ceeding conducted under laws of the United
States;

(2) except in the case of a yacht license,
evidence of qualification to be employed in
a specific trade; and

(3) not conclusive evidence of ownership
11;15 any proceeding in which ownership is in

ue.

SEC. 10. CERTIFICATE OF DOCUMENTATION:
REGISTRY.—(a) A registry may be issued for
slny vessel which is eligible for documenta-
tion.

(b) A vessel for which a registry is issued
may be employed in foreign trade or trade
with the islands of Guam, Tutuila, Wake, or
Midway or Kingman Reef.

(c) The Secretary may, upon application
of the owner of any vessel which qualifies
for a coastwise license under section 11 of
this Act, a Great Lakes license under section
12 of this Act, or a fishery license under sec-
tion 13 of this Act, issue a registry appro-
priately endorsed authorizing the vessel to
be employed in the coastwise trade, the Great
ggkes trade, or the fisheries, as the case may
SEC. 11. CERTIFICATE OF DOCUMENTATION:
Coastwise LIcENSE—(a) A coastwise license,
or, as provided in section 10(c) of this Act,
an appropriately endorsed registry, may be
issued for any vessel which—

(1) is eligible for documentation;

(2) was bullt in the United States; and

(3) qualifies under laws of the United
States to be employed in the coastwise trade.

(b) A vessel for which a coastwise license
or an appropriately endorsed registry, is is-
sued may, subject to the laws of the United
lsmtes regulating those trades, be employed

n—

(1) the coastwise trade; and

(2) the fisheries.

Sec. 12. CERTIFICATE OF DOCUMENTATION:
GREAT LAKES LICENSE.—

(&) A Great Lakes license, or, as provided
in section 10(c) of this Act, an appropriately
endorsed registry, may be Issued for any
vessel which—

(1) 1is eligible for documentation;

(2) was bulilt in the United States; and

(3) qualifies under the laws of the United
States to be employed in the coastwise trade.

(b) A vessel for which a Great Lakes H-
cense or an appropriately endorsed registry is
issued may, on the Great Lakes and their
tributary and connecting waters and subject
to the laws of the United States regulating
those trades, be employed in—

(1) the coastwise trade;

(2) trade with Canada; and

(3) the fisheries.

Sec. 13. CERTIFICATE OF DOCUMENTATION:
FisHERY LicENSE.—(a) A fishery license or,
as provided in section 10(c) of this Act, an
appropriately endorsed registry, may be is-
sued for any vessel which—

(1) is eligible for documentation;

(2) was bulilt in the United States; and
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(3) qualifies under the laws of the United
States to be employed in the fisheries,

(b) A vessel for which a fishery license, or
an appropriately endorsed registry, is issued
may, subject to the laws of the United States
regulating the fisheries, be employed in that
trade.

Bec. 14. CERTIFICATE OF DOCUMENTATION:
YacuT LicENSE—A yacht license may be is-
sued for any pleasure vessel which is eligible
for documentation.

Bec, 15. VesseL Livrtep To TRADE COVERED
BY CERTIFICATE OF DOCUMENTATION; EXEMP-
TIONS; PENALTY—(a&) A documented vessel
may not be employed in any trade other than
a trade covered by the certificate of docu-
mentation issued for that vessel. However,
any certificate of documentation may, under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, be
exchanged for any other type of certificate of
documentation, or appropriately endorsed
for any trade, for which the vessel qualifies.

(b) A non-self-propelled vessel which Is
qualified to be employed in the coastwise
trade may, without being documented, be
empleoyed in trade within a harbor or on the
rivers or inland lakes of the United States,
or on the internal waters or canals of any
Btate.

(¢) Whenever a documented vessel is em-
ployed in a trade that is not covered by the
certificate of documentation issued for that
vessel, the vessel, together with its equipment
is liable to seizure and forfeiture to the
United States.

(d) A documented vesse] may not be placed
under the command of & person other than
a citizen of the United States.

Sec. 16. FALSIFICATION IN DOCUMENTATION :
FRAUDULENT USE oF DOCUMENT; PENALTY.—
(a) Whenever the owner of a vessel knowing-
ly falsifies or conceals a material fact, or
makes a false statement or representation in
connection with the documentation of his
vessel under this Act, in addition to any
other penalty provided by law, that vessel, to-
gether with its equipment is liable to seizure
and forfeiture to the United States.

(b) Whenever a certificate of documenta-
tion is knowingly and fraudulently used for
any vessel, that vessel, together with its
equipment, is liable to seizure and forfelture
to the United States.

8ec. 17. CERTIFICATE OF DOCUMENTATION;
TERMINATION OF VALIDITY.—(8) A cerificate
of documentation becomes invalid if the
vessel for which it is issued—

(1) no longer meets the requirements in
this Act and the regulations prescribed under
it pertaining to that certification of docu-
mentation; or

(2) is placed under the command of a per-
son who is not a citizen of the United States.

(b) Except as provided by section 961(a)
of title 46, an invalld certificate of docu-
mentation shall be surrendered to the Sec-
retary in accordance with regulations pre-
scribed by him.

Bec. 18. Provisional REecISTRY.—(a) The
Becretary and the Secretary of State, acting
jointly, may provide for the issuance of a
provisional registry for any vessel procured
outside the United States which meets the
ownership requirements of section 4 of this
Act.

{b) A vessel for which a provisional registry
is issued may proceed to the United States
and, subject to such limitations as the Sec-
retary prescribes, engage en route in the
foreign trade or trade with the islands of
Guam, Tutuila, Wake, or Midway or King-
man Reef. Upon the vessel's arrival in the
United States the provisional registry shall
be surrendered to the Secretary.

(c) A vessel for which a provisional regis-
try is issued is subject to the jurisdietion
and laws of the United States. However, the

- Secretary may suspend the application of
any vessel inspection law administered by
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him, or any regulation thereunder, if he con-
siders the suspension to be In the public
interest.

Sec. 19. RECORDING OF UNITED STATES BUILT
VEssELs.—The Secretary may provide for the
recording and certifying of such information
pertaining to vessels built in the United
States as he finds to be in the public interest.

Sec. 20. REGISTRATION OF FUNNEL MARKS
AND HoustE FrLags.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide for the registration of funnel marks and
house flags by owners of vessels,

Bec. 21. List oF DOCUMENTED VESSELS.—
The Becretary shall publish periodically a
list of all documented vessels together with
such information pertaining to them as he
considers pertinent and useful.

Sec. 22. ReporTS.—To Insure compliance
with this Act and the laws governing the
qualifications of vessels to engage in the
coastwise trade and the fisheries, the Secre-
tary may require owners and masters of
documented vessels, to submit reports in
such form and manner as the Secretary may
prescribe.

Sec. 23. Viorations, PeNALTY.—Whoever
violates any provision of this Act or any
regulation thereunder for which no other
penalty is specifically provided is lable to
a civil penalty of not more than $500 for
each violation.

(b) The Secretary may compromise any
civil penalty provided for in this Act,

Sec. 24, DELEGATIONS AND REGULATIONS.—
The Secretary may—

(1) delegate, and authorize successive re-
delegations of, any of the duties or powers
conferred on him in this Act: and

(2) prescribe regulations to carry out this
Act,

SEc. 25. RELATED TERMS IN OTHER LAWS.—
Whenever used with respect to the documen-
tation of a vessel in any law, regulation, doe-
ument, ruling, or other official act—

(1) “certificate of registry”, “registry”, and
“register” are considered to mean a registry
as provided for in section 10 of this Act;

(2) “license”, “enrollment and Ilicense”,
“license for the coastwise (or coasting)
trade”, and “enrollment and license for the
coastwise (or coasting) trade" are consid-
ered to mean a coastwise license as provided
for in section 11 of this Act;

(3) "enrollment and license to engage in
the foreign and coastwise (or coasting) trade
on the northern, northeastern, and north-
western frontiers, otherwise than by sea” is
considered to mean a Great Lakes license as
provided for in section 12 of this Act;

(4) “license for the fisheries” and “en-
rollment and license for the fisheries” are
considered to mean a fishery license as pro-
vided for in section 13 of this Act; and

{5) “yacht license” and “yacht enrollment
and license” are considered to mean a yacht
license as provided for in section 14 of this
Act.

Sec. 26, AMENDMENTS TO0 OTHER Laws.—
(a) Section 4131 of the Revised Statutes, as
amended (46 U.8.C. 221), is amended to read
as follows:

“No person who is not a citizen of the
United States may serve as master, chief
engineer, or officer in charge of a deck watch
or englneering watch on any vessel docu-
mented under the laws of the United States.
However, if a documented vessel is deprived
of the services of any officer, other than the
master, while on a foreign voyage, a person
who is not a cltizen of the United States may,
until the vessel's first return to a United
States port where a United States citizen re-
placement can be obtained serve in—

“(1) the vacancy; or

“(2) any vacancy resulting from the pro-
motion of another to fill the original
vacancy."

(b) Section 4148 of the Revised Statutes,
as amended (46 U.8.C. T1), is amended by
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striking out the first sentence of subsection
(a) and inserting in place thereof:

“The Secretary o* the Department in
which the Coast GQuard is operating shall
provide for the admeasuring of each vessel
document under the Vessel Documentation
Act and each vessel recorded under section
19 of that Act. Except in cases where the
Secretary of the Department in which the
Coast Guard is operating has, by regulation,
otherwise provided, a vessel must be ad-
measured before a certificate of documenta-
tion or a certificate of record is issued for
that vessel”.

(¢) Bection 4311 of the Revised Statutes,
as amended (46 U.S.C. 251), Is amended by
striking out the first sentence of subsec-
tion (a).

(d) Section 4320 of the Revised Statutes,
;5 amended (46 U.S.C. 262), is amended

e

(1) striking out the word "licensed” in
the first sentence and inserting in place
thereof the word “documented’; and

(2) striking out the last sentence.

(e) Section 4377 of the Revised Statutes,
as amended (46 U.S.C. 325), is amended by
striking out the second sentence.

(f) Section 7 of the Act of June 19, 18886,
as amended (24 Stat. 81; 46 U.S.C. 319), is
amended by—

(1) striking out the first sentence and in-
serting in place thereof:

“Whenever a vessel 1s employed in a trade
for which certificates of documentation are
issued under the Vessel Documentation Act,
other than a trade covered by a registry,
the vessel is llable to a civil penalty of $30
for each port at which it arrives without
the proper certificate of documentation, and
if it has on board any merchandise of for-
elgn growth or manufacture (sea stores ex-
cepted), or any taxable domestic spirits,
wines, or other alcoholic liguors, on which
the duties or taxes have not been paid or se-
cured to be paild, the vessel, together with
its equipment and cargo, 1s liable to selzure
and forfeiture.”; and

(2) striking out the last sentence.

Bec. 27. REPEALS,—The following laws are
repealed, except with respect to rights and
duties that matured, penalties that were in-
curred, and proceedings that were begun be-
fore the effective date of this Act:

Revised statutes section Revised statutes section
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Date Chapter Section

Statutes at large

Volume Page Date Chapter

Statutes at large

Section Volume Page

1874 Apr. 17 106 e
1877:Feb. 27. ... 69__...

oy 1T
906: Apr. 24 ... 1865

A A e LS e O

1 (only the part amending 251
R.S. 4315, 4318, and 4319).

18 e 30 . B e i R

ey RN < USSR 5T e ras e e SR

30 Aug. 20__... 307
24 390

1920: Feh, 19__.. 83_.
1925: Feb. 16.... 235
1935: Aug. 5 438
1936: May 20_ ... »
1938: May 24___. 265.
1939:

189

37 315
56

5 (only the part amending
R.S. 4132).

1914: Aug. 18- 256 - .:-...ooo.l]
1915:

Sec. 28 EFFecTIVE DATE.—Thls Act becomes
effective on the first day of the sixth month
following the month in which it is enacted.

The SPEAKER. Is a second
demanded?

Mr. MAILLIARD, Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
a second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to urge the passage
of HR. 760, a bill that would provide
for a much needed revision of our vessel
documentation laws.

Vessel documentation establishes an
official basis for vessel identification and
control. It serves to facilitate trade and
commerce by classifying vessels for pur-
poses of regulation, safety, pilotage, fee
assessment and taxation. The marine
document of a U.S.-flag vessel is both a
certificate of nationality and an authori-
zation for the vessel’s use in foreign,
coastwise, or domestic frade.

Our existing documentation laws are
fragmented and some date back to the
early 1790's. These archaic statutes
have been an obstacle to efficient vessel
documentation procedures for many
years. H.R. 760 would extract from these
existing laws, and restate in a concise
and orderly manner, the purposes and
objectives of vessel documentation and
related substantive policies. This would
permit the U.S. Coast Guard, who is re-
sponsible for merchant vessel documen-
tation, to introduce modern procedures
and business techniques with resulting
benefits for the Coast Guard and the
U.S.-flag merchant marine.

For example, under existing law, the
document of every licensed vessel must
be presented at a documentation office
each year for renewal. This requires that
the document be removed from the vessel
where it properly belongs, and takes up
the time of the vessel’s master, or the
vessel’'s agent, in making a visit to the
documentation office. HR. 760 would per-
mit the Coast Guard to provide for an-
nual validation by mail without removing
the document from the vessel, thus sav-
ing time for all concerned.

H.R. 760 was the subject of an Execu-
tive communication from the Secretary
of Transportation. The departmental re-
ports generally favored the bill and your
committee is unaware of any opposition
to it. .

Your committee made certain amend-
ments to the bill as introduced. These are
in the nature of clarifying amendments
only.

The bill was ordered reported unani-
mously, with amendments, after full and
careful consideration of the record. I
strongly urge the House to support H.R.
760 as a much needed revision of our
vessel documentation laws.

Mr. Speaker, I yield as much time
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
MAILLIARD) , & member of the committee,
as he desires.

Mr., MATLLTARD, Mr. Speaker, I join
our chairman, the gentleman from
Maryland, in urging approval of this
really long-overdue legislation.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 760, the Vessel Doc-
umentation Act, is a much-needed revi-
sion and modernization of laws dating
back to the first Congress. The impor-
tance of establishing the requirements
for and rights and privileges of ships fly-
ing the American flag is no less impor-
tant today than in 1789, when the United
States first enacted laws to supersede a
hodge-podge of State regulations under
the Articles of Confederation,

Since the first Congress, we have grad-
ually expanded our vessel documentation
laws and have built layer upon layer of
statutory language, much of which today
is difficult to comprehend, since it was
written to reflect conditions long since
changed. There are, for example, obscure
references to such things as the “mack-
eral fishery” and the “Western frontier.”

The question of what vessels are en-
titled to documentation as vessels of the
United States has been largely a matter
of inference from these obscure laws.
For example, for many years the agen-
cies administering our documentation
laws have interpreted various sections
of the revised statutes to reach the con-
clusion that vessels must be of at least 5
net tons to be eligible for documentation.
H.R. 760 gives this long-standing inter-
pretation a statutory basis.

The interpretations required to effec-
tively implement existing law, however,
have produced certain undesirable side
effects. The revised statutes state that
only a documented vessel may be con-
sidered a vessel of the United States.
The 5-net-ton limitation on vessels eli-
gible for documentation, therefore, has
resulted in smaller vessels being denied
the right to be considered a vessel of the

United States. This has been particularly

bothersome to yachtsmen who feel, and
rightly so, that when they sail into a
foreign port, their vessel should have the
protection and respect accorded a “vessel
of the United States.” Accordingly, this
legislation provides that a vessel need not
be documented in order to be considered
a vessel of the United States.

In this age of computers, punchcards,
and other time-saving recordkeeping
procedures long ago adapted to auto-
mobile and aircraft registration, our ves-
sel documentation system continues to
operate in the age of the green eyeshade
and quill pen. This legislation will bring
the Coast Guard’s administration of ves-
sel documentation into the 20th century.
It is long overdue.

I therefore urge the passage of H.R.
760, the Vessel Documentation Act.

Mr. GARMATZ, Mr, Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. DowNING), a member of the com-
mittee.

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 760.

The new shipping concepts, such as
containerization and LASH vessels, have
placed an increased emphasis on efficient
operation.

The Vessel Documentation Act pro-
vided by HR. 760 would facilitate effi-
cient vessel documentation procedures
which affect vessel operation. It would
do this not by making significant sub-
stantive changes in our existing docu-
mentation laws, which your committee
has found to be both archaic and frag-
mented. Rather, the bill would extract
from these existing laws, and restate in
a concise and orderly manner, the pur-
poses and objectives of vessel documenta-
tion and related substantive policies. This
will permit the U.S. Coast Guard, which
is responsible for vessel documentation,
to introduce efficient procedures with re-
sulting benefits for the U.S.-flag mer-
chant marine,

The bill was ordered reported unani-
mously, with clarifying amendments. I
g!él;)ongly urge the House to support HR.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Maryland that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill HR. 760, as
amended.

The question was taken; and—two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof—
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FEES FOR MIGRATORY BIRD
HUNTING STAMPS

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill—
H.R. 701—to amend the Migratory Bird
Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1934,
to authorize the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, in his discretion, to establish the fee
for such stamp, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 701

A bill to amend the Migratory Bird Hunting
Stamp Act of March 16, 1934, to authorize
the Secretary of the Interlor, in his dis-
cretion, to establish the fee for such stamp
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That the

second sentence of section 2 of the Migra-

tory Bird Hunting Stamp Act (48 Stat. 461),

as amended (16 U.S.C, 718b), 1= amended to

read as follows: “For each such stamp sold
under the provisions of this section there

shall be collected by the Postal Service a

sum of not less than $3 and not more than

$5 as determined by the Secretary of the

Interior after taking into consideration,

among other matters, the increased cost of

lands needed for the conservation of migra-
tory birds.”.

BEc. 2. Sections 2 and 4 of the Migratory
Bird Hunting Stamp Act (16 U.S.C. Ti8b,
Ti8d) are each amended by striking out
“Post Office Department” and “Postmaster
General” each place they appear therein and
inserting in lleu thereof “Postal SBervice”.

SEc. 3. Bection 3(a) of the Act of July 30,
1956 (70 Stat. T22; 16 U.S.C. Tigb-1), is
amended by striking out “Postmaster Gen-

eral” each place it appears therein and In-
serting in lieu thereof “Postal Service™.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demand-
ed?

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of HR. 701
is to provide a means for producing ad-
ditional funds for the acquisition of
greatly needed habitat for migratory
birds, especially migratory waterfowl.

Mr. Speaker, the original Duck Stamp
act was passed in 1934. The price of the
duck stamp at that time was set at $1.
Over the past 37 years, the price of the
duck stamp has been increased only
twice; once in 1949, to $2, and again in
1958, to $3.

Mr. Speaker, as I am sure all of my
colleagues are aware, present law re-
quires anyone 16 years of age or older
desiring to hunt migratory waterfowl to
have in his possession at the time of such
hunting an unexpired Federal migratory-
bird hunting stamp. The sale of—what is
commonly referred to as the duck
stamp—is handled by the U.S. Postal
Service. The proceeds from such sales
are paid into the U.S. Treasury and set
aside into a special fund known as the
migratory bird conservation fund, to be
administered by the Secretary of the In-
terior. After deducting expenditures by
the Postal Service for engraving, print-
ing, issuing and selling, the remainder of
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the funds are used solely for the location,
ascertainment, and acquisition of suit-
able areas for migratory bird refuges and
waterfowl production areas.

Mr. Speaker, originally in the 48 con-
tiguous States there were some 127 mil-
lion acres of wetlands. By 1955, this total
acreage had been reduced to approxi-
mately 84 million acres. Of this amount,
only 22.5 million acres were of signifi-
cant value for migratory waterfowl use.
Since it was anticipated that 10 million
acres would remain in private ownership,
there remained to be acquired for public
control 125 million acres. Of this
amount, available information indicated
that about 5 million acres would be se-
cured by the States, leaving 7.5 million
acres to be purchased by the Secretary
of the Interior from the migratory bird
conservation fund. By 1958, purchases
and donations consisted of approximate-
ly 3.5 million acres. Another 1.5 million
acres were added by 1961, leaving 2.5
million acres to be acquired by the Sec-
retary under the original goal. To pro-
vide additional funds in order to expe-
dite the purchase of these lands, in 1961
the Congress enacted the Accelerated
Wetlands Acquisition Act which author-
ized an advance appropriation without
interest to the migratory bird conserva-
tion fund of up to $105 million over a
T-year period beginning with fiscal year
1962. Although the act has been ex-
tended for an additional 8 years, to date
only $66.8 million has been appropriated,
leaving $38.2 million available for appro-
priation under the original $105 million
program.

Mr. Speaker, since 1961 only 1.3 mil-
lion additional acres have been acquired
leaving a balance of 1.2 million acres to
be acquired under the original goal, We
are most hopeful that if H.R. 701 is en-
acted into law, the funds to be derived
from the sale of duck stamps plus the
$38.2 million remaining to be appropri-
ated under the accelerated wetlands
acquisition program will enable us to
complete this goal.

Mr. Speaker, briefly explained, HR.
701 would authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to increase the cost of the duck
stamp from $3 to a maximum of $5
whenever in his discretion he deemed
such an increase justifiable after tazing
into consideration, among other matters,
the increase cost of lands for the conser-
vation of migratory birds. In addition,
the bill, as reported, includes the sug-
gested amendments of the U.S. Postal
Service, all of which were technical in
nature.

In its report on the legislation, the De-
partment of the Interior suggested an
amendment to the bill that would pro-
vide for an automatic $2 increase in the
cost of the duck stamp. The Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries in
its wisdom decided against the manda-
tory concept and feit that the best in-
terests of the sportsmen and the acquisi-
tion program could best be maintained
by providing the Secretary of the Inte-
rior with discretionary authority only.
The committee is most hopeful that the
Secretary will administer this law wisely
and will increase the price of the duck
stamp only when he feels that such an
increase will prove beneficial both to the
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sportsmen and our migratory waterfowl
conservation program.

Mr. Speaker, the committee gave seri-
ous consideration to linking the cost of
an increase in the duck stamp with the
amount of funds appropriated under the
accelerated wetlands acquisition pro-
gram. As previously indicated, there re-
mains to be appropriated $38.2 million
under this authorization over the next
5-year period. This averages out at ap-
proximately $7.5 million per year. The
committee decided to tie the legislation
to the appropriation process but in lieu
thereof wanted to make it clear in the
legislative history of this legislation that
the committee expects the appropria-
tions under the accelerated wetlands
acquisition program to maintain its re-
cent level of funding which would be
approximately $7.5 million per year. Fur-
thermore, it wants to stress that for the
Appropriations Committee to appropri-
ate less than this amount, it would have
the affect of offsetting any increase in
funds that would be provided by this leg-
islation. The committee feels that it is
only in this fashion that the interests of
the sportsmen can best be protected, and
the acquisition program a success.

Mr. Speaker, I urge prompt enact-
ment of H.R. 701.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, can the gen-
tleman say why it is left to the Secre-
tary of the Interior to fix the cost of
duck stamps?

Mr. DINGELL, Yes; I will be happy to.
The Congress found that there is a fall-
off in sales which is related to the in-
crease in price. It was anticipated that
at some point between $3 and $5 would
be the level at which the price would
bring in the highest income to the migra-
tory bird conservation fund. In order
to give the Secretary the discretion to
maximize the return to the fund at the
earliest possible moment, the Secretary is
given the discretion to fix the fee for
;he migratory bird stamp between $3 and

5.

Mr. GROSS. Was there a falloff in the
sales when the cost of the stamps were
increased to $3?

Mr. DINGELL. There always has
been a slight falloff in sales. It is an-
ticipated the price increase this time will
produce less of a falloff than in other
years. The reason is because if is antici-
pated we will have a very good year for
ducks,

Mr. GROSS. What is it expected to be?

Mr. DINGELL. I cannot prophesy, but
I think it is expected the $5 set by the
Secretary will bring in the best returns.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I want
to voice my support for HR. 701, which
was unanimously reported by my com-
mittee.

Basically, the bill is designed to au-
thorize the use of additional funds re-
sulting from any increase in the cost
of the duck stamp. These additional
funds would then be used for the ac-
quisition of suitable lands which could
serve as breeding grounds and sanctu-
aries for migratory waterfowl.

It is urgent to'acquire this land as
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soon as possible, because suitable land
that could be used for migratory bird
habitat is rapidly disappearing, due to
the ever increasing demands of commer-
cial, industrial, and urban development.

Unless these essential lands are ac-
quired now, the migratory waterfowl
population will be seriously depleted and
their decimation will constitute a great
loss to the sportsmen and to all Ameri-
cans who value our precious wildlife re-
sources.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge passage
of H.R. 701.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
701 to authorize the Secretary of the In-
terior in his discretion to increase the
fee for migratory bird hunting stamps,
the so-called “Duck Stamp.”

The report of your Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries clearly doc-
uments the need for public acquisition
of wetlands. The growth in our popula-
tion and accelerated drainage of land
for commercial and residential construc-
tion has destroyed many millions of acres
of waterfowl feeding and nesting lands.
Our migratory waterfowl are a unique
national asset which cannot be ade-
quately conserved and protected at the
State level, since their seasonal migia-
tions take these flocks of birds thousands
of miles across many States. During the
1950’s, a goal od 7.5 million acres of fed-
erally acquired wetlands was established.
We are 1.2 million acres short of this
goal, and the cost of land has risen
dramatically.

In view of the constant and accelerated
diversion of wetlands to other uses, the
migratory waterfowl habitat acquisition
program must be funded at a level which
completes the acquisition program as
soon as possible.

This legislation will enable the Secre-
tary of the Interior to increase the cost
of the duck stamp up to a8 maximum of
$5 whenever in his judgment he deems
such an increase necessary, taking into
account the increased cost of land, avail-
ability of water and other natural condi-
tions, the maintenance of bird popula-
tions, and the interest of sportsmen
whose purchase of these stamps supports
the program.

Your committee considered amend-
ments to this bill which would have tied
the level of the duck stamp fee to the
level of appropriations for wetland ac-
quisition purposes by the Congress. After
giving such amendments careful con-
sideration, however, your committee de-
termined to continue the existing system
under which funds for wetlands acquisi-
tion through the sale of duck stamps and
by appropriations are programed in-
dependently.

We do not anticipate, however, that
an increase in the price of duck stamps
will result in a decrease in the appropria-
tion of funds for wetland acquisition. In-
deed, such a decrease in appropriations
would nullify the purpose of this legisla-
tion, which is simply to increase substan-
tially the total amount of money being
made available from all sources for wet-
lands acquisition in order to achieve our
goal of 7.5 million acres at the earliest

possible date.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the passage of this important
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr, CONTE) .

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 701, which would pro-
vide a mesns for producing additional
funds for the acquisition of vitally
needed lands for migratory birds, par-
ticularly migratory waterfowl.

To achieve this goal, the bill author-
izes the Secretary to raise the price of
the migratory bird hunting stamp—bet-
ter known as the duck stamp—from $3
to a maximum of $5 whenever he be-
lieves such an increase is justified.

As an ardent conservationist, the sen-
ior member of the Migratory Bird Com-
mission, and a cosponsor of this legisla-
tion, I want to commend the committee
for its expeditious consideration of the
measure we are now debating.

The tremendous need for increased
funds to purchase the remaining 1.2 mil-
lion acres of wetlands that are available
to the Federal Government to conserve
the Nation's waterfowl has been dramat-
ically demonstrated at our bird commis~
sion meetings. The average cost of land
has skyrocketed from $31 per acre in
1962 to $142 per acre today. Moreover
these valuable lands are in constant
danger of falling prey to the greedy eye
of the speculator who is ready with a
bulldozer to fill in a wetland and trans-
form it into another gaudy memorial to
our neon society.

We must act now to preserve sufficient
acreage to provide essential breeding,
feeding, resting, and wintering areas in
this country to accommodate the needs
of migratory waterfowl.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the passage of this
legislation.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DiNGeELL) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill H.R.
701, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
A bill to amend the Migratory Bird
Hunting Stamp Act to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to establish the
fee for stamps issued thereunder, and for
other purposes.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may extend their remarks on H.R. 701,
just passed.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENTS TO FISHERMEN'S
PROTECTION ACT OF 1967

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to

suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.

7117) to amend the Fishermen’s Protec-
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tive Act of 1987 to expedite the reim-
bursement of U.S. vessel owners for
charges paid by them for the release of
vessels and crews illegally seized by
foreign countries, to strengthen the pro-
visions therein relating to the collection
of claims against such foreign countries
for amounts so reimbursed and for cer-
tain other amounts, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
2(b) of the Fishermen’s Protective Act of
1967 (22 U.S.C. 1972(b)) is amended by
striking out “and to secure the release of
such vessel and crew.” and lnserting in lieu
of the following: “, to secure the release of
such vessel and crew, and to immediately as-
certain the amount of any fine, fee, or other
direct charge which may be reimbursable
under section 3(a)."”

Sec. 2. Section 3 of the Fishermen'’s Pro-
tective Act of 1967 (22 U.S.C. 1973) is amend-
ed by inserting “(a)” immediately before
“In”, and by adding at the end thereof the
following: “Any reimbursement under this
section shall be made from the Fishermen’s
Protective Pund established pursuant to sec-
tion 8.

*“{b) The Secretary of State shall make a
certification under subsection (a) of this
section as soon as possible after he is noti-
fled pursuant to section 2(b) of the amounts
of the fines, fees, and other direct charges
which were pald by the owners to secure the
release of their vessel and crew. The amount
of reimbursement made by the Secretary of
the Treasury to the owners of any vessel
under subsection (a) of this sectlon shall
constitute & lien on the vessel which may
be recovered In proceedings by libel in rem in
the district court of the United States for any
district within which the vessel may be. Any
such lien shall terminate on the ninetleth
day after the date on which the Secretary of
the Treasury relmburses the owners under
this section unless before such ninetieth day
the United States initiates action to enforce
the llen.”

Sec. 8. Section 5 of the Fishermen's Protec-
tive Act of 1967 (22 U.8.C. 1975) is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 5. (a) The Secretary of State shall—

“(1) immediately notify a forelgn country
of—

“(A) any relmbursement made by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury under sectlon 3 as a
result of the selzure of a vessel of the United
States by such country,

“{B) any payment made pursuant to sec-
tion 7 in connection with such selzure, and

“(2) take such action as he deems appro-
priate to make and collect claims against
such foreign country for the amounts so
reimbursed and payments so made.

“({b) If a foreign country falls or refuses
to make payment in full on any claim made
under subsection (a)(2) of this section
within one hundred and twenty days after
the date on which such country is notified
pursuant to subsection (a)(1) of thls sec-
tion, the Secretary of State shall transfer an
amount equal to such unpaid claim or un-
paid portlon thereof from any funds appro-
priated by Congress and programed for the
current fiscal year for assistance to the gov-
ernment of such country under the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (and if such funds
are insufficient to cover such claim, transfer
shall be made from any funds so appropri-
ated and programed for the next and any
succeeding fiscal year) to (1) the Fisher-
men's Protective Fund established pursuant
to section 8 if the amount is transferred with
respect to an unpaid claim for a reimburse-
ment made under section 3, or (2) the sepa-
rate account established in the Treasury of

the United States pursuant to section T(c)
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if the amount is transferred with respect to
an unpaid claim for a payment made under
section T(a). Amounts transferred under this
section shall not constitute satisfaction of
any such claim of the United States against
such foreign country.”

Sec. 4. Sectlon T(c) of the Fishermen's
Protective Act of 1867 (22 U.B.C. 1977(c))
is amended by inserting immediately before
the last sentence thereof the following new
sentence: “If a transfer of funds is made to
the separate account under section 5(b) (2)
with respect to an unpaid clalm and such
claim is later paid, the amount so pald shall
be covered into the Treasury as miscella-
neous receipts.”

Sec. 5. The Fishermen’s Protective Act of
1967 is further amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

*“SEec. 8. There 1s created a Fishermen's Pro-
tective Fund which shall be used by the
Secretary of the Treasury to relmburse own-
ers of vessels for amounts certified to him
by the Secretary of State under section 3.
The amount of any claim or portion thereof
collected by the Secretary of State from any
foreign country pursuant to section 5(a)
shall be deposited in the fund and shall be
avallable for the purpose of reimbursing ves-
sel owners under section 3; except that if a
transfer to the fund was made pursuant to
section 5(b) (1) with respect to any such
claim, an amount from the fund equal to
the amount so collected shall be covered into
the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts, There
is authorized to be appropriated to the fund
(1) the sum of $3,000,000 to provide initial
capital, and (2) such additional sums as
may be necessary from time to time to sup-
plement the fund in order to meet the re-
quirements of the fund.”

Sec. 6. The amendments made by this Act
shall apply with respect to selzures of ves-
sels of the United States occurring on or after
date of the enactment of this Act; except
that relmbursments under section 3 of the
Fishermen's Protective Act of 1967 (as in
effect before such date of enactment) may
be made from the fund established by the
amendment made by section 5 of this Act
with respect to any seizure of a vessel oc-
curring before such date of enactment and
after December 31, 1970, if no reimbursement
was made before such date of enactment.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation was un-
animously reported by the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. It is
sponsored by the distinguished and able
senior minority Member, to whom I pay
tribute for his invaluable service on that
committee.

Mr. Speaker, existing law provides that
where a vessel of the United States is
seized by a foreign country on the basis
of rights or claims in territorial waters
or the high seas which are not recog-
nized by the United States, and a fine,
fee, or other direct charge must be paid
by the vessel owner in order to secure the
prompt release of the vessel and crew,
then such owner is entitled to be reim-
bursed by the Secretary of the Treasury
for the amount of such fine, fee, or other
direct charge. Also, existing law provides
that the owner of such a seized vessel
may be reimbursed under an account
administered by the Secretary of Com-
merce and funded by both the Federal
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Government and the vessel owner—for
costs attributable to damage or destruc-
tion of the vessel, gear, or equipment, as
well as the market value of fish spoiled
during the period of illegal detention,
and one-half of the loss of gross income
which might have accrued to the vessel
owner and its crew had the seizure not
occurred.

Mr. Speaker, the need for this legisla-
tion arises from the fact that since
1954—the year the Fishermen's Protec-
tive Act was enacted—there have been
more than 100 seizures of American fish-
ing vessels by foreign countries while
these vessels were fishing on the high
seas beyond 12 miles from foreign shores.
Twenty-seven of these seizures occurred
between January 10 and March 30 of
this year. There are nine countries that
claim exclusive fisheries rights out to 200
miles from their shores, and although
this legislation would apply equally to
any nation that claims fisheries rights
beyond 12 miles from their shores, it
primarily is aimed at the countries of
Ecuador and Peru.

Mr. Speaker, during the hearings held
by my Subcommittee on Fisheries and
Wildlife Conservation it was documented
that because of the cumbersome appro-
priation process American fishing vessel
owners, on the average, are having to
wait at least a year or more before re-
ceiving reimbursements from the Secre-
tary of the Treasury for the amount of
fines, fee, and other direct charges re-
quired to be paid to obtain release of
the vessels and crew. This imposes an
undue hardship on the vessel owner, and
particularly so if he happens to be the
owner of the Apollo or Caribbean Tuna
vessels, both of which were seized twice
within a period of approximately 2
months. This legislation is designed to
eliminate that hardship.

Mr. Speaker, briefly explained, HR.
7117 would require the Secretary of State
to immediately ascertain the amount
paid by a vessel owner to a foreign
country to obtain release of his vessel
and crew and to certify such amount to
the Secretary of the Treasury for im-
mediate reimbursement. Upon reim-
bursement out of the revolving fund au-
thorized to be established under section
5 of the bill—which should only take a
matter of days—the Secretary of State
would be required to immediately no-
tify the foreign country of such reim-
bursement. He would also be required
to take the necessary steps to try to col-
lect the amount of the claim from the
offending country. If it develops that the
Secretary of State is unable to collect
the claim within 120 days after notifica-
tion to the offending country—which is
likely to happen since he never has of-
ficially presented a claim and conse-
quently never has collected a claim from
a foreign country since enactment of the
act in 1954—then the Secretary of State
is required to deduet the amount of the
claim from any funds programed to that
country under the Foreign Assistance
Act and to transfer such funds to the
revolving fund authorized to be estab-
lished under this bill. The bill would
authorize to be appropriated $3 million
to provide initial capital for the revolv-
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ing fund and such other sums as may be
necessary to meet future requirements of
the fund.

Mr. Speaker, my subcommittee held
hearings on the subject of illegal seizures
in San Pedro, Calif., in February of this
year and on the legislation here in Wash-
ington in June and July of this year.
Testimony was received from a wide
range of witnesses, including representa-
tives of Congress, the tuna industry,
labor organizations, cannery workers,
and the Federal agencies, In general, all
of the witnesses were in strong support
of the legislation except for the State
Department. The State Department en-
dorsed the idea of providing expeditious
reimbursement to the vessel owner but
opposed the legislation mainly on the
grounds that the mandatory deduction
requirement from foreign aid would in
effect restrict its flexibility in negotia-
tions to resolve the overall problem of
fisheries jurisdiction with these offending
nations.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries reported this
bill to the floor unanimously and we do
not believe the legislation will have the
effect on the State Department which it
fears.

Mr, Speaker, I strongly urge the pas-
sage of this legislation.

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

Mr. DINGELL. I am glad to yield to
my friend from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I have always been sym-
pathetic to these fishermen who have
been punished by seizures. I offered an
amendment this year on this subject in
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman has
been very helpful. I wish to commend
him for that.

Mr. GROSS. At best, this is an ex-
pediency. We ought to not have to enact
this kind of legislation, and it would not
be necessary if we had in the past and
present Secretaries of State with any
courage.

Mr. DINGELL. I agree with the gentle-
man entirely. It is my position we prob-
ably ought to send some gunboats down
there to protect these vessels. Unfortu-
nately, that kind of legislation is not a
reality.

We have had to close by this legislation
the loophole which exists, so that the
Secretary of State no longer has any dis-
cretion whatsoever in starting the mech-
anism that is ultimately going to re-
sult in the deduction from foreign aid of
any fines and out-of-pocket costs paid.

Mr. GROSS. I say to my friends from
Michigan it is a shame and an outrage
to call upon the taxpapers of this country
for $3 million or any other amount to
indemnify in cases such as have occurred.
This is the sort of thing that must be
stopped. We ought not to be paying a dol-
lar of tribute to a single foreign govern-
ment under these circumstances.

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman is cor-
rect. I would say this to my good friend:
We have already begun the principle of
compensating them for fines and out-of-
pocket costs. That we did some time ago.

What we are doing today is setting up
a revolving fund so that these people do
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not have to finance the costs for as long
as one and one and-a-half years at 90
percent money.

Mr. GROSS. I am not going to oppose
the bill, but I say that this procedure is
wrong and that we ought to get results.
This sort of thing ought to be stopped in
a far different way, because we are here
paying tribute and we should not be pay-
ing tribute under any guise. Even if we
take money for payment out of foreign
assistance it is still tribute.

Mr. DINGELL. I agree, and the gentle-
man is correct. I believe it is outrageous.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
HR. 7117 to amend the Fishermen'’s
Protective Act of 1967 to expedite
the reimbursement of U.S. vessel owners
for fines and other charges which they
have paid foreign countries to secure
the release of their vessels and crews
iliegally seized by such countries.

In 1968, the Congress amended the
Fishermen'’s Protective Act in several im-
portant respects. In one respect, the Sec-
retary of State was directed to take such
action as he deemed appropriate to make
and collect claims against foreign coun-
tries which have illegally seized our ves-
sels. The amount to be claimed and col-
lected would, of course, be the amount
paid out by the United States to com-
pensate the vessel owner for fines and
other charges and partial compensation
for economic losses resulting from sei-
zure. The 1968 amendment further pro-
vided that if a foreign country fails or
refuses to make such payment in full
within 120 days affer receiving notice of
the claim, the Secretary of State shall
withhold, pending such payment, an
amount equal to such unpdid claim from
any foreign aid funds programed for that
country under the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961.

Although there have been innumerable
seizures of U.S. fishing vessels since en-
actment of the 1968 amendments, in-
cluding 27 such seizures this year, the
Secretary of State has never once as-
serted a claim as required by the act.
Since the Secretary never has demanded
reimbursement from a foreign country
seizing our vessels, the 120-day period
following which foreign aid must be sus-
pended has never begun to run. The
State Department has conveniently mis-
interpreted the express language of the
act, which states that the Secretary shall
take action. The only discretion which
the act gives the Secretary is the means
which he shall employ in presenting and
collecting a claim. Thus, he may do this
informally through our diplomatic rep-
resentatives in the country involved, or
he may present a formal note to the
President of that country.

On the other hand, the act gives the
Secretary no discretion whatsoever in
deciding to present a claim. The State
Department since 1968 has acted con-
trary to the law and to the clear intent
of Congress. The legislation which we are
considering today amends section 5 of
the act to spell out in greater detail the
obligation of the Secretary of State to
present claims to foreign countries who
illegally seize our vessels. It is so worded

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

that no State Department lawyer will be
able to misconstrue our clear intent.

Mr. Speaker, the second principal
amendment to the Fishermen’s Protec-
tive Act provided for in this legislation
will establish a revolving fund in or-
der to expedite the reimbursement of
fishermen for the fines and other charg-
es which they have paid to foreign coun-
tries seizing our vessels on the high seas.
The testimony taken by this committee
clearly indicates that the present system
administered by the Department of State
consumes entirely too much time. In most
cases, our fishermen wait over a year to
receive reimbursement from the Treas-
ury upon certification by the Department
of State.

The reasons for this are twofold. On
the one hand, the certification process
itself is unduly cumbersome. Second,
once certification has been made by the
Secretary of State to the Treasury, the
fishermen must wait for one of two sup-
plemental appropriation bills to be en-
acted. The establishment of the revolving
fund would obviate the need for supple-
mental appropriations, and the language
of the act directing the Secretary to
expedite the certification process will
eliminate a great deal of the redtape now
involved.

Mr. Speaker, these amendments to the
Fishermen's Protective Act are needed,
both for the sake of our fishermen who
have been subjected to illegal seizure on
the high seas and from the standpoint
of preserving the U.S. position in ne-
gotiating with these countries. So long as
they may seize our ships with impunity,
there will be no inducement to negotiate
in good faith with the United States. We
have made it clear to the countries of
Latin America that we are sincerely in-
terested in conservation of fishery stocks
in the high seas. It is not our desire to
exploit these resources beyond the maxi-
mum sustainable yield. We are ready to
sit down with them at any time, but we
are not willing simply to stand by and al-
low these seizures to continue year af-
ter year after year with no serious nego-
tiation in sight and no action on the part
of the State Department to terminate the
steady flow of American aid to these
countries.

I urge my colleagues to support the
passage of HR. T117.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries (Mr. GARMATZ) .

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 7T117. My distin-
guished colleague, Congressman DINGELL,
who is chairman of our Subcommittee on
Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation, and
who chaired the hearings on this legisla-
tion, has already explained it in detail.

I feel that this bill's enactment is es-
sential—not only to protect the American
fishing industry, but also to require the
State Department to take more forceful
action in dealing with the vexing and
dangerous problem of illegal seizures of
American fishing vessels.

Since January 11 of this year, 27 Amer-
ican tuna boats have been seized by cer-
tain Latin nations which have unilater-
ally claimed jurisdiction over waters ex-
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tending up to 200 miles off their coasts.
The owners of these vessels have been
forced to pay penalties to these Latin
nations totaling $1,333,418, according to
the most recent figures furnished by the
State Department.

When an American fishing boat is
seized by a foreign nation, the wvessel
owners pay all fines and other penalties
out of their own pocket. These penalties
can be extremely high. In the case of the
tuna boat Apollo, for instance, penalties
amounting to $92,000 were paid when
that vessel was seized January 17, while
fishing 47 miles off the coast of Ecuador;
on March 3, the Apollo was again seized
by Ecuador while fishing 130 miles off
that nation’s coast, and in this second
instance penalties amounting to $155,340
were paid before that vessel was released.

Under the Fishermen’s Protective Act,
the Federal Government reimburses the
owners of American vessels when they
are required to pay such penalties for
seizures beyond 12 miles from foreign
shores. Unfortunately, the reimburse-
ment process is slow, and there is nor-
mally a time lapse of about 1 year before
the vessel owner is actually reimbursed.
During that period the vessel owner has
lost the use of the money paid to obtain
release of his vessel, and quite frequently
he is forced to borrow money—and to pay
a high interest rate—in order to continue
the operation of his vessel and pay his
crew. Some vessel operators have ser-
iously depleted their financial resources,
some to the point of near bankruptcey.
The danger of bankruptecy has been
increased as a result of the policy re-
cently instituted by Ecuador, which calls
for penalties to be doubled in the case of
a second seizure of any individual Amer-
ican vessel.

One of the primary purposes of H.R.
7117 is to set up a revolving fund which
would make reimbursements available al-
most immediately. Under this plan, it is
anticipated reimbursements would be
completed within a few days and at the
maximum time of not more than 3
weeks.

The other salient feature of this bill
is to place a mandatory duty upon the
Secretary of State, requiring him to im-
mediately notify the seizing couniry
when reimbursement has been made,
from the revolving fund, to the vessel
owner. If that foreign country does not
reimburse the United States for funds so
expended within 120 days from the date
of notification, then the Secretary would
be required to deduct an equal amount
from funds programed to that foreign
country under the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961. The Secretary would also
be required to transfer an amount equal
to the claim into the revolving fund.

This mandatory requirement is nec-
essary, in view of the fact that the Sec-
retary of State has interpreted present
law as giving him discretionary author-
ity; in fact, the Secretary has persistently
refused to officially notify the offending
country of the claim and to deduct any
funds from the Foreign Assistance Act.
This he has refused to do, despite the
obvious intent of Congress that this
should be done. As a result of this in-
terpretation, no deductions have been
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made from the Foreign Assistance Act.

Mr. Speaker, if these deductions are
not made from foreign aid, the American
taxpayer is, in essence, paying for the
State Department'’s failure to enforce the
law. The bill will eliminate that loop-
hole and make the offending country pay
its own fines if that country is getting
foreign aid from the U.S. Government.

Passage of this legislation will bene-
fit both the taxpayer and the American
fishing industry, and I urge my colleagues
to support HR. T117.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. FASCELL) .

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I had not
intended to get into this discussion to-
day, knowing the long dedication of the
subcommittee and the full committee
presenting the proposed legislation with
respect to this subject.

However, the members of this commit-
tee spoke about the difficulty which has
occurred with respect to the issue, at
least in the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, and as a member of that committee
I feel I should make a few remarks at
this point. As the gentleman from Iowa
said, he did propose an amendment and
also there were other similar amend-
ments proposzd in the Foreign Affairs
Committee which were not adopted.

There is a considerable difference of
opinion on the subject. The amendments
offered in Foreign Affairs Committee
were defeated by close votes.

There is obvious sympathy to support
U.S. fishermen in their right to fish the
high seas. But the issue is clouded and
made very emotional because of the
claims of sovereignty.

At the present time that there are nine
countries in Latin America alone which
claim sovereignty or exclusive jurisdie-
tion over the sea off their coast for a
distance of 200 miles,

The U.S. position from a foreign policy
point of view has been that we are op-
posed to unilateral claims of sovereignty
of this kind. We believe that the proper
forum to decide this is an international
forum. At the last Convention of the Sea
we lost an effort to resolve this issue by
one vote. The administration genuinely
has been working very, very hard to re-
solve this issue, and it is looking forward
to the 1973 convention in an effort to
resolve this emotional and sticky prob-
lem.

The difficulty, as we see it in the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, is that restrie-
tive or punitive legislation, unilateral
in its interpretation of what are the high
seas, has been very hard to enforce.

Furthermore, it has been shown that
punitive retaliation in support of one
U.S. interest has brought pressures on
other U.S. interests and has otherwise
complicated the carrying out the foreign
policy of the United States.

Restrictive legislation in foreign assist-
ance has thus been counterproductive and
the United States has sought the inter-
national forum as the best means of solv-
ing the problem. So while it may be very
desirable to establish the purpose of the
Fishermen's Protective Act, on the other
side it has had very difficult consequences
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on the administration of the foreign pol-
icy of the U.S. Government, and brought
retaliatory actions against other U.S.
economic interests.

The U.S. Government, therefore, has
tried very, very diligently, bilaterally in
regional efforts of four or five nations,
and at the international level to resolve
fisheries problems.

Mr. PELLY. Mr.
gentleman yield?

Mr. FASCELL. I vield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Washington.

Mr. PELLY. The distinguished gentle-
man from Florida knows that in the pres-
ent form of assistance as provided in sec-
tion 620(0), there has been difficulty in
making allocations. I do not disagree
with the gentleman from Florida. All I
want to do is to deter the seizure of our
ships as occurred off the coast of Brazil.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentle-
man from Florida has expired.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me this additional time.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-
man will yield further, I have urged that
we go to the conference table and settle
this issue and I think the gentleman
and I are in full agreement on that.

Mr. FASCELL. Oh, we are absolutely
in agreement. We recognize that it is
almost impossible to attempt to resolve
the problem any other way. But at the
same time your committee has felt it
essential to take these steps, notwith-
standing the desirability of a settlement
on an international scale.

Mr. PELLY. I agree with the gentle-
man. I think the vote on the amendment
was 11 to 11 in the gentleman’'s commit-
tee. So, there was some division of
opinion.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr, Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. ANDER-
SON).

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I strongly support HR. 7117
and am pleased that the Committee cn
Merchant Marine and Fisheries has
brought this much needed legislation to
the floor of the House so expeditiously.

On February 10, 1971, I was part of a
special investigative subcommittee which
heard firsthand the hardships which
our fishermen have undergone during
the conduct of illegal seizures by certain
Latin American countries. This hearing
in San Pedro, Calif., was the beginning
of a series of hearings to determine what
alternatives we had to prevent future
seizures and to adequately reimburse the
fishermen who have suffered great finan-
cial inconvenience.

The result of these hearings is the bill,
HR. T117, which I cosponsored. This
measure would amend the Fishermen’s
Protective Act to expedite the reimburse-
ment of vessel owners for charges paid
by them for the release of vessels and
crews illegally seized by foreign coun-
tries by creating a Fishermen's Protec-
tive Fund for this purpose. It would
strengthen the provisions relating to the
collection of such claims against the
offending foreign countries by providing

Speaker, will the
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for the transfer of foreign assistance
funds appropriate for the government of
such country to the Fishermen's Protec-
tive Fund for those claims which such
country has refused to pay within 120
days of notification of the claim.

Section 1 of the bill amends the Fish-
ermen’s Protective Act to require rep-
resentatives of the Secretary of State to
be immediately notified of any amount
paid by a fishing vessel owner to a for-
eign country to obtain release of his ves-
sel and crew illegally seized.

Section 2 of the bill would amend the
act to indicate that the Secretary of the
Treasury, in reimbursing vessel owners
for moneys paid to obtain release of the
vessel and crew, shall pay such reim-
bursements out of a revolving fund fo
be established under section 5 of the bill,
in lieu of making such payments from
general funds in the Treasury.

Also, section 2 of the bill would re-
quire the Secretary of State to certify to
the Secretary of the Treasury imme-
diately after he is notified—presumably
by one of his agents in the field—of the
amount paid by the vessel owner to ob-
tain release of the vessel and crew. The
amount reimbursed to the vessel owner
would constitute a 90-day lien against
the vessel, pending verification of the
validity of the claim for reimbursement.

Section 3 of the bill would rewrite sec-
tion 5 of the act to make it clear that
the Secretary of State is required to
immediately notify a foreign country
whenever the Secretary of the Treasury
makes a reimbursement to the vessel
owner or makes a payment to a vessel
owner under the insurance program. As
under present law, the Secretary of State
would then be required to make and col-
lect such claims against such foreign
country for amounts paid under both
sections 3 and 7 of the act.

Also, section 3 of the bill would pro-
vide that if the Secretary of State fails
or refuses to present a claim to a foreign
country or to collect a claim, presented
to such country within 120 days after
the Secretary of State notified such
country, then the Secretary of State
would be required to deduct the unpaid
claim from any funds programed to that
country under the Foreign Assistance Act
and to transfer an amount equal to such
unpaid claim from the Foreign Assist-
ance Act fund to the Fishermen's Pro-
tective Fund.

The need for this legislation is ob-
vious. Nine Latin American nations have
unilaterally declared a 200-mile limit on
their coastal waters. This year, only
Ecuador and Peru have attempted to en-
force it. International law, most mari-
time nations, and the United States rec-
ognize only a 12-mile limit.

Vessels that venture within Ecuador’s
and Peru’s 200-mile boundary are subject
to armed harassment and military sei-
zure. The vessels are boarded, the crews
kept under armed guard, private prop-
erty is stolen, the ship's radio is sealed
and its records confiscated, and the ves-
sels are forced into port. They are re-
leased only upon the payment of sub-
stantial fines and the purchase of a
costly license.
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At a later date the vessel owner must
go through miles of Government redtape
to make application for reimbursement
from the U.S. Government.

On the average it takes a year for the
vessel owner to be reimbursed, because
a special act of Congress is required to
appropriate money for each individual
incident. Because the crew does not share
in paying for fines and licenses, it re-
ceives no share of any subsequent reim-
bursement.

Partial reimbursement for lost earn-
ings is provided for under present law.
But this provision is rarely invoked and
is meaningless as a practical matter.

Since the enactment of the Fisher-
men's Protective Act in 1967, the Secre-
tary of State has had the authority to
claim from countries seizing American
vessels the amounts of the fines being
collected, or deduct such amounts from
those countries’ foreign aid grants. The
Secretary has never used that congres-
sional authorization, perhaps because the
Secretary is given discretion to “take such
action as he may deem appropriate” in
filing claims for the fines and other pen-
alties extracted from our fishermen by
foreign governments. The 1-year sus-
pension on the sale of military gear to
Ecuador has had no effect.

It is particularly upsetting that the
U.S. State Department is overlooking the
hardships and dangers to our fishermen
and the threat to the life of the fishing
industry itself, while emphasizing the in-
ternational aspects. Diplomats have

barely nibbled at the problem by pro-
longed studies which have served only to

create U.S. composure on the interna-
tional scene.

The Department of State, as a mild
warning to Ecuadoer, halfheartedly and
without real effect, has invoked a section
of the Foreign Military Sales Act, which
suspends the program of military sales
to that country. It seems convenient for
the Department of State, in order to mol-
lify certain Latin American states, to
jettison its responsibilities under laws
already on the books. As a result of State
Department inaction, our American fish-
ermen have daily faced physical dangers
and serious economic adversities each
time they leave our shores on a legiti-
mate enterprise, their livelihood.

Our fishermen deserve much better
from us. In time of war, the Nation has
always counted on its high seas fishing
fleet as an auxiliary force and our fisher-
men have always responded coura-
geously. Today, in a time of relative
peace, their very lives and livelihood are
being jeopardized. They have heen pawns
in a power-politics chess game with
Ecuador making all the moves.

When the American fishermen's free-
dom to fish on the high seas is threatened
or denied, his only recourse is to seek
relief through the U.S. Government.
“Only a sovereign state can defend its
citizens against a breach of international
law by 'another sovereign state.” Like
other Americans, our fishermen are en-
titled to their Government’s full pro-
tection. We owe them our support.

Yet, Ecuador has claimed that the 200-
mile doctrine is “not negotiable.” Also,
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under its present, piratic bounty system,
40 to 70 percent of income from fines paid
by U.S. fishermen supports its own mili-
tary machine. It rejected U.8. offers to
take the dispute to arbitration or adjudi-
cation by the International Court of Jus-
tice or to confer with this country for
the purpose of negotiating a treaty to
resolve the dispute. Ecuador has seized
ships which were not even fishing, but
merely passing through or resting for
the night. While still owing $120,000 for
its agreed support of the highly respected
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commis-
sion, an organization dedicated to the
conservation of tuna, it denounced the
treaty and now charges the United States
with destroying tuna resources that be-
long to Ecuador. Such continually ad-
verse and audacious action by Ecuador
can hardly be condoned by our great and
powerful country.

For that reason I strongly endorse
H.R. T117. It will, first, effectively reduce
the long delay in the reimbursement
process by creating a revolving fund from
which reimbursements would be made
immediately; and second, by reducing the
foreign aid that an offending country
may have pending, this measure may
serve as both a deterrent and as a
moneysaver for the American taxpayer.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to HR. 7117. Let me first say
that I in no way disagree with the inten-
tions of the sponsors of this bill who wish
to expedite payment of claims filed by
American fishermen for charges paid by
them to obtain release after illegal
seizure by foreign countries.

However, Mr. Speaker, there are two
problems with the proposed bill which
do concern me. The first part involves the
proposed provision for a lien on a seized
vessel. This provision may be interpreted
to force the State Department to certify
claims without a properly documented
claim being received from the vessel own-
er. In short, the State Department is be-
ing asked to certify claims without doc-
umentation. This would provide a form
of special treatment not enjoyed by other
U.8S. citizens who also have claims to sub-
mit. I consider it unwise for the avoid-
ance of normal claims procedures as
suggested by H.R. T117.

My second problem is more significant.
It concerns the mandatory deductions
from foreign assistance nrograms. I be-
lieve that the problem of vessel seizures
is one for negotiations, not sanctions.
Negotiations become impossible when
sanctions are enforced. Sanctions often
threaten other U.S. foreign policy and
security interests, and they threaten the
interest of other private Americans with
investments not directly connected with
fishing. I do not suggest that fishing is
less important than other interests: I
merely suggest that it is only one of
several interests which must be con-
sidered in each case.

I am told that in the last few days, the
State Department has moved toward es-
tablishing a date for negotiations on our
fishing problems with Brazil and that
similar negotiations now appear likely
with the countries on the western coast
of South America. In view of the fact

28891

that negotiations may soon be under-
taken, I believe that it would be inop-
portune for this House to pass H.R. T117
in its present form.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Michigan that the House suspend the
rules and pass the, bill HR. 7117, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE
ON PUBLIC WORKS

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
chairman of the Committee on Public
Works, which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committes on Appropriations:

WasHineTON, D.C.,
July 19, 1971.
Hon, CARL ALBERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear Mzn. Sreaxer: Pursuant to the
provisions of Section 201 of Public Law 89—
298, the Committee on Public Works of the
House of Representatives on July 28, 1971,
adopted Committee resolutions suthorizing
the following water resources development
projects: Frio River, Three Rivers, Tex.; and
Mississippl River at Winona, Minn.

Kindest personal regards.

Sincerely,
JOHN A. BLATNIE,

Chairman, Committee on Public Works.

EXECUTIVE LEVEL POSITIONS FOR
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 9442) to authorize compen-
sation for five General Accounting Of-
fice positions at rates not to exceed the
rate for Executive Schedule Level IV.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 9442

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 203 of the Federal Legislative Salary
Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 415; Public Law 88—
426) is amended by the addition thereto
of the following subsection:

“(1) The Comptroller General may fix the
compensation for flve positions in the Gen-
eral Accounting Office at rates not to exceed
that prescribed, from time to time, for level
IV of the Executive Schedule under section
5315 of title 6, United States Code, when
he considers such actlion necessary because
of changes in the organization, management
responsibilities, or workload of the Office.”.

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, I demand
a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
942?- Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
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PURPOSE OF H.R. 9442

The purpose of this legislation is to
authorize the Comptroller General of the
United States to have five positions at
compensation not to exceed level IV
whenever he finds it necessary to do so to
meet the needs of the expanding work-
load and responsibilities of the General
Accounting Office. An executive schedule
level V position has a current salary of
$36,000 and the level IV positions are set
at $38,000 annually.

BACKGROUND

Fifty years ago, 1921, the General Ac-
counting Office was created with only two
positions above the Civil Service rates.
Then, in 1961, a third position was cre-
ated—the General Counsel at executive
level IV.

The three executive level positions in
the General Accounting Office are in
marked contrast to 13 now in the Office
of Management and Budget. That Office
has some 460 employees as compared to
3,000 professional employees in the Gen-
eral Accounting Office.

The Comptroller General, Hon. Elmer
Staats, in his appearance before the
Manpower and Civil Service Subcommit-
tee stated that the Congress each year by
legislation has given his agency addi-
tional responsibilities. For example, Pub-
lic Law 91-599, which authorizes U.S.
participation in increases in the resources
of certain international financial institu-
tions, requires an audit of the adminis-
trative expenses of the exchange stabi-
lization fund by GAO. Public Law 91—
230 expands programs of assistance for
elementary and secondary education and
includes GAO access to records provi-
sions as do the Occupational Safety and
Health Act of 1970, the Clean Air Amend-
ments of 1970, the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1970, and the Inter-
governmenta! Personnel Act of 1970.

The Comptroller General indicated
that these five executive level positions
were to manage more effectively his
growing work force created by the grow-
ing demands of Congress.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

The Manpower and Civil Service Sub-
committee took testimony from the
Comptroller General, Hon. Elmer Staats,
and his Deputy, Hon. Robert F. Keller.
There were no adversary witnesses.

General Staats estimated the annual
cost would be no more than $10,000 an-
nually, representing the difference be-
tween the top pay of a classification act
general schedule position and an execu-
tive level IV position; namely, $2,000
annually.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members to
support H.R. 9442 and thereby provide
the General Accounting Office five much
needed additional top level positions.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I support this bill and
urge its passage.

I have personally discussed with the
Comptiroller General the need for the
five additional positions authorized by
this bill. T am convinced the need exists
and that the number authorized is rea-
sonable,

As you know, the General Accounting
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Office—which incidently is ecelebrating
its 50th anniversary this year—is a part
of the legislative branch of Government,
directly accountable to the Congress.
The work of this office has greatly ex-
panded and changed over the years as
the Government itself has become in-
creasingly engaged in new and complex
Programs.

The GAO has necessarily had to in-
crease the scope of its work, the makeup
of its staff and materially change its
methods of operation in order to earry
out the ever increasing responsibilities
imposed upon it by the Congress.

While the General Accounting Office
has a total employment of 4,869 persons,
it presently has only three positions au-
thorized in the executive pay level—
Comptroller General, Assistant Comp-
troller General, and General Counsel,
With the five additional positions con-
tained in this bill the total will still only
be eight.

In contrast, I might point out that
under the recent reorganization plan, the
Office of Mansgement and Budget—a
similar agency in the executive branch—
has a total of 13 executive level posi-
tions out of a total employment of only
657 positions.

The legislation is fair and equitable
and I urge its prompt passage.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the bill H.R. 9442 and can
urge without reservation that this legis-
lation be approved.

The bhill authorizes the Comptroller
General of the United States to have five
positions at compensation not to exceed
Level IV of the Executive Schedule to
be filled whenever he finds it necessary
to do so in order to meet the needs of
the expanding responsibilities of the
General Accounting Office.

Mr. Speaker, as we know, the GAO was
created to assist the Congress in pro-
viding legislative control over the re-
ceipts, disbursement, and application of
public funds. I frankly can think of no
more important function of a Govern-
ment agency. The type of professional
and independent audit review that GAO
provides the Congress, and the publie, is
essential to the conduct of good govern-
ment.

The GAO this year marks its 50th year
of operation and has never, to my knowl-
edge, made a frivolous request of the
Congress—which is a record some other
Federal agencies should try to match. Mr.
Speaker, I strongly recommend the
enactment of HR. 9442,

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the Chairman of the full
Committee, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. DULSKI) .

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 9442 which I cosponsored
with the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. HenpeErsoN) . This bill is based on
an official request from the Comptroller
General of the United States and it re-
ceived the unanimous vote of the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 9442 authorizes the Comptroller
General to fix the compensation for five
positions in the General Accounting Of-
fice at rates not to exceed the rate for
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Level IV of the Executive Schedule. At
the present time only three positions
within GAO are compensated at rates in
excess of grade 18 of the General
Schedule.

The General Accounting Office is an
independent establishment which is re-
quired by law to report to the Congress.
It has faithfully and efficiently served the
Congress since 1921. Each year the Con-
gress enacts legislation which places ad-
ditional responsibilities on the GAO. In
order to carry out these additional duties
the Comptroller General, understand-
ably, has found it necessary to make sev-
eral changes in the organization of that
office. We in the Congress should not ex-
pect the Comptroller General to be able
to meet the needs of the expanding pro-
grams and responsibilities of the GAO
without obtaining the additional highly
qualified personnel which are necessary
to administer such programs and re-
sponsibilities.

I believe that this legislation is fully
warranted and that it deserves the sup-
port of every Member of this body.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman from
North Carolina that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill HR. 9442,

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr., HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in whieh to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed, and to include extraneous
material.

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

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 581, EX-
PORT EXPANSION FINANCE ACT
OF 1971

Mr. PATMAN submitted the following
conference report and statement on
the bill (8. 581) 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 funetions, 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:
ConFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT, No. 92-435)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (8. 581)
to amend the Export-Import Bank Act of
1945, as amended, to allow for greater expan=
sion of the export trade of the United States,
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to exclude Bank receipts and disbursements
from the budget of the United States Gov-
ernment, to extend for three years the period
within which the Bank is authorized to exer-
cise 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 au-
thorize the bank to Issue for purchase by
any purchaser its obligations maturing sub-
sequent to June 30, 1976, and for other
purposes, having met, after full and free
conference, have agreed to recommend and
do recommend to their respective Houses as
follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to the
text of the bill, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the mat-
ter proposed to be Inserted by the House
amendment insert the following: That (a)
this Act may be cited as the “Export Expan-
slon Finance Act of 1871".

(b) The Export-Import Bank Act of 1945
(12 U.S.C. 635 and following) Is amended as
follows:

(1) Section Z(a) of such Act is amended
by inserting “(1)" immediately after Sec. 2.
(a)” and by adding at the end therecf the
following new paragraph:

“(2) The recelpts and disbursements of
the Bank in the discharge of its functions
shall not be included in the totals of the
budget of the United States Government and
shall be exempt from any annual expendi-
ture and net lending (budget outlays) lim-
itations imposed on the budget of the United
States Government. In accordance with the
provisions of the Government Corporation
Control Act, the President shall transmit an-
nually to the Congress a budget for program
activities and for administrative expenses of
the Bank, which budget shall also include
the estimated annual net borrowing by the
Bank from the United States Treasury. The
President shall report annually to the Con-
gress the amount of net lending of the Bank,
including any net lending created by the
net borrowing from the United States Treas-
ury, which would be included in the totals
of the budget of the United States Govern-
ment if the Bank's activities were not ex-
cluded from those totals as a result of this
section,”

(2) Section 2(c)(l) of such Act 1Is
amended by striking out “$3,5600,000,000" and
inserting in lieu thereof £10,000,000,000".

(3) Sectlon T of such Act is amended by
striking out “$13,500,000,000" and inserting
in lieu thereof *$20,000,000,000".

{4) Section 8 of such Act is amended by
striking out “June 30, 1973” and inserting in
lieu thereof “June 30, 1974", and by inserting
immediately following the words ‘‘Secretary
of the Treasury” “or any other purchasers”,

(5) Section 2(b)(8) of such Act is
amended to read as follows:

“(3) The Bank shall not guarantee, insure,
or extend credit, or participate in the ex-
tension of credit in connection with (A) the
purchase of any product, technical data, or
other information by & national or agency
of any nation which engages in armed con-
flict, declared or otherwlse, with the Armed
Forces of the United States, or (B) the pur-
chase by any nation (or national or agency
thereof) of any product, technical data, or
other information which is to be used prin-
cipally by or in any such nation deseribed
in clause (A). The Bank shall not guaran-
tee, insure, or extend credit, or participate
in the extension of credit in connection with
the purchase of any product, technical data,
or other information by a national or agency
of any nation if the President determines
that any such transaction would be contrary
to the national interest.”

(6) Section 2(b) (1) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:
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“(b)(1) It is the policy of the United
States to foster expansion of exports of goods
and related services, thereby contributing to
the promotion and mantenance of high levels
of employment and real income and to the
increased development of the productive re-
sources of the United States. To meet this
objective, the Export-Import Bank is di-
rected In the exercise of its functions to pro-
vide guarantees, insurance, and extensions of
credit at rates and on terms and conditions
which are competitive with the Government-
supported rates and terms and other condi-
tions available for the financing of exports
from the prineipal countries whose exporters
compete with United States exporters. The
Export-Import Bank shall, on a semi-annual
basis, report to the appropriate committees

cf Congress its actions in complying with this-

directive. In this report the Export-Import
Bank shall survey all other major export-
financing facilities avallable from other gov-
ernments and government-related agencies
through which foreign exporters compete
with United States exporters and indicate in
specific terms the ways in which Export-
Import Bank rates, terms, and other condi-
tions are equal or superior to those offered
from such other governments directly or indi-
rectly, Further, the Export-Import Bank shall
at the same time survey a representative
number of United States exporters and Unit-
ed States commercial lending institutions
which provide export credit to determine
their experience in meeting financial compe-
tition from other countries whose exporters
compete with United States exporters. The
results of this survey shall be included as
part of the semiannual report provided for
under this section. It is further the policy of
the United States that the Bank in the ex-
ercise of its functions should supplement and
encourage and not compete with private capi-
tal; that the Bank shall accord equal oppor-
tunity to export agents and managers, inde-
pendent export firms, and small commercial
banks, in the formulation and implementa-
tion of its programs; that loans, so far as
possible consistent with the carrying out of
the purposes of subsection (a), shall generally
be for specific purposes, and, in the judg-
ment of the Board of Directors, offer reason-
able assurance of repayment; and that in
authorizing such loans the Boeard of Direc-
tors should take Into account the possible
adverse effects upon the United States
economy.”

Sec. 2. In connection with section 2 of Ex-
ecutive Order Number 11387, dated January
1, 1968, and any rule, regulation, or guide-
line established by the Board of Governors
of the Federal Reserve System in connection
with a voluntary foreign credit restraint pro-
gram, there shall be no limitation or re-
straint, or suggestion that there be a limita-
tion or restraint, on the part of any bank
or financial institution in connection with
the extension of credit for the purpose of
financing exports of the United States.

And the House agree to the same.

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to the
title and agree to the same.

WRIGHT PATMAN,
'W. A. BARRETT,
Leonor K. SULLIVAN,
HeNRY S. REUSS,
THOoMAS L. ASHLEY,
WiLLiam S. MOORHEAD,
WirLLiam B, WIDNALL,
J. WILLIAM BTANTON,
GaArrY BROWN,
Managers on the part of the House.
JOHN SPARKMAN,
HarrisoN WILLIAMS,
WALTER MONDALE,
ROBERT PACEWOOD,
‘WALLACE F. BENNETT,
Managers on the part of the Senate.
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JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 581)
to amend the Export-Import Bank Act of
1945, as amended, to allow for greater expan-
sion of the export trade of the United States,
to exclude Bank receipts and disbursements
from the budget of the United States Gov-
ernment, to extend for three 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 au-
thorize the Bank to issue for purchase by any
purchaser its obligations maturing sub=-
sequent to June 30, 1976, and for other pur-
poses, submit the following joint statement
to the House and the Senate in explanation
of the effect of the action agreed upon by
the managers and recommended in the
accompanying conference report:

The House struck out all of the Senate bill
after the enacting clause and inserted a sub-
stitute amendment.

The committee of conference has agreed to
a substitute for both the Senate bill and the
House amendment. Except for clarifying,
clerlcal, and conforming changes, the differ-
ences are noted below:

SHORT TITLE
House amendment
Provides that the Act may be cited as the
“Export Expansion Finance Act of 1871".
Senate bill
No comparable provision.
Conjference substitute
Adopts the House provision.
TERMINATION DATE
Senate bill
Provides that the Export-Import Bank
shall continue to exerclse its functions until
June 30, 1976.
House amendment

Provides that the Export-Import Bank
shall continue to exercise its functions until
June 30, 1074,

Conference substitute

Adopts the House provision.

EAST-WEST TRADE
Erxisting law

The existing Export-Import Bank Act of
19045 contains language in section 2(b) (8)
which precludes the Bank from guaranteeing,
insuring, or extending credit, or participating
in the extension of credit, in connection with
the purchase of any product, technical data,
or other information by a national or agency
of any nation which (1) engages in armed
conflict, declared or otherwise, with the
armed forces of the United States or (2)
furnishes by direct governmental action
goods, supplies, military assistance, or ad-
visers to a nation which Is engaged in armed
conflict with the United States. In addition,
such section provides that the Bank shall not
guarantee, insure, or extend credit, or par-
ticipate in the extension of credit, in con-
nection with a purchase by any nation or
agency thereof of any product, technical
data, or other information which is to be
used principally by a nation which is engaged
in armed conflict, declared or otherwise, with
the armed forces of the United States.

Senate bill
Amends section 2(b)(3) of the Export-
Import Bank Act to prohibit Bank activity in
connection with financing (1) the purchase
of export items by any natlon which is en-
gaged In armed conflict with the United

States, and (2) the purchase by any other
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nation of any export item which is to be
used principally by or in any nation engaged
in armed conflict with the United States. In
addition, the provision precludes the Bank
from guaranteeing, Insuring, extending
credit, or participating in the extension of
credit to any nation with respect to which
the President determines that such transac-
tion would be contrary to the national in-
terest.
House amendment
No comparable provision.
Conference substitute
Adopts the Senate provision.
POLICY DIRECTIVE; REPORT
House amendment

Directs the Export-Import Bank in the
exercise of its functions to provide guaran-
tees, insurance, and extensions of credit at
rates and on terms and conditions which are
competitive with government-supported
rates and terms and other condltions avall-
able for the financing of exports from the
principal countries whose exports compete
with United States exports. Also requires the
Export-Import Bank to submit a semiannual
report on its own state of financial competi-
tiveness and that of United States exporters
and private lending institutions.

Senate bill

Contains a similar directive, but states
that the Bank shall function “insofar as
feasible and practicable' to provide guaran-
tees, insurance, and extensions of credit at
rates and on terms “reasonably” competitive.
Contains no reporting requirements similar
to the House amendment.

Conference substitute

Adopts the House provision.

The conferees agreed with respect to this
matter that the Export-Import Bank is not
obliged to make available to a foreign bor-
rower rates, terms and conditions equal in
each and every instance to those being
offered by a foreign central bank, We realize
that the rates, terms and conditions in ex-
port financing are continually changing and
will vary in numerous ways in any specific
individual transaction. We also realize that it
would not be feasible and practicable for the
Export-Import Bank to be aware of every
specific change that might be supported by
a competitor government. However, the con-
ferees agree that the mission cf the Export-
Import Bank is entirely one of vigorously
promoting United States exports, and to ac-
complish this the Bank must offer financing
In support of American exports that is com-
petitive with that being offered by the gov-
ernment agencles of the other principa] ex-
porting nations, bearing in mind the prac-
tical consideration that there are many var-
iable factors in determining competitiveness
which could otherwise give rise to differing
opinions as to whether or not the Export-
Import Bank has been truly competitive at
all times. For example, the financing pro-
grams offered by varlous countries differ in
their nature, composition, and are in a con-
stant state of flux.

EXPORT OPPORTUNITY FOR SMALL BUSINESS
House amendment
Provides that the Export-Import Bank

shall accord equal opportunity to export
agents and managers, independent export
firms, and small commercial banks, in the
formulation and implementation of its pro-
grams.

Senate bill

Contains no comparable provision.,
Conference substitute
Adopts the House provision,
ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN RESTRAINTS ON EX-
TENSION OF CREDIT
House amendment
Removes the authority of the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System to
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maintain a program of mandatory or volun-
tary limitations or restraints on the part of
any bank or financial institution in connec-
tion with the extension of credit for the pur-
pose of financing exports of the United
States.

Senate bill

No comparable provision.

Conference substitute

Adopts the House provision.

The conferees recognize that a reasonable
period of time, perhaps as much as 90 days,
will be needed for the Federal Reserve Board
to work out modifications in the Voluntary
Forelgn Credit Restraint Program reflecting
the exemption for export credits, as well as
any further changes needed to continue the
program in effect for non-export financing.
The conferees intend and expect that the
banks and other financial institutions which
are now complylng with the program wiil
continue to do so until the necessary modi-
fications can be accomplished by the Board.

The conferees further intend and expect
that any general guideline ceiling for non-
export financing established for an individ-
ual financial institution shall not be less
than the amount of its current general ceil-
ing, less the amount of lending within this
ceiling to be exempted as export credit as
& result of this legislation.

WRIGHT PATMAN,
WiLriam A, BARRETT,
LeonOR K. SULLIVAN,
H. S. REuss,

THOMAS L. ASHLEY,
WiLLiaM S. MOORHEAD,
Wirriam B. WIiDNALL,
J. WILLIAM STANTON,
GARRY BROWN,

Managers on the Part of the House,
JOHN SPARKMAN,
HARRISON WILLIAMS,
WALTER MONDALE,

Boe PACKWOOD,
WarLLACE F. BENNETT,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

OVERTIME PAY FOR INTERMIT-
TENT AND PART-TIME GENERAL
SCHEDULE EMPLOYEES

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 8689) to provide overtime pay
for intermittent and part-time General
Schedule employees who work in excess
of 40 hours in a workweek.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:

H.R. 8689

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
5542(a) of title 5, United States Code, is
amended by striking out “Hours”, the first
word in that section, and inserting “For
full-time, part-time and intermittent tours
of duty, hours” in place thereof.

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of HR.
8689.

Here is a simple bill but a bill that
is long overdue to correct a very definite
financial discrimination for some 4,500
part-time and intermittent Federal em-
ployees.

August 2, 1971

PURPOSE

The purpose of this legislation is to
provide overtime pay for intermittent
and part-time general schedule employ-
ees who work in excess of 40 hours a
week. This legislation will place these em-
ployees on the same basis with respect to
premium pay for overtime work as wage
board and full-time salaried employees.

BACKGROUND

There are some 2,700 part-time and
intermittent employees who work for
the Department of Agriculture inspect-
ing, grading, and classifying farm com-
modities and 1,500 other like employees
compiling agricultural data on crop and
livestock estimates. These employees are
in the lower pay grades, on an average
of less than pay grade GS-4. Currently
these part-time and intermittent work-
ers, often working alongside full-time
general schedule employees, cannot be
paid overtime for over 40 hours per week.

PUBLIC HEARING

The Subcommittee on Manpower and
Civil Service took testimony from the
Chairman of the Civil Service Commis-
sion and several representatives of Gov-
ernment employee organizations. There
were no objections to this proposed leg-
islation.

The administration supports this legis-
lation.

COST

The Chairman of the Civil Service
Commission indicated that he could not
make a definite estimate of the cost of
this bill but that it would not exceed $1
million a year.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 8689 corrects a very
obvious loophole in our Federal compen-
satory procedures.

I urge the support of the Members for
this necessary legislation.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I know of no opposition to
this particular bill and I urge its ap-
proval.

As indicated, its purpose is to correct
one inconsistency that remains in the
law relative to the payment of overtime
pay. The legislation will permit part-
time and intermittent employees to be
paid overtime for work in excess of 40
hours in any work week on the same basis
as regular employees are paid.

Most of the employees involved are
those who are hired on a temporary basis
by the Department of Agriculture for
inspecting, rating and classifying farm
commuodities and compiling agriculture
data on crop and livestock estimates.
Even though they are considered part-
time employees, they work side by side
with permanent employees, yet are dis-
criminated against with respect to over-
time pay for work in excess of 40 hours in
a week.

The bill is identical to a legislative
recommendation submitted to the
Speaker on July 7, 1971, by the Chair-
man of the Civil Service Commission.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
chairman of the full committee, the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
DuLskKI) .

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, HR. 8689
is based on an cfficial recommendation
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by the Chairman of the U.S. Civil Serv-
ice Commission and is identical to a bill
(H.R. 9778) which I cosponsored.

The purpose of this bill is to authorize
the payment of overtime compensation
to intermittent and part-time General
Schedule and other salaried employees
who work in excess of 40 hours in a
workweek.

At the present time these part-time and
intermittent salaried employees are paid
overtime compensation only if they work
more than 8 hours in a day. They do not
receive overtime pay for work in excess
of 40 hours in a week. Thus, if a part-
time General Schedule employee should
work five 8-hour days, Monday through
Friday, and then be required to put in a
full day on Saturday, he will receive only
his regular rate of pay for his work on
Saturday. However, under those same
conditions, a full-time General Schedule
employee and a part-time, intermittent,
or full-time wage board employee would
receive overtime pay for working on Sat-
urday. Under the existing law the lat-
ter employees receive overtime pay for
work in excess of 8 hours in a day and for
work in excess of 40 hours in a week.
There is no justification for depriving
part-time and intermittent salaried em-
ployees of premium pay for work in ex-
cess of 40 hours in a workweek when all
other employees receive overtime pay for
such work.

Mr. Speaker, this bill was ordered re-
ported by the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service by a unanimous vote,
and I sincerely believe that it deserves
an affirmative vote from every Member
of this body.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 8689, a bill to provide
overtime pay for intermittent and part-
time General Schedule employees who
work in excess of 40 hours in a week. I am
cosponsor of an identical bill, H.R. 9778.

This legislation is needed largely to
remove an inequity which occurred in
past legislation. In this sense, this legisla-
tion is corrective legislation rather than
innovative.

Under existing law a part-time or in-
termittent salaried employee can be paid
overtime pay for work in excess of 8
hours a day, but not for work in excess
of 40 hours a week.

In many cases these part-time or in-
termittent salaried employees work with
full-time, part-time, or intermittent
wage employees and full-time General
Schedule employees, who are entitled to
weekly overtime pay. The fact that these
salaried part-time and intermittent em-
ployees find themselves deprived of
premium pay on those occasions when
they have to work a sixth day causes a
serious morale problem.

From the standpoint of simple equity,
there is no justification for this situa-
tion. Such overtime work is equally oner-
ous to the individuals working the hours,
whether they are full- or part-time em-
ployees.

Enactment of this bill will also bring
these employees in line with the agree-
ment reached by the U.S. Postal Service
and the substitute postal workers, who
previously were paid premium pay for
hours in excess of 40 hours per week, but
got for overtime in excess of 8 hours per

ay.
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This legislation is supported by the
administration, the Civil Service Com-
mission, by the representatives of the
various unions who testified in support
of it, and it was reported by the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee by a
unanimous voice vote.

Mr, Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
voice similar support today for H.R.
8689, so that all salaried employees can
be treated eqgually in premium pay for
overtime work, without regard to the
employee’s tour of duty.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
North Carolina that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill HR. 86889.

The question was taken; and—iwo-
thirds having voted in favor thereof—
the rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the bill just passed, and to include ex-
traneous material.

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

There was no objection.

EQUALITY OF TREATMENT FOR
MARRIED WOMEN FEDERAL EM-
PLOYEES

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 3628) to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide equality of treat-
ment for married women Federal em-
ployees with respect to preference eligible
employment benefits, cost-of-living al-
lowances in foreign areas, and regula-
tions concerning marital status gener-
ally, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 3628

A bill to amend title 5, United States Code,
to provide equality of treatment for mar-
ried women Federal employees with respect
to preference eligible employment benefits,
cost-of-living allowances in foreign areas,
and regulations concerning marital status
generally, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sub-
paragraphs (D) and (E) of paragraph (3)
of section 2108 of title 5, United States Code,
relating to the definition of “preference eli-
gible”, are amended to read as follows:

“(D) the unmarried widow or widower of
& veteran as defined by paragraph (1) (A) of
this section;

“(E) the wife or husband of a service-
connected disabled veteran if the veteran
has been unable to qualify for any appoint-
ment in the civil service or in the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia;".

Sec. 2. Paragraph (3) of section 5924 of
title 5, United States Code, relating to cost-
of-living allowances in foreign areas, is
amended to read as follows:

*(3) A separate maintenance allowance to
assist an employee who is compelled, because
of dangerous, notably unhealthful, or exces-
sively adverse living conditions at the em-
ployee's post of assignment in a foreign area,
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or for the convenience of the Government,
to meet the additional expenses of maintain-
ing, elsewhere than at the post, the em-
ployee’s spouse or dependents, or both."”.

SEc. 3. Section T152 of title 5, United States
Code, relating to the prohibition on dis-
crimination in employment because of mari-
tal status, is amended—

(1) by inserting “(a)" immediately before
“The President”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsections:

“{b) Regulations prescribed under any
provision of this title, or under any other
provision of law, granting benefits to em-
ployees, shall provide the same benefits for
& married female employee and her spouse
and children as are provided for a married
male employee and his spouse and children.

“(e) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, any provision of law providing &
benefit to a male Federal employee or to
his spouse or family shall be deemed to
provide the same benefit to a female Federal
employee or to her spouse or family.”.

The SPEAEER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
3628 to provide equality of treatment for
married women Federal employees with
respect to preference eligible employment
benefits, cost-of-living allowances in for-
eign areas and regulations concerning
marital status generally. This is a simple
but important and necessary piece of leg-
islation to correct a few remaining legal
barriers for full and equal treatment for
our female married Federal employees.

PURPOSE

Qur colleague, the gentlewoman from
Michigan, MarTHA W. GRIFFITHS, intro-
duced H.R. 2628. What does this bill do?
It provides: First, for the revisions of the
provisions on veterans preference to give
husbands or dependents of female veter-
ans the same benefits now provided for
the wife of a male veteran; second, for
payment of a separation allowance for
a married female employee; third, that
any regulations issued by an agency must
not discriminate as to male or female
employees, and that there would be
equal applications of the law for Federal
female employees for all benefits.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Hearings were held on July 20 and 21,
on this proposed legislation. Chairman
Hampton of the Civil Service Commis-
sion supported this bill as did all the
witnesses from Government employee
organizations. There were no adversary
witnesses.

COST

No additional cost is involved.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of this
bill, H.R. 3628, to insure that benefits to
Federal employees shall not be denied
on the basis of sex.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as she
may consume to the distinguished gen-
tlewoman from Michigan (Mrs, GrIF=-
FITHS).

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank the chairman of that
committee, TEADDEUs DuLski, and the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Man-
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power and Civil Service, Davip HENDER~-
son as well as the entire committee, for
taking favorable action on this bill.

The purpose of HR. 3628 is simple.
Various benefits are available to male
Federal employees and their families,
and H.R. 3628 is designed to make these
benefits equally available to female em-
ployees. The bill would require that fam-
jlies of female Federal employees be
treated the same as families of male em-
ployees in these three ways:

First, with respect to preference eligi-
ble employment benefits for the spouses
of deceased and disabled veterans;

Second, with respect to separate main-
tenance allowances for the families of
Federal employees stationed at foreign
posts to which their families cannot ac-
company them; and

Third, with respect generally to regula-
tions granting benefits to married Fed-
eral employees.

At present, veterans preference, the
separate maintenance allowances, and
other benefits are available to the fam-
ilies of male employees, but not to the
families of female employees.

The discrimination in the existing law
seems to be based on the old-fashioned
assumption that women’s earnings are
used to purchase luxury items, not the
necessities of life. But the statistics show
that most women who work today do so
in order to provide food and clothing for
themselves and their families, or to meet
the mortgage payment, or to pay the
rent. Most women who work today work
because they have to.

The benefits which accompany Fed-
eral employment are not really benefits,
They are compensation. And the more
than 700,000 women who are Federal
employees are entitled to equal pay for
equal work. Therefore, H.R. 3628 has
been drafted to make the benefits which
are available to male Federal employee’s
and their families equally available to
female employees.

I hope that everyone will join me in
supporting this bill.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
ABZUG) .

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend the committee an particularly
the Congresswoman from Michigan (Mrs.
GrirrFiTHS), for having introduced this
bill which is an important step toward
improving the equal status of women. I
trust that this is the beginning of many
such bills that the House will be consid-
ering to recognize the rights of women in
their efforts to achieve equality in Fed-
eral employment as well as in all laws
affecting the women of this country.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution before us
fails to specify any meaningful way in
which the power reserved to Congress by
the Constitution to declare war shall be
defined or enforced.

The resolution is only a request to the
President to consult with Congress. It
changes nothing; it leaves the Executive
just as free as it is now unilaterally to
drag the Nation into undeclared wars.
It specifies no time limit by which the
President shall report on foreign mili-
tary actions to Congress. It does not even
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require that Congress by affirmative ac-
tion approve the continuation of such ac-
tions. It merely requires that the Presi-
dent report to Congress as to why he did
not seek its approval for his action, and
does not require that he obtain such ap-
proval, It is a paper tiger.

In recent years the Executive has
usurped Congress war powers. A vague
statement of Congress desire to be con-
sulted will not remedy this situation.
Congress must reassert its proper role in
a much more definitive way. It is not
nearly enough to ask for consultation
after the fact. Except under the most ex-
treme, emergency, life-and-death cir-
cumstances imaginable, the Executive
should be required to have the prior ap-
proval of Congress before committing our
forces to armed conflict.

The committee has made a minor im-
provement over the resolution passed by
the House last year: the qualification
“whenever feasible” has been removed
from the requirement that the President
seek consultation with Congress when in-
volving our troops in combat. However,
we still have a relatively weak, toothless
resolution, While I support the resclution
as presented to us, I regard it as a small
and feasible step toward the restoration
of the constitutional balance of powers.

I support, as you know, all legislation
which equalizes the position of women
in our society. I think that it is particu-
larly essential that the Federal Govern-
ment comply with its own pronounce-
ments of equal employment opportunity.
Thus, as a matter of ethical consistency
and as an example to the rest of the Na-
tion, I rise to urge all of my colleagues
to support Congresswoman GRIFFITHS'
bill to provide equality of treatment for
married women Federal employees.

This bill, of course, is only the first of
a long list of matter that must be ad-
dressed in order to provide full equality
for Federal employees, married and un-
married. Congress will, I hope, soon ad-
dress itself to the initial problem of dis-
crimination against women in hiring,
promotion, and assignment in the Fed-
eral Government, Last week Mr. CAsE
provided a moving demonstration of such
discrimination within the State Depart-
ment, and that Department’s attempt to
prevent the filing of a sex discrimination
complaint. Many Government officials
have also deseribed discrimination
against married women on the assump-
tion—or desire—that a married woman
could not travel or receive foreign assign-
ments.

Congresswoman GrirrFITHs' bill is the
initial step for the elimination of the
many aspects of discrimination against
women and particularly against married
women in the Federal Government. I
hope that my colleagues will join me in
voting “aye” on this bill, and in devoting
future efforts to correcting the problems
which remain.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I have serious reserva-
tions concerning the provisions contained
in this bill and, therefore, I intend to vote
against the motion to suspend the rules.

I do not think the bill has been given
the careful consideration that it requires
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and I am not convinced that any need
really exists any more for this type legis-
lation.

I want it clearly understood that I re-
spect the motives of the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. GRIFFITHS) who
has been working for many years to
achieve full equality for married women
Federal employees. This is an objective
which I, too, would like to see achieved.
I can see no possible reason why married
women Federal employees should not en-
joy the exact same benefits as are made
available to married male employees.

However, I am not at all convinced
that this goal will be achieved by this
particular bill. There are two particular
provisions which give me considerable
concern. First, the new subsection (e¢)
that is to be added to section 7152 of
title 5, United States Ccde, which you
will find on page 4 of the bill, reads as
follows:

“(c) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, any provision of law providing a bene-
fit to & male Federal employee or to his
spouse or family shall be deemed to provide
the same benefit to a female Federal em-
ployee or to her spouse or family.”.

I am advised that the Civil Service
Commission is unable to state exactly
what ramifications enactment of this
new subsection might have on all the
provisions that exist throughout the
statutes relating to benefits for Federal
employees.

It is conceivable that a literal inter-
pretation of this mandate could take
away certain benefits that a female Fed-
eral employee now enjoys. One example,
called to my attention, involves the For-
eign Service retirement program, where-
by a male employee must designate a
survivor annuity for his survivor and the
female employee is under no such obli-
gation. The mandate in H.R. 3628 could
be interpretated as requiring her to pro-
vide the same survivor annuity without
any option or election to do so. This may
or may not be an advisable change in the
Foreign Service retirement program. In
any event, the change should come in
specific legislation from the Foreign
Affairs Committee.

If the Civil Service Commission does
not know what the ramifications of this
new subsection will be, I think we should
take the time to find out and legislate
more intelligently in this regard. A much
better approach to the problem is to
specifically amend each law now on the
books that provides a benefit to a male
employee that is not given to a female
employee.

The second provision of this bill which
I think shquld be given more careful
serutiny is section 1. Under the guise
of “equality of treatment” for married
women Federal employees, it gives 5- and
10-point veterans preference to men who
never served in the armed services.

Under existing law, the unmarried
widow of a veteran and the wife of a
service-connected disabled veteran—if
the veteran has been unable fo qualify
for any appointment in the civil service
or in the D.C. Government—is granted
10-point veteran preference in appoint-
ments, and other preference benefits
provided to preferenced eligibles. Section
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1 would extend similar preference rights
to widowers and husbands.

It is conceivable that under this pro-
vision, a man who had actually avoided
military service, either through outright
evasion or by obtaining conscientious ob-
jector status, would by reason of marry-
ing a female veteran acquire veterans
preference in Federdl employment.

I am not at all sure that this type of
situation was ever contemplated under
the concept of the Veterans Preference
Act, which gives preference in hiring in
recognition of the fact that a person
sacrificed himself in the uniformed serv-
ices of his country.

I am in sympathy with the objectives
sought by this bill, however, I do not
think that the bill as drafted or amended
by the committee will obtain these ob-
jectives. I suggest the bill be returned to
the committee for further study and I
urge that the motion to suspend the rules
be defeated.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Michigan.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Will you admit. sir,
that if an American veteran marries a
member of the Communist Party in
Russia, and she becomes a citizen, she is
entitled to a veterans preference, the
same veterans preference that is given to
a widow in this country, is that not true?

Mr. GROSS. I do not question that,
but the fact is that in your example the
man either enlisted in the armed serv-
ices or was drafted, and this would not
be true in reversing the situation because
women are not drafted.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. The widow of a
veteran of this country could have been
a woman who bore arms against this
country. She does have to be a citizen,
and yet the mere fact that she is the
widow of a veteran gives her a pref-
erence. Is that not correct?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, but——

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Of course, it is.

Mr. GROSS. That situation ought to
be corrected just as this situation should
be corrected. There is no reason why one
mistake should be compounded by an-
other.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. All this bill seeks
to do, sir, is to give the husband of a
woman who has served in the armed
services of this country the same rights
that a widow has if she is the widow of
a man who has served in the armed
services of the country.

Let me tell you one of the things that
this bill does not do. I have another bill.
A woman who is married to a man in the
armed services of this country, whether
she is a national of the country or not,
is entitled in any foreign country to go
to an American hospital and get the
same services that the veteran would.
But if a woman is in the armed services
of this country and is sent abroad and
her husband is an American national,
he is not entitled even to an aspirin out
of an American hospital.

Mr. GROSS. And if he is a draft evader
or conscientious objector, I do not think
he is entitled to preferential treatment
either.

Mrs., GRIFFITHS. Mr, Speaker, the
Commie woman who has borne arms
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against our country should not neces-
sarily be entitled, but she is entitled to
it. This is the problem, All we are trying
to do is to give to a woman who serves
in the Armed Forces of the country and
to her husband and her children the
same rights, the same fringe benefits
that we give to the wife or widow or chil-
dren of a man.

Among other things we do in this bill,
we give to 2 woman who serves in the
Foreign Service the same fringe benefits
for her children that are given to a man.
A man's children can be sent to the For-
eign Service School at the country’s ex-
pense, but until recently if we employed
a stenographer, and she was a divorcee
completely responsible for two children,
she paid $1,100 a year—at least the last
time I was abroad—for her children to
go. All we are asking is that benefits such
as these be made equal for the children
or husband of a woman as they are for
the children or wife of a man.

Mr. GROSS. I say again to the gentle-
woman from Michigan, I supported her
equality rights for women legislation,
but I think this bill goes much too far
in that it could confer upon an individual
not at all deserving and who in fact
ought not to have them, the benefits of
veterans' preference. This I do not like
at all. Therefore, I oppose the bill. As I
stated, the legislation affecting the For-
eign Service employees ought to be han-
dled by the committee that has jurisdic-
tion over those employees.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Let me say thaf be-
cause the gentleman and I could not pass
that equal rights bill, we have to have one
bill after another to come before the
Members. This is one of those bills that
makes an attempt to correct the distine-
tion between the way we treat men and
women as Federal employees. Personally,
I hope everybody votes for it.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if I voted for
this bill it would be impossible for me to
face a veteran of military service who
had been unable to obtain a Government
job because a draft dodger, having ob-
tained veterans preferences from his dis-
abled or deceased wife, was able to as-
sert greater preference. I will never
knowingly warp the veterans preference
act to give a man who has evaded service
to his country equality with one who has
served well and faithfully.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of HR. 3628 which was ordered
reported by the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee by a unanimous vote.

The primary purpose of this legislation
is to eliminate the discrimination against
married women employees of the Federal
Government which exists under various
laws and regulations applicable to Fed-
eral employees. More specifically, this bill
seeks to provide equality of treatment for
married women employees of the Gov-
ernment with respect to veterans’ pref-
erence benefits, overseas cost-of-living
benefits, and various other employee
benefits.

Under the existing law the unmarried
widows of veterans and the wives of cer-
tain disabled veterans are granted pref-
erence benefits such as the right to have
10 points added to their scores on ecivil
service examinations. Unmarried widow-
ers of veterans and husbands of disabled

28897

veterans do not receive such benefits un-
der the current law. This legislation cor-
rects that inequity by extending veterans’
preference to the widowers and husbands
of women veterans.

This bill also amends section 5924 of
title 5, United States Code, which au-
thorizes the payment of a separate main-
tenance allowance to Federal employees
in foreign areas who, because of danger-
ous or unhealthy conditions, cannot have
their families with them at their posts of
assignment. Although this provision has
been interpreted to allow payment of a
separate maintenance allowance to a
married woman employee whose husband
is not permitted to reside with her at her
overseas post, this bill will guarantee that
married women employees will receive
the same benefits under this provision of
title 5 as do married male employees.

In addition to the changes in the
specific laws which I just discussed, this
legislation seeks to eliminate the dis-
crimination against married women em-
ployees under all laws and regulations
which govern civilian personnel benefits.
There is absolutely no valid basis for
granting a benefit to a male employee and
denying that same benefit to a female
employee who may hold the exact same
job and be employed under the exact
same conditions. This unfair treatment
of the Government’'s women employees
has been allowed to exist too long and I
urge the passage of this legislation to
rectify this inequitable situation.

Mr. DERWINSEKI. Mr. Speaker, be-
fore we leap headlong into the passion-
ate defense of a legislative package
euphemistically labeled Equal Rights
for Women, I suggest there are a few
unanswered questions about the bill H.R.
3628. In the absence of these answers,
I am not convinced this is wise legisla-
tion.

The first section of the bill, for ex-
ample, amends the Veterans’ Preference
Act to confer “preference eligible” status
upon the husband of a disabled female
veteran or upon the widower of a female
veteran. I must admit that the logic of
how this proposal enhances equal rights
for women escapes me. I wonder if it is
sound policy to award veterans' pref-
erence rights for entrance into Federal
employment to a nonveteran male, sim-
ply because he happened fo be married
to a wife who was herself a veteran of
the Armed Forces.

The rights of widows and wives of dis-
abled veterans to acquire the preference
eligible status of their husbands is al-
ready fully provided for in the law. To
take this further step of conferring simi-
lar benefits on nonveteran males is, in
my mind, questionable.

The second part of my reservation
about this legislation goes to the final
paragraph of section 3 of the bill.

This all-inclusive language would in-
sure that—

Any provision of law providing a benefit to
a male Federal employee or to his spouse

or family shall be deemed to provide the
same benefit to a female Federal employee or

to her spouse or family.

This provision was added as an amend-
ment after hearings had been concluded

and, to my kowledge, there is no ex-
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planation of the types or scope of the
benefits which are covered, I suggest, Mr.
Speaker, that legislation of this nature
should be specific, and that specific ex-
amples of how it would apply should be

a part of the record. In this instance,’

however, this is not the case.

Mr. Speaker, at a time when every
group for every conceivable cause has its
self-appointed spokesmen we should, in
the Congress, carefully examine legisla-
tive proposals such as H.R. 3628 and
reach some conclusion as to its impact
and consequences before reaching any
decision.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I support H.R.
3628, which provides equality of treat-
ment for married women Federal em-
ployees with respect to preference eligible
employment benefits, cost-of-living al-
lowances in foreign areas, and regulations
concerning marital status generally.

This bill marks another step in the all
too slow progress towards eradicating sex
diserimination within the Federal Gov-
ernment. It marks, as well, an object les-
son for the eradication of sex diserimina-
tion in private employment, as well.

Much rhetoric is heard these days con-
cerning equality of the sexes. In large
measure, that rhetoric has been em-
ployed to obscure the lack of action to in-
sure that equality. This bill affords an
opportunity to cut through that rhetoric
and create substantive progress.

As a sponsor of the equal rights
amendment, which has been reported out
of the House Judiciary Committee, of
which I am a member, in an unacceptably
gutted form, I should like to quote from
the “Separate Views” in which I joined
and which form a part of the Committee
report—House Report 92-359—on the
equal rights amendment, House Joint
Resolution 208. I believe these words to
be particularly apt while we are consider-
ing the bill now before us:

(A) legal right or obligation should not
depend upon sex but upon other factors—
factors which are commeon to both sexes. This
judgment s rooted In the basic concern of
soclety with the individual, and with the
right of each individual to develop his own
potentiality. (Pages 6-7).

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, HR.
3628 appears to be superfluous legislation
since many of the so-called reforms
sought are already being observed. I have
no objection to equal rights for our
women employees but the first sentence
of the bill has to do with other than
women; it deals with preference eligibil-
ity and survivor benefits. It deals with
men, extending preference benefits to
widowers and husbands of members of
the Federal service. The committee re-
port indicates that—

There are approximately 15,000 women
with veterans' preference employed In the
Federal service.

Passage of this bill could, then, pro-
vide employment benefits for at least
15,000 men, regardless of their personal
stand on deployment of our military. We
could, in fact, be granting employment
preference to conscientious objectors,
draft dodgers, or antiwar hippies.

Furthermore, the establishment of
such privileges to husbands and widowers
of veterans opens up another avenue for

possible welfare recipients to turn for
Government support. Instead of the old
dodge of men marrying in an attempt to
stay out of the draft, we might be in-
troducing a new angle where a man
would deliberately set out to marry a
member of Federal service in an attempt
to gain preference in employment con-
sideration.

I hold serious reservations to the bill
for these reasons and intend to cast my
people's vote against HR. 3628.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend the committee and particularly
the Congresswoman from Michigan (Mrs.
GriFriTHS), for having introduced this
bill which is an important step toward
improving the equal status of women. I
trust that this is the beginning of many
such bills that the House will be consid-
ering to recognize the rights of women
in their efforts to achieve equality in
Federal employment as well as in all
laws affecting the women of this country.

I support, as you know, all legislation
which equalizes the position of women
in our society. I think that it is particu-
larly essential that the Federal Govern-
ment comply with its own pronounce-
ments of equal employment opportunity.
Thus, as a matter of ethical consistency
and as an example to the rest of the Na-
tion, I rise to urge all of my colleagues
to support Congresswoman GRIFFITHS'
bill to provide equality of treatment for
married women Federa'® employees.

This bill, of course, is only the first of
a long list of matter that must be ad-
dressed in order to provide full equality
for Federal employees, married and un-
married. Congress will, I hope, soon ad-
dress itself to the initial problem of dis-
crimination against women in hiring,
promotion, and assignment in the Fed-
eral Government. Last week Mr. Casg
provided a moving demonstration of such
discrimination within the State® Depart-
ment, and that Department’s attempt to
prevent the filing of a sex discrimination
complaint. Many Government officials
have also described discrimination
against married women on the assump-
tion—or desire—that a married woman
could not travel or receive foreign assign-
ments.

Congresswoman GriFrIiTHs' bill is the
initial step for the elimination of the
many aspects of discrimination against
women and particularly against married
women in the Federal Government. I
hope that my colleagues will join me in
voting “aye' on this bill, and in devoting
future efforts to correcting the problems
which remain,

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. HENDERSON) that
the House suspend the rules and pass the
bill H.R. 3628, as amended. =

The question was taken: and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
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sent Members, and the Clerk will call the

roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 377, nays 11, not voting 45,

as follows:

Abbitt
Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, I11.
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,
Dak.

Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Baker
Baring
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Betts
Bevill
Biaggl
Blester
Bingham
Blanton
Blatnik

Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.

Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Byron
Cabell
Caffery
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Ill.
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane

Culver
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent

[Roll No. 231]
YEAS—3T7

Dickinspn
Dingell
Euykendall
Kyl
Eyros
Latta
Leggett
Lennon
Lent
Link
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McCollister
MecCormack
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
McEinney

BEdwards, Ala.
Edwards, Callf.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fisher

Flood
Flowers
Fcley

Ford, Gerald R. McMillan
Macdonald,
Mass

Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mann

Martin
Mathias, Calif.
this, Ga.

Ford,

William D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.

Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso

Gray

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grifin
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude

Hagan
Haley
Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hathaway
Hays

Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Howard

Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Earth
Eastenmelier
EKazen
EKeating
Eeith

Kemp

King
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Selberling
Shipley

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Udsall
Uliman
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Watts
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
Winn

Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wrlie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

Reid, I11.
Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney, N.Y.

Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.¥Y.
Snyder
Spence
Springer
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington

Rostenkowskl
Roush

Rousselot
Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth

Ryan

St Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Bcheuer
Schneebell Talcott
Schwengel Taylor

Beott Terry

Sebellus Thompson, N.J.

NAYS—11

Landgrebe
McClure
Rarick
Schmitz

Bteiger, Arlz.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

Byrnes, Wis.
Derwinski
Gross

Hall

NOT VOTING—45

Esch
Evins, Tenn.
Fish

Long, La.
McCloskey
MecCulloch
Miller, Calif.
Murphy, N.Y.
Purcell
Baylor
Thompson, Ga.
Van Deerlin
Waldie
‘Whalley
‘Whitten
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.

Abernethy
Addabbo
Belcher

Bell
Blackburn
Burlison, Mo.
Cederberg
Celler

Clay

Davis, 8.C.

de la Garza
Devine

Diges
Donohue
Edmondson Eee
Edwards, La. Landrum

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Cederberg.

Mr. Burlison of Missourli with Mr. Devine.

Mr, Charles H. Wilson with Mr, Saylor.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Belcher,

Mr. Purcell with Mrs. Heckler of Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. Flynt with Mr. Blackburn.

Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Whalley.

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Fish.

Mr. Waldie with Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Esch.

Mr. Whitten with Mr, Hillis.

Mr. Davis of South Carolina with Mr.
Thompson of Georgla.

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Clay.

Mr. Kee with Mr, Diggs.

Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Hammerschmidt.

Mr, Donchue with Mr. Hastings.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. McCloskey.

Mr. Holifleld with Mr. Long of Louislana.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Celler.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Lan-
drum.

Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Edwards of
Louisiana.

Mr. TEAGUE of California changed
his vote from “yea” to “nay.”
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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Flynt
Gallagher
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanna
Hastings
Hawkins
Heckler, Mass.
Hillis
Holifleld
Jones, Tenn.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed, H.R. 3628, Equality of Treatment
for Married Women Federal Employees.

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

There was no objection.

ADDITIONAL LEGISLATIVE
PROGRAM

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to announce there are several addi-
tions to the program for this week:

The International Coffee Agreement
Act, H.R. 8293, will be considered under
an open rule with 2 hours of debate, and
the rule on that has already been adopt-
ed, so it will be called up on Thursday.

The bill known as the National Guard
technicians bill, S. 2296, will be called up
under an open rule with 1 hour of de-
bate, and that will be some time during
the balance of the week.

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE
HOSPITALS AND CLINICS

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
Concurrent Resolution (House Concur-
rent Resolution 370) to express the sense
of Congress relative to certain activities
of Public Health Service hospitals, out-
patient clinies, and clinical research cen-
ters, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. Coxn. REs. 370

Whereas the improvement of national
health care is one of the Nation’s great goals;
and

Whereas the Nation urgently needs more
medical services in areas that do not have
adequate medical facilities; and

Whereas the Public Health Service was
created by an Act of Congress in 1798, and
the Congress broadened its responsibilities in
1956, in 1966, and in 1970 to provide com-
prehensive health care for merchant seamen,
Coastguardsmen, and military personnel and
their families, and preventive medical care
for urban and rural areas with inadequate
medical facilities; and

Whereas the Public Health Service facili-
ties provide medical services to more than
one-half million people annually who could
not obtain these services in the overcrowded
private hospitals or on a first priority basis
on the Veterans’ Administration hospitals;
and

‘Whereas the fiscal 1972 health budget pro-
poses a reduction in funds and personnel for
Public Health Service hospitals and clinics;
and

Whereas the Emergency Health Personnel
Act of 1970 provides an opportunity for ex-
panded use of Public Health Service facil-
ities to offer health care services to medically
underserved areas; and

Whereas all resources of the Federal Gov-
ernment should be brought to bear on drug
addiction and drug abuse; and

Whereas the Public Health Service hospi-
tals, outpatient clinics and clinical research
centers are valuable resources for treatment
of drug addlcts and drug abusers: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that all Public Health Service
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hospitals and outpatient clinics, and the clin-
ical research centers located at Lexington,
EKenucky, and Fort Worth, Texas, should re-
main open and remain within the Public
Health Service at this time. The importance
of health care delivery in urban and rural
areas 1s so great that the Administration
should fund and stafl these facilities at a suf-
ficlent level to allow them to perform their
multiple responsibilities during the entire fis-
cal year 1972. During this perlod, the Secre-
tary and the Congress should explore the re-
sources and capabilities of these facilities in
their communications, to determine which
facilities snould continue to be operated by
the Public Health Service, which facilities
should be converted to community operation
or other use, and which facilities, if any,
should be closed.

SEc. 2. It Is the further sense of Congress
that the hospitals, outpatient clinics, and
clinical research centers of the Public Health
Service should be considered an integral part
of the national health care delivery system.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

Mr, NELSEN. Mr, Speaker, I demand a
second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, this
concurrent resolution before the House
today is the same as the concurrent res-
olutior_l passed by the Senate on June 28
of this year, except that we have
amended the resolution to refer specifi-
cally to the narcotic addict facilities at
Lexington, Ky., and at Fort Worth, Tex.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is very
short, and expresses the sense of Caon-
gress that all public health service hos-
pitals and clinics and the two research
centers located at Lexington, Ky., and
Fort Worth, Tex., should remain open
and within the public health service dur-
ing the fiscal year 1972, The intent of
this resolution is to provide time for the
Congress and the administration jointly
to study the operations of the public
hea._lth service hospitals and clinics with
a view to determining what their future
mission and role should be.

Mr, Speaker, it seems that every few
years, regardless of what party is in
power, proposals get made to get the
public health service out of the business
o_f running a hospital program. Some-
times the proposals are to close one or
two hospitals; sometimes proposals are
made to close the majority of them: and
the latest proposal is in substance, to
a.sk_ for no funds for their operation
during fiscal year 1972, while a study is
made to determine what is to be done
with them.

We went through this in 1965, when
the administration proposed to close
seven hospitals, and transfer the respon-
sibility for eare of a substantial number
of their patients to the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration. It was not until congres-
sional committees were studying this
subject that the administration dis-
covered that it did not have the legal
authority to provide care on a priority
basis in VA facilities for PHS beneficiar-
ies. I think this fact alone indicates how
careful the studies were which served as
a basis for the original decision in 1965.

Now we have a somewhat similar situ-
ation. The administration has submitted
a budget assuming that the hospitals and
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clinies will all be closed, and then after
making that decision, they started to
study the situation to determine whether
they actually should go ahead and close
the facilities, or some of them, or none
of them, and what to do with the pa-
tients who have a statutory right to
care—whether to put them in VA hospi-
tals, or in contract facilities, or whether
to keep some of the PHS hospitals open.

For years the public health service
hospitals have been subjected to these
periodic reevaluations; and during this
same period, administration after ad-
ministration has declined to ask for
funds to modernize the hospitals, on the
theory that their future role is still un-
settled. This means that the hospitals
steadily grow more and more out of date,
while the so-called studies go on.

Hearings were held last December be-
fore the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee on rumors about possible
closing of PHS hospitals; then this year
our Subcommittee on Public Health and
Environment held 4 days of hearings on
the subject, plus holding another day of
hearings at Fort Worth, Tex. at the
clinical facility there.

As a result of the subcommittee’s study
of this problem, the subcommittee rec-
ommended to the full committee, and
the full committee recommends to the
House, adoption of a concurrent reso-
lution expressing the sense of Congress
that the hospitals should remain open at
this time.

I urge the adoption of the resolution.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I am sup-
porting the resolution but I should like
to point out that these hospitals were
set up mainly for the care of merchant
seamen of our country and of late these
hospitals have moved in the direction of
becoming more and more community fa-
cilities.

I endorse the idea. I believe it is a good
idea. However, really they are operating
in some respects illegally. I believe the
law should have been clarified, expand-
ing the authority under which they have
been operating.

I will support the resolution. May I
say I visited one of these hospitals in
Galveston, Tex. The contribution being
made to the community is extensive.
Many people who have no other avail-
able medical center make use of the Gal-
veston Center. Also, a lot of the interns
from medical schools are taking train-
ing there.

There has been an impression left that
the intent was to close them all. This is
not exactly accurate. I want the RECORD
to show that really HEW intended to
close some, but encouraged that they be
turned over more to a community facil-
ity under local sponsorship.

Financially this is too much of a bur-
den, so I do support the resolution in its
present form and believe our committee
should review this at a future date.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. Rocers), the
chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I rise in support of House Concurrent
Resolution 370, a proposal to express the
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intent of Congress that the Public Health
Service Hospitals, Clinics and Clinical
Research Centers at Fort Worth, Tex.
and Lexington, Ky. remain open, opera-
tional, and within the Public Health
Service.

This system originally came into being
in 1798, under the Marine Hospital Act,
and the first hospital was established in
1801 in Norfolk County, Va. In the 1870's,
these hospitals came under control of a
supervising surgeon and a commissioned
corps was established to staff the hospi-
tals. In 1875, members of the Revenue
Cutter Service, which later became the
Coast Guard, were authorized care at the
Marine hospitals. By the late 1800's, fur-
ther duties were assigned to the hospital
service, including public health respon-
sibility in the fields of infectious diseases
and sanitation. The first Marine hospital
research laboratory was established at
the Staten Island hospital in 1887. This
laboratory was the forerunner of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. The Service
was renamed in 1902 and again in 1912,
when it became the U.S. Public Health
Service. The Service later had the re-
sponsibility for the care of veterans from
1918 until 1922 when this responsibility
was transferred to the Veterans’ Bureau.

By the beginning of World War II, the
Service was operating 24 hospitals with
over 3,000 beds and was providing care to
American seamen, Coast Guardsmen and
their dependents, commissioned officers
of the Public Health Service and Federal
employees injured in the line of duty.
During the war, hospital patient ioads in-
creased significantly, but after the war,
as services by American seamen de-
creased, so did Public Health Service
hospital loads. Between 1946 and 1955,
11 hospitals were either closed or con-
verted to outpatient clinics, leaving 12
general hospitals in operation in 1955.

Beginning in 1955, numerous studies
of the Public Health Service system
were made by the executive branch. The
Bureau of the Budget generally favored
the closing of the hospitals and the De-
partment of Health, Education, and
Welfare generally resisted. While this
controversy continued, funding for the
system was held at marginal levels, per-
mitting considerable deterioration of the
facilities and equipment. This deteriora-
tion is now used as a reason for closing
the hospitals.

In 1965, the decision was announced
to convert the seven smaller hospitals
to outpatient clinics over a period of 4
years and to modernize the five remain-
ing larger hospitals. Subsequent reaction
by Public Health Service beneficiaries
and Congress questioned the economy of
this move as well as the power of the
executive branch to close these facilities
without congressional approval,

Opinions by the Comptroller General
on these questions precluded such a
move by the executive branch, and the
proposal was not implemented as
planned. Two hospitals, however, Chi-
cago and Memphis, were converted to
outpatient clinics because action to ef-
fect this conversion had reached an ir-
reversible stage a tactic the present ad-
ministration seems to be trying to use
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on the Fort Worth clinical research
facility.

In 1965, the Office of Science and
Technology study recommended that,
first, the Public Health Service con-
tinue to operate a system of general hos-
pitals; second, that the general hospitals
be modernized and supported at levels
consistent with their functions; and,
third, that additional training pro-
grams be developed in sciences and serv-
ices and that existing programs be
strengthened and extended. In 1966
and 1967, $6.1 million was appropriated
for studies preliminary to the moderni-
zation of the hospitals. However, no
funds have been requested for construc-
tion since these studies were made.

In 1969, two more hospitals were closed
and converted to outpatient clinies. Dur-
ing hearings held by the Senate at that
time, the administration promised that
the Congress would be fully advised of
any future plans to close Public Health
Service facilities.

Last year, the administration again
decided to close the remaining 8 hospi-
tals and 30 outpatient clinics, and pro-
posed that the VA care for the Public
Health Service beneficiaries, The same
VA that is hard-pressed to meet its pres-
ent demands for patient care by its own
primary beneficiaries. To add weight to
this decision, no funds for the Public
Health Service hospital system were re-
quested in the President’s budget for fis-
cal year 1972. No funding at a time when
alternative care for Public Health Serv-
ice beneficiaries was still being studied.
Finally through public outery and con-
gressional inquiry, it was agreed to con-
tinue funding the system until all ques-
tions regarding the disposition of this
matter were answered and suitable al-
ternatives proposed and accepted by the
Congress.

Now just a few months later, we find
the administration on the verge of trans-
ferring one of only 2 narcotic research
and treatment centers to the Bureau of
Prisons. While we are engaged in an all-
out war on narcotic addiction, a plan is
in effect to transfer the Public Health
Service Clinical Research Center at Fort
Worth, Tex., to the Justice Department.
It is absurd to think of transferring part
of our narcotic treatment capacity when
we are in the midst of an addiction
epidemic, a period in whch we find our-
selves critically short of this type of fa-
cility.

Last week, I introduced an amendment
to the Labor-HEW appropriation bill
to restore the $14 million cut in the op-
erating funds for the Public Health Serv-
ice hospital system in 1972. The adoption
of this amendment was one step in keep-
ing the Public Health Service system in
operation including the Fort Worth fa-
cility, but further steps are necessary.

Since 1946, we have seen the Public
Health Service hospital system recede
from 24 hospitals to 8, we have seen the
physical facilities deteriorate because of
inadequate funding, and we have seen
recommendations for modernization
ignored. It is now time to make the in-
tent of the Congress on this matter very
clear.

The Senate has already passed similar
legislation, and I urge adoption of this
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proposal which would further include
the Clinical Research Centers at Fort
Worth, Tex., and Lexington, Ky., a criti-
cal part of our capacity to combat the
narcotic problem,

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MACDONALD) .

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Mr. Speaker, I should like to clear up
something said by the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. NeLsEN), who indicated,
if I understood the gentleman correctly,
that it was the intention of HEW at some
future time to close down the already
functioning public health hospitals.

Mr. NELSEN. I commented that the
impression was left by our hearings they
were going to close them all. I personally
checked it out. This is not exactly ac-
curate. There was a disposition on the
part of HEW to close some, How many I
do not know.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Does that include Brighton Marine Hos-
pital, which is the only public health
hospital which serves all New England?

Mr. NELSEN. I am not informed as to
which were considered.

The point I wanted to make was I be-
lieve we should accurately present it. I
do not believe our hearings did exactly
that.

That is beside the point. The point is
they are doing a good job. I am in favor
of the resolution until further study is
made, because I do believe really some of
the communities in which these hospitals
are located would be unable financially
to carry them, and I am pleased our dol-
lars can be spent in such a worthy cause.

If there is a need for change, I believe
it should be reviewed before a committee.
I think the chairman of the subcommit-
tee would agree that this would be
worthy of study looking to the future.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ROGERS. Will the
yield?

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. I
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ROGERS. I would like to make it
clear the reason why the statement was
made that hospitals were to be closed
was simply because there was no money
in the President’s budget. You cannot
keep them open without money. The Of-
fice of Management and Budget said that
we would draw the issue and simply say
no money. The Department of HEW, as
soon as it got out, got busy and said we
will not do that now and we will come
back and ask for more money to keep
this going. This expresses the intent of
the Congress that your hospital will not
be closed during fiscal year 1972,

Mr. MACDONALD. I thank the gentle-
man and support the resolution.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. Apams) a member of the
committee.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
rise in support of this legislation and
express appreciation to the subcommit-
tee chairman and the chairman of the
full committee.

One of these hospitals is in our area.

gentleman
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As the gentleman from Florida men-
tioned, we had to testify both before the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries and the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce in order to
keep this open through the year.

It is through this action that this will
happen, and I know the people in my
area are grateful as well as the people
in other areas.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. MITCHELL).

Mr. MITCHELL., Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I, too, have a hospital in my district.
I suppose I have spent as much time on
this particular project as any other since
having been in the Congress testifying
before various committees in an attempt
to insure that this critical health system
will remain intact.

I want to compliment the chairman
for making this possible.

Mr. Speaker, this concurrent resolu-
tion is another chapter in the struggle
of the 92d Congress to provide a level of
health care for the American people com-
mensurate with this Nation’s wealth,
over the objections of an administration
which seems to be so enamored of its own
rhetoric about the “health crisis” that
it is unwilling to take any action which
might alleviate that erisis.

Some Public Health Service hospitals,
including Baltimore’s Wyman Park Hos-
pital, are now ready to begin to serve
as laboratories for the kind of clinic-
based, community-oriented medical care
system which, in the opinion of many
health-care experts, alone holds out hope
of reducing health costs for everyone
while providing adequate care to those
who cannot obtain it under the present
fee-for-service system.

And yet the budget figures clearly in-
dicate the intent of the administration to
eliminate the PHS hospital system.

Passage of this resolution will serve no-
tice on our friends at the other end of
Pennsylvania Avenue that we do not in-
tend to stand idly by while this Nation's
health-care system is further weakened.

Such notice is clearly overdue.

I hope that the vote this afternoon
will be overwhelming to suspend the rules
and pass.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the dis-
tinguished majority leader, Mr. BoGGs.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to concur in the congratulations
which have been extended to the dis-
tinguished chairman and members of his
committee for bringing this resolution to
the floor.

As was pointed out here several days
ago, when the appropriation bill was
brought up these hospitals and other
health facilities are essential in many
places in our country. I trust the De-
partment of HEW will get the message
this time loud and clear.

I thank the gentleman very much.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of House Concurrent
Resolution 370.

This resolution is similar to the one I
introduced on January 29, proposing that
the Public Health hospitals and clinics
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remain open through the end of fiscal
1972. During this period, HEW and the
Congress are to explore the resources,
capabilities, and position of these facil-
ities in their communities to determine
which, if any, of the hospitals and clinics
should be closed. Fifty-four other Repre-
sentatives cosponsored my resolution.
Senators KENNEDY, MacNUsSON, and Ma-
THIAS were joined by 30 additional Sen-
ators in introducing a similar resolution.

I want to commend my colleague from
Florida (Mr. Rocers) for the prompt
attention and thorough consideration
which his Public Health and Environ-
ment Subcommittees gave my resolution
and similar resolutions. I am glad that
the Interstate Committee’s version of this
resolution also calls for the continued
operation of the Lexington, Ky., and Fort
Worth, Tex., Public Health Service Hos-
pitals, which specialize in alcoholism and
drug abuse.

At the hearings, I testified about the
affect on the Baltimore area community
of closing or changing the hospital’s mis-
sion. Closing the hospital would mean the
loss of 238 beds, outpatient services,
emergency room facilities which are used
by beneficiaries and local residents, a
NIH cancer research unit, inability to
implement plans for low-cost health care
for the approximately 30,000 residents of
the Homestead-Montebello area, and loss
of the Public Health Service team, ex-
pertly administered by Dr. Edward Hin-
man. Changes in the hospital’'s mission
or a shift to community control must
provide for the medical needs of thou-
sands of military personnel, their
dependents, and retired military person-
nel, who are not PHS primary benefici-
aries, but who made up 50 percent of the
hospital’s inpatient and outpatient case-
load in fiscal 1970. Presently, Fort Hola-
bird, Fort Meade, and Aberdeen Proving
Ground provide medical care for military
personnel. However, with the proposed
closure of Fort Holabird, the other two
bases cannot easily absorb former Hola-
bird patients in their own crowded facil-
ities—and would be hard pressed to con-
sider caring for the thousands of military
personnel and their dependents who are
treated at the Wyman Park Hospital.

The uncertainty about the hospital’s
future has affected the staff. Annually
the Baltimore hospital averages 10 in-
terns. For fiscal year 1972 there are six.
I think this implies that in the nation-
wide intern-hospital matching system,
fewer doctors than usual chose the Bal-
timore hospital as their first choice. The
hospital had many calls during the
matching period asking whether there
would be an intern program. In fiscal
year 1971 the hospital had 32 resident
physicians. There are 25 this fiscal year.
Each year a few doctors leave the hospi-
tal before completing their 3- or 4-year
training programs, some to serve their
second year of national service as doc-
tors, others shifting to different special-
ties. Seven left in June 1970, six of whom
had completed 1 year’'s residency. This
June, 10 left—only four were first year
residents.

Congressional study has shown that
HEW is uncertain about keeping some or
all of the hospitals open throughout fis-
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cal year 1972 and is in the early stages
of investigating the logistics and costs
of turning the facilities over fo com-
munity or regional medical administra-
tion. The legal consequences of the pro-
posed contract care for primary benefi-
ciaries must be studied. Hospital opera-
tions are suffering in this uncertain
period.

I think it is important to maintain the
hospitals at their present operating level
through fiscal year 1972. On June 29, the
Senate passed Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 6, a similar resolution. Last week
we added $14 million to the HEW appro-
priation bill to keep these hospitals and
clinics open.

I urge the House to pass House Con-
current. Resolution 370 today.

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the resolution and I
hope it will pass by an overwhelming
margin.

This idea of closing down national
health facilities has always mystified me.
Some years ago the administration then
in power tried to close down these hos-
pitals, as an economy measure, but the
Congress reacted quickly and strongly
and the effort was properly abandoned.

Now the present administration is try-
ing to curtail the public service and I
feel sure that the Congress will again
react.

The President has stated that our Na-
tion faces a national health crisis. We
know that thousands upon thousands of
servicemen are returning home with a
drug habit. We also know that the drug
habit within our own country has
reached alarming proportions.

Several weeks ago, a very thoughtful
constituent wrote me setting forth these
facts and asking why we did not fully
utilize the public health hospitals and
facilities to combat this national menace.
His suggestion made good sense and I
am truly pleased that this bill is before
us today.

Mr. FASCELL, Mr. Speaker, in the
early part of this year many of our col-
leagues joined in expressing concern
about the administration’s proposal to
close the Public Health Service’s clinics
and hospitals. Since that time, an effort
has been made to clarify the status of
PHS facilities thanks to the energetic
efforts of our colleague and my fellow
Floridian, PauL Rocers, chairman of the
Public Health and Welfare Subcommit-
tee, Chairman HarRLEY StacGers of the
full Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee, and the distinguished mem-
bers of the committee and subcommittee.

Today the House is considering House
Concurrent Resolution 370, expressing
the sense of the Congress that all Public
Health Service hospitals and clinics, and
the clinical research facilities located in
Lexington, Ky., and Fort Worth, Tex.,
should remain open and remain within
the Public Health Service during fiscal
year 1972, while the Congress and the
administration jointly determine how
those facilities can best be used in the
future. This is identical to the resolution
passed by the Senate on June 29, 1971.

I support this legislation.

The report which accompanies House
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Concurrent Resolution 370 states that
each PHS facility plays a unique role
within its community. That is the case
with the Public Health Service Clinic in
Miami, Fla., one of the facilities which
HEW had considered closing.

In my testimony before the Subcom-
mittee on Public Health and Welfare in
March, I pointed out that the PHS out-
patient clinic at Miami, Fla., treated over
47,000 beneficiaries in fiscal year 1970
and estimated treating 55,000 in fiscal
year 1971, This marked increase in serv-
ice occurred despite a $20,000 cut in
funds and authorization of one less staff
position this year.

In addition to normal medical services,
the clinic performs many functions out-
side the health needs of its primary kene-
ficiaries—merchant seamen, Federal em-
ployees injured on the job, and uni-
formed service personnel, and their
dependents. These “extras” include free
inoculations for Americans about fo
travel abroad, physical examinations for
aliens applying for citizenship, and treat-
ment for Federal prisoners awaiting trial
or transfer.

The Miami clinic is the only public
medical service in Florida for the treat-
ment of dormant leprosy. Those suffer-
ing from this affliction depend on the
PHS clinic for the special medication
which allows them to lead normal lives.

Immigration and quarantine officials
also depend on the Miami clinic for their
medical needs as they arise, even to the
point of having PHS personnel from
Miami accompany ailing deportees to
their destination.

Perhaps the most valuable service
rendered by the Miami clinic is its con-
tribution to the welfare of Cuban
refugees. In this regard the clinic sup-
plies a blood specialist and a physical
therapist for the Cuban Refugee Center
in Miami. It has been estimated that
these services, if contracted out to pri-
vate physicians or institutions, would
cost the Government more than $35,600
a year alone.

The unigue service and contributions
of this one PHS facility, and the evidence
compiled by the subcommittee in its
thorough consideration of this issue in-
dicates clearly that the hospitals and
clinics perform a vital function in the
communities they serve and must be
preserved.

House Concurrent Resolution 370 ex-
presses that congressional intent, and I
hope our colleagues will join in its sup-
port.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. Staccers), that
the House suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution, House Con-
current Resolution 370.

The question was taken.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a gquorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will eall
the roll.
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The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 370, nays 4, not voting 59,
as follows:

[Roll No. 232]

YEAS—3T70

Downing
Drinan

Dulski

Duncan

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley

Fish

Fisher

Flood

Flowers

Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

William D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Galifianakis

Abbitt
Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Anderson,
Callf.
Anderson, 111,
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Baker
Baring
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Betts
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester

Lent
Link
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McClure
McCollister
McCormack
McDonald,
Mich.
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
McKinney
MecMillan

Bingham
Blanton
Boggs

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Griffiths
Gross

Grover
Gubser

Gude

Hagan

Haley

Hall

Halpern
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hathaway
Hays

Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hogan

Horton
Hosmer
Howard

Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Byron
Cabell
Caflery
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex,
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman Ichord
Cotter Jacobs
Coughlin Jarman
Crane Johnson, Calif,
Culver Johnson, Pa.
Daniel, Va. Jonas
Danlels, N.J.  Jones, Ala.
Danielson Jones, N.C.
Davis, Ga. Karth
Davis, Wis. Kastenmeler
Delaney Eazen
Dellenback EKeating
Dell Eeith
Eemp

Hutchinson

Euykendall
Eyl

Kyros
Landgrebe
Latta
Lennon
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Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Springer
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Btokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex. Young, Tex.
Terry Zablockl
Thompson, N.J. Zion
Thomson, Wis. Zwach

NAYS—4
Schmitz Wydler

NOT VOTING—b59

Erlenborn McCulloch
Esch McDade
Evins, Tenn. Miller, Calif.
Flynt Murphy, N.¥.
Foley Nix
Gallagher Patman
Goldwater Peyser
Hammer- Purcell
schmidt SBaylor
Burlison, Mo. Hanna Smith, Calif.
Celler Hastings Thompson, Ga.
Clay Hawkins Van Deerlin
Colmer Hillis Veysey
Davis, S.C. Holifleld Waldie
de la Garza Jones, Tenn. Whalley
Devine Kee Whitten
Diggs Eing Widnall
Donohue Landrum Wilscn, Bob
Dwyer Leggett Wilson,
Edmondson Long, La. Charles H.
Edwards, La. McCloskey

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution, as amended,
was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following

Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush

Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan

8t Germain
Bandman
Sarbanes
Batterfield
Bcherle
Scheuer
Schneebeli
Schwengel

Beiberling
Shipley

Young, Fla.

Abernethy
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Belcher

. Addabbo with Mr. Devine,
. Burlison of Missouri with Mr. Belcher.
. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Goldwater.
. Evins of Tennessee with Mrs. Dwyer.
. Purcell with Mr. Erlenborn.
. Flynt with Mr. Hammerschmidt.
. Abernethy with Mr. Hillis.
. Hanna with Mr, Bell.
. Waldle with Mr. Thompson of Georgla.
. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Esch.
. Whitten with Mr. King.
Davis of South Carollna with Mr.
Blackburn.
Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. McCloskey.
Mr. Diggs with Mr. Gallagher.
Mr. Eee with Mr. McDade.
Mr. Clay with Mr, Donohue.
Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Peyser.
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Saylor.
Mr. Holifield with Mr. Hastings.
Mr. Milier of California with Mr. Smith of
California.
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Veysey.
Mr. Alexander with Mr. Whalley.
Mr. Celler with Mr. Widnall.
Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Mr, Foley with Mr. Hawkins.
Mr, Landrum with Mr, Leggett.
Mr. Colmer with Mr. Long of Louslana.
Mr. Nix with Mr. Murphy of New York.
Mr. Patman with Mr. Edwards of Loulsiana.

Mr. SCHMITZ changed his vote from
“yeaﬂi t'o “nay‘lﬁ
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

Mr, STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of a similar Senate concur-
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 6) to express
the sense of Congress relative to certain
activities of public health service hospi-
tals and out-patient clinics.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
concurrent resolution.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate concurrent
resolution, as follows:

5. Con. REs. 6

Whereas the improvement of mnational
health care is one of the Nation's great goals;
and

‘Whereas the Nation urgently needs more
medical services in areas that do not have
adequate medical facilities; and

Whereas the Public Health Service was
created by an Act of Congress in 1798, and the
Congress broadened its responsibilities in
1956, in 1966, and in 1970 to provide compre-
hensive health care for merchant seamen,
coast guardsmen, and military personnel and
their families, and preventive medical care
for urban and rural areas with inadequate
medical facilities; and

Whereas the Public Health Service facilities
provide medical services to more than one-
half million people annually who could not
obtain these services in the overcrowded pri-
vate hospitals or on a first priority basis in
the Veterans' Administration hospitals; and

Whereas the fiscal 1972 health budget pro-
poses a reduction in funds and personnel for
Public Health Service hospitals and cliniecs;
and

Whereas the Emergency Health Personnel
Act of 1971 provides an opportunity for ex-
panded use of Public Health Service facilities
to offer health care services to medically un-
derserved areas: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that the Public Health Service
hospitals and outpatient clinies should re-
main open at this time. The importance of
health care delivery in urban and rural areas
Is so great that the Administration should
fund and staff these facilitles at a sufficlent
level to allow them to perform their multiple
responsibilities during the remainder of the
fiscal year 1971 and during the entire fiscal
year 1972, During this interval, the Secretary
and the Congress should explore the re-
sources and capabilities of these facilitles in
thelr communications, to determine which
facilities should continue to be operated by
the Public Health Service, which facilities
should be converted to community operation,
and which facilities, if any, should be closed.

It is the further sense of Congress that the
hospitals and clinics of the Public Health
Service should be considered an integral part
of the national health care delivery system.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STAGGERS
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion. The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. STAGGERS moves to strike out all after
the 1‘&8\)1?1113 clause of Senate Concurrent

Resolution 6 and to insert in lleu thereof
the provisions of House Concurrent Resolu-

tion 370, as passed.
The motion was agreed to.
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AMENDMENT TO THE PREAMBLE

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment to the preamble of Senate
Concurrent Resolution 6, so as to make
it read the same as the preamble of House
Concurrent Resolution 370.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. STAGGERS:
Amend the preamble of Senate Concurrent
Resolution 6 by striking out all “whereas”
clauses and inserting in lieu thereof the
“whereas” clauses of House Concurrent Reso-
lution 370.

The amendment to the preamble was
agreed to.

The Senate concurrent resolution, as
amended, was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

A similar House concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 370) was laid on the table.

ALIEN AMATEUR RADIO
OPERATORS

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 9261) to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to provide that cer-
tain aliens admitted to the United
States for permanent residence shall be
eligible to operate amateur radio sta-
tions in the United States and to hold
licenses for their stations.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 9261

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembied, That section
303(1) of the Communications Act of 1934
(47 US.C. 303(1)) is amended by inserting
at the end thereof a new paragraph as fol-
lows:

“(3) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of
this subsection, the Commission may issue
licenses for the operation of amateur radio
stations to allens admitted to the United
States for permanent residence who have
filed under section 334(f) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1445(1))
a declaration of intention to become a citi-
zen of the United States: Provided, That
when an application for a license is received
by the Commission it shall notify the ap-
propriate agencies of the Government of
such fact, and such agencies shall forthwith
furnish to the Commission such information
in their possession as bears upon the com-
patibility of the request with the national
security: And provided further, That the re-
quested license may then be granted unless
the Commission shall determine that infor-
mation received from such agencies necessi-
tates denlal of the request. Other provisions
of this Act and of the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act shall not be applicable to any
request or application for or modification,
suspension, or cancellation of any such
license.”

Sec. 2. Bection 310(a) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 310(a)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

"Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this
subsection, a license for an amateur radio
station may be granted to and held by an
alien admitted to the United States for per-
manent residence who has filed under sec-
tion 334(f) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1445(f) ) a declaration of
intention to become a citizen of the United
States: Provided, That when an application
for a license is received by the Commission,
it shall notify the appropriate agencies of
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the Government of such fact, and such
agencies shal]l forthwith furnish to the Com-
mission such information in their possession
as bears upon the compatibility of the re-
quest with the national security: And pro-
vided further, That the requested license
may then be granted unless the Commission
shall determine that information received
from such agencies necessitates denial of
the request. Other provisions of this Act and
of the Administrative Procedure Act shall
not be applicable to any request or applica-
tion for or modification, suspension, or can-
cellation of any such license.”

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, HR.
9261 would authorize the Federal Com-
munications Commission—FCC—to grant
amateur radio licenses to aliens who have
been admitted into the United States for
permanent residence and have filed a
declaration of intention to become U.S.
citizens. They would, of course, have to
pass the same test in the English lan-
guage that is required of citizens in order
to obtain an amateur radio license. Any
application under this legislation would
be checked by appropriate agencies of the
Government concerned with national se-
curity.

Originally, Mr. Speaker, the Commu-
nications Act provided that only citizens
and nationals could be granted radio li-
censes, In 1964, the act was amended to
permit the FCC to grant authorizations
to operate amateur radios in the United
States to aliens who were licensed by their
governments to operate amateur radio
if their governments granted reciproeal
rights to U.S. citizens. The 1964 legisla-
tion had security provisions identical to
those in the legislation now before the
House. It has worked successfully and
over 1,700 authorizations have been
granted.

But, through oversight, the 1964 leg-
islation made no provision for granting
such licenses to aliens who have been
admitted for permanent residence and
have filed a declaration of intention to
become citizens. Such a situation is high-
ly diseriminatory against these aliens.
They are required to pay our taxes and
can be drafted into the armed services.
This legislation would correct the over-
sight in the 1964 amendments to the
Communications Act.

I urge its passage by the House.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. MacpoN-
ALD), the subcommittee chairman.

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Mr. Speaker, HR. 9261 will correct an
oversight that occurred when the Com-
munications Act was amended in 1964.
The 1964 amendments empowered the
Federal Communications Commission to
grant to alien amateur radio operators
authority to operate in the United States
if they were licensed by their own gov-
ernment and their government granted
reciprocal rights to citizens of the United
States. Unfortunately, the amendments
made no provision for aliens admitted
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into the United States for permanent
residence who have filed a declaration
of intention to become U.S. citizens.

H.R. 9261 would correct this anomaly
by authorizing the FCC to grant licenses
to such resident aliens. Of course, they
would have to take the same test, in the
English language, as American citizens
who want to operate ham radio stations.

One facet of the legislation to which
the Subcommittee on Communications
and Power, of which I have the honor to
chair, devoted particular attention was
the compatibility of the legislation with
the national security. The legislation in-
cludes the same provisions contained in
the 1964 amendments which require that
the agencies of the Federal Government
concerned with national security be no-
tified of amateur radio license applica-
tions by aliens. Those agencies report
back to the FCC with any information in
their possession bearing on the compati-
bility of the application with the na-
tional security. The subcommittee was
satisfied that these security provisions
have worked effectively in the 1964
amendments and will amply protect the
national security when the legislation
now before the House becomes law. Fur-
thermore, such license applications and
the modification, suspension, or cancel-
lation of such licenses are not subject
to the procedural provisions which are
applicable to licenses applied for and
granted to U.S. citizens.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to point out that these resident aliens
with their language capabilities and ham
radios would have a unique capability to
inform the world about the United States
and its people, something we seem to be
having trouble doing lately.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the House will
pass HR. 9261.

Mr. NELSEN, Mr. Speaker, we find our
committee is unanimous in support of
this bill.

I want to compliment the chairman of
the subcommittee as well as the chair-
man of the full committee on their ef-
forts in this regard.

I believe this bill has merit and should
be passed.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
West Virginia that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill HR. 9261.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of an identical Senate bill,
S. 485, to amend the Communications
Act of 1934 to provide that certain aliens
admitted to the United States for per-
manent residence shall be eligible to
operate amateur radio stations in the

United States and to hold licenses for
their stations.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

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

There was no objection.
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The Clerk read the Senate bill as fol-
lows:
S. 485

An Act to amend the Communications Act of
1934 to provide that certain aliens admit-
ted to the United States for permanent
residence shall be eligible to operate ama-
teur radio stations in the United States
and to hold licenses for their stations

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
303(1) of the Communications Act of 1834
(47 U.S.C. 303(1)) is amended by inserting
at the end thereof a new paragraph as fol-
lows:

“(3) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of
this subsection, the Commission may issue
licenses for the operation of amateur radio
stations to aliens admitted to the United
States for permanent residence who have
filed under section 334 (f) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1445(f) ) a dec-
laration of intention to become a citizen of
the United States: Provided, That when an
application for a license is received by the
Commission, it shall notify the appropriate
agencies of the Government of such fact, and
such agencies shall forthwith furnish to the
Commission such information in their pos-
sesslon as bears upon the compatibility of
the request with the national security: And
provided further, That the requested license
may then be granted unless the Commission
shall determine that information received
from such agencies necessitates denial of the
request. Other provisions of this Act and of
the Administrative Procedure Act shall not
be applicable to any request or application
for or modification, suspension, or cancella-
tion of any such license.”

SEec. 2. Section 310(a) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 310(a)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this
subsection, a license for an amateur radio
station may be granted to and held by an
alien admitted to the United States for per-
manent residence who has filed under sec-
tion 334(f) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1445(f)) a declaration of
intention to become a citizen of the United
States: Provided, That when an application
for a license is received by the Commission, it
shall notify the appropriate agencles of the
Government of such fact, and such agen-
cies shall forthwith furnish to the Commis-
sion such information in thelr possession as
bears upon the compatibility of the request
with the national security: And provided
further, That the requested license may then
be granted unless the Commission shall de-
termine that information received from such
agencies necessitates denial of the request.
Other provisions of this Act and of the Ad-
ministrative Procedure Act shall not be ap-
plicable to any request or application for or
modification, suspension, or cancellation of
any such license.”

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

A similar House bill (H.R. 9261) was
laid on the table.

MOTOR CARRIER REPORTS TO IN-
TERSTATE COMMERCE COMMIS-
SION

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1074) to amend section 220(b)
of the Interstate Commerce Act to per-
mit motor carriers to file annual reports
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on the basis of a 13-period accounting
year, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1074

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
220(b) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49
US.C. 320(b)) is amended by inserting
“either (1)" after “information”, and by
striking out “different date, and” and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following: “dif-
ferent date; or (2) for a thirteen-period ac-
counting year ending at the close of one of
the last seven days of each calendar year, if
the person making the report keeps his books
on the basis of such an accounting year,
subject to such rules and regulations as the
Commission may prescribe, and elects to
make such report on the basis of such ac-
counting year. Any annual report”.
edThe SPEAKER. Is a second demand-

]

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, HR.
1074 would permit motor carriers and
others subject to part IT of the Inter-
state Commerce Act who keep their
books on a 13-period accounting year ba-
sis to make their annual reports to the
ICC on the same basis. Under existing
law, such reports must be submitted on
a calendar year basis even though the
person reporting keeps books on a 13-
period vear basis.

The committee has amended the bill
to make it clear that the authority to
report on the basis of a 13-period ac-
counting year would be subject to such
rules as the ICC might prescribe.

At the present time, section 220 of the
act requires that reports filed with the
ICC must be on a calendar year basis.
This legislation would provide an addi-
tional option to those required to file
those annual reports—namely, to file on
the basis of a 13-period accounting year.
This option, of course, could only be ex-
ercised if their books of account were
kept on that basis.

Mr. Speaker, many businesses have
their accounting system set up on a 13-
period basis. Under such a system the
year is divided into 13 periods of 28 days
each of which is evenly divisible into
four 1-week—7 day—periods. This must
be contrasted with wusing calendar
months which vary in length from 28 to
31 days and prevent exact comparisons.
Using a 13-period basis makes it possible
to end each period on the same day; the
last day of the business week, for in-
stance whether it be Friday, Saturday,
or some other day. This avoids the ne-
cessity of using certain accrual and de-
ferral bookkeeping procedures which
are time consuming and costly.

There are, however, some complexi-
ties in using the 13-period system in that
1 day must be picked up by the follow-
ing year for 5 years and every 6th year
consists of 53 weeks instead of 52.

I should like to point out, Mr. Speak-
er, that the ICC permits motor carriers
to keep their books on the basis of a 13-
period accounting year and permits
them to file quarterly reports on that
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basis. We on the committee can see no
reason why this option should not be ex-
tended to annual reports. The commit-
tee is satisfied that the ICC will be able
to obtain all the information from an-
nual reports filed on the basis of a 13-
period accounting year that it obtains
presently from annual reports based on
calendar years. Furthermore, it saves
those filing the reports from making
time consuming, and therefore, costly
conversions.

I urge the passage of the bill by the
House.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee
yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I shall be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr, HALL. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if
the distinguished gentleman from West
Virgina, chairman of the full committee,
would explain to the House in just a few
more extended words why the Interstate
Commerce Commission is so adamantly
opposed to this legislation as according
to the committee’s own report?

Mr. STAGGERS. They were opposed to
the bill as introduced. But it has been
conveyed to the committee that they are
not opposed to the bill as amended by the
committee. The committee amendment
gives the ICC rulemaking authority with
regard to reports filed with it under sec-
tion 220(b) of the Interstate Commerce
Act on the basis of a 13-period account-
ing year.

Mr. HALL. Well, Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield to me,
that sounds very logical to hear my
friend from West Virginia explain it, but
why in heaven’'s name does the report
carry the very objectionable letter from
the chairman of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, and when did they
change their mind and on what basis?

Mr. STAGGERS. As I indicated they
changed their mind after the bill was
amended by our subcommittee. The letter
of the ICC was included because it is a
part of the legislative history of the bill.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-
man will yield further, I surely realize
that we do not like the creations of Con-
gress itself such as the commissions,
agencies and so forth directing us as to
what statutory procedure we should fol-
low with reference to their regulation.
We probably originate and assure due
process in developing such legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman has
answered my question satisfactorily. As
I understand it, it is covered under the
amendments in the bill, we have for con-
sideration under a suspension of the
rules?

Mr. STAGGERS. The distinguished
gentleman is correct.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. QUIL-
LEN) .

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 1074 and ask unanimous
consent to revise and extend my remarks.

I am deeply gratified that this meas-
ure has reached the floor, as I first in-
troduced it in 1968, then again in 1969.

As I pointed out to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, this
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bill amends the Interstate Commerce Act
to permit motor carriers to file annual
reports on the basis of 13 4-week periods.
The committee amended my bill in line
10 after the word “year” adding “subject
to such rules and regulations as the Com-
mission may prescrinve.”

Part II of the Interstate Commerce Act
authorizes the Interstate Commerce
Commission to require annual, period-
ical, or special reports from all regulated
motor carriers.

Section 220(b) of the act specifies that
such annual reports shall contain all the
required information for the period of 12
months ending on the 31st day of De-
cember—in other words on a calendar-
yvear basis.

A number of trucking companies, as
well as many other businesses, set up
their accounting systems on the basis of
13 4-week periods, commonly referred to
as 13-period accounting.

There are many benefits obtained from
13-period accounting. Two important
benefits are that such accounting makes
it unnecessary to accrue wages, with-
holding taxes, and related payroll ex-
pense. In addition, since each period con-
sists of 4 weeks, comparison with prior
periods is excellent.

Because of the present requirement
that annual reports be filed on a calen-
dar-year basis, trucking companies using
13-period accounting must go to the
trouble of picking up a few days revenue
and expense at yearend in order to file
their annual reports as of December 31.

Such adjustments may seem minor, but
for companies having hundreds, and in
some cases thousands of accounts, this
is a time-consuming job.

It is my understanding that many more
trucking companies and motor carriers
would like to utilize the 13-period ac-
counting but are reluctant to do so be-
cause of the many yearend adjustments
which are necessary to satisfy the Com-
mission’s requirements.

It appears that the reason for the
Commission’s requirement that all an-
nual reports be filed on a calendar-year
basis is to have uniform comparability.
However, I believe that annual reports
filed on the basis of 13-period aceounting
which would cover a year ending on one
of the last 7 days of the calendar
year would, for all practical purposes, be
comparable to annual reports filed on a
calendar-year basis.

To be more specific, I will give you a
few examples:

First. H.R. 1074 gives a carrier the op-
tion of a 28-day period or a regular
month. The 28-day period may be helpful
to a carrier for comparison purposes as
each period would have the same num-
ber of days.

Second. Any carrier that chooses to do
so can adopt a 13-period calendar and
distribute all expense over 13 periods in-
stead of 12 months. This does not mean
that the adoption of 13-period account-
ing would be mandatory for all carriers.

Third. At present, any carrier having
13 periods at the end of each year must
close on its 13-period calendar and then
find a way to secure expenses and reve-
nue for the additional days just to report
to the ICC on an annual basis. These
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companies must constantly explain to
lending institutions and auditors why
their reports differ from the general
ledgers. It seems to me that this addi-
tional clerical work is burdensome and
unnecessary. Is the Government inter-
ested in relieving the transportation in-
dustry of this mass of paperwork? This
is a small way we can say that we are
interested.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of this
much-needed legislation.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. Kuy-
KENDALL,)

Mr. KUYKENDALL., Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the hill. I think this
is an orderly and just thing that the
trucking industry has asked for. The
amendments that were passed in the
committee took care of some of the ob-
jections that the ICC had in the begin-
ning. I think this gives a clear picture
here of allowing the ftrucking industry
to use the bookkeeping system which best
fits in with their salary periods, that best
fits their billing systen..

Mr. Speaker, I think that this bill
which has been introduced by my col-
league from Tennessee (Mr. QUILLEN),
will go a long way toward helping this
very important part of the transportation
industry.

Mr. Speaker, therefore, I support the
bill.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. Staccers) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the bill
H.R. 1074, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FEDERAL-STATE COMMUNICATIONS
JOINT BEOARD

Mr, STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 7048) to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934, as amended, to estab-
lish a Federal-State Joint Board to rec-
ommend uniform procedures for deter-
mining what part of the property and ex-
penses of communication common car-
riers shall be considered as used in inter-
state or foreign communication toll serv-
ice, and what part of such property and
expenses shall be considered as used in
intrastate and exchange service; and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 7048
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

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

SectioN 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Federal-State Communications Joint Board
Act™.

Sec. 2. The Communications Act of 1934,
as amended, is further amended by adding
a new subsection (¢) at the end of section
410 (47 U.S.C. 410) to read as follows:

“ (¢) The Commission shall refer any pro-
ceeding regarding the jurisdictional separa-
tion of common carrier property and ex-
penses between interstate and intrasiate
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operations, which it institutes pursuant to
a notice of proposed rulemaking and, except
as provided in section 409 of this Act, may
refer any other matter, relating to common
carrier communications of joint Federal-
State concern, to a Federal-State Joint
Board. The Joint Board shall possess the
same jurisdiction, powers, duties, and obli-
gations as a joint board established under
subsection (a) of this section, and shall pre-
pare a recommended decision for prompt re-
view and action by the Commission. In ad-
dition, the State members of the Jolnt Board
shall sit with the Commission en banc at
any oral argument that may be scheduled in
the proceeding. The Commission shall also
afford the State members of the Joint Board
an opportunity to participate in its delib-
erations, but not vote, when it has under
consideration the recommended decision of
the Joint Board or any further decisional
action that may be required in the proceed-
ing. The Joint Board shall be composed of
three Commissioners of the Commission and
of four State commissioners nominated by
the national organization of the State com-
missions, as referred to in sections 202(b)
and 205(f) of the Interstate Commerce Act,
and approved by the Commission. The Chair-
man of the Commission, or another Com-
missioner designated by the Commission,
shall serve as Chalrman of the Joint Board.”

The SPEAEKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr., STAGGERS. Mr, Speaker, HR.
7048 is a new expression of creative fed-
eralism, It would permit members of
State utility commissions nominated by
the National Association of Regula-
tory Utility Commissioners—NARUC—
to participate with the Federal Commu-
nications Commission—FCC in formu-
lating new procedures for establishing
bases for interstate and intrastate tele-
phone rates and to recommend decisions
relating to commor ecarrier communica-
tions of joint Federal-State concern.

As most Members of the House know,
Mr. Speaker, telephone rates are based
on the plant, equipment, and expenses
involved in providing telephone service.
The State utility commissions regulate
intrastate telephone rates for their re-
spective States and the FCC regulates
interstate telephone rates. But as we all
know the same plant, equipment, and ex-
penses are in most instances involved in
providing both intrastate and interstate
telephone service. Hence plant and
equipment are “separated,” to use the
jargon of the industry, for purposes of
ratemaking. Some is attributed for in-
trastate purposes, the remainder for in-
terstate purposes. As you might expect,
Mr. Speaker, these separation procedures
are highly complex. But there is no al-
ternative for them since the Supreme
Court decided the case of Smith v. Illi-
nois Bell Telephone Co., (232 U.S. 133
(1930)) and ruled that an appropriate
separatior. of commonly used telephone
plant and associated expenses was es-
sential to the exercise by the Federal
Government and the States of their reg-
ulatory jurisdiction of interstate and in-
trastate telephone rates.

The history of this legislation on tele-
phone separations goes back about 2
years when our colleague on the com-
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mittee, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, Frep RooNEY, introduced H.R.
12150 in the 91st Congress on behalf of
NARUC. Later in 1969, the FCC author-
ized reductions in interstate rates of the
Bell Telephone System amounting to
about $237 million, to take effect early in
1970. At about the same time the Bell
System had petitions for intrastate tele-
phone increases amounting to over a half
billion dollars pending before various
State public utility commissions. Of
course, there was quite a lot of interest
and concern about all this and so the
Subcommittee on Communications and
Power held hearings on H.R. 12150 early
last year. Let me note that that bill dif-
fered from the bill now before the House
in that it gave the final decision on sepa-
ration procedures to the Federal-State
joint board. The State commissions
came in and supported the legislation
and the FCC opposed it. The FCC op-
posed it on the grounds that giving the
Federal-State joint board the final de-
cision on separations would undercut
their rate regulation responsibilities. The
Chairman of the FCC suggested that he
be given an opportunity to work matters
out with the State commissions. A joint
board was then appointed consisting of
four State commissioners and three
members of the FCC.

The joint board shortly therafter, a
week or so I believe, recommended &
plan—the so-called Ozark plan—which
was subsequently adopted by the FCC in
a rulemaking proceeding.

The legislation now before the House
would write the procedure used last year
in arriving at the Ozark plan into law as
section 410(c) of the Communications
Act. Under the bill, the FCC would be re-
quired to refer any proposed rulemaking
regarding the jurisdictional separation
of common carrier property and ex-
penses between interstate and intrastate
operations to a Federal-State joint board.
In addition, any other matter relating
to common carrier communications of
joint Federal-State concern could be re-
ferred to such a board.

The joint board would prepare a rec-
ommended decision for review and action
by the FCC. The State commissioners
who were members of a joint board would
be permitted to sit with the FCC if any
oral arguments were held before the
Commission in the proceedings and they
could also participate in considerations
of the FCC involving the joint board’s
recommended decision.

However, they would have no vote in
the course of FCC consideration of the
matter.

Any joint board appointed under the
legislation would consist of four State
commissioners nominated by NARUC
and approved by the FCC. Three mem-
bers of the FCC would make up the bal-
ance of the board. One of the FCC mem-
bers would be chairman of the board.
State commission members of any joint
board would receive no pay or other re-
imbursement from the Federal Govern-
ment for serving as such.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 7048 has the support
of the PCC and NARUC. It establishes a
mechanism to permit the States and
Federal Government to operate in great-
er harmony and with greater under-
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standing of one and another. I urge its
passage by the House.

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce yielding to me.

The natural reaction of Members who
were not privy to know about the hear-
ings so that they could appear against
the bill, is that they feel at first blush
for goodness’ sakes, here is another
board, another commission that will cost
the taxpayers considerable money. On
carefully reading the distinguished gen-
tleman’s report I notice that these are
already either Federal Government or
State government employees, and it will
not cost an additional dime.

Mr. STAGGERS. That is right.

Mr. HALL. The distinguished gentle-
man’s last paragraph of his explanation
also explains why the Federal Communi-
cations Commission should be for this.
As I understand it, they are including
State’s representation so that they can
help control the intrastate communi-
cations costs at the same time.

Mr. STAGGERS. That is right.

Mr. HALL, Under those circumstances,
although I had come to the floor decid-
ing to vote against the establishment of
an additional board and vote against set-
ting up a new ratemaking function that
I thought we created in the Federal Com-~-
munications Commission for the sole
purpose of performing, I see no objection
to the bill.

Mr. STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-
man from Missouri for his remarks,

Mr, Speaker, I now yield whatever time
he may require to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MACDONALD) , & mem-
ber of the committee.

Mr, MACDONALD of Massachusetts.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say to the
gentleman from Missouri that he is
absolutely correct. There will be no cost
to the Federal Government. This a sop
given to the States that have wanted a
voice in the ratemaking procedure, They
will have a voice at hearings, They will
be heard from and their views will be
made known to the FCC at that point,
and as our chairman has very adequately
stated, there has been no opposition to
the bill which I fee] is a step in the right
direction for better relationship between
the Federal Government and the State
regulatory agencies.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 7048 was introduced
by a member of my Subcommittee on
Communications and Power, the Honor-
able Fren Rooney of Pennsylvania. It
represents 2 years of effort at working
out an accommodation between the Fed-
eral Communications Commission and
the various State utility commissions
with regard to the classification of tele-
phone plant, equipment, and expenses
for the purpose of establishing rate bases
for interstaie and intrastate telephone
rates,

As most Members know intrastate tele-
phone rates are regulated by State public
utility commissions and interstate tele-
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phone rates are regulated by the FCC.
The difficulty arises because the tele-
phone plant equipment and expenses on
which telephone rates are based is in
most instances used for making both
local or intrastate calls and long distance
or interstate calls. Therefore, telephone
plant, equipment, and expenses must be
tsepa.k rated for ratemaking, a most difficult
ask.

The whole matter became critical early
last year when the FCC approved rate
decreases for interstate telephone service
provided by the Bell Telephone System
amounting to $237 million while over
$500 million in requests for rate increases
for intrastate telephone service were
pending before State public utility com-
missions.

At that point the Subcommittee on
Communications and Power held hear-
ings and received testimony from the
National Association of Regulatory Util-
ity Commissioners—NARUC—23 State
public utility commissions, and the FCC.

The legislation then before the sub-
committee—H.R. 12150—would have
given final authority with regard to tele-
phone separations to a Federal-State
joint board. It was supported by NARUC
and the State commissions but was op-
posed by the FCC. The Chairman of the
FCC, the Honorable Dean Burch, asked
for time to work the matter out with
NARUC and the State commissions. H.R.
7048 is the result of that effort.

In hearings before the subcommittee
earlier this year the legislation was en-
dorsed by the FCC and NARUC, speaking
for itself and the several State public
utility commissions. No one, to my knowl-
edge, opposes enactment of the legisla-
tion. It will provide a framework which
will permit the FCC and the State com-
missions to operats together effectively
in working out telephone separation pro-
cedures for the purpose of telephone rate-
making and regulation—a most difficult
task I can assure you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I trust the House will
pass H.R. 7048 overwhelmingly.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr, Speaker, I yield
such time as he may require to the au-
thor of the bill, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. ROONEY).

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to ask my colleagues
to support H.R. 7048.

Mr. Speaker, I am most grateful to my
subcommittee chairman, the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MACDONALD)
and the chairman of our full committee,
for passing this bill out of our committee.

I also want to thank my distinguished
colleagues on the other side for their
unanimous support for the establishment
of the Federal-State Communications
Joint Board.

As the chairman said, it will not cost
the taxpayers any additional funds. I
do appreciate the unanimous support that
we have had in committee, and I urge
its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ask that
my colleagues support H.R. 7048, The bill
provides for the establishment of a Fed-
eral-State joint board to recommend
uniform procedures for determining
what part of the property and expenses
of communication common carriers shall
be considered as used in interstate or for-
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eign communication toll service, and
what part of such property and expenses
shall be considered as used in intrastate
and exchange service,

The inequities of this situation were
brought to my attention by my distin-
guished friend, George Bloom, who has
been chairman of the Pennsylvania Util-
ities Commission since 1965 and is the
current president of the National Asso-
ciation of Regulatory Utilities Commis-
sioners. During these years of service,
George Bloom has been in the forefront
of all progressive legislation concerning
the regulation of utilities, and both the
State of Pennsylvania and the Nation
owe George Bloom a debt of gratitude,

Our national communications system
transmits approximately 169 billion calls
a year. The FCC regulates approximately
3 billion interstate long distance calls a
year and the State commissions regulate
approximately 166 billion intrastate toll
and local exchange calls a year.

Since the vast bulk of telephone plant
and expenses are used in furnishing both
interstate and intrastate service, such
plant and expenses must be separated
between the interstate and intrastate
uses for purposes of ratemaking by the
respective Federal and State jurisdic-
tions. The procedures employed in the
division of these joint telephone costs are
commonly referred to as “separations
procedures.”

The cost of long distance circuits has
sharply declined in recent years due to
the extensive use of microwave facilities
and coaxial cables. This trend is a con-
tinuing one.

But similar economies from techno-
logical advance cannot be achieved for
local exchange service. Although ex-
change plant is utilized in both inter-
state and intrastate service, the invest-
ment is determined by the number of ex-
change subscribers served and not by
local traffic volume.

Thus, exchange plant costs vary di-
rectly with the number of subscribers,
while actual usage determines the scope
of long-distance plant investment. This
high use factor permuts a great degree
of efficiency in long-distance communi-
cations.

Obviously, the only means of affording
economic relief to local users, under ex-
isting technology and in this age of in-
flation, is to utilize any excess earning
in interstate operations for the benefit
of local users by allocating more of the
cost of our national communications sys-
tem to interstate operations and thereby
affording relief in local operations.

H.R, 7048 calls for the creation of a
Federal-State Communications Joint
Board, to be composed of three FCC com-~
missioners and four State commission-~
ers nominated by the National Associa-
tion of Regulatory Utility Commission-
ers and approved by the FCC.

The procedures that would be required
under the bill have already been put into
practice, and it was during these pro-
ceedings that the FCC and the NARUC
reached agreement on legislation which
would write into law the procedures then
being followed. The bill is approved by all
of the State commissions, and I urge
my colleagues to approve the legislation
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and thereby afford relief to local tele-
phone users across the Nation. :

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I note in
the memorandum I have here a state-
ment of the Federal authority agreeing
that this is good legislation.

I also wish to point out without com-
munication and without dialog it is
pretty hard to get any understanding on
anything. This bill will do that.

A point has been emphasized, and I
want to reemphasize it, which is the fact
that there is no money involved, and I
think that is a welcome part of this
resolution, and I hope it passes. It is a
good piece of legislation.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
West Virginia that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill H.R. 7048.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the four bills
just passed.

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

There was no objection.

FURTHER CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 1972

Mr. MAHON. Mr., Speaker, pursuant
to the order of the House of July 27, I call
up the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 828)
making further continuing appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 1972, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the joint resolution be consid-
ered in the House as in the Committee
of the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution as
follows:

H.J. Res. 829

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That clause (¢) of
section 102 of the joint resolution of July 1,
1871 (Public Law 92-38), is hereby amended
by striking out “August 6, 1971" and insert-
ing in lleu thereof “October 15, 1871": Pro-
vided, That obligations may be incurred for
the activities of the Federal Power Commis-
sion from July 1, 1971, in anticipation of ap-
propriations for the fiscal year 1972, and are
hereby ratified and confirmed if otherwise in
accord with the applicable terms of Public
Law 92-38, amended.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Speaker, the President signed a
continuing resolution on July 1, 1971—
Public Law 92-38—which enabled the
various agencies and departments of
Government for which appropriations
had not been made for the current fiscal
vear 1972 to operate through August 6.

Now that the Congress is to take a
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summer recess beginning on August 6,
and because the continuing resolution is
expiring on that date, which is Friday
of this week, it is necessary for us fo
have a further continuing resolution in
respect to ongoing programs and activi-
ties for which final appropriation action
has not been taken.

That is the purpose of this pending
joint resolution.

This resolution is a standard resolu-
tion enabling certain functions of the
Government to continue on a minimum
basis through not later than October 15.
By October 15 it would be hoped—bar-
ring hangups on authorization bills—
that all the appropriation bills required
for the consideration of the House and
the Senate would be cleared and enacted
into law. I do not believe there is any
troublesome aspect about the resolution
before us.

I might say that due to the very fine
cooperation of the other body and the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations of the other body, we have been
able to secure early conferences follow-
ing the passage of the bills through the
House and through the Senate, and we
have disposed of 10 of the major annual
appropriation bills for fiscal year 1972;
that is, we have passed them through the
House and through the Senate. Confer-
ence reports on eight of them have been
filed, and seven of the eight have cleared
Congress.

There are two of these 10 bills upon
which conferences have not been held.
We are now seeking to arrange for con-
ferences on those bills. Those would be
the Labor-HEW appropriation bill and
the public works-AEC appropriation bill.
We cannot foresee what the develop-
ments will be with regard to those.

As Members know, we have today
approved the conference report on the
State-Justice-Commerce-Judiciary ap-
propriation bill, and it is antcipated that
favorable action may be taken on that
conference report by the other body to-
morrow.

We all know that we cannot bring to a
halt the various functions of the Gov-
ernment agencies and departments. We
have to have this continuing resolution
in order to prevent that situation from
occurring. So I would think that unless
there are questions, this is probably an
adequate statement of the situation. We
will have further opportunity to discuss
the matter of appropriations in general
later this week.

The gentleman from Missouri is on
his feet and I yield to him.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations yielding. Mine
is merely for a technical question con-
cerning a proviso. In my opinion, this is
adequately explained in the report. In-
deed, the gentleman and his staff have
talked to me about it. My question, then,
concerning the Federal Power Commis-
sion, which, as explained on the first
page of the report, brings under the um-
brella of the other commissions and
functioning bodies and creatures of Con-
gress, the Federal Power Commission,
which was inadvertently left out of the
earlier resolution. My question is: Is
there any escape clause by which this

August 2, 1971

Commission could do other than expend
a lesser amount than last year’s appro-
priation or one passed by either or both
bodies of the Congress in the fiscal year
19722

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is cor-
rect—Ilast year's rate or the rate ap-
proved in the budget, whichever is lower.

Mr. HALL. In other words, this would
cover the Federal Power Commission as
in Public Law 92-38 with all the provisos?

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman, I be-
lieve, has precisely outlined the situa-
tion.

Mr. HALL. I thank the gentleman for
yvielding.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HaLL was
allowed to proceed for 3 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. HALL, I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Would the distin-
guished chairman be good enough to
advise the House whether this continu-
ing resolution includes the $756 million
continuation of the emergency school
ald funding, the temporary desegrega-
tion bill?

Mr. MAHON. I am familiar with the
gentleman’s interest in this important
maftter, and I would say that the continu-
ing resolution before us does continue
the availability of funds on the same
basis as heretofore in the prior continu-
ing resolution.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Do I understand in a
continuing resolution of this nature, the
Office of Education can only spend two-

twelfths of that amount; that is, for the
remainder of August and for September?
Mr. MAHON. The annual rate under
the resolution is $75 million, and I would
assume that it would be proportioned
generally on the basis of 12 months.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Earlier today we
passed a resolution by an overwhelming
vote of 351 to 36, making an inquiry of
the Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare of any funds that are being
used for busing children to achieve racial
balance. Does the distinguished chair-
man know whether any of these $75 mil-
lion are being used for that purpose?

Mr. MAHON. I would not be able to
say, definitely. I would assume not, but
I do not know.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Would it be the chair-
man's understanding, in view of the ac-
tion previously taken by the House pro-
hibiting the use of Federal funds for this
purpose, that none of this money could
be used for that purpose?

Mr. MAHON. That would seem to me
to be the case, because the action of the
Congress is very clear on this subject, as
I understand it.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I thank the chairman.

Mr. MAHON. I thank the gentleman.

I yield to the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Bow).

Mr. BOW., Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I can only say the gentleman has co-
operated with us fully on this, and I am
in full accord with this continuing res-
olution.

Mr. MAHON. I would say the fixing of
the date was agreed on between the gen-
tleman from Ohio and me, and in con-
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cert with the leadership on both sides of
the aisle.

Mr. BOW. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, can the
gentleman tell me the magic of the date
of October 15?

Mr. MAHON. It is 3 days after Colum-
bus Day.

It allows about 5 weeks for us to finish
our work on the appropriation bills after
we return from the August recess.

Hopefully, it will give the authorizing
committees—for example, the commit-
tees dealing with foreign aid—an op-
portunity to complete action on the au-
thorizations, get them enacted into law,
so that we can pass the related appro-
priation bills.

We hope it allows time for the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia to
pass the revenue bill, so we can in turn
bring in the appropriation bill for the
District of Columbia.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired.

(On request of Mr. Gross and by unan-
imous consent, Mr. MaxnoN was allowed
to proceed for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, if the gen-
tleman is speaking of the foreign aid bill,
if he will join me tomorrow in my oppo-
sition to it, I am sure the gentleman will
not have any further worries on foreign
aid, either on the part of the House, or on
the part of the Appropriations Commit-
tee. We can take care of that in 1 day.

But I am interested in this October
date. Is the gentleman not optimistic in
thinking that the House will have fin-
ished its work by October 15?2

Mr. MAHON. I am cautiously optimis-
tic on the subject. I do know if we can
get the authorization bills approved rea-
sonably early after we return—and I
would have to include, of course, the au-
thorization for the Defense Depart-
ment—it does seem to me we would be
able to conclude these appropriations
very promptly, and with some good for-
tune, it seems to me, we might move on
very rapidly, and I would hope we could
adjourn by that time. If we can achieve
it, we want to achieve it as soon as possi-
ble. I share with a great number of the
Members the hope that we can adjourn
by that date.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I admire the
gentleman for his optimism. With him
I hope for the best and fear the worst,
but I thank the gentleman for yielding.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired.

(On request of Mr. DELLENBACK, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. MaHoN was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman will yield, does the gentle-
man have any idea at the moment as to
how many dollars are involved? Is the
gentleman able to inform the House un-
der the bills which would be carried for-
ward under this continuing apppropria-
tion measure for approximately 1%
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months or so—does he have any rough
estimate as to how many dollars are in-
volved in such a spending program?

Mr. MAHON. No, but the Government
is spending at the rate of about $229 bil-
lion a year, perhaps a little more. One
can take a month and get some kind of a
figure. But a lot of this expenditure total
has to do with trust funds—social secu-
rity and highways and so forth.

At any rate, it is a vast sum of money
indeed which is involved in the continu-
ing resolution. It involves the pay of hun-
dreds of thousands of Federal workers,
it involves the defense of the couniry,
and many other aspects.

Mr. DELLENBACK. Of course I know
the passage is absolutely essential. The
gentleman has replied to my question,
and I thank him very much.

Mr. MAHON. I might add that in the
four bills not yet reported to the House—
Defense, military construction, foreign
aid, and the District of Columbia—about
$79 billion of budget requests are now
involved. We will not act on these bills
before the summer recess. In addition, if
we should be unable to conclude confer-
ences on the Labor-HEW bill and the
public works-AEC bill, additional budget
requests of about $24.7 billion would
carry over for action after the summer
recess. While the budget requests do not
in many instances control the rate of in-
terim spending, those totals give a fairly
good indication of what is involved in
total.

Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend,
I include pertinent excerpts from the
committee report accompanying the joint
resolution:

TiMmE PERIOD AND CONCEPT OF THE RESOLUTION

The resolution extends to not later than
October 15. The current resolution (Public
Law 92-38) expires August 6, the beginning
of the scheduled congressional summer re-
cess, The time between September 8, when
the summer recess is scheduled to end, and
October 15 should be sufficient in which to
wind up the appropriations business of the
session, assuming of course no major authori-
zation bill hang-ups.

The resolution follows the basic form and
concept of the one now in effect for the pe-
riod July 1-August 6, 1971—Public Law 92—
38, which was based on House Joint Resolu-
tion 742 and which is explained in very con-
siderable detall in House Report No. 9§2-302.

Some question has arisen that the original
continuing resolution did not clearly encom-
pass provision for interim funding of the
Federal Power Commission, arising out of
the fact that this year, it is to be funded in
a different appropriation bill and that the
resolution, being divided into several group-
ings of bills and items, lists the two bills
(last year's and this year’s) under different
ground rules re!ating to expenditure rates.
The Commission has, of course, continued
operations since July 1 subject to the ground
rules otherwise applicable and the House,
in H.R. 10090, the Public Works-AEC Bill, has
made full-year provision for it. Language is
included in the accompanying joint resolu-
tion to remove any question of doubt.

STATUS OF APPROPRIATION BILLS

Ten of the 14 regular annual appropriation
bills for the fiscal year 1972 have passed the
House. All 10 have also passed the Senate.
Four remain to be reported to the House.
They are:

1. Military Construction, on which hear-
ings were concluded June 29 but which has
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been awaiting the related authorization bill
(H.R. 9844) which has recently passed the
House.

2. Foreign Assistance, on which hearings
were concluded July 1, but which has been
awaiting the related authorization bill

3. District of Columbia, on which hear-
ings were recently concluded, but which is
significantly dependent on revenue legis-
lation.

4. Department of Defense, on which hear-
ings were concluded June 10, but which has
been awaiting further developments on the
related authorization bill (H.R. 8687), now
pending in the Senate.

There will also probably be a closing sup-
plemental bill, to be considered not too long
after the end of the summer recess.

The Senate has moved the appropriation
bills quite expeditiously. Bills are moving
through conference as indicated in the fol-
lowing table:

FISCAL YEAR 1972 APPROPRIATION BILLS

Con-
ference
report
cleared

Senate
passed

House
Bill passed

June 10
June 21 Jupe 30
July 15 July 28
June 29 June 30

LEducation.___._____._ ... .. Apr. 7 June 30

. Legislative June 4

. Agriculture-EPA, etc__.______ June 23

. Treasury-Post Office-General June 28

Government.

State-Justice-Commerce- June 24 July 19 (O]
Judiciary.

HUD-Space-Science-Veterans. June 30 July 20

Interior ceeee-June 28 July 16 .

Transportation__ __ July 14 Do.

Labor-HEW. . ___ _July 27

Public Works-AEC.

Military Construction

Foreign assistance.__

. District of Columbia.

. Defense.__ ... ...

. Supplemental, 1972

Aug. 2
Do.

MEBWh—owosm 1 W

et et ot ot

1 Panding developments on related authorization bills.
1 Conference report filed. (Cleared House Aug. 2.)

DETAILS ABOUT THE RESOLUTION

Comporting with continuing resolutions
over a period of many years and with the one
currently in force, the emphasis in the res-
olution is on the continuation of existing
projects and activities at the lowest of one
of three rates, namely, the fiscal year 1971
rate; the budget request for 1972, where no
action has been taken by either House; or
the more restrictive amount adopted by
elther of the two Houses. The main thrust
of the resolution is to keep activities of the
Government, for which the regular bills
have not been enacted, functioning on a
minimum basis until funds for the full year
are otherwise determined upon.

In this general connection, some of the
regular annual appropriation bills—now at
either the conference stage or just recently
cleared conference—conjain annual appro-
priation provision for a handful of on-going
programs and activities to which, in each
instance, there is attached some sort of
language making the appropriation con-
tingent upon enactment into law of author-
ization legislation. Examples would be the
Office of Saline Water in the Interior Appro-
priation Bill, and the activities relating to
waste treatment construction grant, water
quality, child nutrition, and certain activities
under the Act of August 1, 1958, in the Agri-
culture-Environmental and Consumer Pro-
tection Appropriation Bill. All are on-going
programs which have continued in operation
under the continuing resolution provisions
since July 1, and which, by inclusion of full-
year funding provisions for them in the ap-
plicable annual appropriation bill, Congress
has indicated a presumption that appropri-
ate legislative authorization action to make
the annual appropriation effective will be
forthcoming. Accordingly, in respect to such
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programs and activities, the Committee in
reporting the accompanying joint resolution,
does not look upon clause (a) or (b) of Sec-
tion 102 of the current continuing resolu-
tlon—which is extended to not later than
October 15—as in any way shutting off con-
tinued interim funding pending final dis-
position of the applicable legislation. Clause
(b), for example, by its terms goes only to
instances where the applicable appropriation
Act is enacted without “any” provision for
such project or activity. Such is not the case
with the class of items here referred to.
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THE APPROPRIATIONS BUSINESS OF THE SESSION
Fiscal year 1971

In this session, Congress has processed 4
appropriation measures relating to the cur-
rent fiscal year 1971, namely, a special sup-
plemental relating to the Department of
Labor; an wurgent supplemental bill; the
Second Supplemental Bill; and a continuing
resolution making final disposition of the
regular annual appropriations for the De-
partment of Transportation.

In summary, budget requests for new
budget (obligational) authority considered
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in these 4 measures totaled $8,972,709,077.
Amounts enacted totaled 88,061,742,973, for
a net reduction of $910,966,104.
Fiscal year 1972

As of today, the House has passed 10 of
the 14 regular annual appropriation bills for
fiscal 1972.

The Senate has passed all 10 of the bills
sent to it by the House.

As of today, Conferences have been final-
ized on 8 of the 10 bills.

The following table shows the situation in
summary form:

NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY IN THE APPROPRIATION BILLS, 1972 AS OF JULY 29, 1971

[Note.—As to fiscal year 1972 amounts only]

Budget requests

Bill considered

Approved or(—

Change (+;
Bill

In the House:
1. Education
2. Legistative. . __.___...
3. Agricu lture— Environmental

§5, 068, 343, 000
455, 744, 595

4. State-Justice-Commerce-
Jumclara Bl

5. Treasury-Postal Service-
General Government.... .

6. Interior........ -

. HUD-Space-Science-Veterans. ..
. Transportation 5 2,3

4,204,997, 000
2,164, 568, 035

Advance 1973 appropr (1?-1 321 000)
. Labor-HEW ST 19,942, 996, 000
" Public works-AEC.._ 4,615, 945, 000
. Summer feeding programs for
o s
. District of Columbia aral
funds).... (168, 569, D00)
p L 37 T R S e
14. Military construction. .. ... = 52 3!.3 375, 000
15. Foreign assistance 3,634, 775, 000
16. Supplemental, W ety

§4, 200, 088, 000
449, 899, 605

and Consumer Protection.. .. $12, 104,813,850 $12,423,896,050  --$319, 082, 200
3, 684, 183, 000
$4, 780,576,000 $4, 487,676, 190

2, 159, 508, 035
17, 457, 017,000 ? 18, 115, 203, 000
29,997

4,576, 173, 000
17, 000, 000

(73,249, 259, 000§

Budget requests
considered

Change $+§

Approved

1—$268, 255, 000

5. Interior,
—5,844,99

6. State-Justice-Commerce-
Judiciary

8. Transporiation
* —520, 814, 000

—3$292, 899, 810

—5, 061, 000
3 4658, 186, 000
& —274, 181, 000

<418, 251, 000
—39,772, 000

+17, 000, 000

9. Labor-HEW.
10, Public Works-AEC. ..

children (H.). Res. 744)

048,997

Enacted:
1. Education
. Legislative.
A Treasury-Poslal Service-
General Government

Consumer Protection
. State-Justice-Commerce-

Total, House bills_.......... 73,628,231, 477

73,633,922, 877

-5, 691, 400

In the Senate:
1. Education
2. Legislative. :
3. Treasury-Postal Service-
General Government. ...
4. Agriculture-Environmental and
Consumer Protection

5, 153, 186, 000
535, 349, 607

4, 809, 216, 000
12, 104, 813, 850

5,615,918, 000
532,297,749 —3, 051, 858

4,752,789, 690
13, 621, 677, 050

Transportation. ...

14-462,732, 000 9. Labor-HEW.......

10. Public Works-AEC

—56, 426, 310
+1, 516, 863, 200

children (H.J.

Advance 1973 appropriation
11, Summer feeding programs for

Total, bills cleared Senate. ...

. Agriculture-Environmental and

. HUD-Space-Science-Veterans... .

Advance 1973 appro prlatlnn..

11. Summer feeding programs for
CRr ] S e e e

2,194,594, 035
000

2,226,023, 035
3, 000

+-31, 429, 000
—118,7

216, 802, 4,098, 08
7. HUD-Space-Science-Veterans... Sl? 457,017,000 3 $13 698, 518, 000 * -!-Sl 241, S(li lJlII
2. 686, 006, 99 198,

2,784,608,
(l?# 321, 000) 174,321, 000
l]]B 31'.|‘I 00!

4,615,945, 0(!0 4,716,922, 000
17, 000, 000

78,082, 154, 521

+100 977,000
17, 000, 000
1 -4, 185, 587, 032

73, 896, 567, 489

5, 146, 311, 000
529,309, 749

4,528, 986, 690
13,276, 900, 050

# 4, 067, 116, 000
# 2,223, 980, 035 429, 386, 000
218,339,738,000  ° +882, 721,000
2,730,989, 997 -+44, 983, 000
(174,321, 000) ..

1 —6, 875, 000
—6, 039, 858

—280, 229,310
41,172, 086, 200
— 148, 686, 000

5, 153, 186, 000
535, 349, 607

4,809, 216, 000
12, 104, 813, 850

4,216, 802, 000

035

17, 457, 017, 000
2. 686, 006, 39

(174,321, 000)

o 17, 000, 000 +17, 000, 000

Total, bills enacted_._.__.__ 49,156,985,489 50, 860,331,521 1 1,703, 346,032

1 As passed by both House and Senate, the education appropriation bill did not include $400,000,-
000 requested in the budget for purchase of student loan notes from colleges and universities,
contingent upon legislative authority not yel enacted. If the $400,000,000 is excluded from all of
the figures shown, the amount in the House-approved bill is in eflect a net increase of §131,745,000
over the budget requests considered by the House; the Senale-approved bill on the same basis is
$862,732,000 over the budget requests considered by the Senate; and the enacted bill on the same

basis is $393,125,000 over the budget requests considered.

2 $352,715,000 of this figure is apparent, not real, because all maritime programs and 1 judiciary

{tem were struck by floor points or order,

The foregoing table relates to the regular

annual appropriation bills.
COMPREHENSIVE BUDGET SCOREKEEPING
REPORTS

For general reference purposes of Members
and others, it may be of interest to again
call attentlon to the periodic budget “score-
keeping"” reports lssued by the staff of the
Joint Committee on Reduction of Federal Ex-
penditures. These reports are designed to keep
tabs, currently, on what is happening in the
legislative process to the budget recommen-
dations of the President, both appropriation-
wise and expenditure-wise, and on the reve-
nue recommendations, and not only from ac-
tions in the revenue and appropriation bills
but also in legislative bills that affect budget
authority and expenditures (backdoor bills,
bill that mandate expenditures, and so on).

Several such reports have been issued—
the latest one as of July 22—and another is
due at the summer recess break. Coples are
sent to the office of each Member.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous guestion on the joint resolu-
tion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, and

sharin;
bill is

¢ House bill does not include

§ Includes $23
# Conference report “filed.

was read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the joint resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Speaker,
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present,

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 350, nays 6, not voting 177,
as follows:

[Roll No. 233]
YEAS—350

Arends
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Baker
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Betts

Abbitt
Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Alexander
Anderson,
Callf.
Andrews, Ala.

Bevill
Blaggl

Airway Trust Fund'" since, technically

trust fund, Senate bill adds another

repart adds $239,000,000 to the budget for this “Federal payment.”
4,000,000 related to prior decision fo terminate the SST,

4 Taking into account $850,000,000 in the budget as a proposed supplemental for special revenue

or one-half )fear funllins in certain housing and urban develo,
91,814,000 below the bud,
and the enacted figure is $32,721,

g:mer:t programs, the House
58:0 requests; the Senate bill is $391,501,000 above the requests;
above the requests,

48,000,000 fioor addition to “‘Federal payment to Airport and
it is not new budget authority until aPproDmtud out of the
19,800,000 to this *Federal

Brown, Mich. Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm

Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Dunecan

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Als.
Edwards, Calif.
Ellberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Fascell
Findley

Fish

Fisher

Hechler, W. Va.,
. Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hogan
Holifleld
Horton

Coughlin
Crane
Culver
Danliel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.

Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
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Hosmer

Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel

Abernethy
Addabbo

Anderson, I11.

Anderson,

Burlison, Mo.

Byrnes, Wis.
Celler
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
De
Devine
Diggs
Donochue
Dowdy

Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse
Mosher

Preyer, N.C.
Price, 111
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.

Reid, N.Y.
Reuss

Rhodes
Riegle
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Ronecalio
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush

Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan

Bt Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Scheuer
Schneebeli

NAYS—6

Hall
Rousselot
NOT VOTING—T7

Dwyer
Edmondson
Edwards, La.
Esch

Evans, Colo.

Evins, Tenn.

Flynt

Fraser

Gallagher

Goldwater

Hammer-
schmidt

Hanna

Hansen, Wash.

Hastings

Hawkins

Hays

Hébert

Hillis

Ichord

Johnson, Calif.

Jones, Tenn.

EKarth

King
Kuykendall
Landrum
Leggett
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Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Beiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Bikes
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Towa
S8mith, N.¥.
Bnyder
Spence
Springer
Btafford
Staggers
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Stecle
Stelger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.

Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
‘Waggonner
Wampler
Ware

Watts
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wolff
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

Zwach

Schmitz
Young, Fla.

Long, La.
McCulloch
McMillan
Mathias, Calif.
Miller, Calif.
Mills, Md
Moss
Murphy, N.Y.
Nix

Patman
Pepper
Peyser
Purcell

Rees

Saylor
Skubltz
Stubblefield
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Van Deerlin
Waldie
Whelley
Whitten
‘Wilson,
Charles H.
Wright

So the joint resolution was passed.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
dall.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Addabbo with Mr, Anderson of Illinois.
Burlison of Missouri with Mr. Belcher.
Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Bell,

Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Kuyken-

Purcell with Mr. Skubitz.
Flynt with Mr. Blackburn.
Abernethy with Mr. Hillls.
Hanna with Mr. Don H. Clausen.
Mr. Waldie with Mr. Broomfield.
Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr, Mills of
Maryland.
Mr. Whitten with Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin.
Mr. Davis of South Carolina with Mr.
Hammerschmidt.
Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Goldwater,
Mr. Diggs with Mr. Gallagher.
Mr. Murphy of New York with Mrs. Dwyer.
Mr. Clay with Mr. Donchue.
Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Esch
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Clancy.
Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Mathias.
Mr. Celler with Mr. Hawkins.
Mr. Moss of California with Mr. Peyser.
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Whalley.
Mr. Pepper with Mr. Thompson of Georgla.
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Ed-
wards of Louisiana.
Mr. Nix with Mr. Leggett.
Mr. Hays with Mr. Devine.
Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mr,
Hastings.
Mr. Hébert with Mr. Eing.
Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Saylor.
Mr. Wright with Mr. Long of Louisiana.
Mr. Boland with Mrs. Hansen of Washing-
ton.
Mr. Tiernan with Mr. Stubblefield.
Mr. Johnson of California with Mr. Mec-
Millan.
Mr. Evans of Colorado with Mr. Fraser.
Mr. Ichord with Mr. Baring.
Mr. Blanton with Mr. Rees.
Mr. Delaney with Mr. Dowdy.
Mr. Earth with Mr. Patman.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

SETTLEMENT OF THE RAILROAD
STRIKE

(Mr. GOODLING asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I did
not know until 1 minute ago that the
railroad strike had been settled. That is
what I wanted to comment on today.

I include for the REcorDp communica-
tions I have received this morning:

P. H. GLATFELTER Co.
Spring Grove, Pa., July 30, 1971.
Hon. GEORGE A. GOODLING,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR GEORGE: A survey of the effects of
the present rallroad strike on the operations
of the P. H. Glatfelter Company indicates a
rapldly deterlorating situation.

The avallabllity of raw materials to op-
erate this plant is declining.

With the next railroad shutdowns, partic-
ularly the B&O, C&O, on August 6, our in-
ability to obtaln necessary materials will be
seriously curtailed.

Our best forecast shows that unless the
strikes are terminated immediately, we will
be unable to get chlorine, coal and clay to
operate., We will face curtailed operations
during the week of August 8 and a complete
mill shutdown by August 14.

This would result in the layoff of 1100 per-
sons, not including our wood procurement
and wood supplier personnel.

We urge the government to take immedi-
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ate intervention steps and put an end to
this nationwide emergency.
Sincerely yours,
P. H. GLATFELTER ITT,
Chairman and President.

[Telegrams]
WesT ALnis, Wis,,
July 29, 1971.
Hon. GeEorGE A. GOODLING,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:

Current railroad strike situation critical to
our business. Additional work stoppages this
week will curtail all rail movements. We re-
quest your assistance to alleviate this very
serious national problem.

GLEN W. McGREW,
Manager, Material Control and Trans-
portation.
QUAKER OaTts Co.,
Chicago, IU., July 30, 1971.
Hon. GEORGE A. GOODLING,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:

Belective strike against four rallroads has
closed Quaker Oats Food Manufacturing
plants and distribution centers at Los
Angeles, Denver, Portland, Oreg., Chattanoo-
ga, Tenn., Danville, Ill., and Doraville, Ga.
Strike scheduled for Friday will close Kan-
sas City and deliveries to all grocery dis-
tributors in the major markets of Houston,
St. Louis, and Chicago will be disrupted. Al-
together, delivery of essential food products
to at least 60 percent of United States is im-
palred. The struck railroads are partially pro-
tected by strike insurance and the striking
employees receive unemployment compensa-
tion plus union benefits, employees of com~
panies like ours and the general public are
the innocent victims. This is not an unusual
circumstance, but simply the latest In a long
series of transportation disruptions which
clearly demonstrates the inadequacy of pres-
ent machinery, including single-shot con-
gressional action, to cope with the transport
labor situation, it is essential that legisla-
tlon providing for finality of negotiations
without a strike similar to that proposed by
the administration in 8. 560 and H.R. 3596
be enacted before summer recess. Your lead-
ership in coping with this national emer-
gency is urgently requested.

ROBERT D. STUART, Jr.,
President.

BUSING OF SCHOOL CHILDREN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. RAN~
pALL). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. MizeLL) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, last week
the Washington, D.C., Star published
an editorial column by James J. Kilpat-
rick, entitled “The Bus Route from Edu-
cation to Madness.”

The article dealt mainly with the con-
cerns voiced by secondary school officials:
over the issue of forced busing, an issue
that now threatens the very existence of
public education in this country.

It is this same issue with which we
intend to deal in this special order to-
day. I have requested this time in which
to express the concerns that I have about
this growing crisis, as well as those re-
lated to me by my constituents in the
Fifth District of North Carolina, and’
people in other areas of the State as well.

I also intend to press for immediate-
consideration of a solution to this grave-
and growing problem which I have pro-
posed, and which has been endorsed by~
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others in this Chamber today and by
Members of the Senate.

That proposed solution is a constitu-
tional amendment to prohibit the assign-
ment of students to a particular school
on the basis of race, creed, color or na-
tional origin.

Joining with me in this effort are many
of my distinguished colleagues represent-
ing constituencies not only from the
South, but also from New England, the
eastern seaboard and the industrial
Midwest.

It is our intent to impress upon other
Members of this House the severity of
the problem, the value of the solution I
have proposed, and the urgency of our
need to act, and act effectively.

In his column, Mr. Kilpatrick expertly
identifies all that the simple word “bus-
ing"” has come to connote. He writes:

The term “busing” has come to mean a
great deal more than the mere physical
transportation of pupils from Point A to
Point B.

In mday's lexicon, it connotes such meas-
ures as “pairing” and “eclustering” and
“closing,” and by extension, it takes in all
the problems of discipline, white flight, and
school-community relations that afflict
southern school systems today.

Mr. Kilpatrick cites the example of
Austin, Tex., where the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare has de-
manded imposition of a plan that would
give each school the same ethnic mix of
the city at large—64.5 percent white,
20.4 percent Chicano, and 15.1 percent
black.

After describing this situation, Mr.
Kilpatrick concludes:

This is education? No. This is madness.

And madness it is, Mr. Speaker. Pub-
lic education in the South has been in
turmoil for years. A whole generation has
gone from the first grade through col-
lege amid chaotic conditions brought on
by court-ordered social experimentation.

In 1954, the Supreme Court ruled that
the assignment of students to public
schools, on the basis of race, was un-
constitutional.

In 1971, the Supreme Court ruled in
effect that anything other than the as-
signment of students to public schools on
the basis of race was unconstitutional.

Caught in the middle of this judicial
about-face are millions of American
schoolchildren, who have no voice in
this issue at all. Even worse, not even
their parents have a voice, and this, to
me, is an intolerable situation in a coun-
try that professes democracy.

But if the children cannot be heard by
the courts, they have certainly eaught my
attention with the many, many letters
they have written me on the subject of
busing.

One young lady from Winston-Salem,
where massive busing and school cluster-
ing has been ordered by a Federal court,
wrote me recently with her views of the
situation. She enclosed another letter
which she requested I read to the Con-
gress.

In part, the letter reads:

Dear ConGREsS: The representative from
my district has urged you to enact his pro-
posed constitutional amendment prohibiting
the asslgnment of puplls on the basis of race,
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Before making a decision, please listen to
someone who is in the midst and is suffering
from the busing of students.

I am a senlor and have been going to East
Forsyth, Maybe that doesn't mean very much
to you. It means an awful lot to me. Maybe
it's because I can't look forward to the night
of the Senior Prom from East or the night
which means so much to me—the night of
my graduation.

Sure, I can graduate, but I can’t look for-
ward to it. You see, I'm one of the unfortu-
nate 15,000 students to be transferred from
my school. I am deeply involved in my school,
and this is not giving me a fair chance to
take pride in the honors I received in the
11th grade,

I'm having to leave behind my place on the

school’s drill team, my membership in a sing-
ing group and in an honor group. I have
worked so hard to help make my school one of
the best. Now it was all for nothing.

Do you think this is fair, to the school and
individuals? I've heard there will be no sports
In the schools. What is a school without any
spirit, and what is spirit without any sports?

Mr. Speaker, this young lady’s letter
raises the same concerns that have been
raised in dozens of other letters I have
received in the past few weeks.

Nowhere in the court decisions is there
any consideration for the unsettling af-
fect that forced busing has on the people
who are actually being bussed. This is
simply further proof that American chil-
dren are mere pawns in a game enjoyed
only by judges and bureaucrats, neither
of which is in any direct way responsible
to the people whose lives they are so ef-
fectively disrupting.

As one young man put it in another
letter to me:

I think it's really bad when Americans
allow themselves to be pushed around by a
bureaucracy.

I think it is “really bad,” too, Mr.
Speaker, and I think it is time we put a
stop to it.

And it is an unmistakable fact that
parents as well as students agree with
me by an overwhelming margin. In a re-
cent poll taken by H. Long Marketing
Poll, Inc., from a representative cross-
section of the people of North Carolina,
a full 83-percent said they disagreed with
the Supreme Court's decision in the
Charlotte case, which paved the way for
massive busing and student reassign-
ment.

One parent who wrote me expresses a
sentiment that is widespread. He says:

It seems that all justice, commonsense and
economical practices have been abandoned
to achieve what one man feels is racial jus-
tice (speaking of a federal judge). I feel that
if a vote was taken among the citizens of
our country, a majority, black and white

alike, would prefer to stay in the neighbor-
hood school system.

How is it, then, that one individual's ob-
Jjection can cause this whole (busing) situa-
tion to come into law?

Mr. Speaker, I think that is a fair
question, and one that deserves an
answer.

Another question being asked, espe-
cially among local government officials,
is, “Where is the money for all this bus-
ing going to come from?”

So far, Mr. Speaker, there is not an
answer for that one.

One suggestion being made in my area
is a 1-cent increase in the local sales tax,
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to be imposed principally to finance the
large costs entailed in massive busing
which will cost approximately $2 million.

The local officials are talking about a
referendum to approve the sales tax, but
recent history shows that these refer-
endums are meeting with less and less
success all over the country.

And there is little reason for surprise
when we heard of one bond referendum
for education after another being de-
feated across the country. Why should
the people be expected to shoulder an-
other heavy financial burden to pay the
cost of a program, like busing, which
they strongly oppose?

The obvious answer is that there is no
good reason for people to pay that kind
of price. And there is a byproduct of that
refusal just as obvious. By opposing addi-
tional funds for housing, people are hav-
ing to abandon any effort to provide
additional funds for more fundamental
educational needs—better teacher’s pay,
more school construction money, and
other educational improvements.

But the cost is not only staggering in
terms of money. As I noted before, a
heavy toll is being paid by the children
involved, through the inconvenience of
being bused as much as 40 miles a day
to school and back, and through the dis-
ruption of having to leave behind friends
and activities that have played a major
role in their young lives.

Additional costs will ultimately be
paid in the loss of qualified teachers, al-
ready under financial strain because of
below-average salaries, and now begin-
ning to feel emotional strains brought on
by the disciplinary nightmares that
forced busing has fostered.

The Winston-Salem/Forsyth County
schools complied last year with the Fed-
eral court order to integrate. The system
did so at great expense. This year they
are having to start all over again, to
come in line with the Supreme Court’s
Charlotte decision.

And if the Court demands even greater
increases in integration next year, the
pattern will be repeated.

And where are the teachers all this
time? They are still waiting for well=-
deserved pay increases while the school
system buys new fleets of buses, They are
still trying to cope with a volatile emo-
tional situation while the courts have
more coals on the fire and pour more
salt on the wounds.

But the teachers cannot be expected
to simply stand and wait much longer.
Even the most devoted teachers must feel
the temptation to go into more lucrative
fields, where the pay is better and where
tensions are infinitely more relaxed.
This is an ambition that is only human,
and one that appeals to more and more
teachers as the school situation grows
worse.

Some of these teachers are going to
private schools, and private schools have
shown a marked increase in this country
in the past 2 years.

Will we, in the name of guality edu-
cation, destroy a public school system
that is the envy of the world? Will we
sacrifice our best teachers? Will we so
distort our aims that only the rich will be
able to afford an education for their
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children, as is the custom in the world's
less developed nations?

This is a senseless course we are on.
We must choose a new road, and choose
it now. We, in the Congress, have the
power to set this new course, if we will
only heed the people’s expressed will,

And let us remember, Mr. Speaker, that
we are not speaking of a mere regional is-
sue. Opposition to busing has been out-
spokenly expressed nationwide.

I will have a closing statement to make
at the conclusions of this special order,
Mr. Speaker.

At this time I would like to yield to
my colleagues who wish to speak on this
issue, and to thank them for waiting long
and patiently through this long day’s
activity. Certainly, this is an indication
of their great concern for the survival of
our great educational system.

And now I am happy to yield to my dis-
tinguished colleagues who have waited
patiently to participate in this special or-
der—certainly through an indication of
their great concern for public education.

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

Mr., MIZELL. I yield to my distin-
guished colleague from North Carolina.

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Speaker, as the
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 639,
proposing an amendment to the Consti-
tution of the United States to prohibit
school students or teachers, because of
race, ereed, or color, being required to at-
tend or to be assigned to a particular
school, I join in this special order today
on school busing.

The Supreme Court ruled on April 20,
1971, that school busing to achieve in-
tegration was constitutional. In my opin-
ion, the decision is in contravention to
the Constitution and to the statutes en-
acted by the Congress forbidding the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare to use taxpayers’ money for bus-
ing to achieve racial balance.

What the Supreme Court has decided
about busing does not make it mandatory
or de jure segregation, as distinguished
in all parts of the country. The April
decision applies only to State-imposed
from de facto segregation resulting from
neighborhood housing patterns.

To me the Constitution says laws are
color-blind. I believe persons of every
color should be treated equally and have
the same opportunities. It is as wrong to
favor individuals because of their color
as it is to discriminate against them for
this reason. Let us require that all stu-
dents be treated equally and not classi-
fled according to race.

The Supreme Court has usurped the
power of the people to make lawful
choices, and freedom of choice is the very
heart of American liberty.

Most parents of every race prefer to
see their children in schools near their
homes. The neighborhood plan has
proven to be fair, practical, and eco-
nomical. It is a plan based on freedom
of choice.

Requiring children to be unnecessarily
bused across town in a race-mixing plan
is not conducive to quality education. It

is an expensive waste of time and money.
I deeply deplore that our schools are
considered a vehicle for integration rath-
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er than a place for educating our chil-
dren.

Mr. Speaker, I urge prompt considera-
tion of the proposed constitutional
amendment to preclude the busing of
students, because of race. This amend-
ment is necessary to preserve our basic
neighborhood school concept and to im-
prove the quality of education for our
children.

Mr. RUTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MIZELL. I am glad to yield to my
colleague, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. RUTH) .

Mr. RUTH. Mr. Speaker, I congratulate
my colleague for his action today.

I am pleased to join my colleague from
North Carolina to discuss a topic that
involves the whole Nation today.

The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare to this day still seems more
concerned about racial balance than
about quality education that all children
need from their teachers and their
schools.

It has been my firm belief and the be-
lief of most persons in my distriet, that
desegregation has come a long way in the
past 10 years, and if school authorities
and parents are left alone. they can ac-
complish racial balance as well as
harmony in the school districts,

Parents, teachers, and their school dis-
tricts want to raise the educational level
of all their children. This can best be
done if there is positive assistance from
all governmental units.

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

Mr. MIZELL. I would be glad to yield to
my friend from Virginia.

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to congratulate my colleague from
North Carolina for the fine statement he
has made and I thank the gentleman for

taking this special order so that we
might have this time to bring this issue
before the House.

Mr. Speaker, I received a letter today
from a constituent of mine in the Nor-
folk area and I would like to read por-
tions of this letter which, I think, sum
up the anxiety of the people in my dis-
trict who are being faced with mass
busing:

DeArR CONGRESSMAN WHITEHURST: Stop this
madness| Stop busing! Please work very hard
to pass legislation to stop busing and return
to our children the freedom to go to neigh-
borhood schools. The following is my per-
sonal reasons why I am so concerned.

The NAACP, the school board, and the
courts expect me to cooperate to make busing
work, when to do so, I would be totally ir-
responsible as a parent.

I am expected to allow my shy, immature,
asthmatie, 6-year-old, first-grade son to walk
five blocks, which is farther away than the
nearest elementary school, to catch a Virginia
Transit bus for which I must pay. My son
can’t read, yet he is expected to be able to
board the right bus twice a day and ride
about 1% hours each way to a dilapidated
school which is 15 miles from his home.
The school is surrounded by condemned
houses.

I feel that the only responsible solution
to this outrageous problem is to enroll my
child in a private school, which I can't afford.

Please, I beg of you, work hard to correct
this terrible injustice by the 1972 school
year. If this situation isn't corrected by
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then, I will be forced to sell the home I've
owned for 10 years.

I will probably have to take a loss, as the
property values in my neighborhood have hit
rock bottorn since the judge’s decision
treated the Bay View secton of Norfolk so
unfairly.

And he goes on, and concludes his
letter.

I think this very poignantly sums up
the situation faced by thousands of
families in the city of Norfolk. Over
20,000 children are going to be bused in
September. What is going to be the result
of this? I do not mean just the single
case that we have just heard about in
this letter. What about the practical
problems that all of us as parents and
all of our children are going to have to
face?

What is going to happen to a sick
elementary schoolchild? As it has been
in the past when a problem of this sort
arose, the parents were able to go to the
school and pick up that child. Now we
do not have enough buses to go around,
and that child has to stay in the school
all day.

As the gentleman in the well has
pointed out so formidably, the neigh-
borhood school is a product of the neigh-
borhood, and it is a neighborhood insti-
tution. What is going to become of the
PTA's that have heretofore watched
what goes on in those schools, and the
education processes in that neighbor-
hood? We are going to see their demise.
Can you imagine parents traveling 12,
15, or 20 miles into a neighborhood where
they know no one? There is no question
but what there will be a change of in-
terest there.

Then think of the money that we are
going to have to be spending for bus-
ing which we could more properly be
spending to improve the schools where
they are already.

Then what is going to happen next
year, when the neighborhood patterns
change? What is going to occur then?
Are we going to sit down and redraw our
districts on top of a new cluster?

We are playing musical chairs with
our children and their education. What
my constituent has said is true. This
is madness. The final demise that will
occur will be that of our public school
system itself, because the people who
can afford to are going to leave; they
are not going to give up a basic free-
dom, the freedom of being able to choose
their neighborhood, their churches,
their shopping centers, and their schools.
They are not going to give this up. We
are seeing this occur already, we are
seeing houses going on the market, and
we are seeing and we will continue to
see the decay of the city itself, the loss
of tax revenues—the final demise is com-
ing.

I know what my responsibility is, and
that is why I am here this evening,
standing here with my colleagues who
feel very keenly about this. I think the
only course that is left for us is the path
of a constitutional amendment.

This morning a reporter called me,
and he said, “I do not think you have
a chance, you have not got a chance in
the world,” Well I think we do have a
chance, I think we have a good oppor-
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tunity to act through this amendment,
and we will continue to work foward
this goal just as we have tried to do in
the various bills in which we have tried
to express our views in the various legis-
lative forms.

I say to my colleagues who are not
here tonight, my colleagues from else-
where in the country who do not need
to bite the bullet, your turn is coming. We
are going to be calling on you as soon as
the recess is over, and we are going to
ask you to join us in a discharge petition
of a constitutional amendment to restore
the neighborhood schools to our people.
You are next.

I thank my colleague for yielding to
me.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I also wish
to thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WHITEHURST) for his
contributions. His record in the educa-
tional field is outstanding and he has
made tremendous contributions not only
at the high school level, but at the col-
lege level as well. I know of his great
concern to see our educational system
continue to move forward, to make prog-
ress, and to provide the educational op-
portunities that are so important to the
young people in this nation.

Again I thank him for his contribu-
tions.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MIZELL. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank our distinguished colleague (Mr.
Mizerr) for yielding.

I think he has done a really fine job
in pointing out some of the problems
that have come about in areas where the
busing of students is required in order to
carry out a court order and pupil assign-
ment plan.

I think if we carry this as far as we
might, we might arrive at the day not too
many years away—or too many months
away, even—when the final court decree
might be the placing of school children
on a bus with an educational television
set in the front, and then driving the
children around from neighborhood to
neighborhood all day long just to give
them a little touch of the social activities
of these various areas.

Isay that in jest. I would hope the day
would never come that that would hap-
pen. However, in view of what we have
seen in recent months, it could very likely
happen—that or something just as
ridiculous.

Mr, Speaker, the fight to preserve a
public school system or neighborhood
schools is not partisan, it is not racial,
and it is not philosophical.

To give you an example, there was a
rally of concerned parents in my distriet
just last Saturday night in St. Peters-
burg, Fla. More than 3,000 people at-
tended the rally and there they heard
statements from elected officials, from
the schoolteachers, and from Boy Scout
officials, as well as written statements
from Senator LawTon CHILES, of Florida,
and Senator Epwarp GURNEY, of Florida.
Senator CHILES, as my colleagues know,
is one of the leading Democrats in the
great State of Florida, and Senator Gur-
NEY is one of the leading Republicans in
the great State of Florida.
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So I say to you again it is not a par-
tisan issue—this battle to preserve our
public school system and our neighbor-
hood schools.

It is not racial, as my mail will indi-
cate—and believe me, I have had some
thousands of unsolicited and unorga-
nized types of letters and post cards on
this issue pour into my office since I have
had the privilege of serving in the U.S.
Congress this year. These letters and
cards are from parents of white children
and they are from parents of black chil-
dren and they are from the children
themselves—I can say to you that par-
ents of black children do not like these
pupil assignment plans and forced bus-
ing any better than do the whites.

I say to you it is not racial, nor is it
philosophical. If you will just look at
the names of the sponsors of the various
House resolutions and the proposed con-
stitutional amendments pending before
this very House today, you will £nd the
philosophical spectrum covering one end
to the other—liberals, conservatives,
whatever you might like to call them,
the philosophies are there—they are all
represented by cosponsors of a bill or a
resolution or an amendment to the Con-
stitution to correct this situation.

So I say that the battle to preserve
our public school system or our neigh-
borhood schools is not partisan and it
is not racial and it is not philosophical.
Rather it is responsible and it is logical—
aside from the savings in money that
our colleague, Mr. M1zeLL, mentioned.

Think for just a moment of the voung
child starting in public school. And I
think this is a point that is too often
overlooked. For when he begins his ca-
reer, you might say, in public school, he
is for the first time in his life getting a
real exposure to life outside of the family
and outside of his neighborhood circle
of friends. He is getting his first real
exposure to the responsibilities of citizen-
ship and what those responsibilities of
citizenship are—not only in the class-
room where he is under the formal con-
trol of a teacher, but during the recess
and especially during the after-school
activities, when he may play, or get into
a Boy Scout troop, or become a member
of a band, or play football, or belong to
a service club or civie club. He is getting
the idea of what civilization is all about
outside of his home. He is finding out
what his civic responsibility to the other
students is.

I say to you that the neighborhood
school is very important, not just so far
as reading, writing, and arithmetic are
concerned but as the scene of a young-
ster’s first exposure, outside the home,
to the real responsibilities of citizenship.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to close my
comments by saying that practically all
of the bad things connected with busing
have come from the rulings of the Fed-
eral courts based on one segment of our
Constitution. I strongly support that
Constitution, as do the rest of my col-
leagues in the House of Representatives,
but I very respectfully submit that they
have overlooked a very important part
oZ our Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to read
the one sentence—the preamble to the
Constitution—and these are the words
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that tell us why we even formed this
Government and why we even wrote this
Constitution in the first place. The pre-
amble to the Constitution says:

We the people of the United States, in
order to form a more perfect Union, estab-
lish justice, insure domestic tranquility, pro-
vide for the common defense, promote the
general welfare, and secure the blessings of
liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do
ordain and establish this Constitution for
the United States of Ameriea.

I go back, Mr. Speaker, to these three
words: “insure domestic tranquility.” I
ask you to look around the United States
today. Look around in the Southerm
States, especially, in the Midwestern
States, and, yes, even in some of the
Northern States, as time goes by; I ask
you to look at St. Petersburg, Greenville,
S.C., and some of the many cities we can
talk about, and I ask you where is that
domestic tranquility guaranteed to those
young children who are formed to be
bused out of their neighborhood areas
to schools many miles away, to schools
where they will not have an opportunity
to participate in the important activities
that go along with being in school?
Where is there domestic tranquility? I
think that is the important question.

I say to you, Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, that our classrooms are for
the purpose of educating our children,
and this Congress has the responsibility
to guarantee that they not be turned
into laboratories for the social experi-
ments ~f some tinkerer sitting on a Fed-
eral bench who would like to plan, pro-
pose, suppose, and do what he could
socially in this great Nation.

Mr., MIZELL. I thank my colleague
from Florida for his contribution. I know
that he had another engagement that
was pressing this evening, but because of
his great concern he has waited these
long hours, I thank him for his remarks.

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

Mr. MIZELL. Before I yield to my col-
league from North Carolina, I would like
to say that I appreciate the dean of my
delegation from the other side of the aisle
waiting patiently. He is here because of
his concern. I appreciate the gentleman
staying to participate in this special or-
der this evening. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from North Carolina, for
yielding, and also for his very kind re-
marks.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend my
distinguished colleague from North Caro-
lina for spotlighting the problem of
cross-town and cross-community busing
of schoolchildren. And I would like to as-
sociate myself with his remarks.

Mr. Speaker, the problem we are fo-
cusing on today is nationwide in scope—
not regional. If carried to the ultimate
conclusion, as its backers seem bent on
doing, busing to achieve racial balance
will affect almost every school child in
America, from coast to coast.

Make no mistake about it, this is the
vear of the bus and the years that lie
ahead will also be years of the bus, unless
responsible action is soon taken.

This fall additional thousands of
schoolchildren in North Carolina and
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elsewhere will be forced to waste mil-
lions of hours of valuable learning time
in order to take daily rides through
heavy, rush-hour traffic at the command
of the Federal Judiciary. In addition,
hundreds of millions of dollars will be
spent in truth and in fact wasted.

To other tens of thousands of children,
these unnecessary expensive rides will be
no new experience, just a repetition of
what has gone on before.

Bear in mind that these children will
often be riding past the doors of not just
one neighborhood school, but perhaps
even two or three, in order to participate
in & doubtful sociological experiment by
attending a school far removed from
their homes. In fact, many thousands
will be leaving schools next door, across
the street, or within short walking dis-
tances from their homes.

Additional dozens of North Carolina
school districts must now place their stu-
dents in this same illogical predicament
as a result of the latest judicial fiats.
Whether or not it will be humanly pos-
sible for them to do so within the time
allowed is a $64 question, but, of course,
they will try. Nonetheless, voters eannot
be forced to approve bond issues for
school facilities they neither need or
want. Yet, if they do not, our children
suffer the consequences.

In the past we have adopted numer-
ous legislative amendments against bus-
ing to achieve a racial balance, adding
them to appropriation bills as well as au-
thorizations, but none has proved effec-
tive. Ingenious legal reasoning has been
used to evade the intent of the Congress
in this regard. As one HEW memoran-
dum put it:

These provisions are not applicable in the
case of a school distriet which is being re-
quired to take action to complete the proc-
ess of desegregating its schools. In such a
case, the action taken is not to “overcome
racial imbalance” but rather to carry out the
Constltutionality required actions of disman-
tling the dual school system.

In other words, the antibusing amend-
ment was interpreted in such a way that
it did not apply in these cases where the
Congress intended it to apply. And so it
meant exactly nothing.

Clearly, if we do not wish to allow our
vitally important public school system to
deteriorate even more than it has, and
the most precious crop we grow—our
children to suffer the consequences, we
must take steps to amend the Constitu-
tion of the United States.

In this connection, the House Judiciary
Committee now has numerous constitu-
tional amendments before it, which speak
to this point. For instance, House Joint
Resolution 628, which I introduced on
May 11, 1971, would, if adopted, clear up
the confusion we are now in and get our
schools back on the track.

My amendment reads:

No governmental authority shall at any
time, nor for any purpose, shape, determine
or prescribe attendance assignments in public
schools on the basis of race or color.

But the Judiciary Committee has not
yet taken any action. I urge the commit-
tee to act soon to allow the House of Rep-
resentatives to work its will on one of
these measures. When they do, I shall do
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everything within my power to secure the
passage of my own resolution or any
other responsible measure which would
accomplish this desperately needed goal.

The children are suffering from irre-
sponsible busing; quality education is
seriously endangered by the deteriora-
tion process, and the fate of public edu-
cation is at stake. Our Federal courts and
nonelected bureaucrats have therefore
taken it to the brink of disaster. The
punitive, discriminating, vindictive use of
busing just must be stopped.

In the meantime, however, it is truly
interesting to observe the rapidly chang-
ing moods and attitudes of some of the
Members of this body—especially those
who have so piously voted, time and time
again, to dictate the manner in which the
public schools of the South are to be
operated. Their own school systems are
now about to become victims of their
misguided actions against the South.

Mr. MIZELL, Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague, the gentleman from North
Carolina.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana, who has waited so
long.

Mr. RARICEK. Mr. Speaker, I am most
appreciative of the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. Mizerr) for his
leadership in obtaining this special order
so that we might have a chance at bat
in order that we can collectively help fo-
cus attention on this evil of busing school
children which threatens the safety and
security of the people of our Nation. I
also want to thank the gentleman for
yielding to me so that I might be able
to add my thoughts and observations to
his special order.

As the fall school session approaches,
more and more parents will become per-
sonally affected by busing through im-
plementation of the unconscionable
Swann against Charlotte-Mecklenburg
Supreme Court decision to bus school
children out of their neighborhood to
achieve some theoretical ideal through
statistics of racial balance.

Many parents who have paid for one
community school system in a settled
neighborhood are now learning that their
children are to be denied the use of
their neighborhood school. Parents who
paid high real estate premiums to select
their community and environment are
being told that their children must be
bused away to a neighborhood in which
they would never choose to live nor near
their family.

Other parents who have fled the cities
because of violence, fear, and chaos—
subtle excuses for anxiety provoked by
the liberals’ race-mixing solutions to law
and order—are now learning that the
race mixers are going to hunt them down
in the suburbs, kidnap the children of
these hard-working, taxpaying, silent
Americans, and transport them by buses
back to the inner city to be used as
teaching aids for further classroom ex-
perimentation. And all of these latest
torture tactics are programed so that
some bureaucrat can satisfy himself that
he has punished the human race by forc-
ing them into an unnatural relationship
of racial proportions.

From the polls taken in my district
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and from letters I have been receiving
from around the Nation, no one seems to
want busing except the Supreme Court,
the egalitarian socialists, the manufac-
turers of school buses, and a few foun-
dation-financed, so-called civil rights
organizations whose fascism is beginning
to show as they assume the dictatorial
position that they are better-informed
as to what is good for the youth of
America than the parents and local edu-
cators.

What disturbs me most is that many of
our colleagues are writing to these fran-
tic, frustrated parents who are begin-
ning to feel the pinch of socialistic con-
trol over their children and telling them
that there is nothing Congress can do be-
cause the Supreme Court has spoken.
This is completely erroneous and mis-
leading, unless they are prepared to ad-
mit that the Constitution has been over-
thrown and that Congress is no longer
the lawmaking body. Or they confess
that Congress does not control the
purse, but rather has been reduced to a
rubber stamp existing solely for the pur-
pose of raising revenues to finance the
new socialistic endeavors being forced
upon our people by guidelines, executive
orders, and de facto legal decisions.
Congress controls the purse. Congress is
the hall of the people. Congress had a
chance to stop the school busing just last
week but failed to do so because there
were not enough Members who had been
listening to the parents back home in
their District.

On July 27, an amendment was offered
by Congressman TromrsoN of Georgia to
delete a portion of the $12,000,000 allo-
cated in the Labor and HEW appropri-
ations bill, earmarked in part for enforce-
ment of the Swann busing decision—
including, of all things, over $1,000,000
from social security trust funds.

Without even commenting on the legal
gymnastics, the Supreme Court went
through to arrive at its legislation of
busing to achieve racial proportions, I
can honestly say that I have never re-
ceived a letter from any of my constitu-
ents of any shade or color who agreed
with the decision or indicated that they
wanted to spend any of their hard earned
tax money to be whipped into line by
additional busing directed by the Office
for Civil Rights.

A poll in my district showed approxi-
mately 2 percent favored busing. This 2
percent were white upper-class people
who entertain idealistic theories on
equality—they put their children in pri-
vate schools.

Those who can afford it, those parents
who make great sacrifice still have free-
dom of choice—private schools. No one
wants this busing of schoolchildren. The
parents and taxpayers have grown weary
of financing the destruction of their
community school systems. What will
they now think when they learn their
social security trust funds are also being
considered as funds to bus their
children?

The cities are already wailing about
financing woes from too many racial ex-
periments. Busing will further aggravate
the situation by requiring the cities to
finance massive numbers of buses and
additional employees.
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Certainly the Members of this body
who were so laudatory in praise of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 recall that defi-
nition (b) of 42 U.S.C. 2000 C reads: -

But desegregation shall not mean the as-
signment of students to public schools in
order to overcome racial imbalance.

The civil rights bill has never been
declared unconstitutional, although the
matter has been to the Supreme Court;
therefore, it is the law of the land as pro-
vided in article VI of the Constitution:

This Constitution and the Laws of the
U.S. which shall be made in pursuance there-
of . .. shall be the supreme law of the land.

Busing to achieve racial balance is
therefore illegal and is in violation of the
Civil Rights Act.

I also remind the Members that in the
appropriation hearings, the civil rights
director also announced his intent to use
these funds to extend the busing con-
cept to higher education, thereby deny-
ing to some college students the right
to seek their campus.

To approve of this busing appropria-
tion, knowing in advance that the tax-
payers’ dollars will be used in carrying
out the de facto busing laws of the Su-
preme Court in direct contravention of
the law of the land was not only a breach
of the oath of office but also a mockery
of the existing laws already enacted by
this Congress. Some Members are re-
luctant to support our own laws,

I am reminded of Thomas Jefferson’s
Bunker Hill analogy on the “independ-
ence of the judiciary” trampling on the
“independence of the legislature.” If the
States and Congress were to defy the
Constitution, who then, if not the Su-
preme Court, would defend it? The an-
swer is most obvious—the people. The
people can get at legislators who defy
the basic law on each election day and
replace them. But there is no election
day for the Supreme Court. The more
serious question arises, ‘“Who will defend
the Constitution if the Supreme Court
abuses it?” The answer is obvious. The
Congress. The power of the purse rests
with us here in Congress to delete all
funding for any agency until it assures
Congress that it will obey the laws of this
legislative body and the Constitution,
not de facto laws enacted by raw judicial
power. This is the solemn responsibility
of each of us who believes in maintain-
ing the “independence of the legisla-
ture.”

Unfortunately, so few of our colleagues
expressed an interest in the appropria-
tion to the Office for Civil Rights for
busing—only 14 Members of the 435
stood—that no recorded vote could be
obtained so that people at home would
know who the busing Congressmen are.

Congress alone has the power of the
purse. If Congressmen defy the Consti-
tution and betray their trust to the peo-
ple, then it remains to the people to de-
fend the Constitution.

This the people can do by reminding
their elected representatives that there
was something that could have been
done to stop busing and to prevent tax-
payer-financed enforcement of de facto
Supreme Court decisions. There will be
other opportunities if the people demand
protection.
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If the people get the word that there
are Members of Congress playing
“footsie” with Federal judges and un-
elected bureaucrats—to fund enforce-
ment of illegal theories such as busing—
we can expect to see new faces in Con-
gress next term.

The voices we now hear are no longer
limited to the anguish of Southern par-
ents. Busing is no longer a nightmare
confronting someone else’s child—busing
has become an American dilemma. It
will be solved by the American people.

Those in positions of responsibility
who do not listen—who do not hear—
do so at their peril.

I yield back to the gentleman from
North Carolina.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague and friend from Louisiana for
his very pointed remarks with regard
to this situation.

Now I would like to yield to one of the
freshman Members from Tennessee
whom I have the privilege of serving
with on the Committee on Public Works.
I have developed a great admiration for
this distinguished Congressman, so it is
with high delight that I yield to him at
this time.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
gentleman from my neighboring State
of North Carolina. He has distinguished
himself in the sports world in this Na-
tion, and now he is certainly distin-
guishing himself as a Member of this
Congress by the wisdom which he in-
jects into our proceedings.

Mr. Speaker, ours is the wonderful and
radical ideal of educational opportunity
for everyone. We continually strive for
new standards of excellence. Yet, we are
now watching many of our public schools
go right down the drain.

Across our Nation, an outery of ills
can be heard, overcrowded classrooms,
drugs, disruption, violence, changing eth-
nic patterns, increased racial tension,
failure to obtain local financial support,
et cetera.

And now we have the Supreme Court
handing down another concept; ‘“that
in order to prepare students to live in a
pluralistic society, each school should
have a prescribed ratio of Negro to white
students.”

Most people will agree that students
should be prepared to live in a pluralistic
society. But are there not better ways to
help our youngsters to become aware of
the differences in individuals and de-
velop a respect for those unique differ-
ences which make up the wonderful plu-
ralistic nature of our society?

In the Los Angeles case, the Charlotte
case, in my own district the city of Chat-
tanooga, the ability of the courts to de-
termine that a particular action is con-
stitutionally required allows that court,
without complete knowledge of school
district needs, to set priorities in the al-
location of resources.

Before these and other decisions, bus-
ing was one of a number of possibilities
for which the school district might spend
its money. It might have gone for teach-
ers’ salaries, the purchase of teaching
materials, the construction and/or re-
habilitation of school buildings and
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classrooms, the provision of special pro-
grams and the like. But these decisions
elevated busing above all other purposes.
The prime educational needs have not
been ruled constitutionally invalid, they
have simply not as yet been required by
a court as constitutionally necessary.
Therefore, teachers’ salaries and class-
rooms and equipment and other func-
tions and obligations of the school board
must take second place behind a pur-
pose which the court has now required.

Now, I do not think for one moment
our judges are intentionally heartless,
but they certainly do not—cannot—
know the individual and unique facts and
problems involved in each and every
school district.

We have jurists assuming the roles of
educators, bureaucrats assuming the role
of parents, and the concept of the neigh-
borhood school being destroyed.

We already know that our schools are
trying to cope with inadequate operating
budgets and now they must develop plans
for busing, for pairing, for clustering,
for closing. We see our children being
used as pawns, school buildings lying va-
cant, students uprooted from their neigh-
borhoods and forced into new and
strange situations, a vast disarray of ed-
ucational plans, and cluttered confliet in
our schools.

Trapped in a numbers game, we see
educators no longer educating. They
must work out =ll these plans for racial
balance—closing some schools, buying
buses, transferring records, moving fur-
niture; the sheer logistics of complying
with these court decisions are staggering.
Our educators have to spend so much
time fitting our children to the comput-
er's ratios, they simply wiil not have time
to educate, to help our children fulfill
their potential as marvelous individuals.

After long years of wasting time and
money, we finally got around to elimi-
nating assignment by color and busing
children to keep them separate, only to
come around just about full circle to as-
signment by color and busing to put the
children together by set ratios.

We have taught the Constitution to
say the law should be color blind. We
came to believe each person, regardless
of the color of skin, economic status or
religious belief, should be treated equally
and given the same opportunities. Now
the courts tell us we must be color con-
scious, that our childrer must also be
color conscious.

Since the courts feel there is a legal
distinction to be made between Ameri-
cans of different skin color, will the
courts also define color for us? Are we to
draw up legal standards about skin tones
as is done in South Africa? Do we check
their genealogy for several generations
back before assigning our children to
their appropriate schools?

Massive forced busing of our school-
children to create artificial racial bal-
ances can also, I would like to point out,
have a tragic impact on our youngsters
and their school programs. Education is
more than class instruction. It means
clubs, bands, sports, the cementing of
lasting friendships. Now our children are
denied the right to attend their neigh-

borhood school and are shifted to schools
at the other end of town.
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How can they participate in any
extracurricular activities. Instead of
clubs or band or batting practice, they
must rush to catech their buses. Do these
children not mean anything as in-
dividual human beings? Are they only
statistics to be shifted around to fit the
percentages worked out by machines?

Vermont Royster’s article “Forced In-
tegration: Suffer the Children” ap-
peared in the Wall Street Journal over
a year ago, in February of 1970. His com-
ments remain valid today. Pointing out
that the Government would not dare to
shove adults around as it wants to shove
little children around, he wrote:

The essence of that program is that we
have tried to apply to our schools the meth-
ods we would not dream of applying to
other parts of society. We have forced the
children to move.

There are many things wrong with the
forcible transfer of children from school to
school to obtain the “proper” racial mix. It is
for one thing, wasteful of time, energy and
money that could be better applied to mak-
ing all schools better.

To this practical objection there is also
the fact that in concept it is arrogant. The
unspoken idea it rests upon is that black
children will somehow gain from putting
their black skins near to white skins. This is
the reverse coin of the worst segregationist’s
idea that somehow the white children will
suffer from putting their white skins near
to black skins.

Both are insolent assertions of white
superiority. Both spring from the same bit-
ter seed.

Mr. Speaker, I include the article from
the Wall Street Journal in the Recorp
at this point.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Feb. 26, 1971]

FORCED INTEGRATION: SUFFER THE CHILDREN
(By Vermont Royster)

“Surely it is time to face up to a fact that
can no longer be hidden from view. The
attempt to integrate this country’s schools
is a tragic failure.”

The words of Stewart Alsop in Newsweek
will serve as well as any. They are startling,
honest and deeply true. Whatever anyone else
says otherwise, however shocked we may be,
we know he is right,

The proof lles in the fact that Congress, in
a confused sort of way, has made it clear that
it no longer thinks forced integration is the
way to El Dorado. Since Congress is a politi-
cal body, that In itself might be evidence
enough. But Mr. Alsop has also put the state-
ment up for challenge to a wide range of civil
rights leaders, black and white, ranging from
Education Commissioner James Allen to
black militant Julius Hobson, and found none
to deny 1t. Beyond that, we have only to
look around ourselves, at both our white
and our black neighbors, to know that the
failure is there.

But that only plunges us into deeper
questions. Why is it a failure? And why is it
tragic? Why is that something on which
s0 many men of good will put their faith has
at last come to this? Where did we go wrong?

And those questions plunge us yet deeper.
For to answer them we must go back to the
beginning. It is the moment for one of those
agonizing reappraisals of all our hopes, emo-
tions, thoughts, about what is surely the
most wretched of all the problems before
our society.

A SIMPLE PROPOSITION

We begin, I think, with a simple proposi-
tion. It is that it was, and is morally wrong
for a soclety to say to one group of people
that because of their color they are pariahs—
that the majesty of law can be used to
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segregate them in their homes, in their
schools, in their livelihoods, in their social
contacts with their fellows, The wrong is
in no wise mitigated by any plea that society
may provide well for them within their seg-
regated state. That has nothing to do with
the moral question.

In 1964, for the first time, the Supreme
Court stated that moral imperative. Begin-
ning with the school decision the judges in
a series of decisions struck down the legal
underpinnings of segregation.

Since emotions and prejudices are not
swept away by court decisions there were
some white people in all parts of the country
who resisted the change. But they were, for
all their noise, in the minority. The great
body of our people, even in the South where
prejudice has congealed into custom, began
the task of stripping away the battens of
segregation. Slowly, perhaps, but relentlessly.

Then some people—men of good will, most-
ly—sald this was not enough. They noticed
that the mere ending of segregation did not
mix whites and blacks in social intercourse.
Neighborhoods remalned either predomi-
nantly white or black. So did schools, because
our schools are related to our neighborhoods.
So did many other things. Not because of the
law, but because of habit, economics, prefer-
ences—or prejudices, if you prefer.

From this came the concept of “de facto”
segregation. This Latin phrase, borrowed
from the law, describes any separation of
whites and blacks that exists In fact and
equates it with the segregation proscribed
by law. The cause matters not. These men
of good will concluded that if segregation
in law is bad then any separation that exists
in fact is equally bad.

From this view we were led to attack any
separation as de facto segregation. Since the
first attack on segregation came in the
schools, the schools became the first place
for the attack on separation from whatever
cause, And since the law had served us well
in the first instance, we chose—our law-
makers chose—to use the law for the second
purpose also. The law, that is, was applied to
compel not merely an end to segregation but
an end to separation by forced integration.

It was at this point that we fell into the
abyss. The error was not merely that we cre-
ated a legal monstrosity, or something un-
acceptable politically to both whites and
blacks. The tragedy is that we embraced an
idea morally wrong.

That must be recognized if we are to un-
derstand all else, For what is wrong about
forced integration in the schools is not its
impracticality, which we all now see, but its
immorality, which is not yet fully grasped.

Let us consider.

Imagine, now, a neighborhood in which
957 of the people are white, 5% of them
black. It is self-evident that we have here
a de facto imbalance, We do not have legal
segregation, but we do not have integra-
tion either, at least not anything more than
“tokenism.”

Let us suppose also that for some reason—
any reason, economics, white hostilities, or
perhaps black prejudice against living next
door to whites—the proportion does not
change. The only way then to change it is
for some of the whites to move away and,
concurrently, for some blacks who live else-
where to move into this neighborhood. One
is not enough. Both things must happen.

CREATING AN IMBALANCE

Or let us suppose the proportion does
change. Let us suppose that for some rea-
son—any reason, including prejudice—large
numbers of white families move out of the
neighborhood, making room for black people
to move in, so that after a few years we have
entirely reversed the proportions, The neigh-
borhood becomes 95% black, 5% white.

Again we have an imbalance, Again we do
not truly have segregation but call it that, if
you wish; de facto segregation. In any event
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we do not have integration in the sense that
there is a general mixing, together of the
blacks and whites.

Now suppose that we act from the assump-
tion that this is wrong. That it 1s wrong to
have the neighborhood either 95% white or
95% black. That the mix, to be “right,” must
be some particular proportion.

What action 1s to be taken? In the first in-
stance, do we by law forcefully remove some
of the white families from the neighborhood
50 that we can force in the “proper” number
of black families? Or, in the second instance,
do we by law prohibit some of the white fam-
ilies from moving out of the neighborhood?
If we do either, who decides who moves, who
stays?

The example, of course, is fanciful, We do
none of this. No one has had the political te-
merity to propose a law that would send sol-
diers to pick people up and move them, or to
block the way and prevent them from mov=
ing. No one stands up and says this is the
moral thing to do.

Stated thus boldly, the immorality of doing
such things is perfectly clear. No one thinks
it moral to send policemen, or the National
Guard bayonets in hand, to corral people and
force them into a swimming pool, or a public
park or a cocktail party when they do not
wish to go.

No one pretends this is moral—for all that
anyone may deplore people's prejudice—be-
cause everyone can see that to do this is to
make of our society a police state. The meth-
ods, whatever the differences in intent, would
be no different from the tramping boots of
the Communist, Nazl or Fascistic police
states.

All this being fanciful, no one proposing
such things, it may seem we have strayed far
from the school integration program. But
have we?

The essence of that program is that we
have tried to apply to our schools the meth-
ods we would not dream of applylng to other
parts of soclety. We have forced the children
to move.

There are many things wrong with the
forcible transfer of children from school to
school to obtaln the "proper” racial mix. It
is, for one thing, wasteful of time, energy and
money that could better be applied to mak-
ing all schools better.

To this practical objection there is also the
fact that in concept it 1s arrogant, The un-
spoken idea it rests upon is that black chil-
dren will somehow gain from putting their
black skins near to white skins. This is the
reverse coin of the worst segregationist’s idea
that somehow the white children will suffer
from putting their white skins near to black
skins,

Both are insolent assertions of white supe-
riority. Both spring from the same bitter
seed.

Still, the practical difficulties might be
surmounted. The implied arrogance might be
overlooked, on the grounds that the alleged
superiority is not racial but cultural; or that,
further, both whites and blacks will gain
from mutual assoclation. That still leaves the
moral question.

Perhaps it should be restated. Is it moral
for soclety to apply to children the force
which, if it were applied to adults, men
would know immoral? What charity, what
compassion, what morality is there in forcing
a child as we would not force his father?

It is a terrible thing to see, as we have
seen, soldiers standing guard so that a black
child may enter a white school. You cannot
help but cringe in shame that only this way
is it done. But at least then the soldiers are
standing for a moral principle—that no one,
child or adult, shall be barred by the color of
his skin from access to what belongs to us all,
white or black.

But it would have been terrifying if those
same soldiers had been going about the town
rounding up the black children and marching
them from their accustomed school to an-
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other, while they went fearfully and their
parents wept. On that, I verily belleve, moral-
ity will brook no challenge.

Thus, then, the abyss. It opened because in
fleeing from one moral wrong of the past, for
which we felt guilty, we fled all unaware to
another immorality. The failure is tragic be-
cause in so doing we heaped the burdens
upon our children, who are helpless.

MUST WE TURN BACK?

Does this mean, as many men of good will
fear, that to recognize as much, to acknowl-
edge the failure to forced integration in the
schools, 1s to surrender, to turn backward to
what we have fled from?

Surely not. There remains, and we as &
people must insist upon it, the moral impera-
tive that no one should be denied his place in
soclety, his dignity as a human being, be-
cause of his color, Not in the schools only, but
in his livelihood and his life. No custom, no
tradition, no trickery should be allowed to
evade that imperative.

That we can insist upon without viclating
the other moral imperative, So long as he
does not encroach upon others, no man
should be compelled to walk where he would
not walk, live where he would not live, share
what company he would shun, think what he
would not think, believe what he believes not.

It we grasp the distinction, we will follow &
tragic failure with a glant step. And God
willing, not just in the schools.

Is this social experiment worthy of
trial, as the courts seem to think? Even
if, through the need of understanding,
our communities are going fo be
destroyed? How do we establish our

priorities? What about the learning
situations we are developing? Can young
and tender minds be exposed to the
turmoil generated by adult attitudes and
backgrounds? Ought they be the guinea
pigs in this attempt to correct the prob-

lems of the past and still construct
adequate learning situations? I have very
serious reservations about the extent of
conflict which can exist and still produce
the objective results the court foresees.
What parent wants to expose his child
to tense situations, to cross-busing, not
knowing what kind of restrictions and
supervision will protect his child? We
want our children to be ready for, to
participate fully in, this pluralistic
society—can we achieve that end result
at this time, in this manner, with the
emotions and circumstances now in-
volved?

I cannot view the busing of children
under the guise of improving education
by achieving racial balance as anything
but “phony.” Forcing children together
is not going to improve the situation.
Busing is a mere surface effort, not a
solution to the overall problem.

Antidiserimination and freedom of
choice are basic to the American way of
life. Regardless of the attitude of the
intelligentsia, a person cannot be forced
to learn unless he is properly motivated.
We must get to the root of the problem
by creating a desire within the com-
munity to motivate an individual to
study and learn—to understand and to
contribute to that better world we all
want.

I have urged my constituents to
respect our recent busing ruling and to
approach the controversial problem with
a mature mind and heart, with a dedica-
tion to preserve peace and tranquility in
our community. We must make the best
of the situation. Yet, each parent must
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determine how best to serve the interests
of his children. After all, quality educa-
tion should be our goal, and it should
take priority over any kind of cross-
busing social experiment.

If the Supreme Court correctly inter-
preted our U.S. Constitution in making
its decision, I agree with the gentleman
from North Carolina: the Constitution
must be changed to reflect our basic pro-
tection of individual rights, our basic
philosophy of local control of our public
schools, and our local responsibility for
our schools.

I thank the gentleman from North
Carolina for yielding.

Mr, MIZELL. I thank my colleague
from Tennessee for his contribution and
certainly for his awareness of what is
really at stake in our public schools. His
remarks lend weight to the question we
are considering here this evening,

Mr. Speaker, I thank all of my col-
leagues who have spoken so well on this
subject which concerns all of us so
deeply.

Mr. MINSHALIL. Mr. Speaker, as a co-
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 646,
the constitutional amendment to pro-
hibit mandatory school busing, I was
most impressed by a letter I received this
morning. It states succinetly and well the
reasons why most parents of all races
and incomes oppose such busing.

My correspondent refers in his letter
to House Joint Resolution 777, an amend-
ment identical to the one cosponsored
earlier this year by my good friend the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MizeLL), myself, and several other Mem-
bers of the House. I urge the attention of
those who have not carefully considered
all of the ramifications of school busing
to give thought to M~. Grisham’s objec-
tions, and I particularly urge members of
the House Committee on the Judiciary
to weigh the damage such busing may do
to the Nation’s children.

I want, also, to extend to my colleague,
Mr. MizerLr, my good wishes and con-
tinued support for adoption of this very
important amendment to the Constitu-
tion.

The letter follows:

MNORFOLK, VA.,

July 28, 1971.
Hon. W. E. MINSHALL,
Congress of the United States,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeEar Mr. MinsHALL: I apologize for the
use of a form letter, but due to the pressing
problem and the shortage of time I have
no other alternative.

As an Ohlo resident and voter, I feel ob-
ligated to voice to you my opposition to the
Bupreme Court ruling to bus our children
miles from home for the sole reason of racial
balance.

I am a Navy man stationed here on official
orders. Six years ago I purchased a home for
my family in an area that is very conven-
lent to & church of our falth, an elementary
school and a junior high school. All are
within walking distance of our home. Now,
due to the Supreme Court ruling, they will
be required to ride a city bus ten miles—
almost to downtown Norfolk. School will be-
gin at five different times, ranging from 7:00
a.m. to 10:00 and will dismiss at five different
times. During the winter months, our chil-
dren will be on the streets before daylight
and after dark.

I am not opposed to equal rights for Ne-
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groes. I feel this should have happened long
ago. I sincerely believe that most of the
Negroes feel as I do about the children being
bussed back and forth across the city every
day. It creates not only a financial hardship
upon the parents, but more important, it
causes an emotional disturbance within the
children because In many cases they are
separated from their brothers, sisters, and
friends. There is a family near me that has
four children, with each child attending a
different school. No thought has been given
to the safety and welfare of the children.
Common sense tells you that you would not
place a small child on a bus and permit him
to travel unescorted. Crime and accldent
rates are soaring higher and higher each
year.

As member of the armed forces, I am not
permitted to express my opposition by pub-
lic demonstrations. Speaking for myself, 1
cannot afford to be jailed, robbed of the
rights to use the schools in my area, nor can
I afford to place my children In private
schools and continue paying taxes at the
same time.

This is supposedly a *“free country” in
which the rights and opportunities of all
men are considered equal. Many thousands
of emigrants come to our country each year
for this reason. What gives the Supreme
Court the privilege to DICTATE to me where
I MUST send my children to school? I realize
there are many emergencies which may arise
in our schools which could cause a tempor-
ary change in school schedules . . . fires,
floods, epidemics, shortage of teachers, ete.,
but I do not think that the Supreme Court
should be permitted to disrupt a nation by
shifting children around the schools as if
they are furniture. With the Negroes now
having equal housing opportunities, the ra-
cial balance in the schools will take care of
itself . . . maybe a little slower than the
NAACP would like, but at least very few of
the disadvantages stated in my previous
paragraphs would arlse.

I would like to voice my support of the
following resolutions: H.J. Res. T77, July 12,
1971; 8.J. Res. 112, June 9, 1971.

“ARTICLE —

Bectiow 1. No public school student shall,
because of his race, creed or color, be as-
signed to or required to attend a particular
school.

“SgcrioN 2. The Congress shall have the
power to enforce this article by appropri-
ate legislation.”

There are many servicemen who are Ohio
residents and voters statloned here in Nor-
folk, and the surrounding area. All of our
children are affected by this amendment.
There are many families that feel as I do,
but for some reason they do not know how
effective a letter can be. In behalf of those
who do not write, my family and I would
very much appreciate your support in help-
ing to restore our neighborhood schools.

Sincerely,
RicHARD E. GRISHAM.

Mr. DANIEL of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
in the basement of the Longworth Build-
ing, on the wall of the House Stationery
Room, hangs a poster. It is beautiful.
Against the blue-and-purple sky of early
evening, the alabaster-white dome of the
Capitol stands out sharp relief. Above it
are printed these words:

Here, Sir, the People Govern.

In the interest of honesty, I submit
there should be added:
Providing it is in accord with the wishes

of the Pederal courts and certain bureau-
crats.

It would not be nearly so dramatic, but
it would certainly more accurately re-
flect the facts.
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We are here today to discuss the sub-
jeet of busing of schoolchildren, for
whatever distance decreed, in order to
effect a percentage balance of the races
within a school district, or—if the need
be—a combination of districts.

This is a subject we should not have
to discuss. The Supreme Court’s first de-
cision regarding race and the schools
said simply that, in the Court’s opinion,
separate-but-equal schools were uncon-
stitutional; it made no mention of the
forced integration or of methods to
achieve integration. The 1964 Civil
Rights Act specifically provided that in-
tegration does not mean the busing of
students to achieve racial balance. The
House of Representatives, through spe-
cific language written into last year’s
Office of Education appropriation bill,
made it quite clear that the funds so ap-
propriated should not be used for the
purpose of busing, It made no difference.
No one within the Federal court system
or the Office of Education’s bureaucracy
paid the slightest heed,

There is much that I could say—in-
deed, there is much I have said—on the
subject of busing. Instead, let me share
with you what others who live in the
Commonwealth of Virginia and who are
living day to day with the problems cre-
ated have to tell us.

One family stated it this way.

As parents with fwo young daughters,
eleven and six, we feel we must write to ex-
press our concern with the end of neighbor-
hood schools and the forced bussing of our
children for soclological reasons, Bussing of
children for considerable distance to strange
schools in unfamiliar neighborhoods cannot
possibly serve any useful purpose, Certainly
the need for quality education is not met in
this manner.

We would ask that you take all steps pos~
sible to restore sanity to our school system.
Please support any and all legislation to
amend the Constitution. Then maybe once
agailn we will have our rights as citizens
restored.

Or another:

The Constitution of the United States was
established in part to “insure domestic tran-
quility . . . and secure the blessings of liberty
to ourselves and our posterity.” The unneces-
sary busing of our children to a distant
school is & matter which we consider with
a complete lack of tranquility, and cannot
classify as a blessing.

And yet another:

As concerned parents of three school-age
children, please help us to save our neigh-
borhood schools. We live within one mile of
an excellent school and our community has
worked hard to make this school a model for
our area. We are so proud of this school that
we would like for you to come and visit.

What can be gained by taking our children
away from their neighborhood and familiar
surroundings to a school ten miles away?
Who would be responsible if our children
are hurt going to or from or at school? Why
should we pay, with our tax money, to send
them this distance? Why isn’'t this done in
Northern cities?

These are our children. We have struggled
to see that they had proper medical atten-
tion, a balanced diet, a Christian background,
a neat physical appearance, and a clean,
pleasant home in which to live. We feel that
we have the right, as honest, hard-working
taxpayers, to select the school our children
will attend.

Please help us. We feel so desperate and
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helpless at this time, as each day our con-
cern grows for our children and our entire
school system.

Well and good, you say. These parents
do not like busing, and want no part of
it. But let us be fair; let us quote some
letters from those who do approve of bus-
ing. I am afraid you will have to go else-
where for those letters. Not one letter
have I received from a parent who felt
busing was desirable, or that there was
good to be gained from it.

Millions of people are greatly con-
cerned about the future of their schools.
The confusion brought about by deci-
sions in the courts and the administra-
tive councils have made it difficult, if not
impossible, for teachers in the classroom
to perform their responsibilities in the
most effective way. The taxpayer is con-
tributing billions of dollars for our
schools and at the same time witnessing
an erosion of their total impact. Some-
thing must be done. The taxpayers will
not continue to support increased educa-
tion expenditures to implement policies
to which Congress and the majority of
the people are opposed.

As we are all well aware, the Constitu-
tion does not require busing of students
to provide for racial balance, nor has
Congress enacted a law requiring it. The
idea of busing is purely a figment of the
Federal judiciary, aided and abetted by
bureaucrats who sit in Washington and
dictate the operations of school districts
across the land.

This maze must have an ending some-
where, It cannot be allowed to wreck our
schools. To outlaw forced segregation is
one thing, but to force percentage bal-
ance in the schools by totally artificial
means is something else. Congress can-
not be much clearer than it has been. The
House is clearly in favor of the right of
parents to determine, within the law,
the school to which their children will
go. Those who are most affected by this—
our children—do not have a vote, and are
merely pawns in a power game that must
be stopped.

Following the Supreme Court’s ruling
in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg School
cases, a friend of mine—a lawyer—
shared with me a letter he had received
from a colleague who had devoted con-
siderable time to the subject. I offer a
portion of that letter:

The Court’s decision is that, for a time un-
defined and to an extent undefined, the at-
tendance of children at public schools may
be shaped and prescribed solely according
to race and color. The Court has adopted the
philosophy that wherever there has been an
old State compulsion based on race, there
shall now be a new Federal compulsion based
on race—that the Constitution of the United
States so requires—and that the Constitu-
tion glves no individual any protection
against the imposition of this new racial
compulsion.

Against this “interpretation” of the Con-
stitution there is now no rellef except to
write into that Charter an explicit provision
to the contrary.

Along with many of my colleagues, 1
have sought to have just such an explicit
provision written into our Constitution.
I believe in the Constitution. I believe it
is just as valid a document as it was
when it was drafted almost two centuries
ago. But I believe when the few use it to
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impose their will upon the many, it is
time to amend the Constitution to reflect
the wishes of the people.

I have sponsored and supported legis-
lation to bring about this change. So
long as it remain the obvious will of the
overwhelming majority of the people I
represent that such an amendment be
made, I shall continue to fight to return
control of the destiny of their children
to the people of this country.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, I come
before my fellow colleagues today to ex-
press my views on the urgent problem of
busing which is facing our schools in se-
lected parts of the country and in par-
ticular, the congressional district which
I have the privilege to serve. The whole
issue of busing is one which is charged
with emotion, and I think that it is time
for the Congress to reflect upon this mat-
ter in a cool, calm, and rational manner.
The overwhelming majority of people in
the Fourth Congressional District, both
black and white, appear, to me, to be op-
posed to the idea of busing.

Let me briefly review the concepts of
“de facto" segregation and “de jure”
segregation. As I understand, we in the
South, have had the ‘“de jure” type of
segregation—that is to say, segregation
has been sanctioned under the laws of
the State. With the advent of the civil
rights movement, these laws have been
struck down by the Federal courts, until
“de jure” segregation, in fact, does not
exist.

Now let me turn to “de facto” segre-
gation, a term certainly familiar to my
colleagues who reside north of the
Mason-Dixon Line. In essence, “de facto”
segregation is simply “segregation, in
fact.” The Northern States of this great
country of ours, always claiming to be
more enlightened than their sister States
to the south, abolished any State vestiges
of ““de jure” segregation—that is, seg-
regation by law. However, the abolition
of these laws did not at all mean that
segregation, in fact, was abolished. What
now exists in the northern sections of
our country is the embarrassing phenom-
enum of “de facto” segregation which
has arisen due to the residential living
patterns of the people in the North. Now,
certainly, no one would even dare specu-
late that our friends to the north could
possibly harbor deep in their hearts and
minds the least trace of racial prejudice,
bias, or discrimination. Somehow, some-
way, the residential neighborhoods in the
North “just” ended up sort of *“segre-
gated.” To this very day, I still do not
understand how the label of “racism”
has attached itself so exclusively to the
South, when there are other areas in the
Northern United States which acutely
reflect the worst sort of racial prejudice.

But hypocrisy has existed, I feel surely,
since the times of Julius Ceasar, to the
present, and no more clearer example
can be seen than in the recent Supreme
Court decision involving the city of
Charlotte, N.C., and Mecklenburg Coun-
ty. In its decision, the “wise” Court up-
held busing as a valid techmnique to
achieve a unitary school system—but
only in the South. The Court refused to
rule on the issue of busing as it would
affect the areas of the North where “de
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facto” segregation exists on a rampant
scale. I ask, simply, why must we in the
South be treated inequitably?

Already in the city of Anniston, Ala.,
our school problems are increasing daily.
Our school officials are pushed to the
breaking point as they anguish over try-
ing to provide quality education while
at the same time trying to follow the
edict of some Federal judge who has told
us that we are an odious lot who prac-
tices racial bias with the relish of a wolf
which has just caught his supper for the
night. A suit has been filed in Federal
court against the School Board of Annis-
ton requiring the board to make addi-
tional faculty reassignments and this
suit follows a finding by a hearing ex-
aminer in the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare that the local
school board had taken effective action
to assure a fair faculty ratio. We have
been, and are being, hounded to death by
persons in high Government positions
who refuse to be fair, to be pragmatic,
and to be cognizant of the hardships be-
ing placed on our local officials who are
charged with the moral, if not legal, re-
sponsibility to provide a quality educa-
tion to its children.

Thus, Mr. Speaker, the issue of busing
must be viewed from a practical stand-
point. Is the goal of a good education
to be sacrificed to some pie-in-the-sky
bleeding heart theory of a judge, whose
responsibility is to adjudicate, and not
to make social policy? I strongly say “No”
and so do the people in the Fourth Con-
gressional District of Alabama. We would
ask, that if busing is to be given con-
tinued sanction, that this policy be ap-
plied equally to all citizens of the United
States. Thus, when our children arise at
5:30 and 6 in the mornings to get ready
to be shipped across town, we in the
South can take comfort in the fact chil-
dren on Long Island are also getting
ready for school which is located some-
where in the Bronx or Harlem. What is
good for the goose is also good for the
gander.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, as a
cosponsor of House Joint Resolution 646,
I commend the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. Mizern) for taking this
special order to emphasize the complexi-
ties, costs, controversy, and difficulties
raised by forced school busing through-
out the country.

The amendment which we basically
support would provide that no public
school student would be assigned to or
required to attend a particular school be-
cause of race, color, or creed.

From the experiences a number of
school districts within my congressional
district have had with forced busing
edicts, it is obvious to me that the in-
terests of education are not served by
arbitrary percentage rulings. Also, the
effective administration of neighborhood
schools has diminished, the children
suffer from lack of educational benefits,
and the vague social benefits to be de-
rived from busing are not, in fact,
achieved.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, I do not be-
lieve that the Justice Department nor
the courts have respected nor properly
interpreted the intent of Congress in this
area. Specifically, I believe the Supreme
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Court has legislated in this field and that
the Justice Department has been inter-
ested in prosecuting local districts rather
than improving educational opportuni-
ties.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I strenu-
ously object to the Supreme Court's de-
cisions requiring forced busing to achieve
racial ratios. The courts rule this way on
their theory that the Constitution re-
quires it. When these decisions were first
made I introduced in Congress a con-
stitutional amendment to prohibit forced
busing, which is the only way Congress
can set aside court decisions on the Con-
stitution, but the Judiciary Committee
has refused to even hold hearings on the
amendment. There is a way to bypass the
committee, and that is to get a majority
of the Members of the House to sign a
petition discharging the committee’s
power on the proposal and bringing it
directly to the floor. I have filed such a
petition and contacted every Member of
the House asking each to sign. I do not
yet have the required number, but I am
still trying. The U.S. Constitution can
also be amended by action initiated in
State legislatures, and I am also encour-
aging this action in the Florida Legisla-
ture and in other State legislatures.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
will keep my remarks brief, but I did
want to voice my strong support for
House Joint Resolution 646. The measure
was authored by my very able colleague,
the gentleman from North Carolina,
Congressman MizeLL, and I was happy
to be able to add my name as a cosponsor.

In a nutshell, the legislation would
amend the U.S. Constitution to prohibit
the assignment of a public school stu-
dent to a particular school based on his
race, creed, or color. Stated in another
way, it would prohibit the massive and
forced busing of public school students
just to satisfy the personal opinions of
bureaucratie social planners.

A second important impact of the leg-
islation would be to set one national pol-
icy on publie school attendance. No long-
er would local school boards have to run
to the courts or HEW to find out how
their schools are to operate.

School officials would know once and
for all just where they stand. They would
know for a fact that any child would be
able to attend the school of his or her
choice.

Mr. Speaker, it is time the Congress
of the United States took a position on
the public schools. For too long we have
abdicated our responsibilities in this im-
portant area to the courts, which has
resulted in confusion and chaos for pub-
lic education.

I commend Congressman MizerL for
requesting this special order this after-
noon and I would urge the Members of
the House Committee on the Judiciary
to begin hearings on House Joint Resolu-
tion 646 as soon as possible.

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Speaker, the
time has certainly come for the Con-
gress to deliberate all aspects of the bus-
ing situation.

We realize there are those on the side-
lines who will cry racism and who will
deliberately cloud the issue involved here
with pointed fingers and caustic accusa-
tions. The time has come, nonetheless, to
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delve beyond the facade of intentions in-
volved in busing to the basic principles
and the actual impact of busing.

Arbitrarily checkerboarding our chil-
dren from one area to another to get a
balance of so many white children into a
black area and to get so many black
children into a white area are tugs at
the very concept of our freedoms. The
principle of self-determination must not
be dealt another blow by the forces of
the Health, Education and Welfare De-
partment.

Most of the people in my district, both
black and white, have indicated a strong
desire to cooperate—to live in harmony
and assistance—one to the other. They
do not, however, wish to relinquish their
children to every Utopian scheme that
some bureaucrat in a Federal agency
might dream up. My people want their
sons and daughters close to them; they
want them in neighborhood schools
where they can readily reach them in
any kind of emergency. To yank these
children away from the reaches of their
protective arms to be used as pawns in
this gigantic political charade, strikes
at the very soul of our democracy.

Busing also represents a desertion of
the purpose and principles of education.
This Nation needs better educated chil-
dren. It needs children who can grow to
a productive adulthood to serve commu-
nities of the 21st century; who can
achieve educational levels capable of
producing the finest doctors, ministers,
and governmental leaders suited to meet
the challenges of the years ahead. But
instead, the Government disrupts the
orderly educational process; confuses to-
day’s students who will be tomorrow’s
leaders; sets numerical balance stand-
ards ahead of all other considerations;
and devotes untold man-hours and dol-
lars to the false hope that emotions can
be legislated and dictated by forcing
children to attend certain schools. To-
day’s children should not be made to pay
for the mistakes of the last hundred
years. The purposes in sending Johnny
to school is to teach him how to read—
not how to ride the bus.

Extensive busing creates an impaect on
the children themselves. They are sub-
jected to prolonged trips to and from
home. Their safety is in danger since
they are more exposed to occasions for
accidents. I have received an untold
number of letters from parents who want
their children close to their homes, close
to their neighborhoods. One mother
wrote about her child who has a chronic
illness. When the child has a problem,
she needs to get to him immediately
because he needs immediate medical
attention. If this child is 25 miles away
from the doctor or the person who usu-
ally takes care of him, it can be detri-
mental to his health and safety. We must
bring back the right of the people to
run and operate their own schools and
to select the schools which their children
will attend.

Many students have shown hostility to
busing. One young lady tearfully relayed
to me her objections to being bused away
from the school she had always attended.
She was upset at being yanked away
from her teachers and friends, but more
than that, she had planned to carry out
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family traditions by being graduated
from that particular school. At a time
when this Nation so needs roots and sta-
bility, it is a shame to uproot our young.

Consider the tremendous expense in-
volved in busing. The cost of new buses
and extended routes involves a huge
amount of money—money that could
well be used to enrich the present edu-
cation programs for all children, regard-
less of color.

The time has come to ignore the
bleeding hearts, the do-gooders, the
vicious name callers; the time has come
to consider this problem on the constitu-
tionality and ineffectiveness of busing.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for us
to stand by the basic concepts of free-
dom, and forced busing is a sure in-
fringement on those rights.

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Speaker, we are
witnessing the breakdown of one of the
greatest public institutions of our
times—our public education system. The
culprit is involuntary busing of our young
people to achieve racial balance. Every
student—black or white—has to submit
to this deplorable child handling regard-
less of what damage it does to him, the
educational system or society in general.

As U.S. citizens and taxpayers it would
seem to me that we have a constitution-
al right to place our children in which-
ever school we desire providing of course,
the school is physically able to receive
them. The busing scheme deprives us of
that very valuable right. It is an unwant-
ed and despised device which was never
intended by the Congress of the United
States, to be used in this fashion.

I am definitely opposed to busing stu-
dents for the sole purpose of achieving
a racial balance. I am convinced that
this ill-conceived move will be extreme-
ly detrimental to the best interests of
both black and white and just might de-
stroy the great institution of free pub-
lic education. Certainly the quality of
our educational system has deteriorat-
ed in those areas where forced busing
has been required.

Let me review how this all came about.

Back in 1964 the Congress passed the
controversial civil rights bill. Title VI
of that bill is the provision under which
the Supreme Court upheld busing along
with other constitutional philosophies.

On February 7, 1964, during the course
of that debate I spoke to the House of
Representatives on what I thought were
the dangers of enacting title VI, I said
then:

The ultimate result of Title VI would be
the retroactive amendment of every federal
statute which advocates federal funds. It
could—and probably would—reach down into
such fine institutions as the FHA, the 6.1
programs, the school construction programs,
the school lunch programs and countless
other humanitarian programs. If carried out,
it could adversely affect every element of our
society, every phase of our commerce, every
color of our citizenry.

Despite my misgivings, the Congress
passed title VI of that bill. It is one of the
reasons we are in trouble today. The
Congress has since realized the harmful
effect of forced busing of students. In
1966, I believe, the so-called Whitten
amendment was introduced to the edu-
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cation bill. This amendment said in ef-
fect, “no part of these funds—educa-
tional—shall be used for the purpose of
busing students to achieve racial bal-
ance.” The House rejected the amend-
ment that year. But as more busing was
required and the public became more
aroused, Members of Congress began
having second thoughts. The next year
it passed the House but failed in the
Senate. The next year it passed both
Houses, and it is now public law.

You would have thought this would
have settled the matter, but you forget
the Supreme Court. That Court ruled the
“Whitten” amendment unconstitutional
and, therefore, of no effect. So the U.S.
Office of Education went merrily on its
way decreeing more busing whenever ra-
cial integration of schools could not be
accomplished by other means despite the
damage it did to the educational system
and the student.

As I see it, this is not a black versus
white situation. It is a misdirected effort
of the Office of Education to accomplish
a purpose—regardless of the harm it
might do to both of the races.

Now, realistically, what can be done to
rectify this miserable predicament?

I am afraid there is no immediate so-
lution,

The Supreme Court could reverse it-
self, but this is highly unlikely.

Legislation is useless because of the
Court’s ruling on the “Whitten” amend-
ment and other cases.

The only recourse we have now is to
see a constitutional amendment which
would prohibit involuntary busing for
this purpose. I have introduced House
Joint Resolution 769 which seeks to ac-
complish this. A number of other Con-
gressmen and Senators have introduced
similar proposed legislation.

At the present time a number of my
colleagues and I are trying to have at
least one of these bills brought to the
floor of the House by means of the “dis-
charge petition.” Such a petition requires
the signature of at least 217 Members.
EVe shall endeavor to obtain that num-

er,

I will do everything within my power
to expedite the proceeding I outlined
above.

Mr. MIZELL. I thank the gentleman,
and all of my colleagues, who have
spoken so well on this subject which con-
cerns all of us deeply.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I wish to cite
an example of what lies ahead if my con-
stitutional amendment or other correc-
tive legislation is not enacted.

The city of San Francisco, long recog-
nized as the most cosmopolitan city in
America, was drawn into the busing con-
troversy recently as a result of a private
suit being filed in a Federal court, calling
for the busing of 24,000 black, Chinese-
American, Mexican-American, and white
students to 100 elementary schools, be-
ginning this fall.

The mayor of that city said the plan
was opposed by “large percentages of the
Mexican-American, black, Chinese, and
white communities,” and he was further

quoted as saying:
I don't see why it has to be thrust upon
the people.
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The cost is estimated at $2.5 million.

And this, Mr. Speaker, is precisely the
point. Here is a city known for its variety
of ethnic backgrounds and for its spirit
of community involvement. A private suit
has disrupted this spirit of accord, not
because of any racial animosity, but be-
cause a policy of forced busing is as re-
pulsive to the majority of the residents of
San Francisco as it is to the citizens of
Winston-Salem, N.C.

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I will enter
into the Recorp the text of an article
describing this situation, which appeared
in a San Francisco newspaper recently.

If forced busing can be implemented in
San Francisco, if racial percentages for
four nationalities can he demanded and
forced, then where will it all end?

It will not end with the South, though
I suspect some of our northern colleagues
had entertained such thoughts. It will not
end with the integration of blacks and
whites; it has already gone farther than
that in San Francisco.

It would not surprise me at all to see
the courts rule that a certain percent-
age of every nationality represented in
this great “melting pot of humanity” be
proportionately represented in each of
this Nation's schools.

How will the city of New York react
when it has to integrate certain per-
centages of Anglo-Saxons, black Amer-
icans, Mexican-Americans, Chinese-
Americans, Italian-Americans, Jewish-
Americans, and every other conceivable
hyphenated American?

I predict it will react in much the same
way that we in the South have reacted,
and rightly so.

Forced anything is not acceptable in
any part of this country, and I, for one,
am thankful for that. We are a nation
in love with freedom, and we guard that
freedom jeolously.

For almost 200 years, this has been a
government of the people, by the people
and for the people. This means that those
who are elected by the people should
serve as the voice of the people.

But the dominant voice in the con-
tinuing controversy over our public
schools has not been the voice of the
people—it has been the voice of a tyran-
nical judiciary.

This House has on several occasions
expressed its opposition to the concept
of busing schoolchildren away from
their neighborhood schools to a more dis-
tant school, simply to pacify the courts.

In the 1964 Civil Rights Act, passed by
this House and by the Senate, and signed
into law by President Johnson, there was
included the most explicit language for-
bidding the assignment of students to
particular schools simply on the basis
of their race.

On several occasions since I have been
a Member of Congress, this same posi-
tion has been reaffirmed through HEW
appropriations, in which the use of Fed-
eral funds for busing simply to achieve
racial balance has been strictly forbid-
den—Today, by passing HR. 539 by the
overwhelming vote of 351 to 36 the House
has again expressed its growing concern
about what is being forced on our public
schools.
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President Nixon has made clear his
position in favor of neighborhood schools
and opposing forced busing.

These are clearly the voices of the peo-
ple, speaking through their elected offi-
cials, and yet the people are helpless to
stop enforcement of this unreasonable
policy that threatens the very existence
of public education in America.

It is time that we in the Congress took
action to make the people’'s voice heard
again, to make the people’s will what
counts in this democracy.

The constitutional amendment I have
proposed would give new authority to
the people's voice and to their will. The
time for passage of that amendment is
now.

To conclude, I would like to read into
the Recorp the text of James J. Kilpat-
rick’s column, to which I referred at the
outset of this discussion, The column
needs no more introduction, it speaks for
itself.

The material follows:

THE Bus RouTE FroM EnUCATION TO MADNESS
(By James J. Kilpatrick)

ROANOKE, Va.—Several hundred principals,
supervisors, and others engaged in educa-
tion at the elementary school level met here
a few days ago for a conference on what ails
them. The delegates came from six southern
states, whites and blacks alike, and for three
days they listened dutifully to a program
built around trade unionism and the new
worry of "accountability.”

These are important concerns. The union-
fzation of public school teachers has become
a fact of educational life, and the principals,
understandably, were eager to know all those
things about contract negotiation they al-
ways had been afraid to ask. The business of
accountability embraces the growing demand
of parents for a kind of guality control in
the classrooms. If Miss Jackson's third-grade
pupils fall to learn to read at third-grade
levels, fire Miss Jackson.

But back in their rooms, or over a drink
in the hotel pub, these deeply troubled pro-
fessionals were not talking of militant unions
or critical parents. They were talking of
busing. A summer conference at a modestly
posh hotel ought to mean happy times. These
were the saddest sesslons I ever sat in on,

The term "“busing™ has come to mean a
great deal more than the mere physical
transportation of pupils from Point A to
Point B. In today's lexicon, it connotes such
measures as “pairing” and “clustering” and
“closing,” and by extension it takes in all
the problems of discipline, white flight, and
school-community relations that afflict
southern school systems today.

By way of example, consider two elemen-
tary schools in a major southern city. One
of them, Hyde Park, on the east side of town,
is located In a sectlon of the city that has
been wholly black for 70 years. The other,
Bellhaven, on the west side, serves a neigh-
borhood once wholly white but now substan-
tially mixed. Each of the schools has a ca-
pacity of 800 pupils.

Under court order, Hyde Park and Bell-
haven were paired for the 1970-71 school year.
Roughly 160 white children were shipped
every day to Hyde Park, and roughly 120
black children were shipped every day to
Bellhaven. All six grades were maintained at
each school, and the situation created prob-
lems that were "real but not intolerable.”

For the coming year, the schools are to
be “split-paired.” The local District Court
has decreed that all schools in the city sys-
tem must be racially mixed, as nearly as
may be practicable, in a ratio of 65 blacks
to 36 whites. A part of the decree requires
that Hyde Park abolish its kindergarten,
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first, second and third grades;, and that Bell-
haven abolish Is fourth, fifth and sixth
grades. The object is to place 520 blacks and
280 whites In each school.

The principal of Bellhaven, who happened
to be telling me all this, is & plump fellow
in his early 50s; his face looks as if all the
happiness had been squeezed out, He has
spent the past six weeks, since the school
vear ended, in these educational endeavors:
He has moved all his school furniture for
fourth, fifth, and sixth graders to Hyde Park,
and he has received like shipments in re-
turn. He has worked with his librarian in
purging the Bellhaven shelves of 2,200 books
beyond the third-grade level and is swap-
ping these with the Hyde Park collection
for tiny tots.

Mostly he has been on the phone with
parents. His opposite number, 11 miles across
town, has been equally engaged. Infuriated
black parents are threatening violence and
boyecott. Outraged white parents have filed
230 requests for pupil records as a prelimi-
nary to placing their children Iin private
schools. The principal of Bellhaven at this
moment has no idea “if I can produce my
280 whites.” He won't know until Sept. 7.

I do not identify the city or the principal;
educators have been warned they may be
in contempt of court if they publicly criti-
cize busing. Those are not the true names
of the two schools. But the story is abso-
lutely true. It is entirely typical. Down in
Austin, Tex., the government has been de-
manding imposition of a plan that would
give each school the same ethnic mix of the
city at large—64.5 percent white, 20.4 per-
cent Chicano, and 15.1 percent black. This
is education? No. This is madness.

[From the San Prancisco Chronicle,
May 30, 1971]

A ScraMBLE To INTEGRATE

(By Jim Wood)

Computer experts are working through the
weekend holiday in a frantic scramble to
provide data for integrating the San Fran-
cisco schools this fall.

From all appearances yesterday, and
through no fault of the computer special-
ists, it looked like a case of too little, too
late.

The district received a tongue lashing Fri-
day from U.S. District Judge Stanley Weigel
and attorneys for the NAACP who have been
pressing the district for almost a year to
prepare for integration.

The NAACP meanwhile was known to be
drawing a hard-nosed integration plan call-
ing for nearly equal representation of black
students in almost all schools.

BUSING

The NAACP plan is being drawn by some
of the most respected educators in the coun-
try, including two who participated in the
keystone Charlotte-Mecklenburg districting
approved in April by the U.S. Supreme Court.
The San Franclisco NAACP proposal is under-
stood to make extensive use of busing.

NAACP partisans, including the organiza-
tion's attorney Arthur Brunwasser in court
Friday, have openly expressed doubts about
the district's sincerity in seeking integra-
tion.

When the district’s board of education
voted last week to appeal the integration
order, Brunwasser and others interpreted the
action as just one more instance of the San
Prancisco schools stalling on desegregation,

Brunwasser pointed out in court that the
NAACP has been seeking integration in San
Francisco since 1960. (The Brown decision
ordering integration was handed down by the
U.S. Supreme Court in 1954.)

WEIGEL WARNING

The district last August and September
was warned by Judge Weigel to prepare for
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clty-wide integration, but no serious effort
was made until late this spring.

As a result, the district now finds itself
in a terrible bind.

It has appropriated no adequate amount of
money to Integrate next September (the
cost 1s estimated at $2.5 million, and the
district will be lucky to come up with 3500,-
000).

There 1s doubt that buses will be avallable
to carry out an integration order. Planning
is stalled because schools which do not meet
earthquake standards may be closed, thus
disrupting any plan for pupil assignment.

PROGRESS SLOW

The district has placed Donald Johnson,
one of its most capable administrators (who
proved his skill by working out busing prob-
lems in the Richmond complex) in charge
of integration efforts. But even with John-
son leading the effort, progress has been slow.

Although Citizens Advisory Committee
members are meeting every day with district
staff members in an attempt to work out
the problems associated with integrating, the
district is finding itself unready to meet
Judge Weigel's deadline for preparing a
plan—June 10.

PLAN BY DEADLINE

In court Friday, school attorneys promised
they would have a plan ready by the deadline.
Committee members and administration rep-
resentatives alike are saying that If they had
more time the plan would be a sounder one.
They were in court to discuss with Weigel a
stay in execution as well as an appeal. Hear-
ing was set June 3.

The district’s appeal followed a study by
board member Howard Nemerovskl who told
the board that he could not accept some of
Weigel's findings of fact (that the beard
had actively discriminated) nor his con-
clusions of law.

The district had, Nemerovski argued, a
duty to appeal and the board voted 4-3 to
do so.

The board also suggested preparing a plan
for desegregating all San Francisco schools,
not just elementary schools as ordered by
Weigel. There was a “but,” though: The plan
should be for September 1972.

The district has gone ahead, however, with
the "T1 plan, although it must be approved
by the board before becoming the official pro-
posal to be given to Weigel.

EIGHT PLANS

Eight plans have been considered, modified
and programmed for the computer. Tuesday
the committee is to select three or possibly
four of the plans and then pass them to the
board of education.

Some meet state guidelines for racial bal-
ance: no school varies more than 15 per-
cent from district wide racial averages. Other
do not. It will be up to the committee, first,
to decide which plans to offer the board and
then the board to decide which of the plans
offered should be presented to Weigel.

CHINATOWN

Chinese parents argue that if their chil-
dren are bused far from Chinatown, the
children will miss the special Chinese lan-
guage and cultural schools and lose the spe-
cial bi-lingual training in English and Chi-
nese that will enable them to more quickly
make their way in Western society.

The district's plans, admittedly drawn in
a hurry and without real community par-
ticipation, go to the board Thursday night.
They may or may not be acted upon then
After that the district will have one week
to meet its deadline with Judge Weigel.

For a district that takes months to carry
out the simplest actions (the radiators are
still at winter full-blast in the district’s
headquarters), it seemed an almost impos-
sible deadline.
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Crries Cur ScHooL CLASSES IN MoONEY BIND
{By Peter Milius)

Chicago will simply shut down its public
schools for most of December if Mayor Rich-
ard.J. Daley and the state legislature cannot
come up with another $22.8 million.

Philadelphia cut out all extracurricular
activities, Including high school sports. It
had to pay its teachers in scrip at the end of
last school year. It is starting this year $68
million in the hole, is “going to open in Sep-
tember and carry on as long as funds permit.”
Detroit let 200 teaching positions remain
unfilled last spring, stopped repainting its old
schools, put its maintenance crews on a four-
day week instead of five and still finished
with a $20 million deficit. Assured 1971-72
school revenue is $230 million. Projected
school expenses—$280 million. So far, no an-
swer to the dilemma.

These are three touchy examples of a na-
tional school money crisis building up in
some degree in almost every school district
as the new school year approaches. It is most
acute and most dramatic in big cities. Bo
acute that growing numbers of districts do
not have enough money to stand still.

District after district is having to cut back
on school services or, as the Chicago school
board voted to do last Wednesday, close down
the school system for months—if necessary.

“It’s happening all over, and It's getting
worse,” says Sam M. Lambert, executive sec-
retary of the National Educational Associa-
tion (NEA). “It's the tightest year in the
last 20.”

The problem is no longer crowded class-
rooms from the postwar baby boom and ris-
ing enrollments; as it was in the 1950's and
most of the 1960’s. In bilg cities especially,
enrollments now are stable, or even declining
slightly.

PROBLEM : TEACHER PAY

Nor is the issue bringing down class sizes,
adding remedial teachers, offering new for-
eign languages, or other improvements in
service,

The problem now is finding funds to cover
steadily increasing teacher pay.

In Chicago, Philadelphia, Detroit, and else-
where, the impending deficits are due almost
entirely to pay raises sought and won in col-
lective bargaining by those cities’ strong
teacher unions.

Boston's public school enrollment has held
steady recently, yet its school budget “has
doubled in the last five years, which is since
collective bargaining began,” says Leo J.
Burke, the system’s business manager.

It is difficult, however, for even the severest
of crities to argue that teachers in Boston or
elsewhere are driving taxpayers to rebellion
and school systems into bankruptcy.

In Boston five years ago a begilnning teach-
er with a bachelor’s degree was pald £3,500,
according to Burke, Starting pay now lis
£7.600, more than double the five-year-old
figure—but still not a princely sum.

A few statistics suggest the national di-
mensions of the problem.

BALARY TNCREASE

In the 10 school years from 1960-61 to
1970-71, public school enrollment nation-
wide rose 27 per cent, according to NEA
calculations.

In the same period, public school expendi-
tures rose 152.1 per cent.

Part of the cost increase was due to school
improvement. The number of public class-
room teachers rose by 45.4 per cent, more
than half again as fast as such factors as en-
rollment, lower class sizes, and more course
offerings.

But a larger part of the cost increase was
due to pay raises. Teacher pay typically
makes up three-fifths to three-fourths of
school budgets, and average teacher pay went
up 77.9 per cent in the 1960's, from §5,449 in
1960-61 to $0.689 In 1870-T1.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Meanwhile,
opinions.

In 1969, American voters approved only 56.8
per cent of the public school bond issues put
before them—43.6 per cent of dollar value of
the offerings.

In just that year, the total rejected was
$2.2 billion, Compared with this, the total re-
jected in 1960 was $368 milllon—only 20.4
per cent of all bonds at stake in that year.

The game can be tough. In New Jersey,
voters in most towns must approve, not just
bonds, but whole school budgets at the polls
each year. According to NEA's Lambert, this
year they have voted down 153 of 440.

CITIES FARE WORST

The emerging teacher-taxpayer tug-of-war
is strongest in cities, partly because teacher
unions are typlcally more powerful there,
partly because big-city tax bases are erod-
ing and have more demands on them than do
those in the suburbs.

Some citles manage to stay short of dis-
aster. Los Angeles, Cleveland, Dallas and
Miami think they can make it through the
year without serlous cutbacks—but without
major improvements, either.

But New York, with all of its other prob-
lems, is $40 million short of what it needs
to cover mext school year's higher pay rates.
And it hasn’t yet decided how it will cut back
to make ends meet.

The problem is also less acute here than
in some other urban areas. Both the D.C.
and Prince Georges systems, respectively the
nation’s 13th and 10th largest, will be mak-
ing some cutbacks this year. The District
cutback is the first in recent memory.

The money crisis has produced various
calls for reform. Some say the schools aren’t
giving the taxpayers their money's worth.
“We must stop congratulating ourselves for
spending nearly as much money on educa-
tion as does the entire rest of the world—
$65 billion a year on all levels—when we are
not getting as much as we should out of
the dollars we spend,” President Nixon told
Congress in his 1970 message on education-
al reform.

“Major new expenditures” should be pre-
ceded by “fundamental studies,” Mr. Nixon
sald. “We will ask the Congress to supply
many more dollars for education,” but only
“as we get more education for the dollar.”

MORE FEDERAL MONEY

On the other side of the issue are those
who say schools need more money now, in
particular more federal money.

The federal government now supplies about
7 per cent of public school revenues, the
states 41 per cent, local government 52 per
cent.

Key House Democrats recently introduced
bills that would raise the authorized federal
share to more than 30 per cent in five years.
They tried to tack their proposal onto the
President's proposed $1.5 billlon school de-
segregation bill, as a Democratic alternative
to his revenue-sharing plans.

Last week the Democrats falled in a House
subcommittee. They say that they will try
again in full committee and on the fioor.
They think there may be enough public out-
cry when schools open in Beptember to pass
the bill.

Chicago began 1971 with a $646.6 million
budget, up $85 million from the 1970 figure.
The budget did not take account of about
$50 million in pay and other compensation
increases for teachers and other school em-
ployes.

The state legislature came through with
some extra money, but not enough. Supt.
James F. Redmond told the Chicago board
last week that it had three alternatives: One
was to shut down an extra 12 school days In
December, a 6 per cent cut in the scheduled
188-day school year. A second was to cut out
4700 jobs, many of them teaching positions,

taxpayers expressing their

28923

and thus increase class size. The third was to
borrow against 1972 revenues.

Redmond urged the board not to borrow,
because it already faced trouble enough in
1972, Conftracts already negotiated will raise
the payroll another $68 million that year.

The board voted for the December shut-
down.

DEFERRED PAY BOOSTS

Philadelphia has already done what Red-
mond urged the Chicago board not to do:
defer one year’s problem to the next.

Fhiladelphia's teachers were supposed to
get one pay raise in 1970 and another this
year. The board didn't have the money for
last year's pay boost, and asked the teachers
to defer it. They agreed. Thus the board owes
the teachers a total of $54 million in addi-
tional pay this year, and is faced with other
cost Increases besides. The state legislature
may glve it an extra $45 million. The rest,
about $23 million, is nowhere in sight.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MIZELL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to extend their
remarks on the subject of my special
order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

LOCKHEED

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. Burke) is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I want to make a few comments
about my vote on the Lockheed guar-
antee. It was with great reluctance that
I voted in favor of the guarantee, but I
did vote for it. For me, the overriding
concern was the additional unemploy-
ment that would have been created if
this guarantee did not go through. I
regret very much that in order to prevent
additional unemployment, at a time
when the last thing this economy needs
is more unemployment, it was necessary
to vote for a U.S. Government guarantee
for Lockheed. I think that there is much
to be said against proceeding in this man-
ner to assist hard-pressed firms. I think
that it raises the most fundamental and
far-reaching questions. I think serious
reservations are always in order when-
ever the Government intervenes in the
economy in favor of one corporation or
another, especially in such a fiercely
competitive environment as the aircraft
industry. The most serious opposition to
the Lockheed loan, not surprisingly, came
from those firms which were, in fact, in
competition with Lockheed’s Tri-Star. I
also resent very much the fact that this
House was forced to vote on such an im-
portant issue with a gun literally at its
head. In setting up an August 8 deadline,
a foreign government, Great Britain,
was literally calling the shots on the tim-
ing of this assistance and seriously cir-
cumscribed our freedom of action. I cer-
tainly hope we never get into a situation
like this again, where political considera-
tions in another country are of para-
mount influence in dictating a national




28924

solution to our domestic industrial prob-
lems. I also feel very strongly that the
bankers, in turning to the Government
as the bank of last resort, have given the
country evidence that they want the best
of both worlds. They want commercial
relationships free of Government inter-
vention, as long as they are profitable,
but when the risk becomes too great,
they want to be able to turn to the Gov-
ernment to bail them out. For years the
banks have been dealing with Lockheed
with their eyes wide open, in possession
of much more inside information on the
finanecial details and problems facing the
company than the Government has even
today, insisting on getting such lucrative
arrangements as substantial compensat-
ing balances and collateral business ar-
rangements. Now that the company is in
serious trouble and the relationship does
not appear profitable they demand a bail-
out by the U.S. Government, trying to
have us believe that they can go no fur-
ther than they already have with the
company. In this respect, I was in favor
of making this a one-time arrangement
and was opposed to the generic concept,
in order to serve notice on the banks that
this is not to be a precedent and so as not
to encourage them in their belief that
all the easy risks are theirs and the more
difficult risks belong to the U.S. Govern-
ment. I think that Lockheed and the
banks have been less than honest with
this Government all along and I can only
hope that the intensity of opposition to
the guarantee request has served notice
not only on these banks and this com-
pany, but on all banks and all companies
in this country that Congress does not
enjoy being held to ransom every 3
months by either Penn Central, Boeing,
or Lockheed.

But in the end as I said, I did vote for
the guarantee, in the face of all these
very genuine and serious reservations,
because I was not prepared, as one Con-
gressman among many, to cast my vote
for additional unemployment at this
time. For, as I see it, a vote against this
guarantee would certainly have led to
serious unemployment consequences. The
workers, as I see it, in the aerospace in-
dustry are not the culprits in all of this.
And yet, clearly they would be paying a
tremendous price for Congress’' refusal
to guarantee additional borrowings by
Lockheed, at this particular juncture in
the firm’s history. In teaching Lockheed
a lesson, in punishing its inept manage-
ment, Congress would really ultimately
be punishing the workers involved by
threatening them with the loss of their
very livelihood. Again, if economic condi-
tions around the country were better just
now, especially in the areas of greatest
concentration of aerospace employment,
it might be another matter. One could
feel that perhaps those who lost their
jobs with Lockheed and the contractors
or subcontractors to Lockheed could find
employment elsewhere, but such is not
the case today. Ultimately, one does have
to deal with things as they are and not
as they should be. For close to a year
now, I have been rising to address this
House on a regular basis to draw atten-
tion to the seriousness of the growing
unemployment situation in the country.
Well, today these warnings have caught
up with me and I just cannot have it
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on my conscience that I, as a Congress-
man, by a deliberate vote on my part
added to the unemployment rolls. Those
who voted against this guarantee, be-
cause of the potential cost involved
should Lockheed fail and the Govern-
ment have to honor its guarantee of $250
million, have not added up the cost to
both the National Government and local
government resulting from unemploy-
ment, The loss in revenue, the costs of
unemployment benefits, and finally, in-
creased welfare burdens add up to con-
siderably more than the price tag on
this guarantee.

A few months ago, this Congress twice
voted down continuation of the SST pro-
gram. I was one of those who so voted.
In that vote, the choice was once again
between the most serious consequences,
no matter how one voted. In the end, I
decided that the risks and problems of
continuing with the SST program far
outweighed the potential loss of jobs in
Boeing. While I have admitted from the
outset that there are serious questions
of principle involved in voting for Lock-
heed, I just do not feel that they are
paramount, in this case, to the question
of additional unemployment. To me, it
was a case where Congress would, in ef-
fect, be singling out one particular in-
dustry in this country and by decree
creating additional unemployment. In
order to get away with something like
that, this Government, as a matter of
responsibility, would have had to have
been able to offer those who would lose
their businesses in this industry, alter-
native employment. The sad facts of the
situation are that, at present, there are
no such alternative positions.

Thus, albeit reluctantly, I voted for
the guarantee. I hope that we have
learned our lesson. I hope that those who
were quick to fashion this guarantee ar-
rangement will now devote their talents
to coming up with long-range solutions
to the problems facing the aircraft in-
dustry in this country, before we are
called upon to come to the rescue of
other firms at other times. Because, I can
assure you, if I did not feel that unem-
ployment was today the No. 1 domestic
problem facing this Nation, I would not
have cast my vote in favor of this guar-
antee. Congressmen, again and again,
are called on to make difficult decisions
in casting their votes. I can honestly say
few decisions have caused me more
agony and more uneasiness than my vote
last Friday.

TAEKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. MILLER) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
today 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. Al-
though only approximately one-third as
large and four-fifths as populous as the
USSR, the United States of America
retains outstanding supremacy in many
fields of economic endeavor. For example,
on essentially the same amount of culti-
vated land, the United States produces
23 times as much corn, three times as
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much cotton, twice as much oats, and
about four times as much tobacco. Fur-
thermore, the United States of America
possesses almost 115 times as many cat-
tle as the US.S.R.

PERMANENT ANTISTRIKE LEGISLA-
TION STILL NEEDED

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HarvEY) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Speaker, the news
this morning that representatives of the
United Transportation Union and the
railroad carriers had reached a settle-
ment ending the 2-week-old selective
strike that has been threatening the
economy of many portions of our Nation
is heartening. I have followed this dis-
pute very closely, and I realize that the
settlement is an important milestone in
the history of collective bargaining. I ap-
plaud the fact that the parties were able
to reach a settlement themselves, without
the need for congressional intervention.
It is also significant that for the first
time a selective strike was used in the
railroad industry.

My colleagues in Congress, however,
should not be lulled into a false sense of
security, now that the immediate prob-
lem has been solved. While we did not
have to enact emergency legislation in
this particular dispute, the future may
not be so kind to us. We still need per-
manent legislation to deal with the labor
disputes in the railroad industry.

The Transportation and Aeronautics
Subcommittee of the House Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee began
hearings last week on this very subject.
As many of my colleagues know, I have
introduced a bill that has received the
bipartisan support of 59 cosponsors. This
legislation attempts to solve the prob-
lem by establishing permanent mecha-
nisms for dealing with future labor dis-
putes in the railroad and airline indus-
tries. My bill, along with the several
others that have been introduced, is be-
ing discussed at these hearings, which I
hope will continue so that we in Congress
can act positively to prevent the need for
future emergency legislation.

As was clearly indicated by this most
recent dispute, transportation strikes af-
fect the wrong people. Historically,
strikes have been used by employees to
bring economic pressure to bear upon
employers to grant increased wages and
improved working conditions. Transpor-
tation strikes, however, are different.
Their economic impact is much greater
on the innocent bystander—the con-
sumer, the small businessman, the farm-
er—than on the rail carriers themselyes.
The objective of congressional action
should be the preservation of the nation-
al health and safety; in the realm of
emergency rail disputes, only permanent
legislation can achieve that goal.

COMMITTEE ON RULES SHOULD
NOT GRANT A WAIVER OF POINTS
OF ORDER AGAINST CLAUSE 3 OF
RULE 28 ON H.R. 6531

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
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Wisconsin (Mr. STEIGER) is recognized
for 15 minutes.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, today I appeared before the
Rules Committee to testify on the rule
to accompany the conference report to
H.R. 6531. It is my hope that the com-
mittee will not grant a waiver of points
of order against clause 3 of rule 28.

Under the leadership of the Rules
Committee, the 91st Congress enacted
the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1971. That legislation, designed to reform
and modernize the legislative process,
has now come under a major test. One
of the key provisions of the Reorgani-
zation Act is embodied in a committee
amendment, proposed by the distin-
guished gentleman from California (Mr.
Sisk). Recognizing that the will of the
House had often been altered in confer-
ence as a result of actions taken by the
other body, he proposed to provide a
clear definition of the matters upon
which a conference committee held au-
thority.

Clause 3 of rule 28 holds that the con-
ference committee may only consider the
differences between versions of a bill
passed by both Houses. As a result of the
Sisk amendment, clause 3 of rule 28
now holds that the report of conferees:

Shall not include matter not committed to
the conference committee by either House,
nor shall their report include a modification
of any speclﬁc topic, quaetion‘ issue or prop-
osition committed to the conference com-
mittee by either or both Houses if that mod-
ification is beyond the scope of that specific
topic, question, issue or proposition as so
committed to the conference committee,

I should like to illustrate the relevance
of the Reorganization Act to the request
for a waiver. As the committee will re-
call, both the House and Senate over-
whelmingly approved military pay in-
creases of $2.7 billion. These increases
were supported not only by the propo-
nents of the voluntary military, but also
by those who wanted to provide an
equitable pay scale for our GI's, whether
they be volunteers or draftees. Accord-
ingly, both Houses provided that the
benefits would become effective on the
first day of the first month after enact-
ment.

The conference committee, however,
has decided to postpone enactment of
the pay increases until October 1, which
would appear to be a direct violation of
the Legislative Reorganization Act. Sec-
tion 14 of the draft bill passed by the
House regarding the pay provisions
states:

Sections 4-11 of this act are effective on
the first day of the first month after en-
actment.

As passed by the Senate, the parallel
(sec. 206) states:

The provisions of this title shall become
effective on the first day of the first calen-
dar month following the month of enact-
ment...

House Report 92-82 states on page 44:
Sections 4 through 10 of the bill, which
include all of the changes in basic pay, quar-

ters allowance, and special pay, would be
effective the first day of the first month
after enactment.

Senate Report 92-93 states:
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Section 206.—Provides that all the pay
portions under Title II would be efTective on
the first day of the first month of enactment.

In view of the identity in enacting
clauses in the House and Senate versions,
there appears to be no difference which
could be committed to conference to be
amended. Therefore, it would do violence
to the intent of both Houses to set an
effective date of October 1, as opposed to
the more immediate day in the bills
passed by each body.

The justification for the delay offered
in the conference report is that:

Military personnel received a pay increase
in January, 1971, and are scheduled to re-
ceive another such automatic increase in
January 1972.

I would make two points regarding the
automatic increases. First, the schedul-
ing of these raises was known well be-
fore consideration began on the draft
bill. Due to the wisdom and foresight of
the late chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, Mr. Rivers, military pay was
tied to civil service pay in 1967. The
Rivers amendment assured that mili-
tary personnel would be given the same
percentage increase as Federal civil serv-
ants in adjustment of wage rates. On De-
cember 31, 1970, over a month before
the draft hearings began, Congress ap-
proved the Federal employee pay com-
parability system, which mandated com-
parability adjustments on January 1,
1971, and January 1, 1972.

Second, I would point out that the au-
tomatic increases were designed as a
temporary measure, pending complete
reform of the military compensation sys-
tem. Servicemen, particularly in the low-
er grades, have lagged far behind their
civilian counterparts, and the automatic
across-the-board raises were merely de-
signed to keep the disparity from grow-
ing. These increases, however, have had
little impact on the first-termer. For
example, the January 1971 increase
raised the recruit by only $9.90, while
the colonel received a hike of $132 a
month. Thus, the colonel’s hike was
nearly equal to the recruit’s total month-
ly pay of $134.40. Likewise, if the Janu-
ary 1972 formula is 7.4 percent as ex-
pected, under the conference bill the ma-
jor general will get a $204.71 raise, the
colonel will get a $133.42 hike, but the
recruit would only receive an increase of
$19.83 in his monthly pay.

I am not opposed to comparability in-
creases for our careerists, but since the
comparative advantage for the first-
termer is so small, it is not clear why
the automatic increases would justify de-
laying enactment of a pay bill that was
designed to aid the first-termer. I see, in
fact, no justification for postponing the
correction of a long-term inequity in the
pay of junior enlisted men, simply be-
cause of a forthcoming across-the-board
pay raise.

The date of enactment is of vital con-
cern to the 2.7 million men and women
of our Armed Forces, particularly
330,000 family men in their first term
of service. The basic pay of a recruit is
$134 a month. If he lives off post, he re-
ceives an allowance of $60 for cuarters
and another $46.23 for subsistence, plus
about $20 a month tax advantage, for
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a total compensation of $3,114 per year.
With one child he receives a scant $30 a
month, $15 for the second, and nothing
for additional children.

The finanecial penalty imposed on first-
termers becomes starkly apparent when
we compare the $3,500 of a married re-
cruit with two children to the poverty
line of $3,900 for the same size family.
The problems of inadequate pay are ac-
centuated because the first-termer is
also denied a host of benefits that are
given to careerists and are essential to
compensate for the dislocations asso-
ciated with military life. When making
changes of station, careerists are given
free travel of dependents, transportation
of household effects, dislocation allow-
ances, trailer allowances, transportation
of automobiles overseas, overseas allow-
ance, and evacuation allowance. If they
are unaccompanied, careerists receive a
$30-a-month family-separation allow-
ance. But the underpaid and oft-moved
first-termer is ineligible for all of these
benefits.

No one knows exactly how many serv-
icemen are receiving public welfare
today. A 1969 Defense Department sur-
vey yvielded only fragmentary results, but
revealed that 21 States refuse to give
aid to military families, denying service-
men benefits available to civilians at
similar income levels. As a county wel-
fare director told the Sacramento Union:

It doesn't really matter what their income
level is. We consider the military man a
“fully employed person.” You're dealing with
an intact family with the father fully em-
ployed—and to qualify for ald, they have
to meet a deprivation requirement either
through the absence of the father or the
unemployment of the father.

Thus, we have the paradoxical situa-
tion in which a young man serving in his
Nation’s uniform is denied the welfare
benefits available to his civilian counter-

part.

Since last July the poverty problem
has been somewhat alleviated by the ac-
ceptance of food stamps at military
commissaries. During a recent visit to
Fort Gordon, Ga., I discovered that the
Augusta welfare department made food
stamps available to any married E-1 or
E-2, and all E-3s with at least one child.
If these criteria had been applied on a
uniform basis in fiscal year 1970, an in-
credible 142527 servicemen could have
received public assistance in the form of
food stamps.

Yet, as with other welfare programs,
the criteria are restrictive, Five States
and numerous localities do not partici-
pate in the program. Fort Gordon, for
example, is located in Richmond Coun-
ty which does participate in the food
stamp program . . . but most of the re-
cruits live in the low-cost trailer parks
in adjacent Columbia County, where
food stamps are not available. A similar
situation exists at Fort Hood, in Tex-
as, which I visited 2 weeks ago, where
40 percent of the married men live in a
county which does not participate in
the food stamp program.

Many junior enlisted men save money
to feed their families by accepting poor
housing. Unlike the careerist, the first-
termer is not entitled to free government
quarters. At Fort Meade, I found that
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the housing referral office declares most
inadequate housing “off limits” to mili-
tary personnel. At Fort Gordon, where
the Signal School draws a greater per-
centage of first-termers, the housing of-
fice feels it cannot take such steps be-
cause there would be nowhere else that
the married recruit could afford to live.
As a result, officials estimate that 1,600
Fort Gordon families live in substandard
housing. At Fort Hood, of the 17,627 men
on base with families, a full 5,249 are
forced to live in substandard housing.
Moreover, 2,918 men are unaccompanied
by their families because of inadequate
financial means . . . and more than half
of this group are in the lower pay grades,
E-1 through E-4. The situation is par-
ticularly hard on our young GI’s, many of
whom are just starting to build families.
It should be noted that 70 percent of the
men at Hood are Vietnam returnees.
Thus, we are facing our Vietnam Vet-
erans with the dismal choice between ac-
cepting inadequate housing or further
family separation. I would hope that this
is a situation we can correct as soon as
possible, and not delay pay reform until
October.

My second objection to the conference
report is that the conferees used the
archaic distinction between basic pay
and the quarters allowance to reduce the
benefits in the pay bill by over $300
million:

[In millions of dollars]

Con-

House  Senate ference

Basic pay i 1,825.4 2,6
Dependence Assistance Act L. 184.1
Basic allowance for quarters. 640.1

Subsistence allowance.._.__. 37.8
11 | AR 5 1 i B |

1 This is the technical term for the quarters allowance pro-
vided men in pay grades E-4 (under 4 years service) and below

The result of this compromise is to
provide the first-termers—who were the
target of the pay reform in the first
place—with a lower rate of compensa-
tion than they would have had in either
bill; but the careerists, who have been
favored in every pay increase since World
War II, are given a compromise that
splits the difference between the two
bills. As can be seen from the table
below, increases for the careerists are
achieved by reducing the increases for
the privates, corporals, and lieutenants:

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE ANNUAL REGULAR MILITARY
COMPENSATION

Confer-
ence

$43, 872
39, 169
35,772
31,654

$27,197
21,821

$40, 827
36,319
33, 042

06!

$42,725
38, 107
34,751

19,796

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Confer-
Senate

The distinetion between basic pay and
allowances is a technical provision left
over from the days when few soldiers
were married, but it has little relevance
to today’s 1.5 million married service-
men., There is strong support, in the
United States Code, for the principle that
these elements should be considered to-
gether. I would again like to recall the
words in the report of the Committee on
Armed Services—92-82, pages 24 and fol-
lowing pages—in justifying the pay
scales which were overwhelmingly ap-
proved by the House:

The Congress in Public Law 50-207 de-
fined Regular Military Compensation (RMC)
as consisting of the following elements that
service members receive in cash or kind
every payday: basic pay, quarters allow-
ances, subsistance allowance, and tax ad-
vantage (received because the quarters and
subsistence allowances are not subject to
Federal income tax).

It is the Regular Military Compensation
that is used to establish competitive mili-
tary pay levels which bear a reasonable rela-
tlonship to ecivillan wages for equivalent
levels of work . . ..

In developing the pay proposals on which
the Committee bill is based, the Department
of Defense constructed a military pay stand-
ard to assure that military pay was properly
equated with remuneration in other areas
of national life . . .

The Committee's bill would provide total
inecreases in Regular Military Compensation
of $2,687.4 million per year. This includes
$1,825.4 in basic pay Increases, $824.2 mil-
lion for increases in basic allowances for
quarters, and $37.8 milllon for increase in
basic allowances for subsistence.

Given the Armed Services Committee’s
strong support for the RMC standard, I
believe that the legislative history made
by the gentleman from California (Mr.
Sisk) during consideration of his
amendment is particularly relevant:

For example, the House passes a piece of
legislation authorizing $1 million; the other
body after having considered the legislation
passes a bill authorizing $5 million; then the
conference committee could not come back
and report £10 million, or, going the other
way, report $500,000.

The point is that it should stay within the

scope of what the two bodies have done
initially.

It is with the greatest reluctance that
I have decided to oppose the request of
the distinguished Chairman of the
Armed Services Committee. Through the
years, as Chairman of Subcommittee No.
2 and now as chairman of the full com-
mittee, he has done a monumental job
to improve the lot of our men and women
in uniform. During the committee hear-
ings on the draft bill, and through con-
sideration of the bill on the floor of the
House, the gentleman from Louisiana
acted with the utmost fairness, in allow-
ing all voices to be heard and all amend-
ments to be fully debated. And even
though I opposed a 2-year extension of
the draft, I voted for final passage of
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H.R. 6531 because I believed it repre-
sented a meaningful solution to the
pressing problem of military compen-
sation.

In asking that the original intent of
the legislation be restored, I should like
to recall the words of the Armed Services
Committee in reporting a competitive
pay scale which exceeded the adminis-
tration’s request by $1.7 billion:

If the standard of equity established sets
the level of pay demanded for military per-
sonnel at & higher level, then compelling rea=
sons would be required to justify not going
to that level.

Under repeated questioning, however, the
only justification for not going to the 1973
(competitive) rates now that was given to
the Committee by the Assistant Secretary
for Manpower and Reserve Affairs was
“budgetary constraints.,”

The Committee would recall the words of
the Assistant Secretary himself that we
should not use the draft as a means of com-
pelling young men to serve at substandard
pay.

Specifically, the Assistant Secretary said,
“Even if the goal of zero draft was not at
stake, it is unfair to use the power of the
draft to enforce inordinary low pay levels

The Committee would also note that the
preponderance of witnesses questioned on
this point by the Committee supported the
increased rates of the Department of De-
fense fiscal year 1973 program and concurred
in the opinion that if constraints were to he
placed on the budget, they were not to be
placed there at the expense of young men
who make an Iinordinate commitment to
their country by being inducted into the
Armed Forces.

I would point out to the budget con-
scious that due to slow action on the
bill by the other body, a savings of $450
million has already been achieved
through delaying the date of enactment
for 2 months. The Congress has clearly
decided that the authority to induct
must be extended. It was also my belief
that we had decided that the use of the
induction authority to enforce poverty
level wages had been ended. As a support-
er of equity in military pay I am disap-
pointed in the decision to delay enact-
ment, and as a proponent of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act, I am anxious
to see that the reform not be cireum-
vented.

Mr. Speaker, I should now like to re-
view the debate on the draft, to show the
strong support for immediate implemen-
tation of a competitive pay scale. In
opening the debate on March 30, the dis-
tinguished Chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, Mr. HEBERT, declared:

This bill . . . provides increases in pay and
quarters allowances for military personnel
costing $2,687,400,000.

There was no disagreement that the pay
rates in our bill are equitable and are the
level of pay needed to eventually move to an
all-volunteer force. The administration, how-
ever, had asked for only part of these com-
pensation increases in fiscal 1972—a recoms-
mended increase costing $987 million. De-
fense spokesmen could give only one reason
for not moving immediately to the pay levels
which their studies had determined were re-
quired as a matter of equity.

That reason was “budgetary constraints”.

The committee believes, as witnesses of all
stripes believed, that if constraints are to be
placed in the budget, they are not to be
placed there at the expense of young men




August 2, 1971

who are drafted into the service of their
country.

Our bill is justiied on the only two
grounds on which, ultimately, it can be jus-
tified: the requirements of national security
and equity toward the men and women in
our Armed Forces. On that basis, and on
that basis alone, I present it to the House.
Whether you believe or do not believe in an
all-volunteer force, the bill compels your
support on the grounds of equity alone.

On March 31, the sponsor of the com-
pensation levels adopted by the commit-
tee, Mr. Price of Illinois, said:

The House Armed Services Committee
voted a 2-year $2.68 billion increase in mili-
tary compensation effective immediately as
compared to the administration’s recommen-
dation on of phasing the increase over a
2-year period.

As a sponsor in committee of the amend-
ment to have the immediate 2 year increase,
I am especially pleased that we have an op-
portunity today to rectify two of the most
glaring defects in the military pay system,
the lack of decent standards of living for our
enlisted men and the lack of incentives for
our junior officers, our future military lead-
ers, provided they remain in the service.

On the same day, Mr. RaNpALL added:

We have increased military pay by a total
of $2.7 billion annually. No one can say that
the committee acted to put any kind of road-
block of any kind toward the attainment of
a zero draft.

I intend to support H.R. 65631 to provide
the opportunity to see if enough volunteers
come forward with the new pay scale we have
provided in this measure.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
SrtrarToN) noted during the committee
explanation of the bill on March 30,
that:

This is not the kind of area where you can
operate on half a loaf. You cannot give a
girl a half engagement ring and expect her
to march down the aisle with you. You have
to give her a full ring or none at all.

So our committee decided that if we are
really serious about trying to get an all-
volunteer force we must put the entire mili-
tary pay increase into one package. That is
what we have done. Of course, it will cost
about $2.7 billlon.

After noting the problem of service-
men on welfare, and the widespread
practice of moonlighting in the military,
my colleague from California (Mr. Gus-
SER) declared:

In summary, we should not overstate the
issue or make too much of the idea that
some military families may be eligible for
welfare. But we do have evidence that pay is
unfairly low for our draftees and our young
enlistees and whether or not we agree In
principle with an all-volunteer force, con-
sideration of equity compels us to support
the pay levels in the Committee's bill.
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Aside from this strong support from
within the Armed Services Committee
for the expenditure of $2.7 for a competi-
tive pay scale, I should also like to recall
the forceful remarks of our esteemed
minority leader, Mr. GERALD R. Forbp, in
noting that the pay bill removed concern
for limiting the draft extension:

This leglislation with the extra pay incen-
tive will bring us to the ultimate objective,
which in my opinion is an all-volunteer
military force.

For the life of me, I do not understand why
the people who want an all-volunteer army
do not accept the best of two worlds, which
is the committee’s recommendation. They
have the extra pay and fringe benefits, they
have the lower troop celling, they have a
reduction in our troop commitment in Viet-
nam. If we stay with the committee, and
all of these things fit together, as I hope they
will,"at the end of 1 year you have what you
want, which is an all-volunteer military
Iorce.

Mr. Speaker, in the 4 months since we
debated the draft bill, our overall force
levels have been reduced, and the Viet-
nam withdrawals have continued apace.
But what about the third ingredient? To
my dismay, we find that the conference
committee has rejected the advice of the
Armed Services Committee, and the
House, by lowering the pay scales and
delaying their enactment.

We should not lose sight of the fact
that the other body also approved a com-
petitive pay scale. By a vote of 51 to 27,
the Senate rejected the minimal pay rec-
ommendation of its Armed Services Com-
mittee and substituted the Gates Com-
mission recommendation.

On July 21 the chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee noted the
depth of support for this amendment:

The Sensate has provided a very real eco-
nomic improvement in military compensa-
tion. We have passed a pay package that
amounts to approximately £2.8 billion and
that package is 1.8 billion higher than the
administration requested. As you know, I
was opposed to increasing this amount at
this time and would have preferred the
phased approach of the President’s program;
but I accept the will of the Senate.

It should also be noted, Mr. Speaker,
that the Senate chose to put a greater
percentage of its pay bill into the lower
grades. For example, a recruit would
have been increased to $5,036 a year in
the House bill, and $5,320 in the Senate
bill. In view of this action, it is diffi-
cult to understand why the conference
committee decided to provide the lower
grades with levels of pay below those
set by either House, while splitting the
difference only for the careerists. As the

TABLE |.—CONFEREES AGREEMENT ON PAY IN H.R. 6531

[in millions of dollars]
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New York Times declared in an editorial
this morning:

The conference committee has substan-
tially reduced the $2.7 billlon military pay
rajse which had been approved by both the
House and the Senate. The arbitrary action
was & violation of the rules governing con-
ference commlittees. It also violates the rights
of thousands of service families who are liv-
ing at poverty levels and further reduces the
possibility of achieving an early zero draft
call and an all-volunteer army, the stated
objective of the Nixon Administration and
most members of Congress.

In the interest of preserving the intent
of the Legislative Reorganization Act,
and in providing fair compensation for
all our servicemen, I am hopeful that the
conference report will be replaced by a
more meaningful compromise. At my re-
quest, the Defense Department developed
a pay package which would remain with-
in the overall dollar limits established by
the House and Senate, while at the same
time insuring that no pay grade would
be given annual compensation below the
rate provided in either House.

This compromise retains the substan-
tial increases in quarters allowances pro-
vided for the careerists by the conferees.
But it also insures equity for the four
lowest enlisted grades in the following
manner:

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE ANNUAL REGULAR MILITARY
COMPENSATION

Suggested
compro-
mise

House Senate Conferees
Pay grade bill bill agreement

£ $5 036 $5,320

5,530
5,831
6, 329

§4,872
5,311
5,663
6, 189

Table I below illustrates the manner in
which the suggested compromise splits
the difference between the total level of
benefits provided by each House. The
compromise retains approximately the
same level of quarters allowance in-
creases for careerists as contained in the
conference report, without reducing the
level of hasic pay and dependents assist-
ance benefits for the first-termer. Table
IT compares the basic pay rates between
the compromise and the House and Sen-
ate version and table III compares the
quarters increases in the House version
to those in the suggested compromise. I
should like to emphasize that all of these
pay schedules conform to strict Defense
Department criteria regarding the main-
tenance of proper intergrade and lon-
gevity differentials.

Sl Suggested compromise

agreement

Annual cost Cost from Sept. 1

Basic pay
Dependents Assistance Act. _
Basic allowance for quarters_
Bas ic allowance for subsistence
Enlistment bonus
Recruiter expenses. .
Optometrists

DAA reservists

Annual totale - oo e

1,825.4 2,188.9
105.9 124
409.8

1 82

28

BB

=lNonwo ooo

8
.6
.0
L9
.6
L0
.8

-
ol I T
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TABLE 11,—BASIC PAY COMPARISONS BETWEEN SENATE BILL, COMPROMISE PROPOSAL HOUSE BILL, AND PRESENT RATES
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Pay grade

Under 2

Over 2

Over 3

Over 4

Over 6

Over 8

Over 10

Over 12

Over 14

Senate Bill..oemoe oo e
Suggested compromise......... <

House bill .- —-....

Present

Number

Senate bill_._.......
Suggested compromis:
House bill.- . ..
e N R e S

825. 00
704,10
704. 10

$886. 80

867.60 _____
856, 50 _
856.50 .

Number

Senats 1] WESIEEREREN =
Suggested compromme....___.A_._........_....
House bill ==
|

Number...........-.

21
Senate bill_..
Suggested cumprumws_._
House bill
Present_._..

Number

0-1:
Senate bill__..........

0

§758. 10
738,

$791.70
772.50
713110
731, lD

2343

$693. 30
674.10
570. 30
524. 40

13,726

$726.00 .

$648.90
629,70
515. 40
499,20

$672.60 .

653.40 ...
ool | NEEERTE

622,80 .

House bill_ . ... ...
Present

$698. 40
679.20
665, 10
665. 10

§722.10
702,90

690, 00

690, 00

$743.70
724,50

714,60
714,60

$766. 50

747.30
739.80
739.80

§790. 50
773.10
773.10
773.10

Semlsh;ll LTI e a
Suggested compromise. ...
House bill =
] | e S s

Number.. ... .—--..

851

W-1:
Senate bill..... -
Suggested compromise. . ... cooo.oooa.n
House bill
(1| S S SRS e

$517.20 ..
0700 ...oanss

[ [T e SRR S S S

-7:
Senate bill :
Suggested compromise._
House bill

—6:

Senate bill

Suggested compromise_
House bill. . .......

$411.30
392,10

382,80
344,10

435,00

43030

470.40

497.40
487, 50
487. 50
A87.50

16 s R e
505. 20

NUMDEL, . e cevesmnmccnsnasmensrecannnaamaanas

180

E-5:
Senate bill_.
Suggested cornprumlse
House bill-......
Pressnt. ... -

Number.-ccceeeeaanee-

378.90

397.80
378.60
366. 00
366 00

63 262

383?0

6,813

17,358

24 347

429,00
409.80
400. 50
400. 50

446. 10
426. 90
426.60
426.60

462. 90
444, 00
444,00
444. 00

479.70
461.70
461.70
461.70

496. 80
478. 50
478.50
478.50

74,315

79,211

50, 229

28, 368

24,214

15, 497

E-4

249,90

370.50

387.90
368.70
361.20
330.90

243,071

174, 1%

118,420

405. 30
389.40
389.40
356.70

421.20
405. 00
405. 00
374.40

27,785

8,910

3:
Senate bill. -
Suggested mmpmmlse SR
House bill
Present. . ..-...._—.

$336.90
320.10
311. 10
180. 90

$353. 40
336.60
328.20
252,30

$367.80
351. 00
341.10
269.70

$384.00
367.20
354.60
287. 40

Number

“Senate bill...

Suggested z:ornprnrmse
House bill. .
i S S

292, 749

55,08

16, 709

6, 445
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Pay grade Under 2 Over 2 Over 3 Over 4 Over 6 Over 8 Over 10 Over 12 Over 14

E-1 (over 4):
L U SN
Suggested compromise.
House bill

Number_.__...__.

E-1 (under 4):
] R L
Suggested compromise
House bill
o R~ T

Number

TABLE 11-1.—EFFECT OF PAY PROPOSALS ON DRILL PAY TABLE I1l.—ANALYSIS OF INCREASE IN BAQ RATES

FOR RESERVISTS AND NATIONAL GUARDSMEN (COM. Sigiﬁtﬂ

PARISON OF THREE PROPOSALS) Suggested Pay grade mise Present rate
compro-

Pay grade mise Present rate

dP[ﬁsenl
rill pa

for Y
weekend

drill
(MUTA-4)

$138.60
08,

EXE=QQ
I--mz:ai-‘-"\'

Longevity and pay Senate
gmdge bi

ill

s
w
H

m
Iz

Under 2 years:
0

Fof
Lot o

b

EEE=00
b do

I want, at this point, to include the
technical language necessary to imple-
ment these changes. I am also including
a series of important editorials on this
subject by commentators Bryson Rash

60.00-105.00 ©°f WRC-TV, Joseph McCaffrey of
WMAIL-TV and by the New York Times:
160.20  sEc.201. Section 208(a) of title 37, United
¥ States Code, is amended to read as follows:
160. 20 “{a) The rates of monthly basic pay for
};g ég members of the uniformed services within
120,00 each pay grade are set forth in the following
105.00 table:

YEARS OF SERVICE COMPUTED UNDER SEC. 205

mmm
izt

1}
o
)

o mmmmmm
LEL” EhEE

]
e =

0
0
0
0
0
0

Pay grade Under 2 Over 2 Over 3 Over 4 Over 6 Over8 Overl0 Overl2 Overl4 Overlf Over 20

COMMISSIONED OFFICERS
2, 269. 53 2,269. 50

£
5
~

2
i T
MNWN“JMES
cooocoo
N,
«-":g 8228
e N
B WHWRWD oM

MRS
=

3
RyS

—

b et et

—

w
e et 1
=T
s et e

st
228

seg
il

~

=

3

=

789.30
653. 40

8
5
2
ot

OVER 4 YEARS ACTIVE SERVICE AS AN ENLISTED MEMBER

906.00 938,70 989.10 1,038 30 1,080.30 1,080.30 1,080.30
789.30 814.20 856,50 889.80 914.40 914.40  914.40
679.20 702,90 724.50 747.30 773.10 773.10

WARRANT OFFICERS

764. 40
673. 20
622. 657. 00
573.60 598,50

ENLISTED MEMBERS

P
258

g
S8R22gazs

722.10

644,10

574. 50

487.50

405. 00

367. 20 i
291.00 291.00 291.00

1

#8588
ss38aNgEs
oien

BgEEEY

291.00 291.00

8

1 While serving as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Chief of Staff of the Army, Chief of Naval * While serving as Sergeant Major of the Army, Master Chief Petty Officer of the Navy, Chief
Operations, Chief of Staff of the Air Force, or Commandant of the Marine Corps, basic pay for this Master Sergeant of the Air Force, or Sergeant Major of the Marine Corps, basic&ar for li'l‘{t grade
grade is $3,000 regardless of cumulative years of service computed under sec. 205 of this litle, is §1,185 regardless of cumulative years of service computed under sec. 205 of this title.

1 Does not apply to commissioned officers who have been credited with over & years’ active
service as enli members.
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Bec. 204, Section 403(a) of title 37, United
States Code, 18 amended to read as follows:

“({a) Except as otherwise provided by this
section or by another law, a member of a
uniformed service who 18 entitled to basic pay
is entitled to a basic allowance for quarters
at the following monthly rates according to
the pay grade in which he is assigned or
distributed for basic pay purposes:

Without
dependents

With
dependents

“Pay grade

=]

$230, 40
230. 40
230. 40

OOIOOQODO oo
LELohhLe

=E==S
Sbh=

L e R
E-4 (over 4 years' service)...
E—i 4 years' or less service).

E-2

Note: A member in pay grade E-4 (less than 4 years’ service),
E-3, E-2, or E-1 is considered at all times to be without
dependents.

Sec. 2068, Bection 3 of the Dependents
Assistance Act of 1850 (60 App. US.C.), is
amended by striking out that part of the
table which prescribes monthly basic allow=-
ances for quarters for enlisted members in
psy grades E-1, E-2, E-3, and E-4 (four
years’ or less service) and insert in lleu
thereof the following:

“'E-4 (4 years' or less service) .
E-3

Sec. 209. The foregoing provisions of this
title shall become effective on the first day
of the first month after enactment, except
that section 203 shall become effective on
such date as shall be prescribed by the Secre-
tary of Defense, but not earlier than Febru-
ary 1, 1971, and section 206 shall become
effective July 1, 1871.

“ArMyY Pay”

(WRC-TV 4 editorlal—Broadcase July &
and 7, 1971)

The United States military has the temer-
ity to assume that all recruits and draftees
are single and without dependents, That
blind policy decision has put about 330,000
men on first tour duty with the military and
married in a basic pay structure that pre-
vents family support.

Most servicemen can't go on welfare, even
though their annual income may be as much
as $600 below the national poverty level. Their
full time jobs in the military disqualifies
them. Some men have sought relief through
food stamps, living in substandard housing,
a second job or finding a place to put their
small children while their wives work. Even
these unacceptable alternatives are difficult
to come by and they all serve to humiliate
the men, affect their morale and hence the
organization they serve.

Hope that some rellef would come with
the draft extension bill’s provision to raise
recruit pay to over $5,000 a year went down
to apparent defeat last week. Conferees re-
duced the total allocation approved by the
House and Senate more than 8900 million by
cutting pay and allowances and delaying en-
actment of even reduced Increases until
October 1.
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There is little hope the conferees will
change their minds, so a challenge should be
presented on the floor, demanding more
money. The military family, be it draftee,
recruit, or volunteer, should not have to live
in squalor. That is not the way to run an
Army, Navy, Air Force or Marine Corps.

COMMENT OF JOSEFH MCCAFFREY (WMAL—
TV—JuLy 8, 1971)

One trouble with Washington is that too
many of its top people don't know any en-
listed men, There is nothing wrong with the
thilitary, there is nothing wrong with our
government that couldn't be brought into
full view, and therefore in line for corrective
action, by having some of the big people in
this town partake of a few brews with the
troops.

Nobody was listening to the enlisted men
in the House-Senate Conference on the Draft
The House passed an increase in pay and al-
lowances totaling two point T108 billion a
year; the Senate passed a boost in pay and
allowances of two polnt 7895 billlon a year.
Now you'd think the conferees, in trylng to
reach a compromise would strike a balance
between those two amounts and come up
with two point, seven something.

No, you'd never believe it but the con-
ferees dropped the increase below the lowest
figure, in this case the one passed by the
House, and came up with a compromise of
two point 4046 billion.

This, it would seem, could only happen to
enlisted personnel,

S0 now the private will get four thousand
elght hundred seventy two dollars a year, in-
stead of the five thousand thirty six dollars
proposed in the House Bill, or the five thou-
sand three hundred twenty dollars proposed
in the Senate Bill,

A Presidential commission has pointed out
that current pay scales for the lower ranks
are well below comparable civillan wages
and act, In effect, as a discriminatory tax on
servicemen.

Meanwhile billions are lost in cost over-
runs for procurement, and fanciful weapons
that never make it past the drawing boards,
but it's the enlisted man who takes the pay
cut.

COMMENTARY OF JOSEPH MCCAFFREY
(As broadcast over WMAL-TV (7), Washing-
ton, D.C., July 9, 1971)

The enlisted men are getting a fast shuffle
in the new pay provisions which have been
worked out by a Senate House Conference
Committee.

This Conference Committee in a highly
unusual actlon rejected both the intent of
the House and the Senate,

It took it upon itself to set a pay scale for
the military, rejecting the votes of a major-
ity of the House and a majority of the Senate.

It did this by doing what a conference
committee is not supposed to do according
to tradition and specifically according to the
Legislative Act of 1970. It did this by not
seeking to compromise the difference be-
tween the amount passed by the Senate and
the amount passed by the House. Instead of
doing this, which is what a conference com-
mittee is required to do by the laws of
Congress, it rejected both amounts and, on
its own, the Conference Committee picked
a figure below the lowest amount passed by
Congress.

The conference pay raise will give the pri-
vate one hundred sixty-four dollars less than
he would have gotten under terms of the
House passed bill. The conference pay sched-
ule gives the private almost 450 dollars less
than he would get under the Senate approved
bill.

The pay increases in this bill were designed
to boost the pay level for the low grade
men and women, thus making the military
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a more attractive career for enlisted per-
sonnel.

It should be pointed out that the average
private under the conference report gets an
annual increase of only fifteen hundred
thirty-two dollars, but a brigadier general
gets an increase of sixteen hundred fourteen
dollars, and a two star general gets a pay
hike of seventeen hundred dollars.

The enlisted man isn't getting too much
help from the Conference Committee. In
fact, not even the rules of the Congress pro-
tect him.,

[From the New York Times, August 2, 1971]
CoMPROMISED DRAFT BILL

A House-Senate conference committee has
substantlally weakened the Mansfield
amendment to the Selective Service Act by
eliminating its forthright call for the with-
drawal of all United States military Iforces
from Indochina within nine months, subject
to the release of American prisoners of war.
This and other changes in the Mansfield ver-
sion, which was adopted by the Senate by
a 57—42 vote, leave the President broad lee-
way in the conduct of the war.

But the revised amendment does urge the
President to set "a date certaln” for troop
withdrawal, Its passage would mark the first
time that Congress has gone on record as ad-
vocating withdrawal from Vietnam and
would add to the pressures on the Adminis-
tration to respond positively to the latest
Communist peace proposals in Paris, Since
the House has already rejected the original
Mansfield proposal by a substantial margin,
210 to 1786, this is probably the most that can
be achieved in Congress at this time,

There are other reasons, however, why
nelther house should rush to endorse the
compromised draft legislation. The confer-
ence committee has substantially reduced
the $§2.7-billion military pay raise which had
been approved by both the House and the
Senate. The arbitrary action was a violation
of the rules governing conference commit-
tees. It also violates the rights of thousands
of service families who are living at poverty
levels and further reduces the possibility of
achieving an early zero draft call and an all-
volunteer army, the stated objection of the
Nixon Administration and most members
of Congress,

THE TOWERING TOMBSTONE ON
THE EAST RIVER

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. CrANE) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I am sure
many Americans are shocked and con-
fused by today’s announcement by Sec-
retary of State Rogers that the United
States will no longer oppose the admis-
sion of Communist China into the United
Nations, but instead has done a complete
turnabout and will vote for her admis-
sion. It is as bizarre an action as it would
have been to recommend the admission
of Nazi Germany to the League of
Nations.

We are shocked because today’s an-
nouncement is the second major conces-
sion to the Chinese regime in less than 3
weeks. In that time, we have heard of no
promises by Communist China to justify
such a dramatic reversal of American
policy. Further, the bellicose and obnox-
ious rhetoric of the Peking Communists
continues unrelentingly.

What, Mr. Speaker, are we receiving in
return?

The President’s visit could be justified
on the basis of our receiving solid conces-
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sions from Communist China, concessions
which would have to include the release
of American prisoners of war and an end
of the hostilities in Southeast Asia. But
what have we received, or will we receive,
from admission of the barbarous regime
of Mao Tse-tung to the U.N.?

Americans are understandably con-
fused when they view the history of
Red China since 1949, when the Commu-
nists gained power, and compare this
history with the stated goals of the
United Nations as outlined in the
preamble:

We, the peoples of the United Nations, de-
termined to save succeeding generations from
the scourge of war, which twice in our life-
time has brought untold sorrow to mankind,
and, to reaffirm faith in fundamental human
rights, in the dignity and worth of the human
person, in the equal rights of men and women
and of nations large and small, and, to estab-
lish conditions under which justice and re-
spect for the obligations arising from treaties
and other sources of international law can
be maintained and, to promote social progress
and better standards of life in larger freedom,
and for these ends, to practice tolerance and
live together in peace with one another as
good neighbours, and to unite our strength to
maintain international peace and security,
and to ensure, by the acceptance of prinei-
ples and the institution of methods, that
armed force shall not be used, save in the
common interest and, to employ interna-
tional machinery for the promotion of the
economic and social advancement of all
peoples,

Have resolved to combine our efffforts to
accomplish these alms.

In the years since the Communists
gained control of the Chinese mainland,
they have ruthlessly exterminated be-
tween 10 and 50 million of their own
people. The Chinese regime has invaded
three countries, Korea, Tibet, and India,
and has been condemned as an interna-
tional outlaw by the very body we now
propose to bring her into, the United
Nations.

It planned, supported, and almost ac-
complished the overthrow and mass as-
sassination of the Indonesian Govern-
ment. It has fomented and supported
guerrilla rebellions not only in South
Vietnam but in India, Thailand, Laos,
Burma, Malaysia, the Philippines, Latin
America, the Middle East, and in Afri-
can countries too numerous to list. It is
reputed to be the foremost exporter of
narcotics in the world.

And yet now, Mr. Speaker, we say that
Communist China is fit to be admitted
into the United Nations. Secretary Rog-
ers’ announcement today represents an
affront to the sensibilities of civilized
men. It makes a mockery of the sincere
efforts of peace-loving people who placed
such hopes for mankind, as are contained
in the preamble to the United Nations
Charter, in that world body. The moral
bankruptcy of embracing so bestial a
government as Red China will convert
that monument to some of man’s highest
ideals, hopes, and aspirations on the East
River into a towering tombstone mark-
ing the spot where those ideals, hopes,
and aspirations found a final resting
place.
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THE SHARPSTOWN FOLLIES—XXV

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GonzALEZ) is recognized for 10 min-
utes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, Frank
Sharp carried out many a curious deal
while Will Wilson was in his emplcy. Wil-
son surely knew about these deals; after
all, a man who has been a judge, a state
attorney general, a candidate many times
over for high political office, a former
banking commissioner and sundry other
things ought to be able to detect the
presence of rotten fish.

Some of these deals today can be
viewed with a touch of humor, as in the
case of the Beckwood deal.

In the Beckwood deal, Frank Sharp
somehow inveigled the local Jesuit order
to issue and sell a bond in the amount of
$1 million. The purpose of this bond was
supposed to be to cover construction
costs at Strake Preparatory School,
which was operated by the Jesuits. But
this bond money, obtained in the spring
of 1968, was not used for the religious
school at all; incredibly, it was turned
over to Sharp’s Beckwood Corp., which
used the money to build a motel.

Ostensibly this was just a loan, for in
return for the use of their bond money,
the Jesuits got 20,000 shares of Sharps-
town State Bank stock. Beckwood bought
the collateral for this loan by using $500,-
000 of the Jesuits’ money to purchase the
stock that was pledged as security. More-
over, the stock was the only security on
the loan; if Beckwood defaulted, the Jes-
uits could only sell the stock that had
been bought with their bond money.

It is amusing in a grotesque way that
a religious order would allow its bond
money to be used for construction of a
motel. But it is horrifying to think that
they allowed half their money to be used
to buy the stock which was pledged as
collateral against that same money.

Now Will Wilson's law firm was en-
gaged in the business of setting up mul-
titudes of corporations like Beckwood.
The law firm was also general counsel for
the bank. Surely Wilson knew what was
happening in this case, as in so many
others, in which his legal services played
a key role. He cannot say that he had no
part in it. No man who so willingly
played such games as this should be in
charge of enforcing the criminal laws of
the United States.

“COST OF LIVING" PAY BILL

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RoseNTHAL) is recognized for
30 minutes.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, today
I introduce legislation to provide for the
establishment of a special cost-of-living
pay schedule containing increased pay
rates for Federal employees in heavily
populated cities and metropolitan areas,
to offset the increased cost of living.

Joining me in sponsoring this bill are
16 of my colleagues from New York City.
They are LesTER WoLrr, JoSePH P.
ADppABBO, EMANUEL CELLER, FRANK BRASCO,
SHIRLEY CHISHOLM, BERTRAM PODELL,
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Joun M. MvurpHY, Epwarp I. KocH,
CHARLES RANGEL, BELLA ABzZUG, WILLIAM
F. RvyanN, HerMAN BaApILLO, JAMES
SCHEUER, JONATHAN BINGHAM, SEYMOUR
HALPERN, and MARIo BIAGGI.

Private industry and many State gov-
ernments already pay higher salaries and
wages to employees in large cities than
they do for the same kind of work in
other areas where living costs are not as
high.

Evidence of the necessity for this leg-
islation can be found in recent job
actions by Federal employees seeking
higher pay, most notably postal workers,
who are, of course, no longer covered by
the civil service pay schedules as a result
of the Postal Reorganization Act. Such
actions were centered in the big cities
and high cost-of-living areas. Elsewhere,
workers seem more satisfied with Federal
pay scales. In fact, in many rural and
suburban areas, Federal salaries are
actually higher than State and local gov-
ernment and private industry pay for
similar work.

Every major national employer has
resolved this issue—every one, that is,
except the Federal Government, which
is the Nation's largest employer.

When an employee in private industry
transfers to New York City, from another
part of the country, he will receive a 10-
tuo 20-percent increase in pay, even
though he continues to do the same kind
of work. A typist, file clerk, laborer, or
white collar employee of a large national
corporation in New York City receives
a higher salary or wage than his coun-
terpart in the same company in other
areas of the country.

Even the State of New York pays em-
ployees who work in New York City a
higher salary than those State workers
with comparable jobs in other parts of
the State. Municipal salaries of city em-
ployees in New York rank among the
highest in the country mostly in recogni-
tion of the higher cost of living in New
York City.

We are a natior with the highest
standard of living in the world, and
vet the Federal Government pays many
of its own employees in the New York
City area salaries which are less than
they could receive if they collected wel-
fare. Under current Federal pay scales,
a GS-1 appointment starts at $4,326; a
GS-2 appeointment pays $4,897; a GS-3
salary is $5,524. In comparison, a family
of four on welfare in New York City re-
ceives the equivalent of $5,834. Those
higher grade Federal classified em-
ployees who do receive more in salary
than they would on welfare, still, in most
cases, receive less than the income re-
quirements for a family of four to main-
tain a modest standard of living.

Studies by the Labor Department's
Bureau of Labor Statistics have shown
that the average family of four in the
New York metropolitan area needs at
least $7,183 per year in order to maintain
a lower budget level. A starting salary
for a GS-5 appointment, which requires
4 years of college or equivalent experi-
ence, is $6,938. That is a difference of
approximately $300. On the other hand,
in a nonmetropolitan area, the BLS fig-
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ure for maintaining the same lower
budget level is $6,512, which is well below
the starting GS-5 salary.

Beginning pay for a GS-11 appoint-
ment is $12,615. The intermediate budget
requirement for a family of four in the
New York area is $12,134, while the
average for all U.S. cities is $10,664—a
difference of almost $1,500.

Starting salary for a GS-15 appoint-
ment is $24,251. The higher budget level
requirement is $18,545 for a family of
four in the New York area, while the
all-cities average is $15,511—a difference
of over $3,000. Additional information
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics re-
veals that out of 12 cities checked, New
York had the highest Consumer Price In-
dex for 1970—119, as compared with the
lowest, Seattle, Wash., with a Consumer
Price Index of 114. That is a 5-point
spread. Other statistics on the Consumer
Price Index for other metropolitan areas
will be included at the end of these re-
marks.

Increased salaries through regional
differentials would not only be more
equitable to Federal employees, but
would be of great benefit to the Govern-
ment as well. If the Federal Government
paid its classified workers salaries which
are competitive with private industry in
that locale, it would be able to recruit
and retain more qualified and better
trained employees, instead of losing
them to private industry. Just a few days
ago the House of Representatives passed
a bill calling for a raise in pay for Gov-
ernment blue collar workers to match the
prevailing wages in private industry for
similar work.

Under my bill, the Civil Service Com-
mission would establish a special cost-
of-living pay schedule for employees and
positions located in metropolitan areas
with a population of 500,000 or more.
Over a million workers around the Na-
tion would be affected.

I am inserting in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp at this point, a list of some of the
metropolitan areas involved, and the
number of Federal workers employed
there:

Federal

workers  Population

District of Columbia. 321, 660
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FOREIGN SERVICE GRIEVANCE BILL

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. HamirToN) is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I am to-
day reintroducing a bill to amend title
VI of the Foreign Service Act of 1946 in
order to establish a Foreign Service Em-
ployee Grievance and Appeals Board.

I am pleased that the following gentle-
men from the Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee have decided to join me in introduc-
ing this legislation: The gentleman from
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New Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN), the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. FAsCELL),
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
Fraser), the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. BucHanaN), and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr, VANDER JAGT).

The recent suicide of a selected out
Foreign Service officer, forced to retire
without a pension because he was not
recommended for promotion, has drama-
tized an unfortunate situation which
Congress should have taken action to
correct long ago.

The State Department is the only Fed-
eral agency which does not guarantee
that all its employees will have a chance
for a hearing on complaints in regard to
promotions and selection out. While the
Department does have a grievance pro-
cedure for Foreign Service employees,
performance ratings, promotions, and
discharge actions are all excluded from
that procedure.

Civil service employees of the State
Department, on the other hand, have
access to a complete system of review of
all performance ratings which are ap-
pealed.

Under the provisions of the bill, the
Foreign Service Employees Grievance
and Appeals Board will guarantee that
every Foreign Service employee will re-
ceive a fair hearing and review of any
complaint relating to a grievance or an
appeal of an adverse personnel action.
The Board will have the power to order
that remedial action be taken if the
Board finds a grievance to be meritori-
ous.

This bill, modeled on the grievance
procedures of other Government depart-
ments, does not question the traditional
Foreign Service concepts of promotion
and selection out by review board eval-
uation. It does assure that individuals
will have the right to a hearing if they be-
lieve they have been unfairly treated
under the system.

I understand that the administration
has submitted an employee-management
relations proposal to the Federal Labor
Relations Couneil, following approval of
which a definitive grievance procedure
will emerge. Pending approval of this
proposal, the administration is drafting
an interim grievance procedure, to be
circulated to Foreign Service employees
for comment.

This interim procedure is opposed by
the 8,000-member American Foreign
Service Association because it feels the
procedure contains certain deficiencies
such as these:

First, the lack of a right to demand a
hearing in respect to major grievances.

Second, no guaranteed access by the
grievant to the records necessary to build
his case.

Third, hearings are to be closed.

These deficiencies are not in my hill,
which the association supports. I would
urge the administration to consider the
framework in this bill when it prepares
It;_he interim procedure for implementa-
ion.

SMALL BUSINESSES HAVE
PROBLEMS, TOO

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
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point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, in this day
of administration and congressional con-
cern about the financial problems of
such financial giants as Lockheed and
Penn Central, it will be well to take a
little time to consider the plight of an-
other important segment of the J.S.
economy, The small businesses of Amer-
ica are in trouble, too. Congress and the
administration also have a responsibility
to help this backbone of American busi-
ness to survive.

Recent reports indicate businessmen
operating what are known as small
businesses, are trouble over inflation, the
inability to get trained and dependable
workers even in this day of high unem-
ployment, rising taxes, high wages,
Government regulations and redtape,
and the practices followed by larger,
better financed competitors.

But perhaps most of all, Mr. Speaker,
they are worried that no one seems
either to be listening to their message
or cares for their plight.

It is estimated that so-called small
business produces about 37 percent of
the Nation’s goods and services. Forty
percent of the jobs are in small business:
5% million businesses fall into the small
business category.

Taken individually, a small business
seems to have little impact on a nation
concerned with helping out the railroads
and the giant corporations which have
gotten themselves into financial diffi-
culty.

But collectively, the small businesses
of America are much more important to
the Nation’s economy than a railroad or
aircraft manufacturer, and in our desire
to see that the bankruptecy of a large cor-
poration does not affect the Nation ad-
versely, we should not overlook the fact
that vast numbers of small businesses
frequently are faced with the threat of
bankruptcy. Their workers and their
services constitute an essential part of
the economy.

There should be an easing of the tax
burden on already troubled small busi-
ness. We must direct Federal agencies to
go to greater lengths to provide work
and contracts for these businesses.

We must further direct that endless
Government forms, papers, rules, regu-
lations, directives, and dictates be sim-
plified or eliminated.

One of the foundation stones of our
Nation has beel: the ability of small busi-
ness to survive in a free economy and
to provide jobs, services, and goods, as
well as to pay taxes.

In recent years, the trend has been to
fewer and fewer small businesses, while
big business has grown bigger. Small
business can become a thing of the past
unless government can be aroused to the
problems which confront the small busi-
nessman. It is time to weigh the im-
portance of this major segment of the
economy and determine whether we are
willing to let small business become a
thing of the past.

THE FIGHT FOR GREEK
DEMOCRACY

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
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point in the Recoro and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, it would ap-
pear that finally the Congress is accept-
ing responsibility in our relations vis-a-
vis the Greek junta. It was a magnificent
victory last week within the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee for which our colleague
WavynNE Havs deserves great credit in cut-
ting off aid to Greece unless the Presi-
dent finds that overriding requirements
of the national security justify continu-
ing such aid.

Efforts in previous years to deny money
and aid to the Greek military leaders
failed, so I am pleased that this year
the Foreign Affairs Committee is lead-
ing the way.

An article on the fight for Greek de-
mocracy by Bruce Buckley, the editor of
the Chelsea Clinton News, reporting on
the activities of Maurice J. Goldbloom,
Executive Secretary of the U.S. Commit-
tee for Democracy in Greece, who ap-
peared before the Congress and whose
testimony was of major importance, is
appended:

[From the Chelsea Clinton News (N.Y.)

July 22, 1971]
PENN SouTH JOURNALIST—FIGHT FOR
GREEK DEMOCRACY
(By Bruce Buckley)

The House Foreign Affairs Committee
surprised a lot of people last Thursday by
voting to cut off military and economic aid
to Pakistan and Greece.

Perhaps the most surprised of all was
Greek Premier Papadopoulos, who sputtered
the next day that no amount of American
gold could influence the course his govern-
ment would take.

It seemed obvious that the controlling
junta had been deeply stung by the action,
which meant, after all, a possible loss of
$118 million for the coming year. In a coun-
try the size of Greece that kind of loss could
have profound consequences.

The committee vote was a strong indica-
tion that Congress had finally decided to use
the economic power of the U.S. to change a
government whose policy of conspiracy and
torture have brought world wide censure,

One of a handful of people who testified
before the committee prior to the vote was
Maurice J. Goldbloom, executive secretary
of the U.S. Committee for Democracy in
Greece. Goldbloom, & Penn South resident,
edits the Committee's four-page monthly
newspaper, News of Greece, which reports
on the excesses of the junta.

The latest issue, for example, contains a
front page earticle detailing the trials and
tortures of 18 persons being held by the
junta on charges of conspiring with Andreas
Papandreou to overthrow the government.

The most famous of the 18 is Christos
Sartzetakis, who was the model for the role
of the incorruptible magistrate in the movie
“Z" who uncovered a high-level plot in the
murder of a Greek deputy.

Goldbloom told the congressional commit-
tee of the junta’s “monumental incompe-
tence.”

“But even if the junta were composed of
economic and administrative geniuses rather
than men whose only expertise is in con-
spiracy,” he continued, “it would be the
enemy of everything for which the United
States should stand.

“What we objected to In Mussolini and
Hitler was not that they really did not make
the trains run on time, but that they were
the enemiss of justice and human dignity.
And in this, if not in all the detalls of their
rule, the Greek colonels are their kin.”

Goldbloom's flerce devotion to democracy
in Greece goes back to the period he spent
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there in 1950-51 as Labor Information Offi-
cer for the U.S. economic mission to Greece
under the Marshall Plan,

“For me," he recalled in an interview last
week, “It was not just a formal commitment
to help the development of democracy, but
a real one. So it has continued long after-
ward.”

Following the coup in April 1867, Gold-
bloom returned to Athens as a correspond-
ent for several leading publications “to see
what was happening, particularly to my
friends.”

What was happening was the arrest of
10,000 politically “dangerous” persons, 6500
In the first night after the coup, a figure
which is greater in proportion to population
than even Hilter could match in 1838, Gold-
bloom polnted out.

In articles he later wrote for such pub-
lications as Commentary and the New York
Times, he was highly critical of American
policy, which he judged to be largely respon-
sible for laying the groundwork for the coup.

Goldbloom maintained that a shift had
taken place during the Korean War which
led to placing greater trust in dictatorial,
right wing governments.

“After writing those articles, it was quite
clear that 1 couldn’t go back without en-
dangering the people I saw,” Goldbloom
sald. So he hasn’t returned since that time.

That same year Goldbloom and others got
together to launch the U.S. Committee for
Democracy in Greece. Melina Mercouri, the
Greek Glm star, became the honorary chair-
man; and Francls Biddle the first chairman.

Goldbloom belleves that drying up Ameri-
can ald will go a long way toward the
eventual restoration of democracy. Not, of
course, under the junta, which has stead-
fastly refused to set any date for long-prom-
ised elections, despite American pressure.

Goldbloom feels that the only support the
present regime has is the Army’s, and the
Army “is more interested in arms than ideo-
logy.”

E'{'{‘I"l'u.a army,” he added, “has felt itself
increasingly isolated. It would be happy to
withdraw from politics.”

Without American aid the army's support
could crack, Goldbloom said, and once it
does the junta *collapses just like that.”
Goldbloom said, waving his hand in the air.

Among the Greek people, he sald. there
s practically no support for the junta. Of
the four papers in Athens, the only one read
by a large number of people is Ta Nea, which
is not tied to the regime.

Helen Vlachos, a conservative Greek pub-
lisher who left the country rather than
knuckle under to the colonels, recently said
that the Greeks “vote every day” when they
buy their newspaper, according to Gold-
bloom.

Changing governments does not necessari-
ly ensure a return to democracy, of course.
But Goldbloom pointed out one important
fact: almost no high-ranking political lead-
ers have cooperated with the junta, and
many of them have condemned it *“‘at con-
siderable political risk.” So there is a sound
political basis for a return to democracy.

Goldbloom s looking forward to a time
when News of Greece will no longer be
necessary. *'I would like to get a good night's
sleep.”

He would also like to return to a book he
is writing on world politics, a country-by-
country guide, which was 250,000 words long
and about three-fourths finished four years
ago before the coup.

It is still the same length. “Now,” he
laughed, “it's maybe half done.”

THE GORDONS OF NORTHWEST
FLORIDA

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
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point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, among the
families of note in northwest Florida,
one of the best known is the Gordons.
They have been associated with the de-
velopment of western Florida through-
out its history as part of the United
States, and the family continues to be a
well known and respected one,

The name Gordon comes from Scot-
land, from where no fewer than 157
main branches of the family have been
traced to many parts of the world. Tke
Gordons fill a considerable place in Scot-
tish history, legend and ballad, dating
back at least to the year 1138.

The family has produced an amazing
number of military leaders. A Scottish
army battalion, the Gordon Highlanders,
is named for the family. Notables around
the world who have borne the name Gor-
don have included Adam Lindsay Gor-
don, Australian Soet; Alexander Gordon,
Scottish antiquary and official in Colo-
nial South Carolina; Charles George
Gordon, British soldier and administra-
tor, famed for his ability to command
men of non-European races. His exploits
in China, Egypt, and the Sudan are
legendary.

Sir John Watson Gordon, Scottish por-
trait painter; Patrick Gordon, descend-
ant of a Scottish family who served sev-
eral foreign countries and became a Rus-
sian general; George Gordon-Cumming,
Scottish traveler and sportsman; Gen-
eral Lord Adam Gordon, onetime com-
mander of the forces of Scotland and
governor of Edinburgh Castle.

Best known of America’s Gordons, per-
haps, is Gen. John Brown Gordon, Con-
federate Army lieutenant general, He led
an infantry division at Gettysburg and
was wounded eight times during the
course of the war. He commanded one
wing of Lee's army and made the last
Confederate charge against the Federal
breastworks before the surrender at Ap-
pomattox. He later served in the U.S.
Senate, as Governor ¢f Georgia, and as
commander in chief of the United Con-
federate Veterans. He wrote “Reminis-
cences of the Civil War.” A native of Up-
son County, Ga., he died in Miami, Fla.,
in 1904,

Ancther of Georgia’'s Gordons, Juliette
Gordon Lowe, was founder of the Girl
Scouts of America. Georgia's Gordon
Military Academy is a reminder of the
prominence of the Gordon name in mili-
tary circles.

Legend has it that five Gordon broth-
ers were among the early Georgia
settlers. Ernest A. Gordon of Pensacola,
who has propounded a history of the
Gordon family, states that they came to
Georgia in 1733 with General Oglethorpe.
Subsequently, the five brothers separated
and “scattered to the four points of the
compass,” and the name became well
known in the course of history in Georgia
and Alabama, as well as Florida. A town
bears the name Gordon in Wilkinson
County, Ga., near Macon, and another
bears the name in Houston County, Ala.,
on the Chattahoochee River southeast of
Dothan.

It was from Gordon, Ala., that many
west Florida communities, such as
Orange Hill, Campbellton and Marianna,
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received supplies prior to the coming of
the Pensacola & Atlantic Railroad in
1882, Gordon, Ala., was nearly destroyed
by fire in 1895 and never regained its
prominence as a transportation and
trading center for the surrounding tri-
States area.

Alexander C. Gordon, then only a boy,
came to what is now Henry County, Ala.,
in 1817, after his father had been killed
in the War of 1812 a few years earlier.
He prospered as a merchant and planta-
tion owner. He commanded Gordon's
Company, Blairs Battalion of the Ala-
bama Militia during the southeast Ala-
bama-west Florida Indian troubles in
1836, He also was captain of the Henry
Grays, 6th Regiment of the Alabama
Volunteers, during the early part of the
Civil War.

Born in Washington County, Ga.,
Alexander C. Gordon had a son named
Alexander M., who died in 1862. He had
a son named Warren, who died in 1854,
and one named Daniel, who became a
Henry County probate judge. In the last
half of the Civil War, Alexander C. Gor-
don served as commander of a militia
battalion which operated against the
Sanders band of deserters in the Choc-
tawhatchee-Pea River Basins of south-
east Alabama. The Sanders band, sup-
plied by Federal forces on the Florida
coast, harassed southeast Alabama and
northwest Florida from remote hide-
aways along the Choctawhatchee near
the Alabama-Florida border.

Several Gordons were identified with
territorial Florida history. Ernest A.
Gordon states that one of the original
brothers to come to this country, Eph-
raim, was first to settle in west Florida.
A son of Ephraim, Alexander, was a fore-
bear of most of the west Florida branch
of the family. Florida territorial papers
also mentioned the name of Adam Gor-
don, Escambia County prosecuting attor-
ney in 1824. He soon moved to Key West,
where he was a U.S. Government official
for years.

Records show that James B. Gordon
was a resident of Walton County in
1833, possibly in what was then known
as the Yellow River settlement. Lt. Fran-
cis Gordon of the Confederate Army
was among those captured by Gen. Alex-
ander Asboth’s Federal raiding force at
Eucheeanna in 1864. He was imprisoned
at Elmira, N.Y., for the remainder of the
war.

Ernest A. Gordon, in his historical
notes on the family, recalls that Francis
Gordon's son, Babe, was a Walton County
stockman, and that another son, Charles,
was Walton County circuit court clerk
for 20 years.

Ernest A. Gordon said his grandfather,
William Marlin Gordon, was a pioneer
settler on the Yellow River, where he
once operated Gordon's ferry. He later
moved to Chicken Head in the Campton
area north of Crestview. He died there
in about 1906-07. He was the father of
five sons: Daniel, Lovick Pierce, Edward,
David and Marion. He also had four
daughters: Mary, Nancy, Dora and
Catherine. Mary and Nancy married
brothers, Abe and Raven Moore. Dora
married John Shaw and Catherine mar-
ried John Markham.
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Ernest A. Gordon is the son of Lovick
Pierce Gordon, “who was the father of
four daughters who had nine brothers.”
And that may help explain why there
are so many Gordons and their kin today
in west Florida. They are particularly
numerous in Okaloosa, Escambia, Santa
Rosa and Bay Counties, but you will
likely find some of them in almost any
of the major west Florida communities,

The Gordons of west Florida, like the
ancestral branches of their family in
S otland, Georgia and Alabama, have
made substantial contributions toward
development of their Florida Panhandle
communities. Although the genealogical
threads may be tangled by time and
circumstances, there is ample evidence to
indicate a kinship of the west Florida
Gordons with those who settled early in
Georgia and their kinsmen who migrated
to Alabama. The name Gordon, in Amer-
ica as in Scotland and elsewhere in the
world, is symbolic of good citizenship.
Historically, they are a people who are
willing to fight for their country. They
have helped this one.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE

(Mr. ROUSH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
franeous matter.)

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, during the
consideration o1 the foreign assistance
bill this week I propose to offer the fol-
lowing amendment:

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 9910, as RErPorTED, To BE
OFFERED BY MR. ROUSH

Page 13, after line 24, insert the follow-
ing:

“SEC. 304. Section 634 of chapter 2 of part
III of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
relating to reports and information, 1is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

*“(1) The presentations to the Congress of
assistance proposed to be furnished under
part I of this Act, and under chapter 4 of
part II of this Act, shall not be classified as
‘Secret’, or bear any other similar security
classification. All information concerning as-
sistance furnished under such part I, and
under such chapter 4 of part II, before or
after the date of enactment of this subsec-
tion, shall be freely available to the public.
Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued to require that military information
be made public.”

And renumber the following sections ac-
cordingly.

THE 25TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC
ENERGY—AUGUST 2, 1971

(Mr. HANSEN of Idaho asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
today, August 2, 1971, is the 25th anni-
versary of the organization of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy. Through
this quarter century the committee has
had a truly remarkable and effective
record. I say this not because I have been
a longtime participant—I am one of the
newer members of the Joint Committee—
but rather to pay tribute to those men
who laid the foundation for the develop-
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ment of a completely new source of
energy for our Nation.

The atomic age had a violent birth in
the sky over Hiroshima. World War II
was brought to an end, and the Clause-
witz concept of war «s carrying out po-
litical acts by other means was rendered
obsolete,

The Congress believed that the con-
trol of nuclear weapons should not be
concentrated in the executive branch
and that there was a need for a “watch-
dog” committee, Thus the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy was born.

The committee members on both sides
represented the leaders of the 79th Con-
gress: Brien McMahon of Connecticut,
Richard B. Russell of Georgia, Arthur
Vandenberg of Michigan, Bourke B
Hickenlooper of Iowa, and Carl T. Dur-
ham of North Carolina, There were also
two distinguished colleagues who were
charter members of this committee to
whom I would like to pay special tribute:
CHET HoLIFIELD, three times chairman
of the Joint Committee, and MEeLvIN
PricE, our new vice chaiman. Through
the years they have contributed to some
of the most important decisions in our
Nation’s history.

Congressman HoLIFIELD was named by
Senator Brien McMahon, then chairman
of the Joint Committee, to make a study
to determine the basis for the Joint Com-
mittee's position on whether the United
States should pursue the development of
the hydrogen bomb. After an extensive
review, Congressman HOLIFIELD recom-
mended that the United States proceed
with this development immediately.
Chairman McMahon brought the Joint
Committee’s recommendation to the
President, and in January 1950, Presi-
dent Truman gave the go-ahead for a
crash program to develop this awesome
weapon. In November 1952 the United
States detonated its first hydrogen de-
vice. Approximately 9 months later the
Soviets detonated their first hydrogen
bomb. I might add that they received
considerable help from Dr. Klaus Fuchs,
a Soviet agent.

Remembering the impact that the
Sputnik had on all of us in 1957, I can
only imagine how much more devastat-
ing it would have been if the Soviets had
been the first superpower to develop the
hydrogen bomb.

CHET Hovr1FIeLp and MeL Price fought
unceasingly for a nuclear navy and with
other members of the Joint Committee
strongly backed a Navy captain named
Rickover, who had an idea that he could
build nuclear-powered submarines. To-
day our Polaris/Poseidon nuclear sub-
marine fleet stands as our line of
defense,

In the late fifties, there was a greas
concern regarding the effects of the fall-
out of nuclear material from weapons
testing. Before the word “environment"”

became popular in the lexicon of all
Americans, CHET HorLIiFierLp held exten-
sive and detailed hearings in this vitally
important area. The hearings were really
designed to bring before the public the
facts on this matter without prejudg-
ment and without preconceived conclu-
sions. It was generally accepted at that
time and still is, that these hearings were
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a great service to the Congress and the
country.

On the other side of the coin, in 1954
the Joint Committee recommended to tiwe
Congress a revision of the Atomic Energy
Act in order to develop the peaceful uses
of atomic energy. From this change has
come a new and promising source of en-
ergy for civilian uses. In this short span
of less than two decades a new source of
energy has been developed to fill the
great needs of our industrial Nation.
Without this our coal, oil, and gas sources
would be rapidly exhausted. In this con-
nection I would like to pay particular
tribute to Crer Horirierp for his un-
ceasing struggle to develop the Iast
breeder reactor.

He has continued to put the needs of
our N:tion above partisanship. And so
it was that he worked with President
Nixon to have the liquid metal fast
breeder reactor identified as a national
goal. -

The Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy has served the Nation faithfully
and well. It has carried out its respon-
sibilities as a “watchdog” of the Con-
gress over this powerful, new and in some
cases, little understood source of poten-
tially great good and evil.

I would also like to single out for high
praise on this occasion the ranking
Republican House member of the Joint
Committee, my distinguished colleague
Representative Craic Hosmer from Cali-
fornia who has contributed greatly to
the committee’s remarkable record dur-
ing more than half of its first quarter
century.

It is with pride that I summarize in
these remarks the past accomplishments
of the joint committee including a brief
outline of highlights of the last 25 years.

The Atomic Energy Act of 1946 was at
the time of its enactment, and in many
respects remains today, without parallel
in the legislative history of this country.
It was a radical piece of legislation—in
not a few ways alien to all that most of
us believe in. Secrecy was the byword.
The role of private enterprise in the pro-
gram was almost nonexistent. Neither
nuclear reactors nor the fuels that went
into them could be privately owned. In a
word, the program, with few exceptions,
was one huge Government monopoly.

ATOM PLACED UNDER CIVILIAN CONTROL

Nevertheless, the McMahon act—as
the 1946 act came to bhe popularly
known—served this country well through
a trying period. It embodied the wisdom
and the best foresight of the Congress
and the American people in the period
immediately following the close of World
War II when atomic energy had emerged
as a revolutionary new force. Congress
chose well when it enacted the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946 and created a civilian
agency to develop the atom rather than
maintaining it under military control.

It was always recognized, however,
that the 1946 act was temporary in na-
ture. Accordingly in 1953, at a time when
the United States had a large stockpile
but no longer a monopoly in nuclear
weapons, the Congress was able to con-
sider devoting a portion of our nuclear
capacity to civilian purposes, and to
eliminate some of the secrecy in which
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our atomic energy program was en-
shrouded. As a result, the joint commit-
tee recommended and after long debate
Congress enacted the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, Enactment of the 1954 act
marked the culmination of efforts by the
Joint Committee and the Congress, in ac-
cord with the policy declaration of the
1946 act, to update the basic statute so as
to reflect the rapid advancement and
broadened horizons of nuzlear science.

The new act marked a turning point—
a shift in emphasis from solely military
applications to an increasing emphasis
on peaceful uses. This shift has contin-
ued to this day.

CREATION OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC

ENERGY

A unique feature of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1946 was its creation of a joint
committee of Congress to oversee the
atomic energy program. The Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy—one of the few
committees of Congress established by
statute rather than by rule of each House
and the only joint committee empowered
to receive and recommend proposed leg-
islation, including authorization of ap-
propriations—egrew out of Congress’ cog-
nizance of and concern over the vast
powers which were bestowed upon the
executive branch of Government by the
1946 act.

In this field of overriding importance
to the national defense and of unlimited
promise for the peacetime welfare of the
Nation and the world, new legislative
techniques were necessary. As President
Truman remarked in 1945—

The release of atomic energy constitutes a
new force too revolutionary to consider with-
in the framework of old ideas.

The Congress had to meet the chal-
lenge of atomic energy in a manner
which would preserve and strengthen the
structure of a Government which rests
upon the foundation of separate and
equal powers and at the same time assure
that the legislative branch was equally as
informed as the executive branch.

The instrument which Congress chose
to span the separation between the ex-
ecutive and legislative branches and to
meet the special legislative needs im-
posed by the defense importance, the
complexity, and the portent of atomic
energy was the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. The magnitude—both in
terms of the management problem and
the immense expenditure of public
funds—of the atomic energy program, its
technical complexity, and its security
importance gave almost a new dimension
to the normal responsibilities of a legis-
lative committee. In recognition of these
special responsibilities the Congress con-
ferred upon the Joint Committee unusual
powers—sufficiently unusual to make the
committee unique in Federal legislative
annals.

JCAE UNIQUE IN LEGISLATIVE ANNALS

The Joint Committee was established
as the agent of the Congress and the
American people, and is charged with
the responsibility of making “continuing
studies of the activities of the Atomic
Energy Commission and of the problems
relating to the development, use, and

control of atomic energy.”
The Commission by law is required to
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keep the committee “fully and currently
informed,” as is the Department of De-
fense with respect to all matters within
its cognizance relating to the develop-
ment, utilization, or applications of
atomic energy. The committee has full
hearing powers, including subpena au-
thority. The committee members from
each House report out bills or other leg-
islative matter to their respective Houses.
To promote bipartisan support, not more
than five of the nine-member delegation
from each House may belong to the same
political party.

The obligation of the Atomic Energy
Commission and the Defense Department
to keep the Joint Committee fully and
currently informed helps to assure a
continuing flow of information necessary
to the proper discharge of the commit-
tee’s responsibilities to the Congress.
Visits by the committee and its staff to
AEC laboratories and other operating
sites serve to further alert the committee
to the problems and promises of the
atomic energy program. Continuity in
committee membership and the selection
of a highly competent staff without re-
gard to political affiliation have also en-
hanced the committee's ability to cope
with its responsibilities. Finally, the van-
tage point of the Joint Committee, sepa-
rate as it is from the executive position
of the Commission, has provided a degree
of perspective such as to enable the com-
mittee to make substantive recommenda-
tions which have been accepted by the
executive branch.

NATIONAL DEFENSE SERVED WITHOUT STINT

The paramount and primary objective
of the national atomic energy effort, by
statute and unflagging determination of
both the Joint Committee and the Atomie
Energy Commission, has been in support
of national defense. This objective has
been served without stint.

Our nuclear arsenal—if one could call
it that—at the end of World War II was
nonexistent. The atomic bombs that fell
on Hiroshima and Nagasaki on August 6
and 10, 1945, completely exhausted our
supply at that time and our production
capabilities were exceedingly limited.

As late as December 1946, shortly be-
fore the Atomic Energy Comnmission as-
sumed jurisdiction over the atomic en-
ergy program from the Manhattan En-
gineering District, the weapons program
was at a virtual standstill. A commis-
sion representative who made an inven-
tory of the weapons stockpile in that
month later told the Joint Committee:

I spent 2 days, as a representative of the
Commission, going over what we had. I was
very deeply shocked to find what few
weapons we had at that time.

By the spring of 1949, however—little
more than 2 years after the AEC had
gone into operation—the Nation’s lead-
ers were able to take comfort in the
knowledge that the country had what
accurately could be described as a nu-
clear weapons stockpile. Later, as a re-
sult of the AEC’s major rehabilitation
and expansion programs, the country
was provided a nuclear weapons capa-
bility in quality and quantity that to this
days remains unmatched by any other
nation,
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DEVELOPMENT OF THE H-BOMB

The story of the development of our
nueclear shield would be incomplete with-
out some reference to the H-bomb. The
possibility of developing a hydrogen
bomb was explored by U.S. scientists as
early as 1942, Studies concerning the
feasibility of a hydrogen weapon were
conducted as part of the wartime atomic
project, although they were subordinate
to work on the A-bomb since it was be-
lieved that the atomic bomb could be
developed more quickly and could, there-
fore, be used to hasten the end of the
war. At first, after the end of World War
II, no substantial effort was directed
toward the development of an H-bomb
although a small research program on
thermonuelear energy was continued.

This situation prevailed until Septem-
ber 23, 1949, when President Truman an-
nounced that the Soviets had exploded
an atomic bomb. The Government
promptly reviewed our atomic program
in light of the generally unexpected rap-
id progress of the Soviets. As a resuit, for
the first time, major attention was di-
rected to the question of developing a
thermonuclear weapon.

The Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy took a leading part in urging the
President to support a vigorous program
on the development of hydrogen weap-
ons. Between September 1949 and Janu-
ary 1950, the committee held several
hearings in executive session on this
question. Over the signature of its chair-
man, the late Senator Brien McMahon,
five separate letters were forwarded to
the President on behalf of the committee
urging a major development effort. A
special subcommittee was set up to re-
view the H-bomb.

After consultation with a number of
scientists, the subcommittee recommend-
ed to Chairman McMahon that it move
ahead at all possible speed with the H-
bomb program. Chairman McMahon
thereafter wrote several letters to Presi-
dent Truman, visited a number of atomic
installations and together with a number
of the Joint Committee members per-
sonally called upon President Truman at
the White House to urge a major crash
program on the H-bomb.

After vigorous debate at the highest
levels of Government, the situation that
confronted the President was this: first,
a majority of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission advised against proceeding with
a large-scale and vigorous effort on de-
velopment of the hydrogen bomb; sec-
ond, the AEC’s General Advisory Com-
mittee also advised against proceeding;
third, the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy favored proceeding; and fourth,
a special Subcommittee of the National
Security Council favored proceeding, the
Secretary of State and the Secretary of
Defense recording favorable votes.

On January 31, 1950, President Tru-
man made his decision and issued an
order to the Atomic Energy Commission
to proceed with the development of the
hydrogen bomb. As the project pro-
gressed the Joint Committee renewed its
urgings that every effort be made to at-
tain the objective in the shortest space ol
time. The program was pushed with great
vigor and achieved suecess. The value of
the effort was proved less than a year
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later when the Soviets detonated their
own hydrogen device.

The power of the hydrogen bomb is
not a mere magnitude larger than the
atom bomb used in World War IIL It is
three magnitudes larger, or 1,000 times
as powerful as the A-bomb. Imagine, if
you can, a train of boxcars stretching
from Boston to Los Angeles, each car
filled with TNT. That will give you some
conception of the explosive confent of a
20-megaton weapon.

SAFEGUARDS AGAINST ACCIDENTAL DETONATION

AND UNAUTHORIZED USE OF NUCLEAR WEAP-

oNs

Over the years the yields of our hydro-
gen weapons have been reduced as the
means and accuracy of our delivery sys-
tems have improved. Concurrently, the
safety and security of our weapons have
improved.

Equally important are the devices
which safeguard against the possibility
of unauthorized use of nuclear weapons,
the need for which was brought to the
President’s attention by the Joint Com-
mittee.

In carrying out its responsibility to re-
view activities in the vitally important
field of atomic weaponry, the Joint Com-
mittee in the late fifties became appre-
hensive about the arrangements for the
custody and control of U.S. nuclear weap-
ons assigned to NATO. Based on the
knowledge of the practices and proce-
dures then in effect concerning these
weapons, grave consequences were fore-
seen by the Joint Committee in case of
the unauthorized use or accidental det-
onation of these nueclear weapons.

Aware of the dangers inherent in this
situation, in 1960 Senator CrinToN P.
AwnpErson as chairman of the Joint Com-
mittee appointed a special ad hoc sub-
committee to investigate the matter. Sub-
committee members visited eight Europ-
ean countries and more than 15 nuclear
weapons installations. Early in 1961, as
a result of this inspection, a top secret
report was presented to President Ken-
nedy containing recommendations de-
signed to strengthen and improve NATO
nuclear weapons arrangements.

One of the key recommendations of
this report called for the development of
a system of electronic locks to be placed
on nuclear weapons as a safeguard
against unauthorized firing. This recom-
mendation was accepted by the President
and a research and development program
was begun which ultimately resulted in
the development of the permissive action
link system.

Numerous other recommendations
were set forth in the report—many of
which to this day must remain classified.
The committee was at the time, however,
concerned with what appeared to be too
great a reliance on nuclear weapons in
NATO and an inadequate understanding
amongst our allies and within our own
forces of nuclear weapons effect, The
committee recommended against any
significant increase of nuclear weapons
in Europe and that greater effort be
made fo increase NATO's conventional
weapon capabilities. Additional recom-
mendations, which subsequently were
implemented, included coordination be-
tween NATO and SAC nuclear weapon
war plans and the removal of Jupiter
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IRBM missiles from Italy and Turkey. A
potential safety problem in an opera-
tional system was uncovered by a Joint
Committee consultant and was corrected.
DEVELOPMENT OF THE NUCLEAR SUBMARINE

One of the brightest chapters under
the military aspect of atomic energy was
the development of the nuclear Navy,
particularly the nuclear submarine.
There is little question that the support
which the Joint Committee and Con-
gress gave to the development of the nu-
clear submarine will long be remembered
as one of Congress' greatest confribu-
tions to the preservation of the Republic.
On more than one occasion Admiral
Rickover, the man who provided the
day-by-day technical drive and orga-
nized leadership for the work, has re-
ferred to the essential part that the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy and the
Congress played in this development.

At the time Admiral Rickover took the
helm of this development project the
Navy thought so little of it that they gave
him no support to carry it out, The Con-
gress recognized this impasse early in the
program and stepped in to fill the vae-
uum. Specifically, the Congress author-
ized facilities for the development work
and provided funds for the operation of
these necessary facilities. Later, when the
Navy refused to seek the funds necessary
to build a nuclear submarine, Congress
stepped in again and voted funds for the
nuclear powerplants for the first two nu-
clear submarines, the Nautilus and the
Seawolf. Because of the Navy's reluc-
tance the money was appropriated to the
Atomic Energy Commission where it was
used to build the powerplants that were
then turned over to the Navy Depart-
ment, Through this circuitous route were
built the first of the nuclear submarines
which today constitute one of the main-
stays of our national defense.

In subsequent years, the Joint Com-
mittee has continued to recommend, and
Congress has continued to authorize,
facilities for the advancement of nuclear
submarine and surface warship propul-
sion technology which were turned down
within the executive branch in the bud-
getary review process. Congress has also
added nuclear-propelled surface war-
ships to the authorization requests of the
Department of Defense.

NUCLEAR POWER GROWING RAPIDLY

Until not too long ago the much publi-
cized military atom captured the lion’s
share of the headlines. Of late, however,
the peaceful atom has more than come
into its own. In no area is this more true
than in the use of atomic energy to pro-
duce electrical power.

The development of nuclear reactors
for the conversion of atomic energy into
useful, economical power has been the
goal toward which the United States
has worked since the day in 1942 when
the first nuclear chain reaction in the
uranium graphite pile was achieved
under the west stands of Stagg Field at
the University of Chicago. If the recent
upsurge in orders for nuclear power-
plants is any indication, that goal is now
within our grasp.

There is now available a vast new
energy source in addition to fossil fuels
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to meet the Nation’s ever-increasing
power requirements. The magnitude of
this feat takes on even greater meaning
when it is recalled that this country had
no installed commercial nuclear elec-
trical generating capacity until 1957,
when the Shippingport nuclear reac-
tor first went into operation. But for
Congress, moreover, Shippingport might
never have gotten off the drawing boards.

In the fall of 1952, the AEC proposed
to the Bureau of the Budget that it in-
clude some construction money in the
fiseal 1954 budget to enable the Com-
mission to begin building a full-scale
power reactor. The Bureau of the Budget
refused the request on economy grounds.
The Commission then proposed to the
National Security Council that money
be included in the revised fiscal 1954
budget for beginning construction of a
pilot plant to produce 7,500 kilowatts
of electric power. The National Security
Council also turned this proposal down,
again on grounds of economy.

When the President’s budget message
was submitted to the Congress, the Joint
Committee was concerned to learn that
the proposed budget for atomic energy
contained no provision for the develop-
ment of a full-scale atomic powerplant.
Private industry had made it abundantly
clear to the committee that it was pre-
pared to invest in the development of an
atomic power station if the Government
would underwrite part of the cost and if
the necessary amendments to the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946 could be obtained.
The Joint Committee deemed it essen-
tial, therefore, that the Commission be
granted the funds with which to proceed
with the development, design, and con-
struction of such a powerplant.

Accordingly, W. Sterling Cole, the then
chairman of the committee, conferred
with the members of the House Appro-
priations Subcommittee charged with
responsibility in this area, and discussed
the implications for the future of atomic
power if the Government failed to press
forward with the development of a full-
scale atomic powerplant. The Appropria-
tions Subcommittee responded by spon-
soring language in the Appropriation Act,
language which was approved by the full
committee, authorizing the Commission
to spend $7 million during fiscal 1954 to
begin construction of the Shippingport
nuclear facility in cooperation with pri-
vate industry.

The 60,000-kilowatt project, built in
cooperation with the Duquesne Power &
Light Co. and the Westinghouse Electric
Co., was a complete success. In every way,
it justified the confidence which the Con-
gress had reposed in it and the people
who built it. This was the first practical
demonstration of the technical feasibility
of using nuclear energy for full-scale
production of power.

THE ATOM IN SPACE

Radioisotopes have widespread use in
industry, medicine, and agriculture. In
addition, when a radioisotope decays, it
generates heat. The Atomic Energy Com-
mission has developed shielded units con-
taining high concentrations of radioiso-
topes which generate heat. The energy is
converted to electric power for use in
space and other applications, Such units
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are in use today in satellites now orbiting
the earth, navigational buoys, and in re-
mote weather station units. The space
power application for radioisotopes is an
important one since rather compact,
light-weight units can be made which
will generate electric power for consid-
erable periods of time, equivalent to that
which would be produced by many tons
of batteries or through the use of many
thousands of solar cells displayed in huge
panels attached to a space satellite.

One such device was lofted into space
in 1961—the world’s first nuclear-pow-
ered satellite. There were those who re-
sisted the experiment because they felt a
proof test was unnecessary, or because it
might cost an undue amount of money.
Vice President Lyndon B. Johnson, how-
ever, disagreed, and threw the support of
the President’s Space Council behind the
Joint Committee's proposal to put the
satellite to a test. It is no exaggeration
to say that the success of the experiment
broke the chains of power limitations in
space. That nuclear powered satellite is
still operable today.

Another example of the generation of
electricity by atomic energy for use in
space application was achieved in 1965.
In April of that year the first nuclear
reactor was orbited about the earth in a
satellite containing a number of scientific
experiments. This reactor, the SNAP
10-A, generated 500 watts of electric
power for a period of 43 days following
the launch. A failure, not in the reactor
but in the electrical load distribution sys-
tem, was apparently responsible for ter-
mination of the electric power genera-
tion.

It is important to note here that al-
though the administration did not plan a
test of the SNAP 10-A reactor in the
space environment, the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy believed that such a
test was highly desirable and could be
conducted successfully at a reasonable
cost. For this reason the committee rec-
ommended authorization of funds for the
conduct of a test in space, and the Con-
gress, acting on the Joint Committee’s
recommendation, authorized and appro-
priated the necessary funds. The test was
successful in that it demonstrated the
ability safely to launch, start up, and op-
erate a reactor in space—an important
first in the U.S. space effort.
INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN THE PEACEFUL

TUSES OF ATOMIC ENERGY

Not to share is foreign to the creed of
the American people. Accordingly, on De-
cember 8, 1953, President Eisenhower
presented to the General Assembly of
the United Nations his historic “Atoms
for Peace” plan, which embodied the Na-
tion’s desire and willingness to join with
all other nations in a common under-
taking directed toward the peaceful de-
velooment and constructive exploitation
of atomie energy. The popular appeal of
directing atomic materials to peaceful
rather than military uses was fully es-
tablished by the enthusiastic worldwide
response to the proposal.

Out of that proposal emerged the In-
ternational Atomic Energy Agency, con-
ceived as an instrument for enabling
East and West to work together on tech-
nical and economic problems apart from
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the arena of political conflict. The
Agency statute, approved by the United
States in 1957, was a singular achieve-
ment, for it embodied the first significant
agreement between East and West di-
rectly related to the arms limitation
problem. The Agency has served to si-
phon off atomic materials from military
fo peaceful uses and, more importantly,
to establish a system of international
safeguards against the diversion of nu-
clear materials to military purposes.

A number of nations have found the
International Agency a source of help es-
senfially neutral in the East-West con-
flict. To assist these nations the United
States contributes equipment and mate-
rial to the Agency for distribution as it
sees fit, subject, of course, to Agency
safeguards. Many others have chosen to
deal directly with the United States in
obtaining the materials, equipment, and
technology required for peaceful atomic
applications. Where this has been the
case the Joint Committee has strongly
encouraged the AEC and the Department
of State to insist that any assistance fur-
nished on a bilateral basis be subject to
international safeguards. Similarly,
where bilateral agreements entered into
prior to establishement of the Agency
have come up for renewal the commit-
tee has fully supported the poliey, and at
times has had to insist upon the policy,
of transferring our Government’s safe-
guards responsibilities to the Agency.

Some of the nations with whom the
United States has cooperated have
balked at the transfer of these responsi-
bilities to the International Agency, pre-
ferring instead that the United States
itself perform the safeguards task. They
seem to feel that TAEA inspection is a
badge of second-class citizenship in the
nuclear world. It is important, however,
that the international inspection system
be expanded and our control methods
improved to guard against the dangers
to world peace posed by nuclear weapons.

There have been occasions in the past
when the AEC or the Department of
State was willing to accommodate the
resistance of some foreign countries to
International Atomic Energy Agency
safeguards. The Joint Committee, how-
ever, insisted upon compliance with the
announced U.S. policy of IAEA or simi-
lar international safeguards and suc-
ceeded in strengthening the executive
branch in its foreign negotiations.

PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPON

Also, over the years there have been
those who have advocated transferring
nuclear weapons and weapon technology
to other nations. The Joint Committee
has steadfastly resisted actions that
would increase the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons to additional nations,
either directly or indirectly. Thus in 1958
the Joint Committee substantially re-
vised proposed legislation submitted by
the executive branch to assure that the
legislation would not permit additional
nations to achieve independent nuclear
weapon capability through assistance
from the United States.

Notwithstanding eriticism that the
Joint Committee hes placed undue re-
strictions on the executive branch in the
exchange of nuclear technology and in-
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formation for military purposes with
other nations, the committee, in recogni-
tion of its responsibilities to the Congress
and the people, has insisted that it be
kept “currently and fully informed” and
that no cooperation be entered into with
other nations unless first carefully re-
viewed with the committee in light of the
legislative intent of the Atomic Energy
Act. For many years the committee has
resisted repeated efforts by those who
all too willingly would turn over to other
nations the secrets of our nuclear sub-
marine and surface warship technology.

Since 1966, there have been many for-
midable challenges. The need for main-
taining world leadership in nuclear re-
search, for meeting energy needs of the
Nation, for protecting the environment,
and for maintaining our defense pos-
ture—all were met in a responsible, con-
structive manner. Among many activi-
ties the committee, in its 21st year, for
example, conducted hearings and ap-
proved initial authorization for the pro-
posed 200 billion electron volt accelera-
tor, the largest such research facility in
the world. It published a report on Chi-
nese nuclear capability. It also conducted
hearings on the setting of radiation
standards. And it approved legislation,
later enacted, permitting AEC to con-
duct research for others in health and
safety matters.

During 1966, the Joint Committee rec-
ommended, and there was enacted, an
amendment to the Price-Anderson nu-
clear indemnity legislation, an act gen-
erally regarded as a cornerstone of the
atomic power industry. This amendment
was the most far-reaching since the leg-

islation’s passage in 1957. As originally
enacted, the Price-Anderson law did not

establish the basis of liability. The
amendment rectified this and related
inadequacies without violating one of
the ecardinal attributes of the Price-
Anderson Act, namely, minimal inter-
ference with State law.

In 1968 the committee began an ex-
tended review of the “practical value”
question in licensing nuclear power-
plants. By 1970 the Joint Committee had
completed its extensive consideration of
the “practical value" question and pre-
licensing antitrust review aspect of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended
After careful consideration, it recom-
mended the filing of committee bills
which later were enacted into law.

Also in 1968 the Joint Committee
looked into the participation by small
electric ufilities in nuclear power. Faced
with a grave defense responsibility, it ex-
pressed vigorous support of the adminis-
tration decision to begin an antiballistic
miissile system. The committee also held
hearings in conjunction with the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee on the
Nonproliferation Treaty.

In 1969 and 1970 the committee con-
ducted the lengthy hearings on the en-
vironmental effects of producing electric
power—hearings which ultimately rep-
resented over 3,000 pages of material and
probably are the most comprehensive
body of knowledge on this subject to date.

The committee last year reaffirmed its
support for the breeder reactor to extend
the Nation’s resources of nuclear fuel.
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And the committee, continuing to press
for improvement in the AEC's gaseous
diffusion plants for enriching uranium,
this year won approval of initial funding
for this purpose.

Mr. Speaker, the signing of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946 by President Truman
which established the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy also gave birth to the
Atomic Energy Commission. I include as
a part of my remarks the eloquent ad-
dress of Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman
of the Atomic Energy Commission deliv-
ered at a reception at the Department of
State yesterday, marking the 25th anni-
versary of the signing of the Atomic
Energy Act.

NATIONAL MANDATE FOR ATOMIC ENERGY :
A TWENTY-FIVE-YEAR REVIEW
(By Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg)

Twenty-five years ago this morning seven
members of the Special Senate Committee on
Atomic Energy gathered around President
Truman's desk at the White House as he af-
fixed his signature to Senate Bill 1717, which
thereby became the Atomic Energy Act of
1946.

The bill which President Truman signed
that morning a quarter of a century ago was
no ordinary piece of legislation. It had
emerged from months of Congressional and
public debate over the life-and-death is-
sues at which the dramatic advent of atomic
energy had revealed to the world at Hiro-
shima., The new Act, as unusual in its pro-
vision as the events which produced it, re-
flected a fundamental re-examination by the
Congress of the national predicament at the
end of World War II. In terse terms of under-
statement, the Act described the looming
presence of atomic energy in the world of
that day: “Research and experimentation in
the field of nuclear chain reaction have at-
tained the stage at which the release of
atomic energy on a large scale is practical.
The significance of the atomic bomb for mili-
tary purposes is evident.”

If these facts were clear to everyone, the
future was not. The Act went on to state:
“The effect of the use of atomic energy for
civilian purposes upon the soclal, economic,
and political structures of today cannot now
be determined . . . It is reasonable to antici-
pate, however, that tapping this new source
of energy will cause profound changes in our
present way of life.”

I am sure that for some of us, with twenty-
five years of hindsight, these words sound
overblown and exaggerated. The world has
changed dramatically since 1946 and yet it is
not clearly evident that nuclear energy has
been the prime mover of our generation. For
the general public such things as television,
shopping centers, interstate highways, and
air conditioning may have seemed more ob-
vious sources for change, but the obvious do
not always have the greatest significance.

Let us read a little further in the 1946 Act.
It established the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, itself a unique institution in govern-
mental organization, and assigned to it an
exceptional responsibility. It was, In the
words of the Act, the policy of the United
States that, “subject at all times to the
paramount objective of assuring the common
defense and security, the development and
utilization of atomic energy shall. so far as
practicable, be directed toward improving
the public welfare, increasing the standard
of living, strengthening free competition in
private enterprise, and promoting world
peace.”

What can we say today about our success
in achleving these five goals?

Overshadowing all the others in the lan-
guage of the Act was that of assuring the
common defense and security. For a few
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months after the end of World War II, there
werea some hopes that the military aspects
of nuclear energy could be subordinated to
the peaceful and that under the system of
international controls, this new energy source
could be exploited for peaceful purposes. The
somber events of 1948 and 1949 demonstrated,
however, the accuracy of the original assess-
ment by those who had drafted the 1946 Act.
Nuclear weapons were to become the key-
stone of our national defense system, and
the Atomic Energy Commission under the Act
was called upon to accept the major respon-
sibility for designing and building a new
arsenal of weapons unprecedented both in
their technical sophistication and destruc-
tive power.

The existence of a stockpile of nuclear
weapons has never been a source of unmit-
igated comfort even to those who have the
greatest confidence in our ability to carry out
the responsibilities it imposes upon us. In
recent years the public press has had much
more to say about the dangers than about the
benefits of the nuclear stockpile. Yet in tak-
ing a broad historical view (as seems appro-
priate on a silver anniversary), we must
accept the fact that the terrifying prophesies
of the past quarter century have not come
true. The world so far has avoided nuclear
war, and students of current affalrs can cite
instances in which the nuclear stockpile has
helped to preserve the peace. Many of us
who helped develop nuclear weapons during
World War II profoundly hoped that nuclear
warfare would prove too horrible for any
rational nation to contemplate. Twenty-five
years later we can see some evidence that this
hope may be fulfilled.

I think it s, therefore, reasonable to state
(and certainly without any sense of over-
weening pride or joy) that the Commission
has been successful in carrying out its man-
date to assure the common defense and se-
curity. Some of the best scilentific talent in
the nation has gone into this endeavor.
Strictly at research institutions our weapon
laboratories at Los Alamos and Livermore
rank among the best in the world. They
represent an investment in talent and re-
sources which has proved well worth the
cost. They also clearly demonstrate a point
I have often made In recent years—that
through skillful use of their talents and seci-
entific knowledge, men can reap the promise
of a new technology without necessarily in-
curring the hazards which it involves.

Beneath this umbrella of responsibilities
for national security, the Commission at-
tempted to carry out the other four man-
dates of the Act. In terms of improving the
national welfare, I think first of the startling
advances during the last quarter century in
education in the nuclear sciences. These ad-
vances probably come to my mind first of all
because I recall so vividly the precarious
state of this new research fleld at the close
of World War II. Those of us who had been
privileged to explore this new realm of seci-
ence during the war were gravely concerned
about the prospects for the future. Research
in the nuclear sclences would require equip-
ment and financial support on an unprece-
dented scale, far beyond the capabilities of
traditional sources in universities and pri-
vate research institutions. Under the 1946
Act the Commission had a leading role in
creating new administrative machinery for
Federal support of research. The Commission
also deserves credit for bringing into reality
the new concept of the national laboratory.
The research contract and the national lab-
oratory became the key Instruments for a
system of research on a national scale which
has helped to bring the nuclear sciences in
this country to world pre-eminence. And the
impact of this system has extended far be-
yond the nuclear sciences to other flelds of
research and to American education in gen-
eral. The Commission program has estab-
lished new standards that have come to be
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accepted as the norm in other educational
institutions.

Under the topic of public welfare, I must
also mention the extraordinary proliferation
of the use of radloactive isotopes for indus-
trial, medical, and space applications. In
the early years of the Commission’s exist-
ence, this subject was perhaps overworked
in citing the benefits of nuclear energy,
probably because the advances of radioiso-
topes were immediately evident. In the ab-
sence of other concrete examples it became
customary to talk about —adiolsotopes. Now
we take them much more for granted and
can call attention to other kinds of accom-
plishments. But again In the historical per-
spective, I think we should not forget that
the use of reactor-produced radloisciopes
began only twenty-five years ago tomorrow,
when one millicurie of carbon-14 was de-
livered at Oak Ridge to the representative
of a 5t. Louis hospital. Since that day both
the variety and quantity of available isotopes
have increased to levels undreamed of a
quarter of a century ago, with untold bene-
fits in the diagnosis and treatment of dis-
eases, In improving industrial operations, and
in generating power in remote locations on
the moon, and in deep space.

There is no question in my mind that the
public welfare has been benefited in the last
twenty-five years by the knowledge of the
physical world which research in the nuclear
sciences has made possible. The magnitude
of this accomplishment ls perhaps beyond
the grasp of many Americans because its
concrete results are indirect. In answer to
the occasional cries from the wilderness that
man is probing too deeply into the secrets
of the universe, I can reply that we can
never know too much about the world around
us. It Is not knowledge itself, but the use
that we make of it that brings trouble. Our
atomic energy program in the last twenty-
five years has produced a veritable revolu-
tion in our understanding of both the physi-
cal and blological sciences. If you don't
believe that, glance through some of the
scientific journals of 1946. They reflect a
world that seems incradibly remote today,
not only In terms of the state of knowledge
but also In the sense of our understanding
of man’s relationship to his environment.

The 1946 Act also declared that atomic
energy should be developed to improve the
standard of living and to strengthen free
comvetition in private enterprise. These
words suggested the common view in the
immediate postwar period that a day of
cheap and abundant nuclear power was about
to dawn. I remember that those of us who
served with Robert Oppenheimer on the
Commission's first General Advisory Com-
mittee were worried about this over-opti-
mistic expectation in 1947.

Nuclear power has become a reality within
a time frame much closer to that which the
Committee predicted than that which the
public expected. In fact, we are today just
reaching the point where private industry
is beginning to invest substantial amounts
of capital in nuclear power plants on a strict-
ly economic basis. Nuclear power has scarcely
begun to have an impact on the world’s
standard of living. But as we sharpen our
predictions of future power needs, it seems
Inescapably certain that nuclear power will
nave a profound effect upon the future stand-
ard of living. In this sense the substantial
investment of talent, resources, and money in
nuclear reactor technology in the past quar-
ter century has been an investment in the
future. As the Commission stated in its re-
port to President Kennedy in 1962, we had
reached in fifteen years the point at which
nuclear power was becoming economically
competitive. The technology of reactors using
water as a moderator and coolant is ap-
proaching maturity. Under the Commission's
leadership the nation has now accepted a new
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commitment for the future as we seek to de-
velop an economical fast breeder reactor.
Not only President Nixon and his Administra-
tion but also the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy have provided the support which this
important effort requires.

“Strengthening free competition in private
enterprise” conjures up the fears of 1946
that this new and little understood tech-
nology of nuclear energy would fall into the
clutches of a few giant monopolistic corpora-
tions. The 1946 Act, by placing complete
control of atomic energy in the hands of the
Commission, sought to avoid that disaster.
From the beginning the Commission took
this mandate seriously and there was a con-
stant effort over the years to bring about
an orderly transformation from complete
Government monopoly to a nuclear industry
fully integrated into the national economy.
This process began slowly, but by 1952 it
was possible to begin thinking of a dramatic
step toward industrial participation.

What started as a piecemeal effort to
amend the 1946 Act ended In a sweeping re-
vision of the statute, wkich became known as
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. Under the
new Act, American industry could begin to
play a major role in developing nuclear pow-
er, and the utilization of nuclear power for
peaceful purposes could begin on an inter-
national scale, Ten years later, in 1964, the
Congress under the leadership of the Joint
Committee further amended the Act to per-
mit private industry to own special nuclear
materials as well as the plant in which
they are used or produced.

So rapidly has the atomic energy industry
grown in recent years that the Government
monopoly of twenty-five years ago seems to
have faded into the remote reaches of his-
tory. It would seem that the architects of
the 1946 Act have achieved the goal they
sought in assuring that this new form of
energy would be developed for the benefit of
all the people of this nation. Today we can
broaden their intention and express the hope
that nuclear energy can become the servant
of all men everywhere.

The last mandate enjoined upon us by the
19468 Act was to use atomic energy to promote
world peace. These words express one of
man’s highest and most elusive aspirations.
As T have suggested earlier, it is possible that
nuclear energy in its military applications
has prevented a global war, but we would
be speaking less than the truth to say that
it has brought us closer to world peace. I
would hazard the prediction that nuclear
weapons will never have much more than a
passive role i1. the quest for world peace.
As in the past, they may help to protect us
while we work to build the kind of a world
that can exist in peace. But the kind of peace
which all men seek will come only through
the solution of the enormous social and
economic problems vhich plague us today. I
think it is no exaggeration to say that th~
development of nuclear energy in the last
twenty-five years has opened up new oppor-
tunities for finding solutions to these prob-
lems. With patience, hard work, and clear
thinking the forces et in motlon twenty-
five years ago today will by August 1, 1966,
bring us closer to our ultimate goal.

TWENTY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF
THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON
ATOMIC ENERGY

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
today, August 2, 1971, marks the 25th
anniversary of the formation of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy. The for-
mation of the committee followed by one
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day the signing into law of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946.

There have been a number of distin-
guished Americans who have served on
the committee, including Senator Brien
McMahon of Connecticut, its first chair-
man. Senator McMahon has been recog-
nized as the driving force in the legisla-
ture responsible for the creation of the
Atomic Energy Commission.

Within our Government the formation
of an independent Federal agency gen-
erally indicates there is a new and sig-
nificant task to be performed. It ap-
peared obvious to Senator McMahon
that the control of the atom, which had
been demontrated to be an important
new weapon in warfare and which of-
fered such potential for peaceful uses,
should be removed from the control of
the military and turned over to a civil-
ian agency of the Government. The task
of developing both peaceful and non-
peaceful uses of atomic energy was a
momentous one and called for special
organization and management tech-
niques. The Atomic Energy Commission
was created for this task—we have seen
how suecessful this approach has been in
the creation of the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, a more re-
cently created Federal agency. The mag-
nitude of the NASA tasks and the evi-
dence of their successful accomplish-
ment is illustrated by the moon explora-
tion completed today by Astronauts
Scott and Irwin.

From the standpoint of legislative or-
ganization, a special approach was de-
vised. There have been joint committees
before, having representation from both
the House and Senate, and established to
perform a special function. The impor-
tant new element in the creation of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy was
that it was at that time, and still is, the
only joint committee of Congress author-
ized to receive and recommend to the
Congress proposed legislation. All bills,
resolutions, and other matters in the
Senate or the House relating primarily to
the Atomic Energy Commission or to the
development, use, or control of atomic
energy, are required by law to be referred
to the Joint Committee for its considera-
tion.

Another function of the committee is
the “watchdog” function. The AEC is
required by the provisions of the Atomic
Energy Act to keep the Joint Committee
fully and currently informed with re-
spect to all of the Commission’s activities.
A third function of the committee is the
policy and review function by which the
committee recommends modifications or
innovations in atomic energy programs.
Examples of the exercises of this fune-
tion are the expediting and support of
the Navy nuclear propulsion program,
the hydrogen bomb project, the utiliza-
tion of atomic energy in space, and the
liquid metal fast breeder reactor pro-
gram.,

The fourth function of the committee,
and a function to which the committee
attaches special importance, is the in-
formation function which imposes on
the Joint Committee responsibility for
providing information to the Congress
and to the public in the field of atomic
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energy. The committee publishes docu-
ments containing testimony of witnesses
on matters under review and includes
significant related appendix materials.
Some of these prints represent the most
comprehensive compendium of informa-
tion available on areas of special inter-
est, such as: radiation standards, fallout,
environmental effects of producing elec-
tric power, economics of nuclear power,
and so forth.

I am personally privileged to have been
among the charter members of the com-
mittee who assumed that office 25 years
ago today. My colleague, the distin-
guished chairman of the Government
Operations Committee and a former
chairman of the Joint Commitiee on
Atomic Energy, CeHET HoLIFIELD, has
also served on the committee since its
formation. It has been gratifying work.
We have seen over these years the
strengthening of our nuclear defense ca-
pability, the achievement of many dis-
coveries and developments in the field
of nuclear medicine, and the formulation
of basis for a successful development of
a liquid metal fast breeder reactor which
can offer so much toward solving the
electrical energy problems of our Nation
as well as those of the entire world.

Rather than talking exclusively of the
past, I would like to mention a few words
concerning the future. What is the fu-
ture of the atomic energy program with
respect to peaceful purposes? The course
is straightforward and horizons are un-
limited. The generation of electricity by
nuclear power is fast becoming the best
known prospect for significant contribu-
tions to mankind’s activities. The rapid-
ly growing need for electricity is well
documented. Nuclear power offers a new,
virtually inexhaustible energy source for
our future generations and it does so
with minimal environmental impact.
Controlled thermonuclear power as a
possibility is commanding more public
attention each day. We must continue
our efforts on this long-range develop-
ment program meanwhile our near
term reliance must be upon fission re-
actors. Other programs are, of course,
underway. The exciting feature of atomic
energy research is that we do not know
what will be discovered next year—or 5
or 10 years from now—nor can we vis-
ualize the impact such discoveries might,
have on our present way of life.

The accomplishments of which I have
only mentioned a few, are the accom-
plishments of the scientists and engi-
neers, the Fermi’s, the Seaborg’s, the
Rickover’s and many others—men whose
dedication has strengthened our national
defense and has provided us the way
toward a better life.

I would be remiss, however, if I failed
to mention the efforts of the legislator,
for, in this country of ours the programs
carried out in our national laboratories
and by our contractor must meet with
approval of the men who are charged
with determining the worth of these
programs and approving the necessary
funds with which they can be carried
out. These men are the representatives
of the people of this country, and they
act in their behalf. I would like to pay
special tribute to those of the House of
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Representatives and the Senate who
have served as members of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy at some
time during its 25 years of existence.

A listing follows:

MEMBERSHIP OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE,
1945-T1

Richard B. Russell, Edwin C. Johnson, Tom
Connally, Harry Flood Byrd, Millard E. Tyd-
ings, Arthur H. Vandenberg, Warren R. Aus-
tin, Eugene D. Millikin, Bourke B. Hicken-
looper, Thomas C. Hart.

William F. Enowland, Ewing W. Thoma-
son, Carl T. Durham, Aime Forand, Chet
Holifield, Melvin Price, Charles H. Eiston,
J. Parnell Thomas, Carl Hinshaw, Clare
Boothe Luce.

John W. Bricker, Brien McMahon, James
E. Van Zandt, James T. Patterson, Lyndon
B. Johnson, Paul J. Kilday, Henry M. Jack-
son, W. Sterling Cole, Clinton P. Anderson,
Thomas A. Jenkins,

Guy R. Gordon, John O. Pastore, Albert
Gore, John J. Dempsey, Wayne N. Aspinall,
Cralg Hosmer, Henry Dworshak, George D.
Alken, Wallace F. Bennett, Willlam H. Bates.

Jack Westland, Everett McKinley Dirksen,
Thomas G. Morris, Carl T. Curtis, John B.
Anderson, Willlam M. MeCulloch, John
Young, Ed Edmondson, Catherine May,
Norris Cotton, Stuart Symington, Alan Bible,
Peter H. Dominick, Howard H. Baker, Jr.,
Orval Hansen,

TWENTY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF
THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON
ATOMIC ENERGY

(Mr. HOLIFIELD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, today,
August 2, 1971, marks the 25th anniver-
sary of the organization of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

Never in history has a new force had
such a profound effect on man’s life as
has nueclear energy. It is the controlling
factor in the field of military security. It
is a major factor and may well become
the controlling factor in the supply of
energy for the peaceful endeavors of
mankind. In its short life nuclear energy
has already become a major contributor
to the health and welfare of all mankind
through its manifold uses in medical re-
search, diagnosis, and therapy as well
as in agriculture and industry.

Those who have labored in the nuclear
“vinevard” for this past quarter of a
century know firsthand what has heen
done, but more importantly realize how
much more can be done and must be done
to reap full benefit from this tremendous
source. This is perhaps the most impor-
tant thought T can express on this mem-
orable anniversary. Althoughb the hene-
fits we have received are great, the po-
tentials which remain in the nuclear field
are enormous.

The development of the breeder reac-
tor represents the ultimate in the field
of fission as an energy supply. The
breeder holds the potential of a limitless
sunply of energy. On June 4 this year
the President made his landmark pro-
nouncement that the comnletion of the
breeder development was the Nation’s
No. 1 effort in the energy field.

I might add that in my long experience
in the Congress with responsibility for
the overflow of highly technical develop-
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ment programs, I can quite honestly say
that I have never seen a development
program laid out as completely as that
for the breeder reactor. All major areas
of development have been identified, ma-
jor facilities have been noted and cost
estimates and schedules for every step
of the way have been delineated for the
attainment of this goal. What remains
is execution.

One unique aspect of the nuclear field
which deserves special mention concerns
safety and environmental effects. I think
I can state without hesitation that no
other field of human endeavor has re-
ceived the attention and effort nuclear
energy has with respect to safety and en-
vironmental effects. For example, we
have already spent over a billion dollars
to determine and control the medical and
biological effects of radiation. In design-
ing and constructing nuclear facilities a
determined effort has been made to main-
tain complete control of all reactions and
effluents; and we have been suceessful. In
this unprecedented attention to safety
and control of effluents from the very be-
ginning, an early example was set and
much of the groundwork laid for proper
environmental consideration in all activ-
ities. Other industries, in response to
this Nation’s recent environmental
awakening, are now faced with the need
for making meaningful improvement in
their handling of efluents and waste
products.

I must admit the atom has been given
a “bad time” in recent years. But this has
always been the penalty of a leader.
These attacks simply place a greater
burden on those responsible and knowl-
edgeable in the field to press forward
while maintaining the same high stand-
ards of safety. Nuclear energy must con-
tinue to lead the way in high standards
of safety and quality.

It is important to remember there is
no practical long range substitute for
nuclear energy—which I might add in-
cludes both fission and fusion—to meet
the electrical energy needs of mankind.
Accordingly, nuclear energy must be
fully developed. This can only be done
by the responsible, cooperative efforts of
all elements of government and industry
and in so doing, this Nation will be the
leader in a field vital to all of mankind.
Without this cooperative effort, we will
be followers.

I personally will continue to do what-
ever I can in helping this country
achieve and maintain leadership in this
field and I urge my colleague to also con-
tinue this effort as we enter the second
quarter-century of atomiec energy.

One of our newest colleagues on the
joint committee, OrvaL Hansew, has pre-
pared a history of the first 25 years of
the committee which he is presenting to
this body today. I commend him for his
effort and I recommend all Members of
this body read this accounting of the
efforts of the legislative branch in the
nuclear development fleld. T would also
commend to you the statement of my col-
league and long associate on the joint
committee, MEL Price, in which he sum-
marizes the basic organizational con-
cepts which were involved in setting up
the atomic energy program. He also pro-
vided a list of the 54 past and present
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members of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy all of whom have made
significant contributions to our legisla-
tive efforts.

MEeL Price and I are the two remain-
ing charter members of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy which was
established 25 years ago today. He and I
plan to meet with the present members
of the committee and all of the past
members we can get together later today
to reminisce but more importantly, to
plan for the future. The challenge of the
atom continues to be important in our
future. I personally believe the next 25
years in nuclear energy will be as pro-
ductive as the first.

CONGRATULATIONS ON STEEL
WAGE AGREEMENT

(Mr. MADDEN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr., MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, it was
indeed great news to the thousands of
steelworkers and their families through-
out the country when the news media
carried the word that the United Steel
workers and steel management had
agreed on a 3-year contract. This settle-
ment prevented a devastating, long
drawn-out strike, which would almost
shatter the economy of our Nation. It is
everybody's hope that the railroad work-
ers and management will follow the ex-
ample set by the steel industry in com-
promising their major labor-manage-
ment dispute. The steel agreement was
ratified overwhelmingly by the 600-mem-
ber basic steel industry conference in
Washington last night. This evidently
was brought about by the steel union
workers under the leadership of Presi-
dent I. W. Abel when he asked and won
approval for a 24-hour extension of the
deadline on Saturday.

Mr. Speaker, we have four major steel
mills in my congressional distriet—
United States, Inland, Youngstown, and
several smaller manufacturers of spe-
cialized steel. During my visit home this
past weekend I was informed by many
of the steelworkers that regardless of a
settlement the next few months will in-
deed be a dark period on account of steel
management’s policy, pending a threat-
ened strike, to speed up production and
as of today millions of tons of steel are
already stockpiled in order to carry on
sales for an indefinite period. Conse-
quently thousands of steelworkers will
be working part time or unemployed till
the stockpile is exhausted.

Mr. Speaker, the administration and
Congress could make a major contribu-
tion to our unemployment problem if
we would unite and pass legislation re-
stricting the fabulous importation of
low-priced steel from Japan and Ger-
many, and a few other steel producing
nations. In the last 10 years 71 percent of
the specialty business—stainless steel
rods, and so forth, has been taken over by
Japan and West Germany. The specialty
steel industry in the United States is now
on the verge of bankruptcy on account of
the State Department policy in not join-
ing with the Congress in limiting quotas
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on imported steel. Japan has taken our
tool industry right out from under us
with the permission and cooperation of
our State and executive departments. It
is predicted that by 1975, unless the Con-
gress and the administration take im-
mediate action, Japan will be the larg-
est steel manufacturing country in the
world. Today Japan produces 111 million
tons, 60 percent of which they sell out-
side of Japan. Unless the Government
acts to protect flagrant and inexcusably
large quotas of imported steel, the major
steel companies of this Nation will be
knocking at the door of Congress for help
the same as Lockheed, Penn Central, and
others are doing today. In January 1968
Roger M. Blough, chairman of the board
of United States Steel Corp. said:

Steel mill product imports have risen from
1.2 million tons in 1957 to 10.8 million tons
in 1966, and they are still rising. Over the
same period steel exports declined from 5.3
to 1.7 million tons. That makes a net adverse
swing of over 13 million tons In the past
decade.

In January 1968 we all know that the
profits, after taxes, for U.S. Steel was
higher than at the present time. During
the 3l,-year intervening period from
1968 to the present time steel prices have
been increased approximately 19 percent.
During the same period wages, including
fringe benefits, have increased approxi-
mately 17 percent. In fact, it was only
3 months ago that U.S. Steel, the United
States largest producer, announced it
was increasing its price 6% percent, and
at the same time Youngstown Sheet &
Tube and Bethlehem Steel followed the
pattern and hiked cold-rolled and gal-
vanized steel prices from $8.50 to $13 per
ton. When steel, oil, food, et cetera, prices
go up, the family of every wage earner
suffers financial curtailment.

No doubt, the steelworkers' union or-
ganization will receive criticism for in-
sisting on a wage increase from certain
reactionary and profiteering sources. I
do hope the American people, including
the news media have not forgotten that
in December 1969, 1 year and 8 months
ago, the House and Senate, by a substan-
tial majority, passed an economy and
anti-inflation measure that gave the
President complete authority to curtail
and curb the rise of both prices and
wages. The bill was signed by the Presi-
dent. Up to the present hour, it is still on
file in the White House with no action
taken to curtail prices and wages.

Mr. Speaker, I think the time is here
today when the executive department
should follow the recommendation of the
Congress and most of the labor organi-
zations and enforce the authority given
him by the Congress back in January
1969 to take this important and necessary
step to curb inflation and prevent further
threats to our prosperity, widespread un-
employment, and more labor-manage-
ment disputes.

SUPREME COURT SETS ASIDE
BOTTLED WATER

(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)
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Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, on Feb-
ruary 10 I introduced H.R. 4147 authoriz-
ing the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to establish
uniform national quality standards for
bottled drinking water. I have since rein-
troduced this proposal with 31 cospon-
sors from both sides of the aisle.

Unfortunately, yet another incident
has occurred to evidence the need for
such legislation. As a result of recent
bacteria studies sponsored by the
Washington Evening Star, the newspaper
reports that the U.S. Supreme Court
members and staff have stopped drinking
bottled water pending further study.
Court officials went to the U.S. Environ-
mental Agency for scientific advice, only
to be told that there are no Federal
standards or jurisdiction for Federal
testing, according to the report.

It is clear that this confusion will con-
tinue as long as there are no specific
Federal standards of health and safety
for bottled water. State laws in this field
are quite vague, and several States, along
with the Distriet of Columbia, have no
pertinent laws whatsoever for bottled
water.

The Star article also notes that Mont-
gomery County has begun testing all bot-
tled water products which are sold in
that county. This is an encouraging de-
velopment, and I am pleased to see what
is probably the first systematic bottled
water testing program to be conducted in
the Washington area.

At the same time, protection of bottled
water consumers is too important to
leave to scattershot testing and investiga-
tion across the Nation. Consumers in all
States and all counties should be pro-
tected. It is the responsibility of the
Federal Government to establish uni-
form national standards. In this way,
bottled water producers will have con-
sistent guidelines, and bottle water
drinkers can be assured of safety. Be-
cause of this urgent need. I ask all Mem-
bers to join me in working for passage
of H.R. 4147.

The Washington Star article follows:
SAFEGUARD—MONTGOMERY TESTS BOTTLED
Water Now

Montgomery County has begun listing and
testing the products of every bottled water
company that does business in the county.

The U.S. Supreme Court has, for the mo-
ment, stopped drinking bottled water.

Both actions are the result of tests com-
missioned by The Star which showed that
samples of some brands of bottled water had
much higher bacteria counts than tap water.

Clayton Ervine, chief of the Montgomery
health department’s division of environmen-
tal health, said his office is in the midst of
testing all bottled water sold in the county.

The action is believed to be the first sys-
tematic bottled water sampllng to be con-
ducted in the Washington area by any public
health agency. The federal government leaves
such testing to the states, many of which
have either vague laws or no pertinent laws,
The District has none.

So far, Ervine sald, he has been impressed
by the results of the tests. Many of the brands
tested have had low bacteria readings.

However, one had a bacteria count “up in
the millions,” he said.

Until a few days ago, the Supreme Court
was using gallon bottles of Poland Water,
one of the nation’'s oldest brands.

According to Robert Wilkins, the court’s
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assistant marshal, court officials have decided
not to use the remaining inventory of 40 cases
until the water is tested.

Wilkins said he had asked the U.S. En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) to test
the water, but was told there are no federal
standards or regular procedures for such
tests. He was referred to a private testing
laboratory.

Poland Water was one of four brands sam-
pled by The Star for Its tests, which com-
pared the bottled water with local tap water
from six locations.

TAP WATER COUNTS LOWER

The highest bacteria count found in tap
water was 7,000 per liter. A liter is slightly
more than a guart.

The counts In three of the four bottled wa-
ters were much higher. Two glass bottles of
Deer Park Mountain Spring Water had counts
of more than 500,000 per liter.

A half-gallon plastic container of Great
Bear water had 140,000 per liter and a half-
gallon plastic container of Poland Water had
a range of between 50,000 and 500,000 per
liter.

A glass half-gallon bottle of Mountain Val-
ley Mineral Water was found to be bacteria-
free.

Contacted after the tests, W. J. Alford,
president of the Poland Water Company, said
that his company had been having some
trouble effectively seallng its plastic con-
tainers with aluminum tops. However, he
added, Poland is now using an improved top
and is one of the few companies that has
begun dating the bottles.

The Star tests did not pinpoint the pres-
ence of harmful bacteria in bottled water
However, Dr. Rita R. Colwell, a Georgetown
microbiologist who performed the tests, and
Erwin Bellack, a water expert who works in
EPA's Division of Water Hyglene, agreed that
a high bacteria count in itself could cause
fllness or a feeling of discomfort if the water
is given to a baby, an elderly person or an
invalid.

EXTENSION OF UNEMPLOYMENT
BENEFITS

(Mr. PELLY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing legislation to extend unem-
ployment compensation benefits. The
number of workers who have completely
and totally exhausted all unemployment
compensation benefits continues to in-
crease at an alarming rate.

The State of Washington, and par-
ticularly the Puget Sound region around
Seattle, have been hard hit. Cutbacks in
military spending, coupled with a halt in
domestic commercial airplane orders,
have dealt our economy a severe blow.

Mr. Speaker, as of July 10, 1971, there
were 26,650 unemployed persons in the
State of Washington who had totally
exhausted all benefits. This constitutes
an increase of more than 11,000 since
April 24, 1971,

The future for these unemployed per-
sons is bleak, and legislation is desperate-
ly needed.

My bill is practical, easily adminis-
tered, and devoid of new bureaucratic
entanglements. It calls simply for an in-
crease of 26 weeks of additional unem-
ployment benefits to the jobless in areas
where the unemployment rate exceeds
7.5 percent. The cost of an additional 26
weeks of benefits, under this bill, would
be paid entirely by the Federal Govern-
ment until 1973, after which the States
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would be required to meet 20 percent of
the cost.

These extended benefits would not only
keep thousands of jobless people off wel-
fare, but would act as a badly needed ad-
ditional floor under the State economy
in general.

Mr. Speaker, I urge swift action on
this legislation which is so desperately
needed at this time.

PROPOSED GOVERNMENT
REORGANIZATION

(Mr, HOLIFIELD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to advise the Members of the House
that our Subcommittee on Legislation
and Military Operations of the House
Committee on Government Operations
has completed the first and overview
phase of our hearings on President
Nixon's proposals to reorganize the exec-
utive branch. These proposals involve
the abolition of seven existing Cabinet
departments and the creation of four
new ones, with the functions of the seven
to be placed in the four.

The seven to be abolished are Agri-
culture; Interior; Commerce; Transpor-
tation; Labor; Health, Education, and
Welfare; and Housing and Urban De-
velopment. The proposed new depart-
ments are to be Natural Resources; Eco-
nomic Affairs; Community Development;
and Human Resources. A total of 385,000
employees and budget outlays of nearly
$100 billion are involved in the reorgani-
zation.

The President sent his message on re-
organization to the Congress on March
25 of this year and, at the request of the
administration, I introduced the four bills
to create the new departments on March
30. The bill numbers are HR. 6959, to
create a Department of Natural Re-
sources; H.R. 6960, to create a Depart-
ment of Economic Affairs; H.R. 6961, to
create a Department of Human Re-
sources; and H.R. 6962, to create a De-
partment of Community Development.
Identical bills were also introduced by
our ranking minority member, Repre-
sentative FLorENCE P. DwYER, and other
Members of the House. I promised the
President at that time that the commit-
tee would give thorough consideration to
these proposals although, naturally, I
was in no position to predict the final
disposition of this legislation.

This massive reorganization posed an
unprecedented legislative task for our
committee, but we undertook this duty
in a serious and responsible manner. I
directed the staff to assemble and ana-
lyze all of the necessary background ma-
terial and make contact with the appro-
priate authorities. I also addressed a
letter to all of the committee chairmen
whose legislative jurisdiction might be
in some way affected by this reorganiza-
tion, asking for their comments on the
bills.

We began our hearings on June 2 and
devoted 10 days to this subject, compiling
a transcript of nearly 1,200 pages of testi-
mony. We considered this phase of our
study as one in which we looked at the
reorganization as a whole and the com-
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mon features that exist in all four bills.

We have not attempted as yet to examine

fully the rationale or the composition of

the individual departments to be created
but will leave that for a later time.

We had before us the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget and
the Chairman of the President’s Advi-
sory Council on Executive Organization,
which made the original recommenda-
tion. We heard from a number of present
and past Government officials, outstand-
ing scholars, experts and public admin-
istrators. I believe we have accomplished
our objective in obtaining as much ex-
pert information as was readily avail-
able. Our subcommittee members and
the staff interrogated the administration
and public witnesses closely and I feel
confident that we have made a record
which will be useful to the committee
and to the Congress as a whole in mak-
ing the necessary decisions.

Although a public invitation was issued
to obtain witnesses for and against the
proposal for executive branch reorga-
nization supporting witnesses responded
in greater numbers than those opposed.
The magnitude and complexity of the
proposals no doubt hindered the number
of opposing witnesses to appear. As we
move into specific consideration of the
four separate drafts of legislation, the
committee anticipates a greater number
of opposition witnesses.

The trenscript is being prepared for
printing so that it can be made available
to all interested Members as soon as
possible. We are also considering issuing
a committee print summarizing and an-
alyzing the testimony that we received
and the issues that arose. The complete
list of witnesses follows:

LEGISLATION AND MILITARY OPERATIONS SUB-
COMMITTEE WITNESSES FOR EXEcUTIVE RE-
ORGANTZATION ProOPOSALS (OVERvVIEwW HEAR-
INGS)

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 2, 1971

Honorable George P. Shultz, Director,
Office of Management and Budget; accom-
panied by Arnold R. Weber, Associate Direc-
tor, Office of Management and Budget; and
Dwight A. Ink, Assistant Director, Office of
Management and Budget.

Roy L. Ash, Chairman, President’s Advi-
sory Council on Executive Reorganization.
THURSDAY, JUNE 3, 1971
Ben W. Heineman, President, Northwest

Industries, Inc.

Charles L. Schultze, Senior Fellow, The
Brookings Institute,

MONDAY, JUNE 7, 1971

Honorable George P. Shultz, Director,
Office of Management and Budget; accom-
panied by Arnold R. Weber, Associate Direc-
tor, Office of Management and Budget;
Dwight A. Ink, Assistant Director, Office of
Management and Budget; Samuel M, Cohn,
Assistant Director for Budget Review, Office
of Mansgement and Budget; Alan L, Dean,

Staffl Coordinator for Reorganization, Office
of Management and Budget; and Andrew
Rouse, Former Executive Director, President’s
Advisory Council on Executive Reorganiza-
tion.

TUESDAY, JUNE 8, 1971

Arnold R. Weber, Associate Director, Office
of Management and Budget; accompanied by
Dwight A. Ink, Assistant Director for Orga-
nization and Management, OMB; Alan L.
Dean, Staff Coordinator for Reorganization,
OMB; and Charles F. Simms, Government
Organization Branch, OMB.
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MONDAY, JUNE 14, 1871

Joseph A. Califano, Jr., Former Special As-
sistant to President Lyndon B. Johnson.

Honorable Wilbur J. Cohen, Former Sec-
retary, Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 16, 1971

Roy W. Crowley, Assoclate Director, Na-
tional Academy of Public Administration.

Willlam G. Colman, Consultant, Govern-
mental Affairs and Federal-State Relations.

Frederick J. Corson, Chairman of the
Board, Frey Consultants, Inc.

Frederick O'R. Hayes, Former Budget Di-
rector, City of New York.

John P. Perkins, Director of the Public Ad-
ministration Program, Graduate School of
Management, Northwestern University.

Harvey Sherman, Director, Organization
and Procedures Department, Port of New
York Authority.

WEDNESDAY, JULY 7, 1971

Rod Kreger, Acting Administrator, General
Services Administration; accompanied by
Willlam Butts, Acting Assistant Administra-
tor for Administration; Willlam Sanders,
Deputy Commissioner, Public Buildings Serv-
ice; Willlam Casselman, General Counsel;
and Herman Barth, Deputy General Counsel.

Bernard Rosen, Executive Director, Civil
Service Commission; accompanied by Harold
Leich, Chief, Policy Development Division;
and Anthony F. Ingrassia, Director, Office of
Labor Management Relations,

THURSDAY, JULY 8, 1971

Abraham Eatz, Director of Planning, Inter-
national Business Machines Corporation, on
behalf of the Chamber of Commerce of the
United States; accompanied by Jack Osland,
Assistant Director; and James F. Steiner, Di-
rector, Government Operations and Manage-
ment Program.

Paul G. Dembling, General Counsel, Gen-
eral Accounting Office; accompanied by Rob-
ert L. Higgins, Attorney; and Gregory J.
Ahart, Deputy Director, Civil Division.

THURSDAY, JULY 22, 1971

Milton J. Socolar, Deputy General Counsel,
General Accounting Office; accompanied by
F. Henry Barclay, Associate General Coun-
sel; Robert L. Higgins, Attorney; and George
Slt&ples. Assoclate Director, Civil Audit Divi-
slon,

TUESDAY, JULY 27,1971

Dwight A. Ink, Assistant Director for Or-
ganization, Office of Management and Budg-
et, Alan L. Dean, Staff Coordinator for Re-
organization; and Arnold W. Weber, Asso-
clate Director.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Davis of South Carolina (at the
request of Mr. O'NeLL), for today, on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. FLYNT (at the request of Mr.
O'Nenr), for Monday, August 2 and
Tuesday, August 3, on account of official
business,

Mr. KeE (at the request of Mr. Boges),
for today, on account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Burke of Massachusetts, for 10
minutes, today, to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

quest of Mr. Kearing) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. MirLer of Ohio, for 5 minutes, to-
day.

Mr. Harvey, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. STeEIGER of Wisconsin, for 15 min-
utes, today.

Mr. Crang, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DEngoOLM) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. GonzaLez, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. RooNEYy of Pennsylvania, for 10
minutes, today.

Mr. RosENTHAL, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. HamiLToN, for 10 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. McCorMAack, and to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous matter

Mr. HaLr to extend his remarks prior
to passage of the bill H.R. T096.

Mr. MappEN, and to include extraneous
material.

Mr. Rooney of New York and fo in-
clude an editorial from the New York
Sunday News

Mr., Hosmer (af the request of Mr.
Hourrrierp) to revise and extend his re-
marks following the remarks of Mr.
HowriFIerp on 25th anniversary of Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy

Mr. MaHoON, to revise and extend his
remarks on the joint resolution and to
include extraneous matter and tabula-
tions.

Mr. RanpaLt and to include extraneous
matters in two instances in the Exten-
sions of Remarks and also prior to the
note on H.R. 7096 on the Consent Cal-
endar today.

Mr. LenNoN to follow the remarks of
Mr. MizeLL today during his special
order

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Keatine) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. MiLrer of Ohio.

Mr. HosMmER in two instances.

Mr. WymMaN in two instances.

Mr. Boe WiLsoN in two instances.

Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances.

Mr. Younc of Florida in five instances.

Mr. NELSEN.

Mr. GUDE.

Mr. Rosison of New York.

Mr. KEMP.

Mr, BAKER.

My, SHRIVER.

Mr. SCHWENGEL.

Mr. McCoLLIsTER in 10 instaneces.

Mr. Steicer of Wisconsin in two in-
stances.

Mr. McCLoRY in two instances.

Mr. McCLURE in two instances.

Mr. ASHBROOK in two instances.

Mr. Bray in two instances.

Mr. BroyHILL of North Carolina.

Mr. CoLriNs of Texas in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, DEnaoLM) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. HAMILTON.
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Mr, Jacoss in two instances,
Mr. HARRINGTON in two instances.
Mr. PUcINSKI in six instances.
VAN DEERLIN.
BincHAM in two instances.
MurpEY of New York.
BENNETT in two instances.
GonzALEZ in two instances.
DingeLL in two instances.
BecIicH in two instances.
. MoorHEAD in two instances.
Hacan i three instances.
ROSENTHAL.
. RoceRrs in five instances.
. HunGATE in two instances.
. RyaN in three instances.
CELLER.
. BRADEMAS in six instances.
Mrs. Hicks of Massachusetts in two
instances.
Mr. Rarick in four instances.
Mr., Daniern of Virginia in two in-
stances.
Mr. WALDIE.
Mrs. SuLLivan in three instances.
Mr. Cray in eight instances.
Mr. ConyEeRs in eight instances.
Mr. Epwarps of California in two in-
stances.
Mr. LINK.
Mr. Pryor of Arkansas.
Mr, DANIELSON.
Mr. MazzoLr in two instances.
Mr. ScHEUER in two instances.
Mr, GieeoNs in two instances.
Mr. Mixva in two instances.

REERREEEERREEEE

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker's
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

8.24. An act to provide that the cost of
certaln investigations by the Bureau of Rec-
lamation shall be nonreimbursable; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

8. 123, An act to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to modify the operation of the
Kortes unit, Missouri River Basin project,
Wyoming, for fishery conservation; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

S. 1026. An act to amend the Small Recla-
mation Projects Act of 1956, as amended; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
falrs.

8. 1257. An act to authorize an appropria-
tlon for flscal year 1972 to carry out the
metric system study; to the Committee on
Sclence and Astronautics.

5. 1483. An act to further provide for the
farmer-owned cooperative system of making
credit available to farmers and ranchers and
their cooperatives, for rural residences, and
to assoclations and other entities upon which
farming operations are dependent, to provide
for an adequate and flexible flow of money
into rural areas, and to modernize and con-
solidate existing farm credit law to meet cur-
rent and future rural credit needs, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 18. An act to provide for a coordinated
national boating safety program;

H.R.943. An act to provide mortgage pro-
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tection life insurance for service-connected
disabled veterans who have received grants
for speclally adapted housing;

H.R.3146. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to cooperate with the
States and subdivisions thereof in the en-
forcement of State and local laws, rules, and
regulations within the national forest sys-
tem.

H.R. 6239. An act to amend the maritime
lien provisions of the Ship Mortgage Act of
1920;

H.R. 9181. An act to amend the Northwest
Atlantic Fisheries Act of 1950; and

H.R.9382. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Housing and Urban
Development; for space, sclence, veterans,
and certain other independent executive
agencles, boards, commissions, corporations,
and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1972, and for other purposes.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S.2317. An act to extend the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 and
the Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965.

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr, HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee did on this day present
to the President, for his approval, a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R.19. An act to provide for a coordi-
nated national boating safety program.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 8 o'clock and 34 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, August 3, 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 referred as follows:

1012. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for onal Relations, trans-
mitting coples of Presidential Determination
No. 71-20, pertaining to assistance to Ethio-
pia, pursuant to section 504(a) and 508 of
the Foreign Assistance Act; to the Commit-
tee on Affalrs.

1013. A letter from the Director, Office of
Legislative Affairs, Agency for International
Development, Department of State, trans-
mitting the third annual report on steps be-
ing taken to strengthen management prac-
tices in the foreign aid program, pursuant to
section 621(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, as amended; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs.

1014. A letter from the Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting a report on activities
carried out by the Geological Survey outside
the United States during the period January
1 through June 30, 1971, pursuant to 43
U.8.C. 31(c); to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

1015. A letter from the Secretary of Labor
and the SBecretary of Transportation, trans-
mitting a report on the effect of the May
17-18, 1971, signalmen’s strike agalnst the
Nation's rallroads, pursuant to Public Law
82-17; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.
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1016. A letter from the Executive Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting a report on the backlog of pending
applications and hearing cases in the Com-
mission as of June 30, 1871, pursuant to sec-
tlon 6(e) of the Communications Act, as
amended; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

1017. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Power Commission, transmitting a copy of
the publication entitled, “All Electric Homes
in the United States, 1970"; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEE 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. POAGE: Committee on Agriculture.
H.R. 6915. A bill to amend the tobacco mar-
keting quota provisions of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1038, as amended (Rept.
No. 92-434). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. PATMAN. Committee on Conference.
Conference report on S. 581 (Rept. No. 92—
435) . Ordered to be printed.

Mr. PEPPER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 574. A resolution providing for
the consideration of H.R. 9580. A bill to
authorize the Commissioner of the District
of Columbla to enter into agreements with
the Commonwealth of Virginia and the State
of Maryland concerning the fees for the op-
eration of certain motor vehicles (Rept. 92—
436). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. H.R. 9936. A bill to
amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act to provide for a current listing of each
drug manufactured, prepared, propagated,
compounded, or processed by a registrant
under that act, and for other purposes (Rept.
02-437). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ZABLOCEI: Committee on Foreign
Affairs. House Concurrent Resolution 374.
Concurrent resolution calling for the hu-
mane treatment and release of U.S. prisoners
of war held by North Vietnam and its allles
in Southeast Asia, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 92-438). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. MAHON: Committee on Appropriations.
House Joint Resolution 828. Joint resclution
making further continuing appropriations
for the fiscal year 1972, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 92-439). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BADILLO (for himself, Mr,
Hawrgins, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr.
Morse, and Mr. RAILSBACK) ;

H.R. 10281. A bill to amend the Food
Stamp Act of 1964 to provide food stamps
to certain narcotics addicts and certain orga-
nizations and institutions conducting drug
treatment and rehabilitation programs for
narcotics addiets, and to authorize certain
narcotics addicts to purchase meals with food
stamps: to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BELL (for himself, Mr. EDWARDS
of California, Mr. McCLOSEEY, and
Mr. RopiNo) :

H.R. 10282. A bill to amend the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 to establish a Na-
tional Legal Services Corporation, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.
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By Mr. DRINAN:

H.R. 10283. A bill to provide additional Fed-
eral assistance for State programs of treat-
ment and rehabilitation of drug addicts; to
the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce.

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania:

HR. 10284. A bill to further cooperative
Torestry programs administered by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

H.R. 10285. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to permit the full de-
duction of medical expenses incurred for the
care of individuals of 65 years of age and
over, without regard to the 3-percent and 1-
percent floors; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

H.R. 10286. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the
personal exemption allowed a taxpayer for a
dependent shall be available without regard
to the dependent’s income in the case of a
dependent who is over 65 (the same as in the
case of a dependent who is a child under 18);
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

H.R. 10287. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to permit an exemp-
tion of the first $5,000 of retirement income
received by a taxpayer under a public retire-
ment system or any other system if the tax-
payer is at least 656 years of age; to the Com=-
mittee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. JOHNSON of California (for
himself, Mr, RosisoN of New York,
and Mr. MORSE) :

H.R. 10288. A bill to amend the Water Re~
sources Research Act of 1964, to increase the
authorization for water resources research
institutes, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. KEITH (for himself, Mr. ScoTT,
Mr. GBBONS, Mr, SCHERLE, Mr. JOHN~
soN of Pennsylvania, Mr. CHARLES H.
Wirson, and Mr. GRIFFIN) :

H.R. 10289. A bill to encourage truth In
newscasting and public-affairs broadcasting;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. MACDONALD of Massachu-
setts:

H.R, 10280, A bil] to amend title II of the
Social Becurity Act for disability that any in-
dividual may gualify for disability insurance
benefits and the disability freeze if he has 20
quarters of coverage (and meets the other
conditions of eligibility therefor), regardless
of when such quarters were earned; to the
Comuittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr.
CoNyERs, and Mr. DELLUMS) :

H.R. 10291, A bill to reduce pollution which
is caused by litter composed of soft drink
and beer contalners, and to eliminate the
threat to the Nation’s health, safety, and wel~
fare which is caused by such litter by ban-
ning such containers when they are sold in
interstate commerce on a no-deposit, no-
return basis; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. MONAGAN (for himself, Mr.
StorEs, Mr. DerLaney, and Mr.

COTTER) :

H.R. 10292. A bill to direct the Administra-
tor to the Environmental Protection Agency
to establish and carry out a bottled drinking
water control program; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PELLY:

H.R. 10293. A bill to assist States having
an unemployment rate of 7.5 percent or more
to provide up to 26 weeks of emergency
compensation to unemployed workers who
have exhausted their entitlement to both
regular unemployment compensation and
extended unemployment compensation; to
the Commitiee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PEYSBER:

H.R. 10294. A bill to amend chapter 9 of

title 44, United States Code, to require the
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use of recycled paper in the printing of the
Congressional Record; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. PICELE:

H.R. 10295. A bill to establish a Commis-
slon on Security and Safety of Cargo; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL (for himself, Mr.
WoLrr, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. CELLER, Mr,
Brasco, Mrs, CHisHOLM, Mr, PODELL,
Mr. MurrPHY of New York, Mr. KocH,
Mr. RanceL, Mrs. ABzua, Mr. RYAN,
Mr. Bapmiro, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr,
BIinGHEAM, Mr., HALPERN, and Mr,
Bracer) :

H.R. 10286. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for the establishment
of a special cost-of-living pay schedule con-
taining increased pay rates for Federal em-
ployees in heavily populated clties and metro-
politan areas to offset the increased cost of
living, and for other purposes; to the Com=-
mittee on Post Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON (for
himself, Mrs. GReeN of Oregon, Mr.
HanseN of Idaho, and Mr, RoEg) :

HR. 10297. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 in order to provide for
more effective control of aircraft noise; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 10298. A bill to create a National Agri-
cultural Bargaining Board, to provide stand-
ards for the qualification of assoclations of
producers, to define the mutual obligation of
handlers and associations of producers to
negotiate regarding agricultural products,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN:

H.R.10299. A bill to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to establish orderly
procedures for the consideration of applica-
tions for renewal of broadcast licenses; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. DOWNING:

H.R. 10300. A bill to authorize an increase
in funds for land acquisition at Colonial
National Historical Park, in the State of
Virginia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. FOLEY (for himself, Mr,
StericEr of Wisconsin, Mr, DONOHUE,
Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr. Giesons, Mr.
HALPERN, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr.
HorToN, Mr. HUNGATE, Mr. Mc-
CorMACEK, Mr, MazzoLi, Mr. MosHER,
Mr. Nix, Mr. RieGcrLE, Mr. ROYBAL,
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. SCHWENGEL, Mr,
WricHT, and Mr. YATRON) :

H.R.10301. A bill to provide for a study
and evaluation of the ethical, social, and
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legal implications of advances in blomedical
research and technology; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FOUNTAIN:

H.R. 10302. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, as enacted by the Postal Re-
organization Act, to facilitate direct com-
munication between officers and employees
of the U.S. Postal Service and Members of
Congress, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R.10303. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an itemized
deduction for motor vehicle insurance pre-
miums; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HAMILTON (for himself, Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. FasceLL, Mr.
Frasgr, Mr. BucHANAN, and Mr.
VANDER JAGT) :

H.R. 10304. A bill to provide for a procedure
to investigate and render decisions and rec-
ommendations with respect to grievances and
appeals of employees of the Foreign Service;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. PETTIS:

H.R. 10305. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the National Conservation Area
of the California Desert and to provide for
the immediate and future protection, de-
velopment, and administration of such public
lands; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. STUCEEY:

H.R. 10306. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, as enacted by the Postal Reorga-
nization Act, to facilitate direct communica-
tion between officers and employees of the
U.8. Postal Service and Members of Congress,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. WALDIE:

H.R. 10307. A bill to suspend the obligation
to repay national defense loans during pe-
riods of unemployment or underemployment;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. MAHON:

H.J. Res. 829. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 1972, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania:

H.J. Res. 830. Joint resolution creating a
Joint Committee on Classified Information;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee:

H.J. Res, 831. Joint resolution designating
the square dance as the national folk dance
of the United States of America; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.J. Res, 832. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the period Septem-
ber 12 through September 18, 1971, as “Na~-
tional Square Dance Week"; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.
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By Mr. FOUNTAIN:

H. Res. 575. Resolution to express the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the United States maintain its sovereignty
and jurisdiction over the Panama Canal
Zone; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

H. Res, 576. Resolution to establish a select
committee to be known as the Select Su-
preme Court Study Committee; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

253, By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the Territory of Guam, rela-
tive to appropriations pursuant to the Guam
Development Act of 1968; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations,

254, Also, memorial of the Leglslature of
the State of California, relative to firefight-
ing; to the Committee on Armed Services.

255. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Illinois, ratifying the amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United States
extending the right to vote to citizens 18
years of age and older; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

256. Also memorial of the Legislature of
the State of California, relative to national
environmental protection programs; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries,

FPRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania introduced
a bill (H.R. 10308) for the relief of Morris and
Lenke Gelb, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk
and referred as follows:

118. By the SPEAEKER: Petition of Ed-
ward C. Rose, Chicago, Illi., relative to re-
dress of grievances; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

119. Also, petition of the National Con-
ference on Welghts and Measures, Washing-
ton, D.C., relative to increasing the use of the
metric system; to the Committee on Science
and Astronautics.

120. Also, petitilon of the City Council,
Parma, Ohlo, relative to property tax reduc-
tions for persons receiving soclal security
benefits; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
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CONGRESSIONAL REDISTRICTING

HON. EMANUEL CELLER

OF NEW YOEK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, August 2, 1971

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, so that
Members may be aware of the action
taken by Subcommittee No. 5 of the Com-
mittee on Judiciary today in ordering
reported a bill to regulate congressional
districting, I herewith place in the Rkc-
ORD my press announcement pertaining
thereto.

Text of press announcement follows:

CONGRESSIONAL REDISTRICTING

Representative Emanuel Celler (D-N.X.),
Chairman, House Committee on the Judi-
ciary, today announced that a Judiciary Sub-
committee, of which he is Chairman, had
cleared legislation to regulate congressional
redistricting (H.R. 8953, amended.)

The Subcommittee's action, Celler ob-
served, was impelled by the prospect of im-
minent, complex and time-consuming redis-
tricting litigation in both 1871 and 1972. He
noted that although court rulings provide
some guidelines, it is the nature of the sub-
ject that each redistricting plan must ulti-
mately be judged on its own facts. Chairman
Celler stressed that many State legislatures
appear reluctant or unable to redistrict in
sufficient time to assure the orderly opera-
tion of primary and general elections. To

——

e e~y
date, only a handful of the States that must
redistrict their congressional seats have done
so. The Subcommittee concluded that the
State legislatures, the courts, candidates for
office, and above all the electorate, are en-
titled to a declaration of congressional pol-
icy on redistricting.

The bill, as amended by the Subcommittee,
provides that:

1. If a State legislature has not redistricted
its congressional seats by February 1 of the
first congressional election year after the de-
cennial apportionment (e.g.,, February 1,
1972), then a Federal court shall not defer
issuing its own congressional districting plan
“on the ground that additional time is re-
quired by the State legislature to establish
such districts;

2. Congressional districts shall be com-
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