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gem of Killarney, not a reflex of heaven, but
a bit of heaven itself.”

Be sure to drive around the Ring of Eerry,
through Kenmare, Lunch at Waterville. Visit
Cahirciveen, the former home of Daniel
O'Connell, who won emancipation for the
Catholics, See Dingle Bay and Castlemaine.
You will see why E. V. Morton referred to
“the enchanted hills of Kerry, as the eve-
ning turns them purple.”

Killarney is the ideal place for strolling,
golfing, boating, sightseeing or just plain
resting. Muckross Abbey (1348 A.D.) is there.
So is Ross Castle, where Tennyson wrote
“The splendor falls on castle walls, . . .”
Wrote Macaulay: “The myrtle in Kerry loves
the soll. The turf is of a livelier hue than
elsewhere. The hills glow with a richer pur-
ple. . . . I never in my life saw anything
more beautiful.”

Drive on to Cork City via Glengariff, Ban-
try Bay, Skibbereen, Bandon and Kinsale.
The sights are as pretty as they are inter-
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esting, “You can set God In every turn of
the road in west Cork,” say the people. So
you can, for He Is “nearer than the door.”

The city of Cork was founded in the 8th
century by St. Finbarr. All extroverts, Cork-
onlans are sly of wit but their hearts are
warm. When I asked a farmer in Macroom
how come there were no Jesuits in Cork, he
replied: “We attribute that to the power of
prayer.”

Drive to Cobh, then north to kiss the Blar-
ney Stone, Cliodhna, queen of the fairles,
gave it to Cormac: “Kiss it,” she said, “and
you'll never want for words.” No one who
kissed 1t ever has. Drive on to Youghal, where
Sir Walter Raleigh was mayor in 1588. Visit
the famous Cistercian Abbey at Mount Mel-
lary. Then on to Waterford and the cut-glass
factory.

Visit Tipperary and Wexford, birthplace
of Commodore Barry, father of the American
Navy. Be sure to see Glendalough, with its
seven monastic rulns, where thousands of
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Irish youths were trained as missionaries to
the Continent.

Don't forget Dublin, which Morton de-
scribed as “an aristocrat among citles, with
an easy manner and a fine air of unstudied
elegance.” Added Lynn Doyle: “Dublin is
easy to live in. If there is a pleasanter place
in the world post me a ticket.” Visit Galway
Bay and waich the sun sinking in the west,
filling the sky with brilliant gold.

Drive on to County Mayo, which furnished
America's first Cardinal, a mayor of New
York, and the father of the Argentine Navy.
See the Belleek factory and press on to Don-
egal, where the alr is so salubrious that no
one ever dles, they say, “except the doctors,
and they die of poverty.”

They are good people in Ireland, and none
have been stauncher to the one true Faith.
Nor has any country in this century supplied
more missionaries to the waiting world.
There {8 not a mean man among them. But
be careful; they'll steal your heart awayl

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, March 18, 1971

The House met at 11 o’clock a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D,, offered the following prayer:

Wuait on the Lord: be of good courage
and He shall strengthen thine heart:
wait, I say, on the Lord.—Psalms 27:14.

Our Father God, we come to Thee,
troubled about the tensions of these
times, fearful about the future, and with
a deep concern about our Nation and our
world. As we endeavor to do our work
and play our part during these days of
destiny, we bow at the altar of prayer
seeking the guidance of Thy wise spirit.

“God of the strong, God of the weak,
Lord of all lands and our own land,
Light of all souls: from Thee we seek
Light from Thy light, strength from
Thy hand.”

Thus empowered and sustained may
we enter upon the labors of this day with
souls restored and spirits renewed.

Bless our Nation with Thy favor and
by Thy grace enable us to lead our peo-
ple in the paths of righteousness for Thy
name’s sake. Amen.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman let
the Chair announce the approval of the
Journal?

Mr, HALL. Mr. Speaker, I insist on my
point of order at this point.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Missouri insists on his point of order,
and, of course, there is no quorum pres-
ent in the Chamber.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 24]

Buchanan
Clark

Clay
Conable
Crane
Davis, Ga.
Dent
Devine

Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.

Ashley
Badillo
Baker
Biaggl
Blatnik

Diggs
Dorn

Fraser
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Green, Oreg.
QGreen, Pa.
Halpern
Hansen, Idaho
Hawkins
Heckler, Mass,
Hogan

Jones, N.C.
Kyl

Landgrebe
McCulloch
Macdonald,
Mass,
Madden
Mink
Rhodes
Roberts
Rosenthal

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 384
Members have answered to their names,
a gquorum.,

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

Rostenkowsk!
Rousselot
Scheuer
Bkubitz
Steiger, Wis.
Stuckey
Wilson, Bob
Wright

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day's
proceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the
right to object.

The SPEAKER., The question is on
agreeing to the approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes had it.

So the Journal was approved.

PERSONAL STATEMENT

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

Mr, HALL. Mr. Speaker, it has often
been said by those far wiser than I, that
a politician’s word is his greatest asset.
I am sure this applies equally to elected
public officials. I full well understand the
apologies that were issued for “the
leadership” here yesterday, referring to
the promise last Thursday of no legisla-
tive business; in fact, the statement was
that on Monday and on Tuesday those
could be absent for other business, who
would not attend the pro forma meetings,

I hold here in my hand those commit-
ments, To involve the leadership, in addi-
tion to breaking the word, indicates some
question of the quality of leadership and
the planning program that we must ex-
pect hereafter.

Mr. Speaker, I have no intention of

prolonging the proceedings here today
when we have come in early for the pur-
poses of considering an alleged interna-
tional emergency. However, I do want
to serve notice on all concerned that if
we are going to have violations of the
public trust, indeed, of legislative pro-
gram hereafter by any act of chicanery
which involves renegation of the rules
adopted by the last Congress and the law
of the land, to say nothing of the given
word—there will be objection per se, if
not obstruction per se.

ROLLCALL VOTES ON TUESDAY
LAST

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

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, on yester-
day the distinguished minority leader,
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
GeraLD R. Forp) and myself, discussed
this matter. The gentleman from Mis-
souri is correct. He did ask me specifically
whether or not there would be any busi-
ness on Tuesday and I replied categori-
cally that there would not be business.

I said on yesterday, and I repeat today,
that my office as late as 11:45 on Tues-
day was telling people there would be
no votes.

I went to the late Whitney Young’s
funeral. There I saw the minority leader.
He asked me at 9 o’clock in the morning
on Tuesday whether there would be a
vote and I told him “No.” We both missed
the votes.

It was a matier over which I had
no control. I again say what I said yes-
terday, I did not think the matter was of
any special urgency to require a vote on
Tuesday. I am sorry it happened and I
apologize to the membership that it hap-
pened.

THE SST AND MASS TRANSIT

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

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Speaker, today the




March 18, 1971

House votes on whether to approve funds
for the continued development of the
supersonic transport while each day
Amerieans struggle to get to work and
back home again in slow and inadequate
transportation facilities.

A number of Members have addressed
themselves to the environmental hazards
of the SST, and I share these concerns,
but I would like to focus my remarks on
the need to turn down the request tor
SST funds and reallocate these moneys
to mass transit.

Last year the Congress passed a 5-year
urban mass transportation assistance
program to expand the Federal role in
mass transit development. For fiscal year
1971 the Congress has appropriated $214
million and authorized $600 million in
commitments under the new contract au-
thority financing mechanism whereby
the Department of Transportation can
enter into long-term obligations that will
be met with cash in later years. This long-
term guaranteed funding is very impor-
tant to our cities that require, before en-
tering into any large project, a commit-
ment that Federal funds will be forth-
coming,

According to studies conducted for the
Department of Transportation some $35
billion will be needed to meet mass
transit capital requirements during this
decade. This suggests how minimal the
$3.1 billion 5-year program enacted by
the Congress is.

Despite the modest commitment made
by the Congress, however, the President,
in the program'’s very first year, has cut
back the level of commitments by one-
third—ifrom $600 to $400 million. This
was one of the President’s spending re-
duction cuts. I would respectfully submit,
however, that in the long run this will
prove to be very poor economy. It just
delays for another year the commence-
ment of $200 million worth of public
transportation improvements so desper-
ately needed while billions of man-hours
continue to be lost in traffic delays and
construction costs mount at a rate of ap-
proximately 10 percent a year.

It is interesting to note that in actual
dollars provided, more money has been
recommended for the construction of two
SST prototypes than for the entire coun-
try's mass transit needs.

Mr. Speaker, there is something wrong
with our priorities when our budget allo-
cates more money for the development
of a plane to shorten the trip to Europe
for vacationers and a few businessmen
than for the improvement of public
transportation. The $214 million was ap-
propriated in the 1970 appropriations bill
in forward funding for the urban mass
transportation program in fiscal year
1971; then, the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Assistance Act of 1970 was passed
authorizing the appropriation of an addi-
tional $80 million for this fiscal year. And
yvet, the President’s budget calls for a
supplemental appropriation of only $15
million bringing the total mass transit
budget to $229 million.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that the $134 mil-
lion appropriation for the SST be struck
from today’s bill, and that the President
take the opportunity to redirect these
funds into mass transit development. The
investment of these funds in mass transit
will benefit many more people—including
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those who fly, but have to utilize some
form of ground transportation to com-
plete their journey.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

(Mr. DULSKI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, due fo ill-
ness I was unable to be present at the
session of the House on March 16, and
missed two rollcall votes. Had I been
present and voting, I would have voted
“yea” on rollcall No. 20 and ‘“yea” on
rollcall No. 21.

SOCIAL SECURITY VOTE

(Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
maftter.)

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I was very shocked to learn that
the vote on the 10-percent increase in
social security toock place on Tuesday,
March 16, in my absence. Only that
morning I had been assured there would
be no votes on the floor of the House and,
therefore, I felt I could serve my constit-
uents best by remaining in my Phila-
delphia office to meet with them person-
ally.

I do want to state emphatically that I
am very interested in a sizable increase
in social security payments, and on
March 10 I introduced H.R. 5811, to in-
crease the benefits by 15 percent. On the
same day I made a statement in the
Recorp explaining this legislation. This
statement appears on page 5895 in the
RECORD.

You may be assured I would have
actively supported the 10-percent in-
crease on March 16 had I been here as
I believe our social security annuitants
have worked hard and are certainly en-
titled to comfortable security in their
older years. Therefore, I am planning to
stimulate the interest of my colleagues
in raising the increase from 10 to 15
percent as outlined in my bill, HR. 5811.

THE SOCIAL SECURITY VOTE

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

Mr, DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, when the
House voted Tuesday to increase social
security payments I was at Fort Leaven-
worth, Kans., meeting with Army officials
and black inmates of the stockade there.
I arranged the meetings in Kansas, be-
cause I felt that the problems of the
black prisoners there warranted my per-
sonal attention, and after these meet-
ings, I think that progress is being made
in improving communications between
the Military Establishment and the in-
mates.

Of course, when I made my plans, the
leadership had announced there would
be no business to come before the House
on Tuesday. I must admit it was a shock
to be in Kansas Tuesday afternoon and
hear on the radio news of the House
taking a major vote.
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I am quite upset that I missed a vital
vote. I hope that the leadership can or-
ganize itself better in the future so that
this sort of thing does not happen any
more.

I would have voted “yea” on rolleall
No. 70, the social security conference re-
port. Indeed, I believe that just a 10-
percent increase is inadequate for the
millions of Americans dependent upon
social security payments as their pri-
mary source of income, and I would hope
that the Congress can act to raise these
benefits—and broaden overall social se-
curity programs—even more during the
coming months.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

(Mr. EILBERG asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably absent on Tuesday, March 186,
and was thus unable to vote on the con-
ference report accompanying H.R. 4690.

Had I been present, I would have voted
in favor of increasing social security
benefits by 10 percent, retroactive to
last January.

Additionally, I look forward to this
House soon having the opportunity of
raising benefits another 5 percent, pro-
viding a minimum monthly payment
of $100, increasing the outside earn-
ings limitation to $2,400 and pro-
viding coverage for prescription drugs
through medicare. Let us hope that the
great Committee on Ways and Means
will soon complete its further delibera-
tions on matters affecting senior Ameri-
cans.

The commitment of this House must
be absolute in assuring economic justice
to hundreds of thousands of older
Americans who have worked all their
lives to contribute toward a better coun-
try. I pledge my unstinting support in
this effort.

CERTAIN FURTHER CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS, 1971

Mr. McFALL, Mr, Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further considera-
tion of the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
468) making certain further continuing
appropriations for the fiscal year 1971,
and for other purposes.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the joint resolution
(HJ. Res. 468), with Mr. Price of Il-
linois in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday, the Clerk had read
through section 1, commencing on page
1, line 1, to line 6, page 2 of the joint
resolution.

Under the rule, no amendments except
committee amendments were in order to
section 1, and the Chair had asked the
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chairman of the committee whether there
were any committee amendments, and
the Chair was informed that there were
no amendments.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2. During the period from March 380,
1971, activities under the appropriation
“Civil SBupersonic¢ Aircraft Development’ may
be conducted at a rate for operations not
exceeding $289,965,000, but otherwise to the
extent and in the manner provided for in
the bill (H.R. 17755, Ninety-first Congress) as
modified by the House of Representatives
on December 15, 1970.

Mr. McFALL, Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I fake this time to
discuss with the House and the Com-
mittee of the Whole the procedure that
we may be able to follow in order to
get to an expeditious conclusion of the
matter before this body.

As I view the procedure at this moment
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. YATES)
will be recognized next for the presenta-
tion of his motion to strike out section 2.
This is probably the only amendment
which will come before the Committee.
It will present to the House the issue
of whether or not we should go forward
with the SST.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Yares) would like to proceed for the us-
ual 5 minutes, and then he will ask
unanimous consent for an additional 5
minutes, so that he will have 10 min-
utes in order to present his amendment.

Then I will rise to oppose the amend-
ment, and I will ask unanimous consent
to proceed for another 5 minutes, if nec-
essary, in order to reply. At that point
we will then ask unanimous consent for
some kind of time limitation. We would
propose that all Members who wish to
speak on the amendment to please rise
and we will count the number of people
who want to talk and multiply that by 5,
so that everyone will have 5 minutes to
talk. We do not want to cut off debate on
anyone, but we want to arrive at some
expeditious way to conclude this matter.

Then, presumably, there will be a re-
corded teller vote on the amendment of
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. YATES).

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

Mr. McFALL. I yield to the gentleman.
~ Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
inform the Committee of the Whole that
the chairman of the subcommittee dis-
cussed this procedure with me before he
spoke, and it is perfectly agreeable to
our side with regard to the procedure. I
imagine some Members may have some
other feelings on it, but so far as we are
concerned on this side, it is agreeable.

Mr. McFALL. Of course, at the time
when unanimous consent is asked, every-
one in the House will have to agree. If
the situation is changed at that time,
then we will just have to see what other
alternative might be acceptable. But this
is the suggested procedure that we have
in mind after discussion on both sides
of the aisle.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR, YATES

Mr. YATES. Mr, Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offéered by Mr. Yates: On page
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2, line 7, strike out section 2 and renumber
the following section.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. YATES
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes and was granted permission to
revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the time
has come to vnte on the SST. There are
five reasons why I believe the appropria-
tions for the SST should be defeated.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, a point of
order.

If Members would permit the gentle-
man in the well to present his arguments
with a certain amount of solicitude, per-
haps we would get this matter concluded
much more expeditiously than otherwise.

The CHATIRMAN. The point of order
is well taken. The Committee will be in
order.

The gentleman from Illinois
Yares) will proceed.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the first
reason is the enormous expense of the
SST program. The prototype stage in
itself will cost “only”—and I put that in
quotes—“only $1% billion.” But this is
only the first step in this huge outlay of
the taxpayers' money. After the proto-
types are completed, there still will be re-
quired to be expended hefore the first
commercial SST can be turned out
another $3 to $4 billion.

There is no doubt in my mind that
even if the proponents say that the com-
mitment of the Government will end
with the prototype stage, that Boeing
will be back—and the contractors will be
back, to request funds from the Gov-
ernment with which to complete the
commercial plane., Where else can the
contractors go to get it? You know very
well the financial conditions of the aero-
space and airline industries today. They
are in worse condition that they have
ever been in their history. Where can
Boeing and General Electric get their
funds? They must do it not 5 or 6 years
hence—when some argue that there will
be a recovery of those industries—but al-
most immediately. Time is hard upon
them. They must finance the later stages
during the prototype flight phase—and
the prototype is scheduled to fly in
March 1973.

There are those who say about this
program ,"“Well, we have gone so far, why
do we not put another couple of million
dollars into it in order to get the proto-
type?” Surely, those who make that
argument will be back to the Congress
after the prototype stage to make the
same argument: “We have about $1.5 bil-
lion in the prototypes. How can we stop
now? We must help Boeing raise the ad-
ditional amount of money so that we can
have the commercial version of the
plane.”

Aireraft production is a quagmire, We
learned that from the C-5A; we learned
it from other aircraft programs. What
makes us think that the SST will have
a different fate than the C-5A or, a dif-
ferent fate than the Concorde—the Con-
corde, which originally started out with
a limitation of $400 million for its pro-
duction and development, and now finds
its cost escalating to above $2 billion? Are
our aireraft manufacturers so much bet-
ter versed in costs and techniques than
the French and the British that they can

(Mr.
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avoid escalations in costs in this new and
untried field?

The second reason we oppose this ap-
propriation, Mr. Chairman, is that it is
an appropriation of public money for a
private purpose. Yes; we do call upon the
taxpayers and ask for their funds to
build military planes. But we own those
military planes. We need those planes for
national defense. The SST is not in that
category. The SST will not belong to
the United States. The SST will belong
to Boeing. The prototypes will belong to
Boeing. There is a substantial difference
between appropriating funds for the pur-
pose of developing and producing mili-
tary craft and producing and develop-
ing a commercial plane for a private
company. And that is exactly what this
program is about.

The American peopie do not want this
plane. They do not want their money to
be used for this purpose. Every poll in the
country shows that Americans, in over-
whelming numbers, are opposed to Gov-
ernment financing of the SST, and I say
outside of Seattle and Cincinnati——

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I would prefer to yield to
the gentleman in a few moments.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. What is the
gentleman’s estimate of the percentage
of the American population that would
have the ability to afford a ride in this
proposed plane? Would it be more than
1or 2 percent?

Mr. YATES. I am coming to that point.
If the American people had an oppor-
tunity to vote on this appropriation as
they do on school bond issues, what do
you think the fate of this program would
be? Obviously, it would be turned down
overwhelmingly. On the point that is
raised so cogently by my friend from
Maryland, the ironical part of the pro-
gram is that only 3 percent of the tax-
payers who are financing this plane will
use it. I say 3 percent. How do I arrive at
that percentage? Today only 10 percent
of American air travelers fly interna-
tionally. About one-third of those who fly
internationally fly first class. The SST
will have a fare that is higher than the
first-class fare of supersonic jets. If
American taxpayers are not willing to
pay a first-class fare to fly overseas, what
makes you think that they would be will-
ing to pay a superfare to fly overseas?
The only ones who use the plane will be
business executives who can charge their
travel off as a business expense.

Why should this House vote American
tax dollars against their owners’ will for
a frivolous purpose for the benefit of a
few well-heeled travelers?

The third reason that we oppose the
plane is because of the possibility of pol-
luting the environment. Proponents of
the SST keep feeding us soothing syrup.
They tell us not to worry that the en-
vironment issue has been dissipated. The
gentleman from Washington, my good
friend, last night said, “The environ-
mental bubble has been burst.” Nothing
is farther from the truth.

They take the position that an en-
vironmental committee of scientists has
been organized by Mr. Magruder and
will report in 2 or 214 years about the
results of their investigation. Only then
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will we know, although I must say I am
concerned that the research team is
headed by a scientist who told our com-
mittee he was 95 percent sure of what
the results will be. We ought to have to-
tally open minds for this project.

Again I say, Mr. Chairman, this is
not true. The scientists are still con-
cerned about the possible effect of fleets
of SST's flying at stratospheric levels.
There is a possibility of polluting that
atmosphere and the result of that pollu-
tion being felt upon this earth.

They say, second, that noise pollution
has been dissipated—and that, too, is not
true. There is on the drafting board a
design for a new engine which will not
be in the prototype, but will be in the
production version of the plane, in the
event that can be financed. This is a new
engine that is supposed to reduce the
sideline noise to a level the FAA has
established for subsonic jets in the fu-
ture. But that, too, is in the future and
is only a hope at the present time. That
is why I say the environment issue is
still very much with us and has to be
taken into consideration.

Also, much has been said that the age
of the SST is upon us, that if the SST
does not fily under the American flag, it
will iy under a foreign flag. They speak
about the Concorde and about the Rus-
sian Tupolev. I do not know what the in-
formation is about the Tupolev. Our com-
mittee has little information about the
Tupolev at all, and we had thousands of
pages of testimony. We do not know any-
thing about it except what the Russians
have said about it, and what the Russians
have said about the speed of it is that it
flew at mach 2. The fact is, however, no
country in the world has yet bought a
Russian plane. No country is willing to
take the chance of buying a Russian
plane and then trying to get spare parts.

Insofar as the Corcorde is concerned,
that is no threat. Most Members have
read a few weeks ago about the comment
of a BOAC official, a sad comment, in
which he said that the operating costs
of the Concorde are twice those of the
747. What airline executive in his right
mind would buy a Concorde that has
twice the operating costs of an American
7472

Further than that, Mr. Chairman, on
March 29 of this month, less than 2 weeks
from now, executives of the British and
French companies building the Con-
corde will meet—will meet—in order to
decide whether or not to confinue pro-
duction of the Concorde.

Finally, we are opposed to the appro-
priation for the SST because we consider
that the money being allocated from the
very restricted number of Federal dol-
lars in the budget could be used for much
more vital purposes. Almost every ap-
propriation in the budget without excep-
tion has been cut.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. YATES was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. YATES. But the SST program has
not been cut. It receives its full amount.
School funds have been cut. Health funds
have been cut. Hospital funds have been
cut. Antipollution funds have been cut.
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Mass transit funds have been frozen.
Funds for air navigation and equipment
for airports that could go to relieve traffic
congestion which plagues air travelers
today have been cut. Housing funds have
been cut. But not the SST, which flies
on at supersonic speeds fully funded.

Why the rush? Why should the SST
be a sacred cow that cannot be touched?
Why does the SST deserve a higher pri-
ority than all the other programs that
touch the lives of the American people
much more vitally than does this air-
craft?

I submit to the House, Mr. Chairman,
this appropriation should be defeated. I
urge the House to vote for my amend-
ment.

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

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

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I heard the
gentleman say something about nobody
in his right mind would fly the 747 if
he could fly the Concorde. I have flown
in a 747, and I think I am in my right
mind.

Mr. YATES. I did not say that. I said
no executive in his right mind would buy
the Concorde if he could buy the 747.
I fly the 747.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SPRINGER
was allowed to proceed for an additional
5 minutes.)

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
have listened with a great deal of inter-
est to all that has been said yesterday
and today with reference to the SST.

Back in 1963 the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce conducted
extensive hearings for several days ex-
tending far into the night on all of the
problems with reference to the SST.

There are many here today who seem
to be under the impression that flying
at supersonic speeds is something new.
The Air Force has been flying not hun-
dreds but thousands of flights in the last
18 years over the United States. Exten-
sive tests have been had by our experi-
mental laboratory in Oklahoma City un-
der the supervision of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration. At the time of our
hearings, the problems of the SST had
been studied no end.

In 1963, where were all of these peo-
ple who are today objecting to the SST?
If there were substantial objections,
those should have been voiced years ago
and the project should have been stopped
if those objections were justified. There
may have been those who were against
the SST before 2 years ago. If they
were, they had not been registered with
our committee. The first time I heard
any objection to this matter was 2 years
ago which was roughly 6 years after
our hearings and the start of the SST. It
seems to me that those who are now
making objections are not only 7 years
late, but are also $1.1 billion late. The
cost of producing the prototype is esti-
mated at $1.3 billion. We have spent ap-
proximately that figure up to now. Even
if we stop the SST today, there would
be an additional $115 million necessary
to close up present operations. This sim-
ply means that we would have plowed
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over a billion dollars down a rathole
when the program could be completed
for approximately $1.3 billion.

I am never one who has criticized the
loss of the horse because someone did
not close the barn door. But it seems to
me that when this matter has been open
since 1963 and suddenly the complaints
only arose some 24 months ago, that those
who are opposing the project have cer-
tainly been lacking in diligence. Person-
ally, I am not trying to change anyone’s
opinion with reference as to how he be-
lieves he should conscientiously vote. I
Jjust wanted to be sure that those who
are in doubt will have some background
of how this whole matter originated and
was studied extensively in the beginning.
If you will go back and read the appro-
priations hearings and also the vote on
this matter, insofar as I can find in the
record, nothing was raised substantially
as an objection until 2 years ago.

‘When our committee had hearings on
this matter, the problem with which we
were greatly concerned was the recov-
erable costs. We had about every cost
accountant and everyone connected
with the program before us in an at-
tempt to determine whether or not
we were going to be able to get back
the cost plus a reasonable rate of in-
terest. At that time, I stated I would
not support the program unless evi-
dence to that effect was presented to
the committee. From the hearings that
were conducted, it was my feeling that
there would be a recovery of the costs
plus a reasonable rate of interest. I
do not believe that the committee itself
would have considered the project fur-
th_e:r unless the members in their own
minds were convinced of that particu-
lar fact.

The question has been raised on the
floor as to why private capital could not
do the job. Mr. Bow, the ranking mi-
nority member on the House Commit-
tee on Appropriations, and I, together
presented to President Johnson a plan
for private funding through Govern-
ment guaranteed bonds. The bonds, al-
though guaranteed by the Government,
would be sold to the public. There would
not have been any public appropria-
tions or financial problems insofar as
the Federal Government was con-
cerned except In guaranteeing the
bonds. The company which offered to
finance it was convinced that it was a
project which would pay off. And it was
their feeling that it could be done in
that manner. I will admit that President
Johnson did give it thoughtful consid-
eration but came to the conclusion that
it was inadvisable to change the policy
since the project had been underway
for some 3 years. I want it to be known
that I am not in any way ecritical of
President Johnson’s choice which was
based upon the advice he had from his
own advisers. They thought it would not
be wise to change the finanecial struc-
ture of the program 3 years after start-
ing. T merely point this out to the House
that there was a plan presented to do
this through some kind of private en-
terprise effort in connection with the
Government.

It seems to me that a great deal of
what has happened since 1963 has es-
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caped the notice of the House and the
purpose of my presentation of these
facts is to give the background from the
beginning.

It is true that after the hearings were
over and before the committee could
come to any conclusion as to the au-
thorization, the Department of Trans-
portation was created. Under the lan-
guage of the Department of Transpor-
tation regulations and policies, their
legal counsel came to the conclusion
that it was not necessary to have the
authorization of either the House or
Senate Commerce Committees. On the
advice of the legal counsel, the Secre-
tary could go before thc Appropriations
Committee and seek the necessary
funds. However, I am advised that there
were rather extensive hearings on the
SST each year before the Committee
on Appropriations. There certainly
were complete hearings this year. I
hold in my hand the hearings which run
into several hundred pages over weeks
of time. I would suggest that if there
is doubt in anyone’s mind, that they
read those hearings and determine the
witnesses they choose to believe as being
most thoughtful and reliable in deter-
mining how they should vote on this
issue.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. McFaLL
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, one of
the most remarkable things about the
debate yesterday which many were un-
able to hear because of the St. Patrick’s
Day celebrations was the emphasis upon
the economics of the SST. Many would
have thought earlier that the emphasis
would have been upon the environment.
During the 4 days of open hearings in
the subcommittee much information was
provided that addressed the issue of the
environment.

The gentleman from Illincis (Mr.
YaTEs) says there are some problems yet
to be solved. Yes, but there are some that
the scientists believe can be easily solved.
The main one has already been taken
care of. They have designed a modified
engine that will meet the noise require-
ments of FAR-36 which will make a
quieter airplane than the present large
subsonic jets which fly today.

Mr, Chairman, what we are talking
about is not an emotional matter of de-
stroying the environment with techno-
logical progress. I think this has been our
problem in the past. People in the United
States want to see progress but they do
not want to see this technological prog-
ress destroy the environment in which
we live. I think we have put these fears
to rest. So, what we are talking about
here is a matter of economics. Now we
can deal with the same kind of problem
we have on this floor nearly every day.

There are economists who say we
should not build this airplane, There are
other economists who say we should.
There has been over $1 million in studies
on the future market for the SST, a
market which will be for the 1980’s. Re-
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member we are building an airplane for
the 1980’s.

Mr. Chairman, the important thing is
that we decided over 7 years ago to go
ahead with this program. When the late
John Kennedy was the President, he rec-
ommended that we go ahead and build
the supersonic transport because he
thought it would be essential for trans-
portation in the 1980's.

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

Mr. McFALL. I will yield to the gentle-
man when I have finished my general
statement.

President Kennedy also recommended
that we go to the moon—and we have. I
did not think we could at the time, but I
said if the recommendation is that we
should go to the moon, I am willing to
try—and we have succeeded. And I
believe we can build a supersonic trans-
port and succeed. We are building a
supersonic transport that will be a
productive airplane for the 1980’s.

The point is made that this is only the
first step, and they will be back here for
production funds. Well, production
financing is & matter to be determined
later. We have letters from banks in-
dicating that they would be interested in
private financing of the production
plane., This will be considered by this
body in further debate. But I would point
out to you that the private sector and
the taxpayers will have $1.11 billion put
into this by March 30. It will cost us an-
other $119 million to stop now. On the
other hand, we will have less than $350
million to go after this fiscal year.

When we get through with develop-
ment, we will own about 90 percent of
these airplanes, and Boeing will own
about 10 percent—contrary to the state-
ments made here on the floor that Boeing
will own it all. We will own 90 percent
and we will have the option on what to
do with them.

The statement has been made that
only a few people will fly in the airplane.
Well, over 6 million Americans, secre-
taries and others, fly overseas. A large
percent of the overseas flying is to
Australia, to the Far East, and to Europe.
By the 1980's there will be 25 million
people fiying overeas. While the aircraft
industry is depressed now, overseas flight
has continued in 1970 to increase by 15
percent as it has for the last 10 years.
But we are building an airplane for the
future.

It is said that we should not put public
money into it—why, we put public money
into any number of transportation modes
that will produce for our economy. We
started in transportation with the
Panamsa Canal. Look at the money we
put into our merchant marine. Look at
the money we put into our airlines—and
talking about airplanes, every airplane
that we are flying today has been sub-
sidized by the taxpayers. The 707 came
through the B-52 technology, and the
K-135 technology. It cost $2 billlon to
develop that technology. But this is the
first time where the taxpayers have had
a contract where they are going to get
back some of the money that is expended
for the development of an airplane.
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We are putting money into mass tran-
sit. The point was made that every other
program has been cut back. There have
been cutbacks. I have a list of them. I
am not in favor of those cutbacks. I
think the administration ought to go
ahead and spend the money for those
things.

We are spending $400 million this year
for mass transit, which is less than the
amount we have allowed in the appro-
priation bill. We provided for a program
level of $600 million and I think we ought
to spend it all. But should we cuf back
on this program because other programs
have been cut back? It seems to me that
is like cutting off your nose to spite your
face, or rubbing salt in the wounds of
American labor which now needs jobs.

We could spend more money on this
program and produce more jobs. There
are jobs involved. Yes, there are 13,000
jobs involved right now. The aerospace
industry is in very bad shape and if we
are going to cut these jobs back, it will
have a multiplier effect throughout our
economy.

In the future there are 50,000 direct
jobs involved in this as well as leader-
ship in the aerospace industry. So I say
to you, if you are talking of the trade-
offs in economics—and that is what we
are talking about—we should go ahead
as planned. We should build the proto-
types and demonstrate that America can
produce an airplane that will be the most
productive airplane in our fleet for
worldwide use during the 1980’s.

Other countries are going ahead with
their subsidized SST airplanes. Our air-
lines will have to buy these if they are
going to compete, unless we have an
American airplane. By going ahead with
the SST we will keep our world leader-
ship in the aerospace industry.

I would like to see if we can get some
agreement on the discussion time.

I would propose that all those who
wish to speak stand up.

I have counted 21 Members standing
and assume 5 minutes each that makes
105 minutes or 1 hour and 45 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on this amendment,
and all! amendments thereto, end at 2
o'clock.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, do I understand the
gentleman’s objective is to assure 5 min-
utes for each Member?

Mr. McFALL. That is right.

Debate will be concluded at 5 minutes
after 2 p.m.

Mr. MGSS. It is not possible to do that
within that time by merely multiplying
by five the number of Members on the
floor who desire to speak. If the gentle-
man'’s unanimous consent request is that
those on their feet be entitled to at least
Ei minutes, I would withdraw my objec-

on.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOSS. I yield to the distinguished
minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I would suggest that rather than
setting the time at 1:45 p.m. or 2 o’clock,
inasmuch as you might have a quorum
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call and the time would be thus taken up
by the quorum call, it is far better and
far more equitable to set a definite total
amount of time regardiess of any quorum
calls or any other interruption. I only
make that as a suggestion to the gentle-
man.

Mr. McFALL. Would everyone agree to
2 hours?

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, again re-
serving the right to oblect, I think Mem-
bers on their feet should be assured that
they will have 5 minutes each. This re-
quest has come very early in the debate
today for a limitation of time and it has
come after the gentleman now in the
well has used 10 minutes of time and his
precessor in the well used 11 minutes.
Some of us have very strong views on
this and we would like very much to
have the assurance of having 5 minutes.

Mr. McFALL. If you allow 5 minutes
for everybody, then you do not have much
of a limitation on the time.

Mr. MOSS. I am speaking of 5 minutes
for those on their feet and that would
be the limit.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
suggest to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. McFaLL) that he amend his
unanimous-consent request.

Mr. McFALL, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the pending amendment, and all amend-
ments thereto, close in 2 hours with 5
minutes to be allotted to each Member
standing at this time.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, is it implicit
in that request that should a quorum call
occur that it would not come out of the
time?

Mr. McFALL. That is the reason for
asking for the limitation by the time
used rather than by the clock. The time
would be 2 hours with everybody on
their feet now to get 5 minutes,

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. McFaLL) ?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
EDWARDS) ,

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, there are many reasons why
Members will support or will not support
the SST, and I suppose we can find an
excuse for any position that we take. I
think you probably have heard all the
arguments, and anything that is said
now is just going to be something you
heard before. So I am not going to use
all of my 5 minutes.

I merely wish to leave with you one
thought that I think is paramount. We
can argue all day about how we got here,
whether you voted for this or against it
before. The fact is that we are here to-
day having spent $860 million on the
SST, and the fact is that we stand today
at a crossroads. Are we going to add to
that $860 million another $100 million or
so, for a total of about $1 billion and
have nothing, absolutely nothing, to
show for it, or are we going fo commit
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ourselves to go the $1.3 billion and have
the two prototypes and have the 100
hours of testing and finally determine
once and for all, all the questions that
have been raised here today? I think it
is that simple.

What is our responsibility to the tax-
payers? Not to stand here and argue
about the votes that were cast in the
last 6, 7, or 8 years, but to face up to the
fact that we have spent $860 million,
that it will cost the Federal Govern-
ment a total of about $1 billion to get
out of the project for which we would
have nothing, or spend about $1.3 bil-
lion and finally carry to a conclusion
that which we embarked upon 8 years
ago.

When you listen to all the arguments
about 300 planes, 500 planes, or what
the payoff is going to be, or how much
we are going to make, all the comments
about the environment, that, literally,
in my opinion, clouds the whole issue be-
cause we are not at that point.

We are trying to decide today the best
course to follow as far as the taxpayers
of the United States are concerned. I
have sat in the hearings on the subcom-
mittee, and I have heard the witnesses
both pro and con, and I believe that the
administration put forth the best case I
have ever heard in any hearing I have
ever been in.

I think we would be derelict in our duty
if we did not, having reached this point,
follow through on this commitment and
see it to a conclusion.

I will be very frank with the Members.
If we follow through and the SST does
not prove itself economically, if we can-
not resolve the environmental questions,
I am not going to be standing up here
asking the Members to go forward. First
of all, I think if it proves itself economi-
cally, we are going to have the leading
lending institutions in there to finance
the thing, and it will be built with private
capital.

But that is beside the point. We must
face today the simple question: Do we
stop, having gone so far, or do we finally
go over the last hurdle and complete
the two prototypes and 100 hours of test-
ing? I think it would be foolhardy to
stop when we can see the light at the end
of the tunnel.

I urge you to vote down the Yates
amendment and vote to continue this
project.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BROOES).

Mr. BROOKS, Mr. Chairman, in the
summer of 1962 Najeeb Halaby, then
FAA Administrator, appeared before the
Government Activitles Subcommittee,
which I serve as chairman, and discussed
in the most enthusiastic terms the de-
velopment of an American supersonic
transport. Even then the immense po-
tential in terms of scientific advance-
ment was readily apparent from such a
project. As a general matter of policy,
I accepted the supersonic transport con-
cept as an advancement that would
maintain American domination in the
production and operation of commercial
aircraft.
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When FAA Administrator Halaby de-
scribed how the leading edge of the
wings of a supersonic transport would
glow “cherry red” at top speed and that
the aircraft would have to be constructed
of titanium with even the most minor
joint or moving part completely sealed
from the searing heat and the bitter cold
that would be the continually changing
environment in commercial operation, I
also realized there were formidable
problems in translating such an aircraft
from the prototype into an economically
feasible commercial venture.

During the past several years, as the
SST has been under discussion a num-
ber of other problems have arisen. Al-
though considerable effort has been ex-
pended in research, the sonic boom has
not been mastered. Questions have been
raised as to national priority, pointing
to the desperate need for more funds in
the continuing struggle against poverty,
ignorance, and disease.

All factors considered, the SST has
been a close question requiring the most
delicate judgment. Fundamentally, I be-
lieve that the need for continuously
pushing forward through the spectrum
of science and technology adequately
supports the development of an SST and
the investment of large sums of tax funds
in the project.

Reluctantly, however, I must oppose
apropriations for the SST in the absence
of reasonable protection of the taxpay-
ers’ huge investment. Under the contract
with Boeing, the taxpayers would not
receive the normal royalty payment un-
less the production aircraft was designed
for a speed of at least mach 2.2. If the
airlines that would ultimately purchase
and operate the SST's decide that the
most economical speed of the aircraft
would fall below mach 2.2, the taxpayers’
huge investment would be limited to the
recoupment of only 13 percent of the
total investment, and this sum would be
recovered only if 300 production models
were produced.

Despite extensive efforfs over a period
of more than 2 years, detailed in Wednes-
day’s REcorRD on pages 6807 and 6916,
I have not been able to obtain economic
studies from the Department of Trans-
portation reflecting a comparison of the
incremental costs of increasing the air-
craft’s speed above mach 2.2 as con-
trasted to the economic benefit flowing
from such increase in speed. Further-
more, even if studies were produced
which indicated some potential economic
benefit of the higher speed, there is
absolutely no excuse for failing to pro-
tect the taxpayers’ investment. There is
no reason for arbitrarily limiting the
definition of the SST to an aircraft
capable of flight from mach 2.2 to mach
3.1,

The normal risk of investment in a
project such as the S8T is high in any
event. However, to add to this risk seri-
ous loopholes in the contract with
Boeing which deny the Government
royaltles on production aireraft falling
squarely within the supersonic range is
simply more than I can tolerate as a
Representative of the taxpayers. I must
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vote against this appropriation until
obvious contract deficiencies are reme-
dle'lt‘lfle CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KEATING) .

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. WILLIAMS) . {

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the continued funding of
the SST program. {

As I have stated before, the guestion
before us today is Will the United States
develop the SST, and not will we have an
SST. The fact is that the Concorde is an
SST and it has been successfully flown
by the British and the French. The fact
is that the TU-144 is an SST and ‘has
been flown successfully by the Russians
and the TU-144 will shortly be making
commercial flights.

If we want to continue to be the leader
in the aerospace industry, and not force
our airlines to go abroad and buy many
billions of dollars worth of aircraft, we
have to maintain our position of ]eadeg-
ship in the aerospace industry. This
means tens of thousands of jobs for
Americans, billions of dollars in a favor-
able balance of payments, and billions
of dollars to the U.S. Treasury in taxes.

The return to the Federal Government
of the Federal money in the SST will
start with the sale of the first SST. Over
$4 million will be added to the price of
each SST and this over $4 million will
come directly to the Federal Govern-
ment. With the production of the 300th
SST the Federal Government will have
recovered all of its money invested and
the sale of the SST’s over the 300 mark
will provide a most substantial return to
the Federal Government, as we will con-
tinue to receive the over $4 million on
each SST sold after the 300th sale.

All of the talk about the pollution in
the upper atmosphere and the harmful
effect that the SST will have on our ecol-
ogy is unfounded. Russia already has a
variable sweep wing bomber with a speed
exceeding the speed of sound. The Amer-
jcan B-1 bomber being designed and
built by North American Rockwell is also
a supersonic aireraft. :

Our B-52 bombers can cruise at alti-
tudes up to 50,000 feet. We also have the
SR~T71 and the U-2, both of which fly at
altitudes equal to or in excess of the alti-
tudes at which the SST will fly and, I
believe, the SR—T71 is a supersonic air-
craft.

There have been no reports of any
harmful effects on our ecology being
caused by these aircraft. We heard yes-
terday from Mr. KuvkeNDALL that if the
entire SST fleet reaches a total of 500
planes, which will have 2,000 separate
engines, the total emission of pollutants
from these 2,000 engines would be equiv-
alent to the pollutants discharged from
only 1,800 new 1971 model automobiles
equipped with Government-approved
emission control devices.

In view of these facts, I urge that this
amendment be defeated and the funding
of the SST be continued.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I yield
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to the gentleman from EKentucky (Mr.
CARTER) .

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, last week
at the hearings of the Subcommittee on
Appropriations some opponents of the
SST pulled out all of the stops in their
hysterical opposition to this program.
Prof. James McDonald of the University
of Arizona testified that the SST would
probably inecrease the number of skin
cancer cases. Later witnesses put down
this theory. Dr. William Kellogg, Associ-
ate Director of the National Institute for
Atmospheric Research, stated that the
amount of ozone increase by virtue of in-
creased water vapor would be virtually
imperceptible. Thus the ultraviolet ra-
diation would not increase in the manner
in which Dr. McDonald suggested, He
showed how misleading the statistics
mentioned by Dr. McDonald were when
he showed that if one actually believed
Dr. McDonald’s theory, a girl in a bikini
would have to wear a bathrobe once in
2,000 years in order to protect herself
from the incremental effect of the SST.
But apart from the answers to Dr. Mc-
Donald’s theory——

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California (Mr.
WaLDIE)

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, I have
concerns about the environmental con-
sequences of the SST, but to be perfectly
frank, I do not think a specific enough
case has been made about those conse-
quences that I personally would utilize
that argument alone as a means of op-
posing the SST project.

Yet I am in opposition to it. I am in
opposition to it, because I think the
method of financing it was in error when
it was first adopted. It does not seem to
me, under our system of free enterprise,
that the taxpayer ought to be asked to
contribute investment risk capital to a
project as risky as this one is. If this proj-
ect i5 not risky, as is now the allegation
from the proponents, then it does seem
to me that private risk capital should be
anxious and, indeed, enthusiastic to take
over the remaining financing of this
project, particularly now that we have
sweetened up the risk by contributing
the taxpayers’ funds in the enormous
amounts that we have done thus far and
which we will be required to do in the
future. Does it not make sense, then, at
this point to say, “Look. We have done
all that we could do with taxpayer funds
to advance what is essentially a commer-
cial project with very limited utilization
for the people of this country. We are
willing to forgo that tax money. We
hope to recoup it, to get it back, because
if the project is successful, we will receive
the taxes that the production and utiliza-
tion of these planes will generate, but for
the time being we are willing to let that
money go and allow private capital to
take over this project. You who believe
that this venture is such a glorious ven-
ture, which has such great hopes and
promises, you put your money on the
line and do not ask the taxpayers to put
up their capital, which is far more lim-
ited than the risk and venture capital
which is supposedly abounding in this
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country.” If we are going to spend $390
million this year to create jobs, if we are
seeking WPA-type projects, then let us
spend it on a project that will utilize the
money in a better way and provide more
benefits to the American public as well as
creating jobs. I can think of a number of
such projects, but just in the transpor-
tation field alone, if we contributed that
amount of capital to rapid transit in this
country, we would create far more jobs
than will be created under this project. In
addition to that, we would be contribut-
ing to solving the environmental prob-
lems of the country by ridding ourselves
of some utilization of the motor vehicle
and substituting in lieu thereof a rapid
transit system. We would be creating a
far better quality of life for a far greater
number of people in America in that way
than we would be by the creation of an
SST.

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

Mr. WALDIE. I would be pleased fo
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman from
California talks about the method of
funding the development of the two pro-
totypes. It is my understanding that the
contract with Boeing gives the Govern-
ment the right to start to recover its in-
vestment with the sale of the first air-
craft and the option has been exercised
to have the Federal Government start to
recover its investment with the sale of
the first aircraft.

Is that the gentleman’s understand-
ing?

Mr. WALDIE. That is my understand-
mg.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, let me say
this to the gentleman. When we are talk-
ing about jobs, we are not talking about
just the jobs to produce two prototypes
of the SST. This bill specifically man-
dates the fact that once these two SST’s
are produced, the contractor will have to
secure all of the financing with which to
go into production, and that sum of
money is going to run into billions of
dollars.

I would also like to say to the gentle-
man that France and Britain and Russia
have subsidized the production of the
prototypes and they are investing money
in the actual production of the aircraft.

Mr. WALDIE, I have heard that argu-
ment made throughout the last 2 days,
that Russia is paying for the construc-
tion of it, but that is a Communist sys-
tem. We should anticipate that to be the
case. The British system with reference
to transportation is a nationalized
system.

If we are in fact a free enterprise sys-
tem, please tell me why our risk capital
people in this country were not willing
to advance the capital with which to
start this project. Why is that?

Mr. WILLTAMS. The fact of the matter
is that the outlay was too great for the
development of the prototypes. We are
talking about the free enterprise sys-
tem. We are talking about a project
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which will produce tens of thousands of
jobs for a number of years.

Mr. WALDIE. The outlay we are talk-
ing about is not too large for private
capital in this country unless the risk is
too great. In other words, for the large
amount of money involved, the risk is
too excessive for private capital so the
promoters of the SST seek public tax
funds knowing full well that the guard-
ians of public tax funds are not nearly
as careful or cautious in their trust as
ara the guardians of private investment
capital.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
ZABLOCKI) .

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve my time until a later time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from California (Mr.
Moss).

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I reviewed
rather carefully this morning the debate
of yesterday on the SST, trying to find
out if there was anything there that
would encourage me to change my opin-
ion in opposition to the further funding
of this rather costly undertaking and
nothing appeared.

I saw a great deal of comment about
markets, and the need of this country
to be preeminent, to continue to be pre-
eminent, in the air transport equipment
industry.

Now, I want this country to be pre-
eminent, but nowhere was there any in-
formation as to proven markets or as to
a potential market for this aircraft.

At this time in this Nation and

throughout the world the air transport

industry is sick. It has lost a great deal
of money and it is going to lose a great
deal more. So, I do not think that our
airlines are in a position to buy the
planes if they were available or when
they ultimately become available, at the
magnitude of 500 aircraft which they
would have to do if this Government in-
vestment is to be returned. This appears
to be not within the realm of probability.

The most successful aireraft produced,
the 707, as of the end of 1970 sold 673
planes worldwide since 1958. A great
many of those are not of the interconti-
nental variety.

Mr. Chairman, the following facts are
supplied for the information of Mem-
bers. They represent worldwide total
sales for all jet aircraft of U.S. manu-
facture.

Total by

In service On order types

673
837
2713
180
547
607

53

31

Source: Turbine Engine Fleets of World Air Lines ESSO Air
World, May-June 1970,

Mr. Chairman, this SST aircraft is
highly speculative, we are told it will be

flying in 1973, and will have two proto-
types, and we will test it for 100 hours,
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and it will all be wrapped up with a total
cost of $1,591 million.

I do not think it is going to wrap up
at a cost of $1,591 million. This is an in-
dustry that has a remarkable record for
understating costs, and you can see it
repeated time and time again. I think it
is going to cost much closer to $2 billion
to complete the prototypes—and then
more money has to be found if these jobs
which are conjured up as the second at-
traction are to be realized.

If the objective is jobs, we can utilize
the funds far more effectively and pro-
duce far more jobs, and have them dis-
persed far more broadly around this Na-
tion, than we can by investing further
funds in a project which actually was
never authorized by this Congress.

I have served for 14 years, I am now
in my 15th year on the committee which
would have had to authorize it. I was
called down to the White House at the
time of the presentation of the package
back in 1963, and the package offered
then was an entirely different package
than the one that is before us today—75
percent industry financing, and 25 per-
cent Government financing, with an ab-
solute ceiling of $750 million from the
Federal Government, a ceiling long since
exceeded, and one certain to be exceeded
by at least 100 percent, or possibly 300
percent before we are finished. No, this
is not a wise investment for tax dollars,
which now are some of the most competi-
tive dollars in the world. We have far too
many demands at home and we need to
reconsider some priorities, and I would
suggest a few—and let me say again I
am not at all impressed by the Concorde
or the Tupelov, that they are going to be
bought. The air industry of this country
is sick, and a great many people traveling
in the airlines of this country are dis-
gusted and frustrated because they are
called upon tc go into facilities that are
under par, and to travel airlines that
are unsafe—airways that are unsafe.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. RoNcALIO
yielded 2 minutes of his time to Mr.
Moss.)

Mr. MOSS. But instead of spending
the money to improve these facilities, the
very agency that comes in here and urges
us to provide this money for the super-
sonic transport sits at this moment
handcuffed in moving ahead on programs
for the improving of airways of this Na-
tion, and the airports of this Nation.

There is not a Member of this House,
I do not believe, who does not fly, and
who has not experienced the frustra-
tions that are so common in air transpor-
tation today, which must be overcome
by this industry if it is to attract a broad-
er base of users and permit it to oper-
ate profitably.

Now, I know something whereof I
speak. Because of my personal concern
over the airlines, and with the sad finan-
cial condition of the arilines and the fail-
ure of the Civil Aeronautics Board to dis-
charge its responsibilities, I instituted a
suit in the Circuit Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia, and I won that
suit—Moss v. CAB (430 F. 2d 281
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(C.AD.C. 1970))—to force the CAB fo
pay attention to some of the underlying
problems of the air industry, and to rec-
ognize that the industry could not go on
endlessly solving these problems by
merely upping the fares, and that there
were problems of management that need
to be handled, such as the problem of
over capacity.

The best evidence of this overcapacity
was the fact that just last week the CAB
issued an order suspending the antitrust
provisions in order to permit the air
transport industry to get together and
to discuss the overcapacity in the air in-
dustry and to discuss the canceling out
of some of the schedules and rearranging
others so that they would be able to op-
erate fewer planes and fewer seats, and
do it on the sort of plan, well, almost a
cartel arrangement between the air car-
riers. Certainly, the suspension of the
antitrust provisions indicates that there
is going to be a lot of soul searching.

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

(By unanimous consent Mr. YATES
yvielded 1 minute of his time to Mr. Moss.)

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, the air-
lines cannot even sell all the capacity of
the latest ariplanes they are putting in
service today—even with wider seats, a
greater selection of movies, more exotic
meals, and fancier stewardess uniforms,
I have here in my hands an order issued
by the CAB, dockets 23137 and 21866.
[United States of America, Civil Aeronautics

Board, Washington, D.C., Order T1-3-80]

OrDER DIsMISSING COMPLAINT

(Adopted by the Civil Aeronautics Board
at its office in Washington, D.C. on the 12th
day of March 1971, B-74T coach seating con-
figuration proposed by American Airlines,
Inc., Dockets 23137 and 21866.)

By tariff revision ! marked to become effec-
tive March 14, 1971, American Alrlines, Inec.
(American) proposes to establish a coach/
economy lounge in its dual and triple con-
figured B-747 alrcraft. The lounge is to con-
tain 17 seats, all of which are to be withheld
from sale.

Trans World Airlines, Inc. (TWA) has filed
a complaint requesting investigation and
suspension. It is alleged that the proposal
will necessitate removal of up to 40 seats;
that this coupled with the fact that the seats
would be withheld from sale will result in
underutilization of B-747 capacity; and that
American is attempting to gain a competi-
tive advantage which could have a poten-
tially adverse impact on all B-T47 operators
by Increasing unit costs. Delta Air Lines, Inc.
{(Delta) has filed an answer in support of
TWA’s complaint, alleging essentially that
seating configurations have a way of becom-
ing “writ in stone”; and that if other carriers
are forced to follow suit the B-T47 could be
frozen for years into wasteful underutiliza-
tion of capacity, thereby preventing this air-
craft’s economic potential from ever being
realized.

In answer to the complaint, American
alleges that the B-747 has not lived up to
expectations in terms of passenger appeal,
and that until it becomes more attractive
carrlers will be reluctant to retire older air-
craft and thereby alleviate alrport conges-
tion. It is further alleged that the proposed
reconfiguration will result in a loss of only
13 seats available for sale; that the issue of

1Revisions to Airline Tariff Publishers,
Inc., Agent, Tariff C.A.B. No. 65.
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withholding the lounge seats from sale is
academic at today’s load factors; that its
lounge seats cannot be sold because they do
not satisfy FAA standards for take-off and
landing; and that the lounge can be with-
drawn within 48 hours and replaced by nor-
mal coach seats when demand so justifies.

Upon consideration of the tariff filing, the
complaint and answer thereto, and other
relevant matters, the Board finds that the
complaint does not set forth sufficlent facts
to warrant suspension. Seating configura-
tions are already under investigation in
the Domestic Passenger-Fare Investigation,
Docket 21866. If it does not prove possible
to resolve the issues relating to American’s
present proposal in the course of the Pas-
senger-Fare case, however, the Board intends
at a subsequent time to issue an order set-
ting down & separate investigation. In our
view, it will be essential to explore the long-
run implications of a possible trend toward
removing substantial numbers of salable
seats from this alrcraft for a future period
when renewed trafiic growth will again begin
to put pressure on capacity.

The primary issue ralsed by American's
proposal is whether or not it should be per-
mitted to withhold the lounge seats from
sale. In the past, where lounges have been
provided in coach/economy service the seats
have been avallable for sale as necessary to
accommodate traffic demand. However, in
light of the current disparity between traf-
fic and capacity, we do not believe that as
a practical matter withholding the lounge
seats from sale will undermine the econom-
ics of B-T47 coach service at this time. We
are also Influenced by the fact that the
lounge unit to be used by American can be
replaced by normal coach seats within a rela-
tively short period of time, should traffic
demand during certaln periods or on certaln
routes so justify.

Accordingly, pursuant to the Federal Avi-
ation Act of 1958, and particularly sections
204(a) and 1002 thereof,

It is ordered that:

1. The complaint of Trans World Alrlines,
Inc., in Docket 23137 is hereby dismissed;
and

2. A copy of this order be served upon
American Airlines, Inc., Delta Air Lines, Inc.,
and Trans World Airlines, Inc.

This Order shall be published in the Fed-
eral Register.

By the Civil Aeronautics Board:

Harry J. ZINE,
Secretary.
MURPHY, MEMBER, CONCURRING

I wish to set forth more precisely the
basis for my determination to permit Ameri-
can's proposed coach lounge configuration
to take effect. In its answer to the com-
plaints, American states that the T47 alr-
craft are currently facing a “crisis in pas-
senger appeal” and that load factors on the
alreraft have failed to reach the level to
support economic operations. American states
that at present even if the lounge seats were
offered for sale, they would generally re-
main unsold. Accordingly, they contend the
salability of the lounge seats is academic.

My decislon is based on a prima facie ac-
ceptance of this representation by Ameri-
can, It will probably be some time before
the traffic taxes the capacity of the B-747's
and while load factors continue at the pres-
ent low level, I see no practical advantage
in trying to maximize seating density in the
coach/economy section of these alreraft or
any other alrcraft. In these circumstances I
am not willing to reject the decislon of the
American Airlines management and would
allow them to provide the benefit of a 17-
seat lounge to the traveling public.

RosErT T. MURFHY.

American Airlines had applied for the
right to remove 17 seats out of the B-T47
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in the coach section in order to give more

room to the passengers and to make it a

little more attractive. That was opposed

by Trans World Airlines.

The Board found unanimously for
American Airlines and they pointed out
in answer to the complaint that “Ameri-
can Airlines B-T47 has not lived up to
expectations in terms of passenger ap-
peal.” The air transportation industry
will not recover until we start attacking
some of the fundamental ills of that
industry.

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

Mr. MOSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. YATES. Will American Airlines
exercise its option that it does have to
purchase the Concorde?

Mr. MOSS. I do not think it will. I do
not think the CAB should permit the
airlines recover the costs of purchasing
and operating either the Concorde or the
Tupelov if they are not economical and
efficient. That would be against the law.
The public can only be charged fares
that are based upon economical and
efficient service.

One final point, I think it should be
noted for the record that another major
trunk airline, United, has so far first,
canceled eight DC-10 aircraft, second,
spread out the delivery of four Boeing
747 aircraft and eight DC-10 aireraft,
and third, allowed its option on seven
other Boeing 747 aireraft and 15 DC-10
aireraft to expire.

A tabulation follows:

Termination costs
[In millions]

New funds which must be appropriated
to pay Boelng and General Electric__-

Returned from escrow account at FAA
(no appropriation of public funds) -

In addition, some parties clalm a moral
obligation to return the risk money
invested by the airlines by appropria-
tion from public funds

Total claim of certain parties as amount
to be appropriated by Congress as new

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California (Mr.
RoysaL).

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, may I
take this opportunity to elaboraie on my
opposition to continued Federal funding
of the supersonic transport plane. While
the environmental arguments against the
SST have been well documented in sev-
eral authoritative studies, I would like
to emphasize the conclusions of a Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology study
on the SST’s impact on the upper at-
mosphere, As the Study Group on Critical
Environmental Problems affirmed:

The projected SST's can have a clearly
measurable effect in a large region of the
world and quite possibly on a global scale.

After emphasizing that no one can be
certain about the magnitude of the
plane’s various consequences, they urge
that—

Uncertainties about SST contamination
and 1ts effects be resolved before large scale
operation of SST's begin.

The production of SST prototypes,
however, will not aid in resolving these
uncertainties. For, as Dr. Richard Garvin
of the President’s Science Advisory Com-
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mittee pointed out in recent testimony,
the prototypes will not “serve to alleviate
any environmental concerns, since the
production of sulfur-bearing particulate
matter, the influence of water vapor in
the stratosphere, etc., can never be deter-
mined by a brief flight test of one or two
aircraft, but must be investigated by real
research not involving high-speed air-
craft.” I concur with the scientist’s con-
tention that to proceed with the Govern-
ment’s support of SST at this stage of
scientific knowledge about its effects
would not only constitute a callous dis-
regard for the welfare of citizens world-
wide but may well doom subsequent gen-
erations to the potentially tragic effects
of any commitment we may make now to
the supersonic transport.

In an attempt to cloud over the major
environmental concerns just expressed,
pro-SST advocates have emphasized the
ostensive economic benefits for Ameri-
can workers to be derived from its pro-
duction, Yet this argument is also sub-
ject to great question in that it assumes
that any moneys earmarked for the pro-
duction of these planes would not neces-
sarily be used to employ workers for
other more useful projects. In fact, as
Walter Heller, a former Chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisers points out:

On strictly economic grounds the SST is
an enormously costly way to create jobs,

Rather than proposing the SST as a
means to ameliorate the current erisis in
the job market, the administration ought
to direct the vast sums of meney ear-
marked for the SST into public service
job programs whose job-creating poten-
tial is immeasurably higher and more
equitably distributed than the airplane’s
production could ever hope to be.

Another argument in defense of fur-
ther Federal support of the SST which
must be dispelled in its supposed bene-
ficial effect on our trade balance with
respect to other nations. While it is true
that both the Soviets and Western
Europe are already subsidizing planes
similar to SST, these countries have no
more evidence than we have that the
plane will be either economically feasible
to mass produce or environmentally safe.
The English French Concorde supersonic
jet, for example, has yet to find a buyer
and significant segments of both English
and French population I am informed
are totally opposed to their government’s
ixurther subsidizing of the plane’s produc-

on.

What with the grave economic doubts
surrounding the SST's ultimate market-
ability and attractiveness to transcon-
tinental passengers, it is apparent to me
that our balance-of-trade interest is
better served by devoting our resources
to their most efficient uses rather than
undertaking a program requiring a $1.3
billion subsidy to just get off the ground.

In conclusion, the SST will only con-
tribute to an already unstable economy
by contributing to the inflationary cycle
caused by superfluous government spend-
ing. It is my belief that continued Federal
support of such an economically unsound
and ecologically unwise project as the
supersonic transport would be a grave
error and an injustice to our constituents
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who look to us for reasoned judgments on
publie policy.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
PEYSER).

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I share
with many in the House the deep con-
cern over the environmental problems
that have been advanced in discussions
of the SST. I also find myself in the posi-
tion of not being an expert in environ-
mental affairs, and I find that I can find
experts on either side of the coin who
will testify and state their positions, one,
that there are no problems that cannot
be resolved, and the other ones who state
that we are going to bring about utter
disaster by going ahead with the SST
program, Because of this situation, and
as a result of listening to the testimony
of experts and reading reports, I per-
sonally have reached the conclusion that
this project should move forward, but
that it should move forward on the basis
of a control.

I am going to introduce in the form of
a bill, assuming that the appropriation
for the SST is passed by the House today,
proposed legislation which will call for
the development and institution of an
independent commission that will evalu-
ate the full environmental effects of the
SST when the two prototypes are com-
pleted, and that this commission will
report back to the Congress. We will have
to have, I believe, an affirmative kind of
position. Certainly from my own point of
view, the commission involved will have
to give a clean bill of health, the environ-
mental to the SST, in order that I would
go ahead any further in allowing the
SST's to fly.

I would hope that other Members of
the House would be willing to join with
me in this type of a proposal, and I in-
tend to make it possible for every Mem-
ber to join me in bringing this type of
legislation about.

There is a point that I think has been
brought up several times, and I would
like to briefly speak to it, and that is the
question of percentages.

It has been stated by some of my col-
leagues that only 3 percent of this
country would utilize the SST, and,
therefore, it is not a valid investment for
all taxpayers. I think if we start evalu-
ating programs of this Government on
the basis of percentages of the people
who are directly affected, we may be
missing many very fine programs. One
specifically I have introduced this year
and which the President has spoken of is
the development of the National Cancer
Foundation, which I happen to support
very strongly, and I very much support
the allocation of $100 million a year to
ficht the battle against cancer, But if
we follow the percentage argument, the
figures would show only one and one-half
percent of our population dies each year
from cancer. I think this is a horrible
figure.

However, I think if we start discussing
programs on the basis of their percent-
ages and evaluate these figures in many
programs—and I use cancer, because this
is one that is going to be before the
House—I think we will be making a ter-
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rible mistake. So I urge Members to dis-
count this area of the discussion dealing
with percentages.

Finally, my feeling is that I agree com-
pletely with one of my colleagues who
just preceded me, who said bprobably
there are going to be very few people
whose minds will be changed here, but
there may be a few, and I think if the few
involved will measure the points I am
bringing out, namely an independent
commission to evaluate the SST when
completed and not being related to per-
centages of use, then perhaps they will
find a way of supporting this legislation.

The CHATRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally in order that the House
may receive a message.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER assumed the chair.

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on Marech 17, 1971, the Presi-
dent approved and signed a bill and joint
resolution of the House of the following
titles:

H.R. 4690. An act to increase the public
debt limit set forth in section 21 of the
Second Liberty Bond Act, and for other pur-
poses; and

H.J. Res, 465. Joint resolution making a
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal
year 1871 for the Department of Labor, and
for other purposes.

CERTAIN FURTHER CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS, 1971

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Wyoming, Mr. RoN-
CALIO.

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Chairman, the
supersonic transport plane has generated
more response from Wyoming than any
other national issue, and it is nearly
unanimous in opposing another cent for
the SST at this time.

There is no way to characterize the
mail from Wyoming. It has come from
medical doctors, ranchers, laborers,
housewives, students, retired persons,
from a genuine cross section of the pop-
ulation.

These letters, for the most part, have
itemized arguments thoroughly familiar
to this body. There are those who ask
why the strain on the national debt be
aggravated, and those who say the money
is critically needed in more obvious pro-
grams of merit. There are those who
question its value as a contribution to the
American air superiority, and those who
lament its possible effect on the environ-
ment, and on human life itself.

There is, however, another theme un-
derlying these objections. Variously
stated, but with the same agonizing pres-
ence, is the question I address now, “Who
shall determine how the public revenue
shall be spent?”

Mr. Chairman, each and every one of us
is familiar with the crisis of confidence
which now grips the Nation, which
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causes the people to wonder if the men
who are elected to guide this Nation are,
in fact, responsive to the public will.

They do not merely wonder how the
funding for the supersonic transport
plane is sewed up in the face of the great
outery against it, they wonder how Con-
gress itself is mobilized to act for some-
thing when public opinion is so strongly
against it.

Do we, the Members of Congress, reply
to this situation with sincere action, with
effort worthy to be called “thinking"” and
“working” or do we respond with another
speech, or score “for the record” tech-
nique?

I am seriously concerned with this
erosion of congressional reputation. We
have allowed ritual and custom to engage
us, and the resulting failure to work or
think contributes to the troubled spirit
of these times.

But, I am not here today to discuss this
issue in historical terms, but rather to
apply it to the issue before this House,
the approval of continuing appropria-
tions for the SST and for the Depart-
ment of Transportation.

I have developed a special interest in
the Department of Transportation in the
short 2 months of this session. I had
barely arrived from Wyoming, when I
was confronted with the report of the
Secretary of Transportation on a Na-
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation
and the basic system it would direct.

In that report, which purportedly con-
cerns a national rail passenger system,
my own State of Wyoming was threat-
ened with exclusion. And, as Senator
Franx CHURCH pointed out in his speech
in the Senate on February 26, this same,
so-called national plan also threatens to
exclude five other States: South Dakota,
Vermont, New Hampshire, Maine, and
Idaho.

In response to a groundswell of pro-
test from Wyoming, I put full effort on
this, and the results, I am sorry to say,
have been very disappointing. I have re-
ceived polite acknowledgements, and, in
the case of my most recent letter to Fed-
eral Railroad Administrator, Mr, Carl V.
Lyon, no reply at all.

During this entire time, my office was
well supplied by the Department of
Transportation with bulletins, briefings,
and a buffet for funding the supersonic
transport plane.

Also, on March 8, I wrote to Secretary
Volpe inquiring about a news item in the
February 21 issue of the Washington
Star. The article reported the awarding
of two $100,000 contracts for develop-
ment of a tracked air-cushioned vehicle
to run from Dulles Airport to Dolley
Madison Boulevard in McLean, Va.

Without even beginning inquiry into
why the one most satisfactory stretch of
road in this area—the one with the least
traffic problem—should receive a rapid
transit project, I asked only for the back-
ground on these contracts. I have not yet
received a reply to thislegitimate inquiry
into the expenditure of Department of
Transportation funds.

To put it bluntly, Mr. Chairman, I am
tired of this blase attitude by Federal
agency heads, whose responsibility to the
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public is as great as mine, even if it is
not as directly established.

I am not going to vote for this SST or
any other present Department of Trans-
portation project and I urge my col-
leagues to stand up to this kind of sum-
mary treatment by doing likewise.

If the individual Members of this body
are treated as adverse parties, and if the
House as a whole finds itself reacting to
situations, instead of directing them,
then the quality of lawmaking here de-
scends to a charade, to theatries, and
brief moments of surly submission to the
well-oiled machinery of persuasion and
of “vote by rote.”

I am voting against funding the SST
and against any continuing appropria-
tion to the Department of Transportation
to protest this gradual subjection of the
legislative branch of this Government.

In the matter of appropriations, the
buck stops here, in the Congress. If we
cannot respond to the public outrage
against wasteful diversions of the Na-
tional Treasury, then we fail our con-
stituents, we fail ourselves, and we fail
the Constitution.

There can be little hope for the peace-
ful, reasonable, and orderly realtering of
national priorities if the House today
bows down to the demand for funding
the SST and the Department which is
forecing its failure on us for continued
support.

In conclusion, I remind my colleagues
that in addition to the evidence against
the SST on the basis of sound economics
and ecology, there is the larger issue of
out-of-time—of priorities. If we wish to
right the wrongful present direction, we
must begin by voting down this request
for continuing appropriations. Let us
look at this stage of SST development
3 years from now.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
STEED) .

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, when I
went on this subcommittee 2 years ago
I soon discovered that one of the major
problems with which I was going to have
to be concerned was this issue of the
SST. Since that time up to now I have
heard many witnesses and much discus-
sion of this issue.

I approached it with an open mind. I
had no strong feelings one way or the
other. It is not a political issue in my
district. It is not an employment issue
in my district. So I was in a position to
approach it on its own merits.

As I learned more and more about it I
became more and more convinced that
the issue before the House today is one
on which I had to be in support.

I have been interested in all the great
discussions, the many words that have
been spoken, but I have also been equally
surprised at how little of it has to do
with what is before the House to be de-
cided today.

We are not going to decide the en-
vironmental issues today, and we are
not going to decide the economic viabil-
ity of the planes today.

I believe I can describe this situation
as it really faces us in this way: We are
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in a stud poker game. Russia, England,
France and the United States have hands
in that game. We have already dealt
four cards. We have called all bets up to
this point. We have put into the pot,
counting what we have already spent and
what it will cost us to stop today, $1.1
billion.

This information is in the hearings,
and I specifically saw that the actual cost
of quitting was in there.

So if we throw in the hand today we
will have stuck the American taxpayers
$1.1 billion and they will have nothing
on earth to show for it.

But if we draw that fifth card we can
look at the exposed cards on the poker
table. We know there is almost a cer-
tainty that we will win that pot. We are
going to have to ante up another $200
million or $300 million, more than we are
already stuck for.

I want America to stay in this poker
game and to draw that fifth card and to
win that pot.

What are we winning? Two prototype
planes with 100 hours of testing.

If I were opposed to this because of
environmental problems I would be here
insisting that we go this far, because
that would be where we would get the
answers to prove my case.

If I were opposed to this on the prob-
lem of economic viability, I would want
to go this one more step, because the
testing of the prototypes would prove
that point.

It is a strange thing to me why some
want to stop right now. I ask the ques-
tion: If we stop now who will benefit?
Certainly not the American people, for
they are going to be stuck for $1.1 bil-
lion. Since England, France and Russia
have gone as far as they have, if there
is any winning to be done by our stop-
ping it has to be them and not us.

I begin to wonder why so much of this
smoke screening and straining at gnats.

We can make one of two decisions to-
day; either to stop or to go ahead. All
we are stopping or going ahead on is two
prototype planes.

The only way this country will ever get
to the bottom of this issue, as to whether
it will be safe for the environment and
whether it will have economic viability,
after having spent $1.1 billion, is to go
ahead. What on earth is the reason why
we will not give our Nation the rest of
this answer for such a comparatively
small additional cost?

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

Mr. STEED. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I want to aline my-
self with the gentleman’s principles as
enunciated here today. He is talking
sense, He is talking along the line of ev-
ery accomplishment this Nation has ever
made in every field of research and de-
velopment.

We can go back to the diesel engine,
developed by the Navy, and the Wright
airplane engine, and the Boeing jets, and
all these things. These were all done by
Government subsidy, and then turned
over to the civil uses of the people of the
United States.
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I want the gentleman to know I ap-
preciate his remarks. He is talking sense.
Mr. STEED. I thank the gentleman.

I want America to stay in this poker
game until we get the answers that will
be so important in the years ahead. I be-
lieve, having gone this far, there is no
sensible or logical way in which you ean
justify throwing in the hand now and
telling the American people that we have
paid $1.1 billion and have nothing to show
for it. I am going to vote to go ahead, and
when I do that I want you to know I have
absolutely no commitment that I will go
any further with any of this until proto-
types have been built and tested and we
get the answers that we are all arguing
about here all over the lot today.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. HaLyr).

Mr., HALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the continuing appropriation,
House Joint Resolution 468. I oppose the
pending amendment. I do it primarily
as a scientist. Inasmuch as we have the
state of the art, I am convinced that we
should use it. I think the technical
breakthroughs have been adequately
proven in the light of my long service on
the Strategic Airlift Subcommittee of the
Committee on Armed Services and con-
tinuous service on the Research and De-
velopment Subcommittee of the same
committee.

It was there, Mr. Chairman, that we
saw the SR-T0, the XB versions, to say
nothing of the F-4's, the U-2’s, and the
SR-T1’s and others which overfly and
perform surveillance missions here and
around the world regularly. Without
such support of Congress in the McNa-
mara era in the Pentagon—a disaster in
itself—our Nation would have few such
aerial superiorities in its defense meas-
ures.

I have had the privilege of visiting the
plants in which the mockups and the
prototypes are developed. Indeed, much
of this technical know-how has come out
of the great McDonald-Douglas Aircraft
and aerospace area in Missouri.

I would simply remind those who hesi-
tate, Mr. Chairman, that given a tech-
nical breakthrough; those persons,
whether they be individuals or nations
that stand idly by, are surpassed by
others who pick up the baton and pursue
it in their sovereign national interest.

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

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

Mr. MAYNE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the further Federal funding of construc-
tion of civilian supersonic transports,
and in support of the Yates amendment
striking the SST subsidy provisions from
the pending Department of Transporta-
tion continuing appropriation bill.

I have opposed this subsidy on pre-
vious occasions. While I appreciate the
excellent arguments and presentations
made on both sides of this issue, I re-
main unpersuaded that this controver-
sial plane, despite costly “safeguards.”
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would not cause further deterioration of
our environment and complicate the
struggle against man-created pollution.

It appears to me that the proponents
of this costly project have failed to
present scientific proof that overflights
by supersonic transports would not make
life on this planet more hazardous
through air and noise pollution. I can
see no great and overriding benefit to
mankind compensating for the potential
dangers of this project.

Nor is continued subsidy of the SST
sufficiently justified on any economic
grounds, least of all as a glorified public
work project. If ever actual need arises
for Federal programs to provide work for
the jobless, certainly projects could be
devised that would enhance and protect
the environment rather than contribute
toits pollution and deterioration.

If the civilian supersonic transport
succeeds, it will shave intercontinental
travel by a few hours for the relatively
few citizens desiring and able to afford
the luxury of such travel. But how about
the average citizen who cannot get de-
cent railway passenger service or ade-
quate highways for essential travel?

There must be reordering of priorities,
with greater relevance to the most urgent
needs of our cities and rural areas and
with more realistic visualization of our
true national values and interests.

If moneys proposed for the SST project
were instead expended upon transporta-
tion for the masses instead of the few,
for example in improving our railroad
passenger service through networks more
adequately serving the public through-
out all these United States rather than
the bare skeleton proposed by planners,
far more good would be done the greatest
number.

Funds diverted from continuation of
the SST project can also be put to work
in improving our educational system, in
conserving our resources, in enriching
the lives of all citizens through expand-
ing opportunities for cultural growth
and recreational experience.

Perhaps some thought could even be
given to possibly letting the taxpayer
keep more of his earnings.

In this time of crucial need to exercise
fiscal responsibility and special stringen-
cy with regard to any Federal expend-
itures, and in view of the many other
far more meritorious projects needing
priority consideration, I see no justifica-
tion for gambling further Federal invest-
ment in the SST.

I, therefore, urge my colleagues to vote
for the Yates amendment which strikes
all funds for the SST from the pending
bill,

Mr. HALL., Mr. Chairman, I am de-
lighted to yield to the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. CARTER).

Mr. CARTER. Mr, Chairman, in going
on further about the distinguished Dr.
James McDonald who appeared before
the Subcommittee on Appropriations, I
think something in his history would be
interesting for the House to know. It
turns out that he is the same scientist
who appeared before a House Committee
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on Science and Astronautics in 1968 and
testified about UFO’s, that is, unidenti-
fled flying objects, which he said might
have caused the blackout along the East
Coast in the mid-sixties.

Now, Mr. McDonald also distributed
a prepared statement, and I want to
quote verbatim the whole paragraph:

An extremely unusual category of cases,
those involving reports of humanoid occu-
pants of landed UFOQO’s . .. I have tended to
skirt such cases on tactical grounds; the
reports are bizarre . . , For the record, I
should have to state that my interviewing
results dispose me toward acceptance of the
existence of humanoid occupants in some
UFO’'s. My efforts over the past two years
being almed at arousing a new degree of
sclentific interests among my colleagues in
the physical sciences, have led me to play
down even the little I do know about occu-
pant sightings, One or two early attempts to
touch upon that point within the time limits
of a one-hour colloquium taught me that
one loses more than he gains in speaking
briefly about UFO occupants, but occupants
there seem to be, and contact (with them)
of a limited sort may well have occurred.

Mr. Chairman, is this the best the SST
opposition can bring up here, a man who
spends a great deal of his time talking
about little men flying around the sky?
Mr. Chairman, this is a serious subject,
the jobs of hundreds of thousands are
in the balance, at least $22 billion of
trade balance is at stake, and the future
sales market of our aerospace industry
hangs in the balance.

Mr. Chairman, let us consider the re-
sponsible testimony of men like Dr. Will
Kellogg, Associate Director of the Na-
tional Center for Atmospheric Research,
and of Dr. Leo Beranek, chief scientist
of Bolt, Beranek & Newman, who
ranks among the Nation’s top acoustics
scientists. I am not saying that Professor
McDonald is not gualified in the atmos-
pheric sciences, but he is no more quali-
fied to talk about skin cancer than I am;
and, I would hope the opposition to the
SST would have the courtesy to their col-
leagues to bring someone forward who
has not confided to us that little men in
flying saucers are causing our blackouts.

Or, are we about to now hear that fly-
ing saucers may be an impediment to
safe SST flights in the stratosphere? Mr.
Speaker, I submit that the reasoned and
perceptive testimony of Dr. Kellogg, Dr.
Fred Singer, and Dr. Leo Beranek is per-
suasive evidence that the environmental
hysteria ought to be laid to rest.

Mr. HALL. My colleague from Ken-
tueky speaks about facts with which both
he and I are acquainted.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
GIAIMO) .

Mr. GIAIMO, Mr. Chairman, this is
the type of appropriation that would be
very simple and very easy to vote down.
It is going to cost billions of dollars.
There are other questionable concerns
over the SST.

One question concerns the environ-
ment and another concerns the finances
and whether the Federal Government
should finance it rather than private
industry.
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But, Mr. Chairman, I think we cannot
take the easy way out in this appropri-
ation. I think we have to think about
what is going to be in the best long-
term economic interest of our Nation.

I believe the environmental argument
against the SST has been blown out of
all proportion. This is not unusual. This
happens whenever we have any new de-
velopments in any instance when we
try to advance technological know-how,
going back to the development of the
iron horse in the United States in the
last century.

I think there will be and there must be
proper safeguards concerning the ef-
fects on the environment. I think that it
will take time but that it will come
about.

The question of financing implies that
this is something novel, that this is the
first time the Government has financed
the development of a new type airplane.
The fact of the matter is that the United
States has financed with Federal funds
the development of every major airplane
that has ever been designed in this Na-
tion, going back to the DC-3, the DC-6
and the Boeing T707.

In all of these cases the research and
development was performed by the mili-
tary and the developmental fallout and
know-how was then handed over to the
civil aviation industry of the Nation.

The result of all this has been that we
are supreme in this highly technological
field throughout the world. Eighty per-
cent of all civilian aircraft in the world
are American made, both planes and
engines.

Now, many of us are concerned about
trade. We want to see free trade prosper
and thrive in the world. We are going to
be able to compete with the Japanese and
with others in the world only if we re-
main proficient in the highly techno-
logical items such as aviation, electronics
and the like, We cannot compete in some
other areas but we certainly cannot af-
ford to give up our tremendous competi-
tive advantage in highly technological
areas such as aviation.

We are talking here about the airplane
of the 1980's. The supersonic transport
is the airplane of the next decade. The
preparation for it must come now.

I say that we have got to get on with
this plane and we must favor and sup-
port this appropriation so that we will
maintain the tremendous economic and
trade lead in aviation which we have
worldwide.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIAIMO. I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman from Maryland.

Mr, LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to say that the gentle-
man in the well, the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. Grammo) is, I think,
one of the most thoughtfu! and intel-
ligent Members of the entire Con-
gress, and I almost always find the
gentleman voting the way I do, but in
this case we are on opposite sides of the
question. I am wondering whether, if it
were not for the fact that Connecticut is
one of the six States, and there are only
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six States out of the 50 States in the
Union that would really benefit from this
program, whether that has anything to
do with the gentleman being on the op-
posite side of this question?

Mr. GIAIMO, Let me say this fo the
gentleman: that there are many people
in this House who have a vested interest
in the supersonic transport, but I hap-
pen to come from the only State in the
Union which lost whatever great finan-
cial interest it might have had because
in the competition for the engine for the
supersonic transport, and this was be-
tween the General Electric Co. and the
Pratt & Whitney Co. of United Aircraft
in Connecticut, the Pratt & Whitney
Co. and Connecticut lost. So we do not
benefit from the SST contract except in
a relatively minor capacity, perhaps.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Is the gentle-
man saying that the figures I have given
are wrong, and that the State of Con-
necticut does not get any benefit from
the SST?

And that Connecticut does not get an
important piece of this action?

Mr. GIAIMO. I think that the impor-
tant piece of the action that Connecti-
cut gets, to the best of my knowledge, is
in the neighborhood of $15 to $35 million,
which is a very small portion of the over-
all amount. If the Pratt & Whitney Co.
rather than the General Electric Co. had
won the engine contract then, of course,
we would have had a tremendous eco-
nomic interest affecting the workers of
our State.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I am in-
terested first of all, and above all else, in
the economic feasibility of this plane,
and what we are doing to the over-
burdened taxpayers of this country in
continuing to spend millions for it. I
heard almost every statement that was
made on the floor yesterday, and again
this afternoon, on the subject of this
plane, and I have yet to hear a single
individual supporter even come close to
staking his reputation on the fact that
this is economically feasible; that it will
be able to carry a payload sufficient to
pay for its operation and the costs to
produce it.

Is there anyone here who wants to
stake his reputation on the fact that it is
going to be economically feasible?

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

Mr. GROSS. I will yield very briefly.
The gentleman can say: “Yes, I stake my
reputation on it,” and that will take care
of it.

Mr. WAGGONNER. No; I am not going
to do that.

Mr. GROSS. Then I do not yield fur-
ther to the gentleman.

Mr. WAGGONNER. There are some
things that are worth more than dollars
to this country.

Mr. GROSS. I do not yield further, be-
cause the gentleman will not say that
this aircraft will pay its way.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I would
stake my reputation on it, and I base it
on the testimony of the conversations I
have had with Withington, who is prob-
ably the world's foremost aeronautical
engineer.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from
Washington, the home of Boeing, has a
deep and unusual interest in this pro-
gram, does he not?

Mr. ADAMS. I certainly do.

Mr. GROSS. All right.

Mr. Chairman, I do not see any more
Members who are ready, willing, and
able to hit the sawdust trail.

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

Mr. GROSS. No; I decline to yield fur-
ther at this time.

I am not unmindful of the fact, Mr.
Chairman, that a few years ago we were
confronted with the TFX, which later
became the F-111.,

It was to be a supersonic, dual pur-
pose military aircraft capable of being
operated from aircraft carriers as well
as land bases. Thus it was to be used by
both the Navy and Air Force, The Navy
washed it out long ago as being unfitted
for carrier use and the Air Force found
it full of defects.

Because of the unending trouble the
Air Force has with this plane, Members
of the House were told, when the fiscal
vear 1970 funding was under considera-
tion, that it would be the last funding for
production of the F-111, Do you remem-
ber that?

Then came the 1971 fiscal year and
lo and behold the funding for further
production of this questionable airplane
was before us again as big as life and I
believe it was twice as much. And so it
goes on and on.

And do you remember how we were
told by General Dynamics that it would
provide 1,726 of these F-111's for $5.8
billion? Now we are told that we may
get 514 of these supersonic planes for
$7.88 billion—nearly one-third fewer
planes at a cost of $3 billion more than
estimated.

Yes; you bet your life we have sub-
sidized aircraft in this country and the
taxpayers have paid through the nose for
them. I cannot recall the name of the
8t. Louis company that produced planes
for the Government that would not fly
and had to be towed by tractors through
the streets of St. Louis to get them to
the serap heap.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. YATES. Does not the gentleman
recall the FB 40 program where the Gov-
ernment spent $1'z billion to produce
two bomber prototypes and one of them
crashed and one of them is now in the
air museum?

Mr. GROSS. The time has come for
the public to get what they are promised
for their tax dollars. The time has come
to put a stop to this program until some-
body in authority tells us that this plane
is economically feasible. Let the pro-
moters of this SST organize some type
of Comsat Corp. and those of you who
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feel that this is such a good deal, then
would have the opportunity to step up
and put some of your capital to work
by buying stock in this ecorporation.
Let private risk capital take over from
here and produce this plane if it is so
good.

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

Mr. GROSS. 1 yield to the gentleman.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman makes g
very valid point because the Department
of Transportation which is pushing the
funding of the SST so hard has the task
as well of having to certify as to the
safety and viability of the SST at such
time as the prototype is completed.

I agree with the gentleman that there
ought to be an outside agency, like a
commission, that has the supervision as
to whether or not this is a good plane.

Mr. GROSS. Yes; it is time to quit
hornswaggling the taxpayers with deals
of this kind.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. MEEDS) .

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield so that I may reply be-
fore he starts his remarks,

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr, ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to state in response to the gentle-
man that this program was transferred to
the Department of Transportation and
the certifying agency, is the FAA, and is
separate from the Department of Trans-
portation. So the gentleman was not cor-
rect, that the department that certifies
is not the department in charge of moni-
toring the construction.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from California (Mr, HoL-
IFIELD) .

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Washington
for yielding to me briefly. I am sorry I
did not have any time of my own.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say this.
In answer to the question of spending tax
money for this, you might well look to all
other facets of American industry and
life to find where the subsidies are com-
ing from.

We subsidize the merchant marine to
the extent of $750 million—and I voted
for it every time because I think it is in
the national interest.

We subsidized the Penn Central Rail-
road.

‘We subsidize the Lockheed Aircraft Co.

We subsidized the development of the
Boeing jet plane when it was first de-
veloped and the Wright diesel engine was
developed by the Navy.

All of these things have been subsi-
dized by tax moneys and they have re-
turned to the American people in service
and in dollars one hundredfold for every
dollar that was spent,

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his remarks.

Mr. Chairman, there have been some
statements made here today which I
think needs to be gone into in a little
more depth. One of the most preposter-
ous of those statements has been the
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statement that only 3 percent of the
people of the United States are going to
use the SST. I do not know—maybe not
even 3 percent will use it. But if it
becomes an economically, commercial
viable airplane—in time a lot of people
are going to use it.

I rather imagine that the SST is at
this time where some of the old planes
built by the Wright brothers were shortly
after they were built. Very few people
were using those planes at that time. In
a relative sense, I think ultimately as
many people will be flying the SST as are
flying in the available aircraft today. We
have to start somewhere in this industry.
We will not pounce into it full blown
with 60 percent of the population using
the first model. We must look ahead. We
have to understand that we are making
a start in this program. We have to start
some place, and it is not going to be a
full-blown venture at first.

Second—and I think Mr. HOLIFIELD
mentioned the point here—I voted on the
floor of the House a number of times
each year for what I consider to be sub-
sidies. I think they are good subsidies.
I think they are necessary. The gentle-
man from Iowa made some remarks
about the SST, but he supports the farm
program, the farm subsidy. He feels it is
essential. I feel the farm subsidy is essen-
tial, too, because it is an important part
of our economy. But I also feel that the
aireraft industry is an important part of
our economy. I think there is an oppor-
tunity here for us, Mr. Chairman, to go
into the next generation of aircraft,
which is the supersonic aircraft, and to
be a leader in that field, to continue and
retain our world leadership in the air-
craft transportation industry; I think we
have a great deal at stake here.

I think the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. SteEp) put it very well when he used
the analogy of a poker hand. We have
one more draw. It will cost us almost as
much not to see the next card as it will
to fold, We have an awful lot at stake,
Mr. Chairman; so much at stake that I
do not think we can afford to fold.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York (Mr.
REe1n).

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of the amendment to
strike funds for the 8ST and to deal
specifically with one point which the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. YATES)
raised; namely, the pollution of the en-
vironment. This is not to say that my
objection to the SST is based solely on
environmental considerations. Although
they are of great, and perhaps primary,
importance, I also oppose the SST on
the grounds of misplaced priorities: Spe-
cifically, that it would benefit only a
small portion of our population, those
engaged in overseas luxury travel, while
it would adversely affect millions living
near airports, suffering already from ex-
cessive air noise.

Specifically, regarding the environ-
ment, I would like to call to the attention
of the Members the evidence and, in-
deed, the wisdom of Dr. Vincent Schae~
fer, the director of the Atmospheric
Sciences Research Center at the State
University of New York at Albany. Dr.
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Schaefer is one of the very few cloud
physicists in the United States and, so
far as I know, he has done more research
than anyone in the world on the question
of microscopic particulate matter and
the effect on the troposphere and the
stratosphere of these particles. Specifi-
cally he has made the point that one of
the greatest dangers of the SST is the
possibility that the effluent from the SST
engines will produce an increasing con-
centration of microscopic particles in the
upper atmosphere which could modify
the weather pattern of the globe.

This particulate matter ranging in size
from 0.05 to 0.2 microns in diameter,
move at random, unaffected by gravity.
In other words, Dr. Schaefer says:

The bombardment of gaseous molecules
play nearly as great a role in their motion as
the force of gravity.

They therefore remain suspended in
the stratosphere where the SST is sched-
uled to fly, for long periods of time. Un-
fortunately, there are no obvious cleans-
ing mechanisms in the stratosphere, since
only the area up to about 40,000 feet, the
lowest part of the stratosphere, is af-
fected by precipitation. Further, since the
SST's particulates have little mass, the
residue may remain for years.

Dr. Schaefer concludes that a high
concentration of such particles could
cause such a reduction in the incoming
solar radiation as to have weather modi-
fication effects all over the globe and
lead in time to a new ice age.

I would like to repeat that last point
and to quote very precisely from Dr.
Schaefer’s research. He says:

A high concentration of very small par-
ticles in the stratosphere might cause such
a reduction in the incoming solar radiation
as to begin to have weather modification
effects on a glo‘bal scale. If this were to
happen, a very large capital investment could
be completely wasted, since further insult
to the environment from this source would
be intolerable since it would lead toward
a new Iice age.

I repeat—
It would lead toward a new ice age.

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

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES, Mr. Chairman, all the
scientists who appeared before the com-
mittee, Dr. Kellogg, Dr. Singer, and Dr.
McDonald, the environmental scientists,
agree that the stratosphere is effectively
about 100 times more sensitive to tech-
nological contamination that the tropo-
sphere, the lower area, because its turn-
over is 100 times lower approximately
than the lower level.

I think the House would do well to
believe that the hazards of this operation
are still very much a part of this debate.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr, Chairman,
if I may respond to the gentleman from
Illinois first, I thank the gentleman for
his comments. However, Dr. Schaefer
goes on to say:

Our lower atmosphere 1s rapidly approach-
ing a situation in which pollution is filling
it up to the tropopause even though there
are very active weather processes tending to
remove the pollution particulates quite
frequently.

7003

This will not be the case, Dr. Schaefer
points out, with the stable and cloudfree
stratosphere—in other words, the upper
environment does not have adequate
processes of purging itself of these
particles.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is ex-
actly correct.

That is the testimony that was pre-
sented to our committee as well, that is,
the atmosphere in which we live is con-
stantly washed by winds and rains, but
the upper atmosphere is relatively calm
and stable and when pollutants are de-
posited—and I include water vapor—
they would remain there for 2 years be-
fore the possibility of their disappearing.

In sum, I would like to make clear that
the environmental arguments are not
tangential, but rather central and seri-
ous. Dr. Schaefer's testimony is corrobo-
rated by findings of other scientists, and
is known to this administration. One
may question how rapidly a number of
S8T's would affect solar radiation, but
there is little doubt that it could happen.

Indeed, when similar buildups of par-
ticulate matter have already begun to
saturate our lower atmosphere up to the
tropopause, we should have received
warning enough.

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

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER, Mr, Chairman, on
page 613 of the hearings, there is a state-
ment made by the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. ConTE) and these are
his exact words:

Mr. CONTE. * * *

One fast observation: I just want to com-
mend Dr. Singer for his testimony. I think
he has done an excellent job. I think that
after 3 days of hearings, I only have to resolve
one question. I think the environment ques-
tion has been put to rest. I think that you
and the other scientists that came here have
definitely put to rest the environment ques-
- T PR B

Also, in yesterday’s RECORD, on page
6819, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. ConTE), the ranking Republi-
can member of this subcommittee, said:

As far as the environmental issue is con-
cerned, it became perfectly clear in the
hearings that building and testing the two
prototypes will pose no threat to the envi-
ronment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin,
(Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, much has
been made of the fact that we have
already spent $1.3 billion on this, and
we cannot afford to back out. It is im-
portant to recognize, as I mentioned
yvesterday, that if that argument has any
force whatsoever, it will be virtually un-
stoppable once the prototypes roll out
of those hangars, because there is a $3
to $5 billion no man’s land between pro-
totype and production.

I think it is impossible to believe that
once those shiny new airplanes roll out
of those hangars, we are not going to be
asked to come back and finance millions
and even billions of dollars more for the
next step.

Last December, after a meeting in
New York, a number of top airline pres-
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idents met in New York and expressed
their belief that the United States
should proceed with the program. Of
those present, the president of Pan-
Am posed the question: “Are we able
to pay for our part of the program?”
He then answered his own dquestion.
“We believe,” he said, “that the Gov-
ernment and the aerospace industry and
the airlines will be able to arrange for
each to play its part in the time period
1976 to 1980.” That sounds to me like
a flat-out expectation that the tax-
payer will be footing at least some por-
tion of that bill years after the proto-
type and construction phase is passed.

A second point I would like to dis-
cuss, is the argument that has been
made that if we build these two proto-
types, we can settle questions concern-
ing the environmental and economic
feasibility of the development of this
fleet of airplanes. Does anyone in this
House really believe that flying those
two planes for a total of 100 hours will
answer any of the questions involved as
to either the ecological consequences of
the fligcht of a fleet of 500 planes or the
economic possibility of selling that many
planes? I really do not think anyone
does, if he really and truly understands
the worries raised by the economists and
by the environmentalists.

I believe the biggest question we have
to face here, Mr. Chairman, is purely a
question of need. Do we really need to be
able to fly to Europe in one-third the
time we ean do it today? Perhaps we do.
I suppose it is possible we do. But I do
not believe there is any doubt whatso-
ever that we do need 50,000 new doctors
in this country and we do need 150,000
nurses in this country. I have 37 com-
munities in my distriet which need now
sewer and water programs and they can-
not get them.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Would not the
gentleman also agree if we are talking
about an airplane traveler his greatest
need is to get back and forth from the
airport a lot faster than we do rather
than to travel taster once he gets onto
the plane?

Mr. OBEY. Absolutely.

I believe we must recognize that de-
spite the fact that we are the richest
country in the world we cannot afford
to do everything we would like to do.
We simply cannot do it. When we face up
to that fact we must recognize we have
to do the things which are important. I
submit that this program is not that im-
portant, and I hope the amendment will
be agreed to.

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

Mr. OBEY. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. The gentleman has
made a very good statement. I believe it
is important to point out that the pro-
ponents of this proposal have not been
able to answer one fundamental ques-
tion. Even after the prototypes are built
and are found successful, the United
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States will have to sell a minimum of
300 SST’s at $6C million apiece before we
get back penny one of the taxpayers’
money on this project, and there is no
one who can state here with any degree
of certainty that there is a market or
will be a market in the next 10 or 15
years for 300 SST’s at a minimum of $60
million apiece. No airline can pay that
kind of money now, nor in the foresee-
able future, for one airplane.

Mr. OBEY. That is correct.

And I would emphasize again that
flying two airplanes for 100 hours will
not tell us one thing at all about the
possible environmental damage that ean
be done by a fleet of 500 of these things
flying at 60,000 feet.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I should like to say at the outset
that I have no Boeing or GE plants or
significant SST subcontractors I know of
in my district. So far as I know in my
district I do not have more than a hand-
ful of employees of any company who
will benefit from work in this project.

I do not represent the State of Ohio;
I represent 500,000 people who live in
Ohio in my congressional district.

I believe there is little point in con-
tinuing this debate in what is a rela-
tively empty Chamber. Those of us who
are here probably have all made up our
minds. There are likely to be no new
facts presented, and perhaps no new
arguments developed nor any new meth-
ods of argument demonstrated.

But I have come o the conclusion that
facts are not always persuasive in our
peripatetic media-ridden society, for
facts tend to lose their significance to
emotional rhetoric these days.

Arguments against the SST have been
full of misstatements and suspicions and
what one television program my young-
sters frequently watch calls nonfacts.

The suggestion has been made here
today that the CAB should deny Pan
American the right to buy any foreign-
made SST. I believe CAB will have to
do just that to keep Pan Am from buy-
ing foreign-made SST's, if we kill this
project today. All of us know Airflot is
now coming into New York with a New
York-Moscow run. The Soviet TU-144
will soon be flying the SST into New
York.

Pan American is going to have to
“hawk"” an awful lot of free “booze"” for
its old-fashioned 7%-hour trip to Eu-
rope to make up for the attractiveness of
getting to Europe in 3 hours on Airfiot.

The problem America faces in our
modern society of speed is that U.S. air-
lines just simply will not be competitive
if they take 215 times as long to get to
Europe. Otherwise Pan American might
be successful by operating the Queen
Mary.

Being slower or behind technologically
is not a logical argument, gentlemen. I
am Sorry.

In the favorite words of the SST op-
ponents I think, I suspect, I assume that
TU-144's and Concordes will be sold in
America next year because of the facts.
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The facts are here. Here is a book on
the Concorde which I was given by a
Member of the English Parliament. Or,
if you want the facts on the Russian TU-
144, they are here in this advertising
poster. The TU-144 is advertised for sale.
The specifications are here if we are in-
terested in facts. But I am not sure that
we are.

The Joint Economic Committee, on
which I sit, developed a study with re-
gard to the SST in which they avoided
facts pretty liberally. The committees
developed no data from Concorde en-
gineers or from British-French econ-
omists, The committee report quoted
scientists and economists in this country
out of context and in the reverse attitude
of their positions. The committee report
implied opposition when the actual pos-
ture was one of support. The most un-
fortunate twisting of facts occurred yes-
terday when one of my colleagues on
that distinguished joint body charged a
Government scientist opposed to the
SST had been muzzled. The press, of
course, gave full attention to that in spite
of the fact that the scientist himself
said he had not been muzzled.

Now, what kind of an argument is
this? The SST will not belong to Boeing.
If developed, it will bring gains back to
the U.S. Government in the form of
royalties: the $1 billion initially invest-
ed by the Government and $1 billion be-
yond that from added royalities if 300
to 500 planes are sold. There will also be
$6.5 billion available in the form of taxes
not to mention the balance-of-trade sit-
uation.

How important is the halance-of-trade
situation? One of the things I have
learned from facts developed by the
Joint Economic Committee is that last
year we had a $9.8 billion favorable trade
balance in the high-technology intensive
industries in this country. This is the
only area in which we have a favorable
trade balance of any significance. The
reason why is that we are able to keep
technologically ahead of other countries.
Our aerospace industry has given us $2.5
billion economic advantage in foreign
trade balances. That pays a lot of taxes,
and there are thousands of taxpaying
workers working for the serospace in-
dustry. That is where we get the money
for housing, education, welfare payments
for the unemployed. Where will such
social support come from if we do not go
ahead and develop this kind of industry?

Mr. Chairman, I am an environment-
alist. If the SST is not desirable from an
environmental standpoint, we want to go
to the rest of the world and say “Here
is the reason why the SST is environ-
mentally harmful.” We have invested $1
billion and found out that it will be de-
grading to the world's atmosphere. If
that is true, although I doubt it is true,
it will be worth the investment., The
present investment will give us the facts.
I do not think the Russians, the Japan-
ese, the English, or the French will be
interested in nonfacts, They will want
to know.

They will want to know facts if we
want them to stop their SST's because
of the danger of pollution. And they will
not stop their SST's on suspicions be-
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cause they know that the way to progress
economically is to build a better mouse-
trap and they are making a national
commitment to try to win that race—
not just in aerospace, but in many in-
dustries which have seen them overtake
America technologically and economi-
cally. And victory in that kind of race will
eventually mean they will overtake us
in social benefits.

The SST is a symbol for those who are
not satisfied to use the golden eggs that
our golden goose has been laying. They
would like to kill that goose, too. We kill
American technological advantage to our
future peril. America cannot be the most
advanced nation in the world in social
progress and the development of the free
human spirit without the economic
strength which comes from our capacity
to do things better, quicker, and cheaper.
The SST is such an economic advantage
for our Nation in the world—unless we
stifie its development today and yield
the race to the competition. I urge you
not to do that for the sake of our Na-
tion's future.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
ICHORD).

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, last year
I voted against further funding of the
SST not because I considered the SST
to be a serious threat to the environ-
ment but because I did believe that the
SST was not a sound proposition econom-
ically. I am still inclined to believe

that the plane will never be placed in
production.

I have a great deal of admiration for

and wish to commend the gentleman
from California (Mr. McFaLL), for the
way in which he has led this debate. The
gentleman from California has stated
that he does have a strong belief that the
plane will be successful as an economic
proposition and that it will be put into
production. I would like to ask the gentle-
man from California this question: One
of my reasons for believing that it would
not ever be put into production was the
short range of the SST.

It is my understanding that the SST
will not be able to fly from Great Britain
to Miami, for example; that it will not
have the range although it can fly from
New York to Great Britain but not from
Miami to Great Britain.

Mr. McFALL. I am advised that the
range is in excess of 4,000 miles for the
production SST.

There was an exhaustive study made
as to the economic viability of this air-
plane and the testimony given the sub-
committee is that it is an economically
viable airplane with a range in excest
of 4,000 miles for the production model.

Someone asked if we would stake our
reputation on it. All we can say as poli-
ticians is that the testimony given to us,
after much study by responsible people
is that it is an economically viable air-
plane.

Mr. ICHORD. I thank the gentleman
for his answer. However, there is no way
that I can be certain as to the validity
of my own beliefs until the two proto-
types are completed.
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I am inclined to believe that the hour
of the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Yates) has already passed. I have al-
ready spent $864 million and only $478
million is required to bring the prototypes
to completion. If we stop now we will
not only be liable for penalties but we
also have the obligation to continue with
the advanced payments. I would say to
the gentleman from Illincis that if the
plane is to be eliminated, that action
should have been tfaken before we
reached the point of near completion
today.

For these reasons, I have decided to
support the further funding of the SST.

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

Mr. ICHORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. I recognize the soul
searching the gentleman has been going
through these last few years.

However, as the gentleman well knows
I tried to stop the funding of the SST
several years ago; I tried to stop it last
year and I am trying again this year.

The point I am trying to make is that
the gentleman proposes to vote for the
prototypes because so much has heen
invested in them.

Mr. ICHORD. Does not the gentleman
believe there is the possibility that if this
plane is successful we will recoup the
money that we have been spending, while
if we stop at this time we will have lost
$900 million-some-odd.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, the object is
to let private enterprise enter the field
and take over the burden. My amend-
ment will give them that opportunity,
assuming that the environmental haz-
ards are not present.

The gentleman is looking at the amount
of money which has already been in-
vested and that same argument might
move him to vote for production money
at such time as the prototype is com-
pleted and Boeing comes back and asks
for $3 or $4 billion.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ANDERSON).

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, while it would undoubtedly be an
exaggeration fto say that we have wit-
nessed a total collapse of the ecologist
argument, I think it is fair to say we have
witnessed a considerable deflation of this
argument. So, my very astute opponents
have taken to the economic argument.
We have heard them suggest that there
is not even a remote possibility within
the foreseeable future that American
airlines will be able to purchase the re-
quired number of SST's that would
enable the Federal Government to recoup
its investment. Well, that is a rather
astounding prediction, indeed. It is one
that indicates a little less faith than I
feel this afternoon in the resiliency of the
American economy. I think that that
argument upon a little closer analysis
makes about as much sense as my friend
who said, do not build this plane because
of the decline that has occurred in the
earnings of the American airline industry
means they will not be able to afford it.
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We might just as well say do not
invest money in the great cities of Amer-
ica, do not invest money in urban re-
newal, or do not invest money in mass
transit, because after all, our cities
throughout the country are declining
today, they are no longer economically
viable as central cities.

Well, I do not accept that argument.
I have more faith in the future of our
American economy than some. Of course,
there is a certain element of risk in-
volved in this. Certainly we are talking
about some gamble, just as we did back
in 1961, when a bold, confidant, young
American President suggested that we
launch a space program, and that some
day we reach the moon. He was taking
perhaps one of the most gigantic gambles
in all history, and yet we succeeded in
that particular venture.

One thought occurred to me as I have
listened to the arguments of my dis-
tinguished friend, the gentleman from
Illinois, and that is that he is analyzing
the situation totally within the context
of 1971, and I would suggest that this
is the exact fallacy of the argument that
he is making.

As we have seen during the course of
the research and development phase of
this aircraft, I think that answers are
going to be obtained to some of the very
serious environmental questions that
have disturbed me, and that disturbed
the gentleman.

I would suggest—and I repeat—I
would suggest that we do not live in a
static world. This is a very dynamic
world, and a very dynamic society in-
deed. We are talking about an airplane
that is going to be fiying during the dec-
ade of the 1980’s and even into the
1990’s. We are talking about an entirely
different world than we have in 1971. A
world where we will have burgeoning
population, a world where changes in
science and technology are going to take
place at an ever-accelerating pace in
every single phase of human endeavor.

Let me address myself, if I have time,
to the argument that the gentleman
makes that only 3 percent of the
American people today could fly in this
airplane, and that therefore we are guilty
of constructing merely a rich man’s play-
thing. Well, I suppose that back in the
early part of the 20th century when that
first heavier-than-air machine rose in
very faltering fashion from the sands at
Kitty Hawk that there were skeptics
then who said that, well, there are not
3 percent of the people in the world who
will ever fly in that kind of a contraption,
why in the world are they building it?

So I would suggest the mere fact that
in 1971 only 3 percent of the people have
indicated that they are willing to fly does
not mean that in 1980 or 1990 we are
not going to be living in the kind of
world where this is going to be the work-
horse of the international air fleet of
the world.

I myself am interested in the priorities
of this Nation, and what these should
be, so let me, if I have time, attempt
to deal with the argument on priorities.
There are those who suggest, and in fact,
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they concede, that the aerospace indus-
try, a great basic industry of our country,
is in real trouble today, and we ought to
do something to help it. Then they say
let them turn to making air pollution
equipment, or let them turn to making
something else.

Well, let me say to you that that must
be very, very scant comfort, my friend,
to the man who lost a job yesterday or
the day before yesterday. It does not rep-
resent very much comfort to the man
who feels the hot breath of unemploy-
ment blowing on the back of his neck to
be told, “You can go ahead and retrain
yourself, you can easily do something
else.”

I will say that I am interested in the
unemployment problem, and I will freely
confess that we have lost 7,000 jobs in
my immediate area in 1970, and I am
worried, and I do not want to contribute
to a further exacerbation of that unem-
ployment problem, and that is why I in-
tend to support this project today, and
vote down the motion to strike this ap-
propriation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. Apams).

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, one of
the things that has disturbed me in this
debate today has been some of the quick
and easy comments that have been
thrown out that are strictly against the
facts as they were developed in the com-
mittee when the hearings were being
held.

Somebody asked me if this is going to
be an economically viable plane and
would I stake my reputation on it. I
answered “Yes.” Not because of any in-
formation that I happen to have from
the companies, but if you will look at
the hearings on page 286 and 287, of the
hearings, it was worked out in detail
exactly where these planes will be sold
and the number that will have to be sold
and the price and where they are going
to be sold.

Somebody stated that private industry
has not been involved—and why not?
Yet, in the hearings it was precisely
stated that out of $1,342,000,000 cost by
the Federal Government, $535 million is
being put in by private industry. They
have gone as far as they can, The air-
lines are in it and the manufacturers are
in it. All of them have placed their money
in the project.

Then there is this talk about pro-
ductivity. When you talk about the pro-
ductivity or pollution—productivity is
the product of two things—the number
of seats that you ean put in an airplane
and how fast it can fly. If we do not
have this kind of an airplane in the
1980’s, it would take 250,000 DC-3's to
carry the same number of people.

The gentleman from Illinois just men-
tioned unemployment. Yes, I am con-
cerned about unemployment. The gentle-
man said he lost 7,000 jobs in his district
in the last year. There have been 70,000
jobs lost in the last 2 years in our general
area as a result of unemployment in the
aerospace industry alone.

There is this talk about shifting to
other things and that we are going to
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spend the Federal money someplace else,
and if they did that you could put many
people to work.

As I said yesterday when I stood in
the well of this House, I have supported
mass transportation. I have supported
the subsidy program for the merchant
marine. When it comes to the railroads,
I was here with Penn Central and the
Penn Central does not come within 3,000
miles of my district.

If we are going to have a viable trans-
portation system in this country, we had
better see to it that we are technological-
ly alert. We let the railroads go. This
House of Representatives is going to have
to face the fact that within the next
year we will probably have to spend an
immense amount of money to maintain
any type of ground fransportation at all
in the United States.

Another point has been made that we
are not spending the urban mass trans-
portation funds. You do not turn on
those funds tomorrow. We had an ab-
solute statement from BSeecretary of
Transportation John A. Volpe that these
programs are now delayed to a degree
because we have passed the ecological re-
quirements that must be met and com-
prehensive plans are required before any
program can be funded. They cannot al-
locate even the $600 million we have al-
ready given them this year.

I can speak from experience on the
local projects too. We had a plan in
Seattle which requires matching funds
and the matching funds were voted down
by the local taxpayers and the Federal
Government cannot allocate money to
build an urban mass transit system there
no matter how much they might want
to do it.

We are all interested in the way things
are going and how they may proceed
but let us please stick with the facts.

There was developed, for example, in
the hearings, the matter of the upper
atmosphere effects of particulate matter.
There is more particulate matter put into
the atmosphere by one voleanic erup-
tion than can be put in a fleet of 500
S8T's if they fly for 2,500 years. If you
want to hear the facts about it, they are
there in the hearings.

EFFECT OF AN SST ON A CUBIC MILE OF AIR AT CRUISING
ALTITUDE

SST ex-
haust
contribu-
tion
pound

Natural air

Characteristic content-pound

Nitrogen._ .

Oxygen...

Argon_________ .
Carbon dioxide. . .......__..
Carbon monoxide. ...

Water vapor..... ...

Water vapor at satura

Oxides of nitrogen. ...
Hydrocarbons

Particulate matter.

g5
ggss

0.1
192
0

176.
0. 06
72,

0.3
0.03
10,015
20,015
0.01

56.

—
o
=

o|lo woooocoooa®

Gaseous sulphur oxides..__ ..
Total, Rounded.......

g
g -
e

1Sulfate.
2 Carbon.

Note: SST passage will occur once each 45 days average for
northern hemisphere (60-70,000 feet altitude).
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A cubic mile of air weighs about a bil-
lion pounds. Do you know how much an
SST would distribute in that billion-
pound mile of air by going through it? It
is less than one-quarter of a pound out of
1 billion pounds.

How much goes in there already in
natural form—2.7 pounds.

You could fly an SST through that
cubic mile of air for many days to even
vary the natural amount and a fleet of
500 planes would go through the same
mile of air, even over the North Atlantic,
only once in 3 or 4 weeks. This would al-
low plenty of time for the air to cleanse
itself from any tiny amount that was
deposited.

As to the ozone content we have
checked that. It is in the hearings.

In Caribou, Maine, the ozone content
of the atmosphere day by day varies over
50 percent. The facts are here.

The total effect of a 500-plane SST
fleet—let alone the prototypes—would
be less than 1 perecent, and you can see
the natural content varies over 50 per-
cent per day.

You can take any position or prove
anything with figures. When a man says
that this is going to increase skin cancer,
I can tell you this. If you want to stay
outside 4 or 5 more days a year any day
of the year in a climate that you are not
used to, you will get between 4 and 15
times the effect of any SST fleet flying.

Please, let us stay with the facts in de-
bate. The ecological and economic argu-
ments in favor of the prototype program
are clear. I urge the Members to support
the SST prototype program.

The CHATRMAN., The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
Borawp).

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment of the
gentleman from Illinois and support the
continuing resolution for the Depart-
ment of Transportation. It was my honor
to have chaired this subcommittee since
its inception 4 years ago. This year I
changed my assignment to chairmanship
of the HUD, Space and Science Com-
mittee and was succeeded by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. McFarL). I join with my colleagues
on that subcommittee and Members of
this House in complimenting the gentle-
man from California (Mr. McFALL) on
the manner in which he conducted the
hearings and the testimony that was
adduced and the reports that have been
issued.

I am sure that there is very little I can
say here to change anyone’s mind on this
subject. We have had votes in this House
before on this matter. Some wil] say that
they have been on procedural points. I
am sure the Members of this House, when
they vote on procedural points, know
precisely what they are voting for. In a
sense, they are voting up or down the
real issue the House has to face.

It is not an easy task to carry this
issue to this House; it has not been over
the past 3 or 4 years and is not today. It
does not help me in my distriet. I am not
aware of many jobs in my area that are
connected with the SST. So politically
it would be a nice thing to walk away
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from it. I have received many letters op-
posed to the SST.

But I sense the responsibility I have
to this Nation, I sense the responsibility
I have to provide the means in resolving
the talk about priorities many complex
problems this Nation faces. “Priorities”
has been a word that has been much
abused and over-used in this Congress
and in the press. The fact of the matter
is what we cannot pay for solution of the
great problems we have in the areas of
the enviroment, health, education, wel-
fare, mass transit and crime—we cannot
pay for those programs unless we have
economic stability and the economic
health to do so.

How do you do it? You do it by sup-
porting research and development—by
constantly improving and developing
technology. Eighty percent of the com-
mercial aircraft sold in the free world
is built here in the United States. You
can go to any airport in the free world
and you will see standing there the mag-
nificent 707’s and the 747s that have
been built by the brilliance and the tech-
nical know-how of the workers of Amer-
ica. We have been able to undertake and
pay for many of the programs that assist
the cities and assist the ghettos in our
Nation because we have a healthy econ-
omy in this area.

As the gentleman from Illinois has in-
dicated, there have been more untruths
more misstatements, and more half-
truths in relation to this program than
on almost any other issue that I can
think of.

If anyone wants to build a house of
horror with the statements that have
been made by some of those who oppose
the SST, just get the news clippings of
the Washington papers or the New York
papers or other papers around the coun-
try, the statements of some of the people
who serve over in the other body. Wit-
ness the statement that appeared last
night in the Washington Evening Star:

WHITE HOUSE BST GAG CHARGED

Well, it was easy for the person who
made the charge to have called the doc-
tor in NIH. He could easily have found
out that Dr. Gori was not gagged, and
that he was told by his superior that if
he desired to appear at a press confer-
ence yesterday, it was up to him.

And yet the charge was made that
he was gagged—that he was told not to
go there. That was not so. That is an
indication of the kind of opposition and
the scare tactics that have been used by
some who oppose this program.

Mr. Chairman, I have said that I have
received considerable mail opposed to
the SST. Practically all of the opposi-
tion is based on the plane’s impact on
the environment. It is good that there is
a deep concern by so many of our people
on the effect that men and machines
have upon the environment. And be-
cause this was and is a genuine con-
cern of the committee that considered
funding the SST, considerable time and
much testimony was spent on the ecolog-
ical faction. While no one testified that
the present program of two prototypes
will harm the environment, some ques-
tions have been raised about the impacta
fleet of SST's might have on the environ-
ment. Although not all these questions
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can now be answered with absolute cer-
tainty, the evidence clearly indicates that
any possible adverse effects of the SST
on the environment can be resolved be-
fore any commercial U.S. SST's are
flown.

Some of the most distinguished scien-
tists in fields concerned with the en-
vironment testified before the commit-
tee. I present some of the issues raised
and the conclusions of testimony by Dr.
Beranek and Dr. Singer as well as Dr.
Eellogg. Some of their testimony is sum-
marized in the following excerpt from
the committee report:

TESTIMONY PRESENTED BY Dr. BERANEK AND
Da. SineEr—ExceprT ITEM No. 2

1. Engine noise: FAR-36 1s a reasonable
standard and the SST will be able to meet
this requirement. Subsonic jets flying now
are not able to meet this standard.

2. Sonic boom (flight over land): Testi-
mony presented by DOT indicates that the
SST will not be operated supersonically over
the United States at speeds that will allow
a sonic boom to reach the ground.

3. Sonic boom (flight over water): The
effects below the surface of the water will not
be significant.

4. Carbon dioxide: This is not judged to be
a problem, because the contribution i{s minor
compared to the carbon dioxide which is con-
tributed by many other sources in the earth’'s
atmosphere.

5. Nitrogen oxide: This is not judged to be
a problem.

6. Water vapor and sulfates, hydrocarbons,
and soot (immediate effects): Water vapor
will radiate away some heat from the strato-
sphere and tend to cool it, while exhaust
particles will absorb energy from the sun
and heat the stratosphere, tending to offset
the effect of the water vapor,

7. Effect of water vapor on ozone (skin
cancer) (long-term effects): Water vapor
may remove some of the ozone but the argu-
ment that this will increase the number of
cases of skin cancer appears to be unsup-
portable at the present time. This concern
can be disposed of with some relatively sim-
ple additional measurements which will be
conducted.

8. Long-range climatic effects: The weather
modification questions are not considered to
be serious but additional testing is planned.

Just as the work on the environmental
problems must go forward, the committee
feels that the prototype construction must
also continue. As Dr, Willlam Kellogg, Asso-
clate Director, National Center for Atmos-
pheric Research and Chalrman of the Cli-
matic Effects Working Group for the Study
of Critical Environmental Problems (SCEP)
stated:

“I am very much disturbed over recent
gross exaggerations and scientific mis-state-
ments regarding the SST’s potentially harm-
ful effects upon the atmosphere and man's
environment. Last August a group of sclen-
tists at the MIT Summer Study stated that
there are indeed environmental uncertain-
ties, caused in no little part by gaps in avail-
able information, which require additional
research in order that they may be resolved.
I pointed out at that time and want to
strongly reafirm that there is no environ-
mental reason to delay construction of the
two prototype SST's.

*“It is my profound hope that the U.8. Con-
gress will not be mislead by these exaggera-
tions or by scientific mis-statements. Dr. Ed
David's! statement, which Dr. Walter Rob-
erts? and I strongly endorse, says it well:
“Let's not suppress technological advances

1 Dr. Edward E. David, Jr., the President’s
Science Adviser, in a statement issued Dec.
5, 1970.

2 Director, National Center for Atmospheric
Resgearch.
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but through research, development and ex-
perimentation make sure that those ad-
vances are obtalned without undesirable gide
effects.” I support & vigorous environmental
research program in parallel with prototype
SST construction, Don't downgrade the
ability of American sclentists and engineers
to apply their genius to the successful res-
olution of uncertainty.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. Wac-
GONNER),

Mr, WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
and my colleagues of the House, this
issue, as is the case with all others, is
indeed controversial. There are two sides
to the issue and some merits on each
side. To demonstrate the magnitude of
this controversy, first of all, I think it
needs to be said that the two usually to-
gether in almost any scheme have found
themselves on opposite sides of this is-
sue, the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
Gross) and the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. Harr). But this in itself still
does not indicate the magnitude of this
controversy. We also find an alinement
in which the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
Gross) and the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. YaTes) are on the same side.
But it is still a little bit worse than that.
The gentleman from the Northwest,
from Washington (Mr. Apams) and the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. Wac-
GONNER) are on the same side. So we
do have a controversy.

People have talked about sticking with
the facts and sticking with the truth in
this particular issue. Everybody has
made an allegation somewhere along the
line, but everybody has tried to protect
himself by saying it could do this or
that, or it might do this or that.

Some of these things could happen
if—and on and on we go.

The Members and I have listened to
2 days of arguments based upon the
economics of the situation, and based
upon environmental factors, and nobody
has changed his mind in either instance,
I am led to believe.

But I do want to say this and then I
am through. What is wrong, now that
we have $864 million of the taxpayers’
money already invested in the develop-
ment of the SST, with spending a little
bit more money and completing the de-
velopment of the two prototypes to get
some answers to some of these questions
which have been raised? At least we
would have something and if we quit we
will have nothing. That is the time to
make a final decision, not now.

I leave the Members with this warn-
ing, having asked that question: The
day will come when we are going to con-
clude, as I have already concluded, that
we are going to build it at some point
in time or we are going to buy it. I pre-
fer to build it. This Nation cannot af-
ford to abandon its curiosity. We can-
not forego the need for advancing our
technology. This Nation is what it is
because of our farsighted approach to
our problem at home and abroad. We
can never afford to be shortsighted be-
cause the road is too perilous.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr, CONTE) .
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(Mr. CONTE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, yesterday
I explained at length my reasons for vot-
ing against further Government funding
of the SST program. Today, I will sum-
marize my feelings about the main is-
sues surrounding this controversy.

While I realize this is not a black-and-
white proposition, my innermost convic-
tions compel me to vote no. I have con-
sistently opposed Government subsidy
programs in the past, and I see no rea-
son now for retreating from my posi-
tion on this matter. If th- supersonic
transport is the economic marvel that its
advocates claim it to be, let it stand the
test of the marketplace.

Some have said that we who oppose it
do not have a sense of responsibility. I
take issue with that. I am not voting
against the SST because some environ-
mentalists from my district have written
to me and have sent me telegrams,

I represent employees in the western
part of Massachusetts who get a piece of
this action from Boeing Aircraft. So I
believe it takes a lot of “guts” to stand
up here and vote against this particular
issue.

Now, if private industry stands ready
to reap the benefits of this project, then
it should be willing to sow the financial
seeds needed to bring it to a successful
harvest.

Aside from my fundamental objec-
tions to Government subsidy of private
industry, I have serious reservations

about some of the economic arguments
that are advanced by the plane’s

supporters,

I, for one, do not feel the hot breath
of the Concorde or the Soviet TU-144
breathing down our economic necks.
The economic soundness of these planes
is by no means established, as is evi-
denced by the fact that not a single
U.S. airline has made a definite commit-
ment to purchase a foreign SST.

Nor have I resolved all the economic
uncertainties concerning our own SST.
For one thing, passenger statistics cited
by proponents of the plane are mislead-
ing. If one person travels overseas 10
times in 1 year, he is counted as 10
passengers for statistical purposes. The
fact of the matter is that only about
one-half of 1 percent of the country’s
population travels internationally on a
regular basis. Granted this may climb
to 2 or 3 percent in the next 10 or 15
years, but this is hardly enough to make
regular overseas travelers a significant
portion of the population. I do not see
how we can justify a governmental out-
lay of more than $1.3 billion for a
program that will benefit such a small
segment of the traveling public.

The shaky financial condition of our
domestic airlines makes me extremely
skeptical about assurances that, should
the Government continue financing the
prototype phase of the program, its help
would not be needed to finance full-
scale production of the plane.

Under the terms of the original con-
tract between Boeing and the Govern-
ment, a financing plan for production
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was to be submitted by June 30, 1968.
First the date was put off until Decem-
ber 31, 1969. Now we are assured that
the plan will be submitted in June of
1972. This hardly inspires confidence in
me that Government financing for the
production phase of the program would
not ultimately be sought.

Apparently my lack of confidence is
shared by at least two officials of the
airline industry. Robert Six, president of
Continental Airlines, has told the Senate
Aviation Subcommittee that he does not
think there is a rush for the SST. Even
more amazing is the statement of former
FAA head Elwood Quesada who declared
before the House-Senate Subcommittee
on Economy in Government that—

There are a lot of people that say that the

airlines wish the airplane would go away.
And I am one of them.

That same individual has predicted
that the Government’s share of the SST
program could go as high as $3 to $5
billion.

Despite all these factors, supporters of
the SST program insist that the Govern-
ment will ultimately regain its invest-
ment with a $1 billion profit. Let us as-
sume for the moment that this will be the
case. The $1 billion profit, which in turn
assumes the sale of 500 planes, represents
a return of only 4.3 percent on the Gov-
ernment’s money. Since the Government
pays 6 percent to use its money, the $1
billion return is actually a loss as far as
the Government is concerned.

Let me answer another question. The
gentleman from Louisiana quoted from
the hearings in regard to the environ-
mental issue. I tried to be fair. Those
Members who heard me yesterday know
I tried to give both sides of the argument,
I said that anyone in this House could
vote on either side of the issue, and I
feel that way today, because I believe
some of the proponents have made an
excellent case and some of the opponents
have also made an excellent case on this
particular issue.

I narrow it down to one issue, and that
is the economic issue. I fought with some
of the Members of this House for the past
12 years on farm subsidies, and I feel this
is a parallel case.

I said yesterday that my industry, the
General Electric Co., makes heavy trans-
formers and is in trouble because of heavy
transformer imports into this country
from France, England, Italy, Sweden,
Switzerland, and now Japan. I said that
this company is having a difficult time
going to its stockholders and asking
money for research and development:
that unless something is done for this in-
dustry it is going to have to stop its re-
search and development program.

Furthermore, the whole thing is com-
pounded by the Federal Government's
buying 95 percent of its transformers in
the past 5 years from abroad.

Therefore, carrying this argument a
bit further, why can we not come to the
Federal Government and say, “Give us
a billion dollars for research and de-
velopment of the heavy transformer in-
dustry”? We have been the leaders in this
industry. We have been in the forefront
for decades and decades.
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This is where we open up Pandora’s
box. This is where problems begin.

But let me go back to the environmen-
tal issue. We had 4 days of hearings. We
heard everyone who wanted to testify.
We heard some of the foremost scientists
in the country before the committee. And
they came to the conclusion that the en-
vironment was not in danger with respect
to the two prototype SST's.

I believe my good friend the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. YaTes) and I, who
team up on this, both agree on this par-
ticular point.

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

Mr. CONTE. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES, But they did express con-
cern that there may be an environmental
hazard with fleets of SST's flying at that
altitude, did they not?

Mr. CONTE. Yes, they did, and they
said this was a part of their studies.

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

Mr. CONTE. I am glad to yield to my
chairman.

Mr. McFALL. I believe the record also
shows that the testimony went to 500
S8T’s, and the scientists believe there will
be a minor chance of there being any
environmental problem. That is the
record.

Mr. CONTE. I believe Dr. Singer felt he
was 95 percent certain there would not
be any dangers to the environment even
with a fleet of SST's.

I mentioned here yesterday that Dr.
Kellogg, of the National Center for At-
mospheric Research, has testified that
there is no environmental basis for de-
laying the SST program to develop these
two prototypes. He said that preliminary
studies regarding the climatic impact of
large-scale SST operations indicate a
negligible influence on the heat balance
of the global atmosphere and a negligible
increase in carbon dioxide. Particles add-
ed to the stratosphere could have a small,
but possibly measurable, effect on strat-
ospheric temperatures during periods of
low volcanic activity but little or no in-
fluence on surface temperatures. Ozone
in the atmosphere could decrease by 1
or 2 percent, but this would have a triv-
ial effect on ultraviolet radiation reach-
ing the ground, in his opinion.

In addition, Dr. Leo Beranek of the
SST Community Noise Advisory Com-
mittee has testified that there does not
appear to be any technical reasons why
a commercial SST cannot be built
which will meet Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration noise standards for new,
subsonic planes—108 decibels. Sonie
booms should be no problem since the
Department of Transportation indi-
cates that the SST will not be
allowed to fly supersonically over
land areas of the United States. As for
supersonic flights over water, studies
indicate this will have a negligible ef-
fect below the surface.

Thus building the two prototypes
poses no threat to the environment,
Preliminary study indicates that large-
scale SST operations would be environ-
mentally safe but more research is
needed and is being done. Results
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should be in by the time a decision on
full scale production has to be made.

To summarize, the comparatively
small segment of the public which will
use the SST, my skepticism regarding
the alleged economic threat of the for-
eign SST’s, and my reservations about
our domestic airlines' being able to fi-
nance production of the plane and our
Government'’s being able to recover its
investment in this project—all this,
when added to my fundamental objec-
tion to Government subsidy programs,
compels me to vote against further
funding for the SST.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Yates amendment to strike
out all funds for the supersonic trans-
port.

Many of my colleagues oppose the SST
because of the possibly dangerous en-
vironmental consequences of penetrating
our atmosphere with polluting machin-
ery. I, too, feel that sound arguments
have been made about the ecological dan-
gers of the SST, and many serious ques-
tions remain unanswered. Yet, I also
believe that, with the technological capa-
bility of our country, these environmental
problems can be solved.

I vote in favor of the Yates amend-
ment because, in good conscience, I do
not feel we can afford to appropriate
millions of dollars directly out of the
Federal budget for a program that can
be financed with private capital. Far more
pressing budgetary demands must be met
and we cannot let this airplane, of bene-
fit to relatively few people, preempt tax
dollars that are more desperately needed
in other areas.

Mr. Chairman, as early as 1969, I ad-
dressed my colleagues in this Chamber
and proposed an alternative method of
SST financing. I called upon the various
companies involved in building the SST
to work out a capital funding arrange-
ment whereby the necessary money could
be raised through the sale of federally-
guaranteed bonds in the private sector.
These bonds would fall due in the decade
between 1980 and 1990, when the sales
of the American SST should put de-
velopers in a position to repay the bonds.
The Federal Government would stand
behind these SST bonds with a guarantee
equal to the total amount requested as
the Federal share of SST development.

In this way, the Government would en-
courage immediate production of the
necessary capital by attracting private
investors who, in turn, would rely on a
Federal guarantee of repayment to lessen
their risk, If the SST is the financial suc-
cess its proponents say it will be, the
Federal Government would substantially
reduce its direct dollar investment in the
plane’s development. At worst, the Fed-
eral investment would be postponed a full
decade, with far less disasterous effects
on the Federal budget.

I urge my colleagues to give eareful
consideration to this proposal as I feel it
is the most desirable solution to the SST
dilemma.

Mr. Chairman, at this point in the
REecorp, I would like to insert my letters
to Transportation Secretary John Volpe

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

and the editor of the Washington Post
on finaneing of the SST:

MAaArCE 16, 1971,
Hon. JoHN A. VOLFE,
Secretary of Transportation,
Independence Avenue SW.,
Washington, D.C.

DgAr JoHN: Since 1969, I have been pro-
posing an alternative method of SST finan-
cing which places greater emphasis on private
development and less strain on the Federal
budget. Even if funds for the prototypes are
appropriated by the Congress, I understand
that final Tunding arrangements for actual
SST production have not been fully worked
out, Therefore, I would like to put forth my
suggestion agaln.

Briefly, I propose that the government and
the various companies involved in producing
the SST work out a capital funding arrange-
ment so that the necessary money can be
raised through the sale of federally-guaran-
teed bonds in the private sector. Enclosed are
two of my statements which detail the pro-
posal. Such an approach would have reduced
the problems we are encountering today with
the SST issue. Moreover, the private finan-
cing approach with Federal guarantees lends
itself to accommodating cost overruns and
infiation far better than the direct appropria-
tion process.

The technological and environmental prob-
lems of the SST are the kinds of problems
that can be solved by American ingenulty.
In my mind, the crucial issue is whether
funds should be taken directly from the
Federal budget at a time when there are
still severe cutbacks in other areas of high
priority. From this point of view, appropria-
tions for the SST are very difficult to justify.
This difficulty is {llustrated by the number of
conflicting studies that have been issued on
the economie, environmental and social con-
sequences of an American SST.

I would be happy to meet with you and
discuss my proposal in greater detail if you
feel It warrants further interest.

With kindest personal regards, I am

Sincerely,
FranE HORTON.

[From The Washington Post, June 21, 1970]
FINANCING OF THE SST

Herblock's cartoon in the June 12 Wash-
ington Post makes a very valid point about
the financing of the supersonic jet trans-
port and one I have held for some time now.
I cannot, in good consclence, approve direct
federal expenditure for the SST.

In a statement on the House floor on Nov.
18, 1869, I proposed that government and
the various companies involved in building
the SST work out a capital funding arrange-
ment so that the necessary $1.5 billion can
be raised through the sale of federally guar-
anteed bonds in the private sector.

Such bonds would fall due in the decade
between 1980 and 1990 when the sales of the
U.8. SST should put the developers in a
position to repay the bonds,

It is obvious that the SST development
cannot be undertaken without federal assist-
ance. But I do not believe this airplane, al-
ready riddled with financial and environ-
mental problems, should pre-empt tax dol-
lars that are more desperately needed in
other areas of our economy.

It would seem to me that the federal guar-
antee of SST bonds should be sufficlent to
encourage the production of the necessary
capital. In this way, the direct and immedi-
ate expense to the federal government would
be eliminated. If the airplane is successful,
the bonds can be repaid by the corporate
borrowers. At worst, the federal Investment
is postponed for a full decade with far less
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disastrous effects on a very sensitive federal
budget.
FranK HoriON,
Member of Congress.
WASHINGTON.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Texas (Mr, MAHON).

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, there is
a mood of expectancy and excitement in
the House of Representatives today
which we seldom find.

We have been working on the SST
program for quite a number of years.
We do not have the SST today. We would
not have it until the late 1970’s. However,
in our national legislative business we
must look to the future with respect to
the great interests of our eountry. That
is what we are undertaking to do
through the recommendations in the
pending resolution.

The Committee on Appropriations has,
I assume, been the closest to this matter
in recent years. We have considered and
debated this issue up and down from
time to time. After another debate on
Monday last, when we considered re-
porting this bill and recommending that
the House pass it, the vote in committee
came as to whether we should kill the
SST program or whether we should pro-
ceed with the program. Three Members
abstained from voting, but out of the 41
Members voting 26 voted for a continua-
tion of this program and 15 against,
showing quite a decisive vote in favor of
continuation.

I realize that many Members have had
some difficulties in trying to determine
what should be done about this matter,
but it is my judgment that, as of today,
the issue is not very complex or very
difficult. As has been pointed out time
and time again, the issue here is, shall
we capitalize on the $800 million which
we have already spent? Shall we realize
that if we kill the program today the
total cost to the Government, with little
if anything coming in return, will be
about $1 billion? Or, shall we take the
step of saying we will go forward and
spend a total of about $1.3 billion and
develop two prototypes and see where we
want to go from there?

It seems evident to me that, today, we
have only one logical course of action—
regardless of whether we are strong for
the SST, or lukewarm for the SST, or
even against the SST. Why do not those
who are so strongly against the SST want
to see it completed so that they can be
vindicated and be able to point the finger
of criticism at those who continue to sup-
port the program?

The press, the columnists, the televi-
sion, and the radio commentators, are
all very much interested in what we do
here. The news at to what we do here
today will be flashed around the globe
very quickly. If we vote to stop this pro-
gram, the leaders in the Soviet Union
may well say, “Well, America has lost
that spirit which made her great—the
spirit of taking a gamble, the willingness
to risk something for something to be
gained.” Of course, the Governments of
France and Great Britain would take
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heart to this extent: They will have a
better chance to lead the world in com-
mercial aircraft production in the fu-
ture.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would urge that
we not flash the news to the rest of the
world that America is taking a back
seat in anything potentially worthwhile
or in anything potentially enduring. The
stakes are very high.

The transportation industry is worth-
while and is enduring. We as a Nation
are now foremost among the nations of
the world in aviation development and
Progress.

So, I would repeat, let us not take a
back seat to any nation in the world. Let
us maintain the industrial preeminence
which we now occupy. Let us vote down
with a resounding vote the amendment
which has been offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr., YATES).

Mr., LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
YATES).

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, a number
of Members have come up to me express-
ing concern about whether the money
for research on the environment and
research on engine noise is contained in
the money for the SST and would that
be stricken by the success of my amend-
ment, The answer to that is “No.”

The money for the environment is in
the Office of the Secretary of Trans-
portation and environment research will
go on if my amendment is successful or
not.

The money for the noise abatement
is in the appropriation for the Federal
Aviation Administration and that too
will go on.

So, with respect to the research that
seeks the answers on environment and
noise, that research will continue
whether my amendment is successful
or not. Nor, Mr. Chairman, will the pro-
totypes be necessary to conduct that re-
search. Witnesses before our committee
stated positively that the prototypes are
not necessary in order to conduct the
atmospheric research, they are not nec-
essary to conduct the research on noise.

My good friend and chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. Ma=ON), de-
clared that the Committee on Appro-
priations had voted, as he said, over-
whelmingly against the amendment
which I offered. I do not agree with his
conclusion.

The members of the Committee on
Appropriations did vote 26 to 15 against
my amendment. But I suggest to the dis-
tinguished chairman of our committee
that that is two more votes than my
amendment got last year, which is prog-
Iress.

Second, of the three members who
voted “present” two of them are going
to vote against the SST. One member
who voted against this amendment in
committee has turned around and he is
going to vote for my amendment on the
floor.
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Further, the Committee on Appropria-
tions usually supports the reports of its
subcommittees overwhelmingly, almost
unanimously, When an amendment like
mine can get 15 votes before the Com-
mittee on Appropriations one knows the
amendment has a great deal of merit.

Now, my good friend, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BrRown), waved a pam-
phlet and said, here are the facts regard-
ing the Russian Tupolev. I have seen so
many of these travel folders with pic-
tures of planes and beautiful places, I
suggest they do not always contain en-
tirely factual information. The fact is
that the testimony before our commit-
tee did not indicate——

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. In view of the
fact that the gentleman used my name,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I shall yield to the gen-
tfleman in just a second, as soon as I
finish my sentence.

The case before our committee did
not indicate any testimony as to the
Tupolev other than its speed, other than
the fact that its wing configuration was
the same as the Concorde.

If those characteristics are like the
Concorde, and if it looks as though the
operating expenses will be similar to the
experience of the 747's, then I say any
airline executive who buys one of those
planes is out of his mind.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I will now yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
my comment has to do with reference to
the facts related in the gentleman'’s com-
ments earlier in that he had not seen the
material on the Russian plane, how fast
it would go, what its seating capacity
would be, and so forth and so on, and I
will state to the gentleman that that
material is available in the pamphlet
which I have.

Mr. YATES. I am glad to have that in-
formation, but I will tell the gentleman
that that information was not in the
record.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Then I hope
the gentleman will have the opportunity
of looking at it afterward.

Mr. YATES. I will be glad to look at it
later.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion I think
that this is an historic moment. We have
reached the culmination of years of de-
bate on the SST. In all those years the
Members of the House have never had
the opportunity to vote by rollcall on au-
thorizations for the supersonic trans-
port or on appropriations. This will be
the first time. I say let us end the super-
sonic transport now.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair now rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Bow).

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Bow
yielded his time to Mr. GeraLp R. Fogbp.)

The CHATRMAN. The Chair now rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. GeraLDp R. ForD).

Mr. GERALD R. FORD, Mr. Chairman,
if the Members of this body are interested
in the most recent facts, then they should
read the 709 pages of testimony and ex-
hibits contained in this book of hearings
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produced by the Subcommittee on Trans-
portation of the Committee on Appro-
priations. And may I say that on the
basis of the factual arguments and evi-
dence presented here, pro and con, any-
one, even those who in the past have
voted against this proposal, if they are
objective, could be and should be con-
vinced that we should vote against the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. YaTes), and vote for
the supersonic transport.

Mr. Chairman, the temptation is to
appeal perhaps at this late hour to those
on the Democratic side, and those on the
Republican side on certain emotional
grounds. The Recorp shows that a Demo-
cratic President in June of 1963 made the
first recommendation for the supersonic
transport before the Congress of the
United States. And for 5 successive years
President Lyndon B. Johnson recom-
mended to the Congress that we approve
the supersonic transport funding.

I say to my Republican friends, for the
last 2 years a Republican President has
joined with his predecessors, John F.
Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson, to sup-
port this project and this program. They
had the vision and the courage and the
dedication o know of its importance—
not for today but in the future, for the
United States to remain preeminent so
far as the aircraft industry is concerned.

Yes, four Congresses—the 88th, the
89th, 90th, and the 91st Congresses have
supported the requested appropriation
for the SST and now this Congress in
one of its very first tests has to make the
decision whether it is a man or a mouse.
This Congress is going to make up its
mind whether it is going down the path
and at the crossroad take the road to
strength or the road of weakness for the
future of America.

There are about five or six main issues
involved in this vote.

As to the pending amendment, if you
vote “yes” on this amendment, you in
effect are giving layoff slips figuratively
tomorrow to 13,000 employees who are
currently engaged in various production
jobs on the SST. You are in effect issuing
layoff slips to a second tier of 50,000
employees who are now working on this
project.

If you vote “yes” on this pending Yates
amendment, in effect, you are denying
150,000 American jobs a year for the next
10 years. If you vote “no” on the Yates
amendment then you are, in effect, in-
suring jobs today for 13,000 people and
150,000 American jobs each year for the
next 10 years.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman repeat his statement for the bene-
fit of the Members to the effect of the
vote on the pending amendment?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentleman’s com-
ment.

If you vote for the SST, you are insur-
ing 13,000 jobs today plus a total of 50,000
current jobs in the second tier and
150,000 jobs each year over the next 10
years.
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If you vote for the Yates amendment,
you will be handing out layoff slips to
those individuals who are currently em-
ployed in this project all over America.

As to the question of cost. If you vote
against the SST, you are, in effect, insur-
ing that the Federal Government will
have to pay approximately $176 million
in cancellation costs and, in effect, you
will be throwing down the drain approxi-
mately $860 million of money that has
already been spent.

Furthermore, if you vote for the SST,
you are insuring when we get through
with the investment that we have now,
and the $290 million that we propose
to put into it with this proposal, we will
end up with some worthwhile hardware,
the two prototypes, which will give us an
opportunity to do something affirmatively
and to answer some of the questions and
some of the problems that have been
raised.

Mr. Chairman, a few moments ago the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) ex-
hibited for the members of the committee
this sales material put out by the Soviet
Union in favor of their version of the
SST. This sheet shows the speed of the
aireraft and the other flight character-
istics of the Russian SST. It shows the
other benefits of this aircraft which is on
the market today and will be flown on
commercial flights in October of 1971.

I have in my hand here a public an-
nouncement that the Soviet Union has
signed a sales agreement with an Ameri-
can to market this aircraft in America.

Now the question comes right down to
this—if yvou vote against an American
SST, you are insuring that the Soviet
Union, the British, and the French will
dominate the market in advanced air-
craft over the next two decades.

On the other hand, if you vote for the
American SST, then you are insuring
that the U.S. plane will be flying and
that we will outdistance the competition
of the British and the French and of the
Soviet Union.

On the next issue, the question of the
environment, I say now that I would not
vote for the two prototypes if I was con-
vinced that there was any problem in the
area of the environment, and I say, cate-
gorically, right now that I will not sup-
port the production of an American SST
if I believed there would be any problem
in relation to environment in the future.
The testimony that was heard by the
subcommittee of the Committee on Ap-
propriations answers the environmental
questions. The distinguished gentleman
from Massachusetts, who is an opponent
of this program, admits that the over-
whelming weight of the evidence is
against any environmental problems
caused by an American SST.

Let me talk about the balance of pay-
ments. This country cannot subsist now
or in the future if we do not have a net
plus in our balance of payments. The
record is clear that one of the biggest
producers of an American favorable bal-
ance of payments has been the aircraft
industry. If you ground the American
SST, you, in effect, will kill any possi-
bilities of our American aircraft indus-
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try in the future producing a favorable
balance of trade.

The argument has been made here,
“Who is going to buy the American
SST?"” I have in my hand a copy of a
statement made by Najeeb C. Halaby,
president of Pan American Airways, a
person known to many of us over many
years. He, in this prepared statement,
speaking for all of the U.S. commercial
airlines, indicates that they, as a group,
support the continued research, develop-
ment, and production of the two proto-
types of the SST. In a statement they
say that it is essential for us as a nation
to proceed with this project.

The question has been raised, will pri-
vate industry finance the actual produc-
tion of some 300 or 500 American ver-
sions of the American SST?

I have in my hand a copy of a letter
from the executive vice president of
the Bank of America, and a copy of a
letter signed by Eugene R. Black and
James B. Mitchell, all renowned bank-
ers in this country, representing the
largest financial institutions in America,
and they say that private industry will
finance an SST, an American version, if
we have the courage to proceed with the
prototypes that we are trying to proceed
with at the present time.

Mr, Chairman, let me conclude with
this observation and comment: If we
vote “yes” on the Yates amendment we
are throwing down the drain $1.34 billion
of U.S. taxpayers’ dollars. If we vote
“no,” if we vote for the SST, we are vot-
ing to keep the United States preeminent
in the aireraft industry, and we are vot-
ing for a program to build and to sell
American SST's rather than a program
to buy foreign versions of an SST.

I urge, strongly urge, a vote against the
Yates amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
(Mr. McFaLL).

(By unanimous consent, Mr. McFaLL
yielded his time to Mr. BoGes).

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
Boges).

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I find my-
self on the same side of the aisle with
the minority leader but for entirely dif-
ferent reasons. I would say to the Mem-
bers that the SST—and 10 SST’s—could
not rescue the economic policies of the
Nixon administration. This program is
not a WPA. It is not designed to make
work. It is not designed to give jobs. It
either stands on its own as a scientific
advancement necessary for the con-
tinuing movement ahead of the United
States of America as a technological
leader on this earth, or it has no justi-
fication whatsoever.

At another time and on another occa-
sion I will deal with the economic policies
of this interim administration in the
White House. Suffice it to say that after
12 years of moving ahead in this econ-
omy the Nixon administration succeeded
in giving us zero growth last year. Suffice
it to say that with all the things we need
in this country, in the cities, and in the
urban areas and in the rural areas
around this country, we have 6 million
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able-bodied Americans, talented Amer-
icans, engineers, craftsmen, and nonun-
employed. Twenty-five percent of the in-
dustial capacity of the United States is
unused. So, Mr. Chairman, please do not
buy the minority leader’s WPA argument
for this project.

Let us take a look at the record, as
Al Smith used to say. Let us see if we
can separate the wheat from the chaff.
What is involved here? What is the is-
sue before us? The gentleman from Ili-
nois, my old and dear friend, Mr. YATES,
says this is a historic occasion, because
never have the gentlemen as Members
of the great House of Representatives
had the Opportunity to say “Yesn or unon
on an SST, The Members know that is
not so. The Members know over the years
that the distinguished Committee on Ap-
propriations has brought here the appro-
priation for the Transportation Depart-
ment and anyone could have offered a
motion to recommit where we would spe-
cifically strike the SST.

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

Mr. BOGGS. I do not yield.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman should
yield. He used my name.

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Of course, the gentleman
should yield. There has never been a vote
on this in the House of Representatives
directly on this question of striking the
SST, and the minority had the motion
to recommit, and we did not.

Mr. BOGGS. The gentleman is tech-
nically correct. I know that the gentle-
man is perfectly sincere in his position.

But let us see what is proposed. We
propose to build two prototypes of an
aircraft that is already being flown by
the Soviets and the French and the
British.

Today I read in the press, in the New
York Times, that if today we pass this
bill, and we vote down the motion of the
gentleman from Illinois, that we will
increase the danger of skin cancer. I
read down a little further in the story,
and I discovered that one of the men
making this assertion was the same man
who allegedly made a statement a few
years ago that the power failure in New
York might be attributable to flying
saucers.

I read also where Charles A. Lind-
bergh is opposed to this program.

Well, so be it. I sat in this House when
Mr, Lindbergh said, “Let us make a deal
with Hitler.” I sat here when Mr. Lind-
bergh said it was impossible to defeat the
Nazis. I do not find his testimony
commanding.

Now, in truth and in fact one of few
areas, since World War II, where the
United States has prevailed has been in
the field of aviation; and, thanks largely
to the vision of the late President John
F. Kennedy, in the field of space. By
some strange coincidence I find so many
people who are opposed to the SST pro-
gram: also opposed to the space program.,

I know the argumentis they make.
They say, “We cannot afford both.”

Well, I find that argument hard to buy.
I find it hard to believe that in an econ-
omy of a trillion dollars—not a billion
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dollars, not $100 billion, not a half trillion
Gollars, but $1 trillion—we cannot afford
about $300 million to maintain the scien-
tific ingenuity of the United States of
America.

I am for urban mass transit.

I am for the poverty program.

I am for model cities.

I am for aid to education.

I am for building hospitals.

I am for cleaning up the slums.

I am for helping the small towns and
farms of this country.

I am for cleaning up the environment.

But none of this will happen if we do
not maintain the scientific ingenuity of
this Nation.

Why, a few weeks ago we had here
three brave men here who had gone to
the moon, two had walked on the moon.
They stood here and talked to us, and
we were proud of them. I said to my-
self, repeating someone else, “Why did
we go to the moon? Because of man's
eternal quest for knowledge.”

When the time comes that we in
America turn back on that quest for
knowledge when we say we do not have
the know-how, we do not have the re-
sources and we cannot do it, then we
shall cease to move ahead. There is no
such thing as a static society.

These two airceraft are admittedly ex-
perimental. No one who has studied the
issue says with any degree of certainty
that we should or should not build super-
sonic aircraft. But they do say: “Let us
pursue the subject. Let the scientists and
engineers and environmentalists and
ecologists, after they are built, make that
determination.”

That is all we are saying.

Now, the economic consequences flow
naturally therefrom. We do have a bal-
ance-of-payments surplus on the sale of
aircraft. We have been able to sell our
aircraft when at the same time we have
seen the complete demise of the Ameri-
can merchant marine and the decline of
the American Navy. We are spending
today billions of dollars to revive the
merchant fleet of the United States. At
the end of World War II the United
States had more modern ships than all
the other nations put together. But to-
day we carry about 8 percent—mind you,
8 percent—of the foreign commerce of
the United States in American bottoms.

We are now required to spend billions
of dollars in order to modernize the
American merchant fleet, and face the
same situation with respect to the Amer-
ican Navy. It is obsolete, outmoded, out-
gunned in the Mediterranean, as I speak
to you, by the Soviet Navy.

So, my colleagues, the issue here is
simple. It is not complex. This is not a
WPA project. This is a question as to
whether or not you have faith in the in-
genuity of the people of this counftry
and want to see this country move ahead.

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Chairman, as a
freshman in this great House, I have not
before been recorded on the SST. I took
the opportunity during the first weeks of
this Congress to acquaint myself with the
various components of the debate sur-
rounding the SST. My review of the ar-
guments, Mr, Chairman, has not been
helped by the high emotional level of
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both proponents and opponents of the
SST. The rhetoric, frankly, has been a
great source of disappointment to me as
I have attempted to study conscien-
tiously and with an open mind the eco-
nomic, environmental and technological
aspects of this most important decision.
In almost 20 years of public service I
have rarely faced a decision of such com-
plexity. But the time for decision has
come for me as well as many of my col-
leagues who have conscientiously studied
this question.

Mr, Chairman, I have decided to sup-
port funds for the construction of two
prototypes. I would like to share with you
and the Members of this great body my
reasons for this decision.

The debate, as is well known, centers
on two separate but interlocking issues:
the economic impact of the SST and the
environmental aspect of the SST. I want
to make this clear that my decision today
is confined only to the development of
two prototype aircraft. I am not con-
vinced at this time that full production
is economically feasible or environmen-
tally sound. Let me repeat, we are not
deciding today whether the SST will go
into full production; we are deciding
merely whether to provide continued
support for research and development for
two planes. This is an important dis-
tinetion, and one which has unfortu-
nately been overlooked by the proponents
who promise billions of dollars in eco-
nomic benefits and the opponents who
conjure up visions of environmental
cataclysms.

ECONOMICS OF THE S8T

The prototype development will have
a beneficial effect on the horrible unem-
ployment in my district. Unemployment
ficures fluctuate, but it is reliably esti-
mated that over 8 percent of the Con-
necticut work force is unemployed. I am
informed by reliable authorities that to

discontinue prototype development
would mean that 1,200 to 1,500 more men
and women would be out of work. That
translates into the immediate loss of
some $15 million in contracts in Greater
Hartford. I am frankly hard pressed to
justify a vote that would deny these
people employment when, as I have noted
above, we are today deciding only to
support money for research and devel-
opment of two prototype aireraft. I will
state just as firmly that I am willing to
vote against any production beyond these
two aircraft—no matter what the conse-
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quence is to employment in my distriet—
if the studies that result from production
and testimony of the prototype indicate
a serious threat to our environment.
Again, let me repeat that I am basing my
vote today on the immediate economic
impact in my distriet, but I am willing to
stand up and say “No” to my district
if full production of the SST proves af-
ter testing to be harmful to our environ-
ment,

Mr. Chairman, I have been talking
about and we are voting on funds for two
and only two experimental planes. At
this point, I would like to suggest to all-
out supporters of the SST that I have
serious doubts about the economic via-
bility, as well as the environmental
soundness, of mass production. Let me
concentrate for a moment on the eco-
nomies of the SST. For the U.S. Govern-
ment to get its money back, there must
be a sale of 300 SST's. This, I believe, is
unrealistic, but I still support the need
for R. & D. to keep the state of the art
highly developed in the United States.
Future mass production must pass rigid
environmental tests, but even if proto-
types secure answers to these vexing
problems, the economic issues remain.
These are:

First, there is a functioning high
speed—not supersonic—aireraft with
large passenger and load capacity. I refer,
of course, to the 747. There are more “air-
buses” on the way. I believe that airlines
will not duplicate their inventories of air
carriers, especially as the supersonic car-
rier has limitation of flight privileges—
the SST cannot fly overland at top
speed.

Second, in light of the need to sell 300
S8T's, rumor of cutback in 747 acquisi-
tions casts doubts on the ability to sell
300 SST's.

Third, I believe that the Soviet SST
and French-English Concorde, which
are nearly operational, will seriously re-
duce any market for the U.S. SST. In
short, by 1978-79, the date for an opera-
tional U.S. SST, I feel there will not be
a market for 300 such aircraft and the
U.S. and aireraft companies will sustain
great losses.

Fourth, economic viability is also based
on desirability and cost factors. Let us
look at each in turn. The SST is being
supported on its increased speed. I have
computed some statistics on estimates of
SST capability and operational charac-
teristics of the 747.

Plane

Passengers

Time to
Europe Speed (miles

Range
(hours) per hour)

{miles)

B e s e e e e
L JAAING T S R NN T

298
3504 6

13 1,800

4, 000
550

5, 000

1 Estimate,

Note in this table, column 2, time to
Europe. The figures in both cases involve
airport to airport and do not include
waiting time over airports. There is
approximately 3 hours difference, but, as
can be seen by the chart, there is a
difference in seating capacity. In my con-
cern for economic viability of the SST, I
called several airlines to find out if their

747's were not filled. I reasoned that, if
existing 747's were not filled, there might
not be a great demand—300 planes
worth—for the SST with smaller but still
large capacity. To my dismay, I found
that on the most popular route, New
York to London, 747’s leave with almost
100 seats vacant! If this is a problem now,
how much greater will it be when 747’s,
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other airbuses, Soviet and French-Eng-
lish SST's and U.S. SST's compete for a
1978 market? My questimate: The U.S.
SST will not fare very well.

Still, I believe given the long lead time
and life of supersonic aircraft, the U.S.
must continue its R. & D. effort.

I am intrigued with the argument over
termination costs. It will cost $478 million
to complete the R. & D. program. DOT
says that termination will cost $178 mil-
lion; opponents say $97 million. Which-
ever figures are accepted, I believe that
the $487 should be appropriated for the
two test planes in order to maintain the
state of the art in the United States.

I would warn the aviation industry in-
cluding labor that any effort to place a
“life saver” role on the SST is question-
able at best and foolhardy at worst. I do
believe that the technological aspects of
prototype development are vital, but as
I have noted, I have serious reservations
about the future beneficial economic
effects of mass production.

ECOLOGICAL CONCERNS

I wish to state categorically that I am
opposed to full production of any U.S.
SST until all environmental questions
are satisfactorily resolved.

The chief concern of both proponents
and opponents of the SST have been
centered on sideline noise and atmos-
pheric changes resulting in climatic
changes.

It has been asserted by opponents that
a fleet of high flying SST's will cause
climatic changes by affecting the ozone
layer in the stratosphere and by in-
creasing the level of carbon dioxide in
the atmosphere. I have read the allega-
tions and charges on both sides and I
have neither the personal competence in
analyzing meterological and strato-
spheric assertions of the two groups to
come to any informed decision on this
problem, but I feel that two prototypes
will answer these questions.

NOISE

It is with the concept of noise that I
feel more comfortable, although scarcely
more learned. The debate over noise has
two components: ground noise and sonic
booms. Let me discuss each in turn:

Ground noise—noise at or near the
airport.

Community noise: Noise over com-
munities after takeoff. Both proponents
and opponents seem to argue that faster
rate of climb will allow the SST to make
less noise on takeoff than is presently
required.

“Sideline” noise: Noise on the airfield
before takeoff. Both sides initially agreed
that the sideline noise was much too high
to be acceptable. In recent weeks there
have been announcements that sound
suppressors have been discovered to
eliminate this problem, although there is
concern that the additional weight of
these sound depressers will severely lower
the seating capacity of the U.S. SST. Two
prototypes will answer this question.

Sonic boom: The issue of the sonic
boom has received the most publicity.
The FAA has ruled that the SST is not
allowed to fly at supersonic speeds over
the continental United States. Both sup-
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porters and opponents agree with this
ruling. If this ruling is kept in effect, I
believe there will have to be a tremendous
inerease in overseas passengers to make
the SST economically viable. Opponents
have pointed out that the sonic boom
over the seas might affect the ecology in
the oceans and cause discomfort to per-
sons on the high seas.

I find convincing the argument that
further research and development might
answer the problems of ground noise and
potential climatic changes. I remain
skeptical that there are any answers to
the sonic boom. If these problems are not
resolved, I will fight production of the
SST.

Finally, I wish to join with those of
my colleagues who are demanding that
the Office of Management and Budget
release funds appropriated for wurban
mass transit. The OMB, it has been
reported, is freezing more than half the
moneys allocated for this purpose for this
fiscal year. This must stop immediately.
I believe that this Nation can afford to
keep its primacy in aviation and develop
an effective mass transit system.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I am voting against increased
appropriations for the supersonic trans-
port because the arguments advanced by
its supporters are specious and because
the social risks and hazards to the en-
vironment far outweigh any possible
short-range advantages.

Supporters argue that continued de-
velopment of the SST prototypes will
preserve jobs and will protect the United
States against a potential threat to her
balance of payments. Toward these ends
they would have us underwrite an un-
precedented investment of U.S. tax dol-
lars as a substitute for the private ven-
ture capital which the program has failed
to attract. They project a two to one re-
turn on this public investment.

Taking the arguments in order, I do
not believe the United States should in-
vest in private, nondefense industries
merely to create jobs, unless those jobs
in some way contribute to the general
social welfare. We cannot justify mas-
sive investment in a make-work project
at a time when our taxpayers are scream-
ing for relief, our schools are on the
verge of bankruptcy, our cities are rife
with crime and delinquency, when more
than 20 percent of our citizens are ill
clothed, ili housed, and ill fed, and when
our very environment is endangered by
civilized evils which we are only begin-
ning to comprehend.

Second, no one can predict what our
balance of payments will be in 1985 or
1990, but to argue that a favorable bal-
ance of payments depends on develop-
ment of the SST is to carry the logic of
the cold war and the arms race into the
arena of economic competition. If the
SST cannot stand the test of economic
competition it should be abandoned. If
it cannot attract private venture capital
on its own merits, in sufficient quantity,
we should take that as a warning and
avoid sending good money after bad. If
other nations want to gamble on such a
risky proposition, let them do so. The
United States has never been at a 1oss to
capitalize on a technological break-
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through and to remain on a sound com-
petitive footing with other nations. We
did not develop the subsonic jet trans-
port but we are and will remain the
world's leading producer. Finally, U.S.
policy will largely determine whether
there will be any world market for super-
sonic transports.

As I said in the beginning, the argu-
ments for the SST are specious. The
arguments against it are compelling.
First, there is the moral question: How
can we justify such an investment when
there are so many unmet needs in our
society? Second, there is the practical
question: Can we afford to gamble
further with our already threatened en-
vironment? When Mount Agung erupted
in Bali in 1963, the resulting particles in
the atmosphere raised the temperature
of the equatorial stratosphere 6 to 7 de-
grees centigrade and the temperature
remained 2 to 3 degrees above normal
for several years after the eruption. Ac-
cording to the study of critical environ-
mental problems sponsored by the Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology last
July, a fleet of 500 SST's “could range
from a small widespread continuous
Agung effect to one as kig as Ageng.” In
short, we would be inviting a new ice
age. Pro-SST propaganda to the con-
trary, the supersonic transport would not
be quieter than subsonic transports, They
would create a 50-mile wide sonic boom
over the entire course of their flight, do-
ing incalculable harm to man and his
environment.

Finally, we must ask who would bene-
fit from the SST. Only three States
stand to make more in contracts and
subcontracts than they would spend in
tax dollars. Several thousand aviation
industry workers would have their jobs a
little longer, but their skills could be re-
directed into less risky enterprises or into
new technologies such as high-speed
ground transportation. If the SST ever
did go info commercial use, a few select
individuals would enjoy the privilege of
making intercontinental junkets in one
hour instead of several, at a cost that the
common man could never hope to pay.
But the common man would be asked to
subsidize the new aireraft and the ground
facilities to handle them and to suffer
the noise and pollution for the benefit
of the select few.

Obviously, those who conjured up the
SST did not have the general welfare in
mind. Their responsibility was less broad
than ours. But we are responsible for the
general welfare and can be held account-
able for our action here today. We can-
not go along with this boondoggle in good
conscience.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to support the motion to strike from
House Joint Resolution 468 those funds
for development of the supersonic trans-
port. On a aumber of previous occasions
I have made statements in the House on
this subject and as a member of the
House Committee on Appropriations I
have voted against Federal funds for
construction of prototypes of the S3T.

As the Representative of the Seventh
Congressional District of New York, in
which Kennedy Airport is located, I have
followed this issue closely and have op-
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posed the project for several reasons,
among them my conviction that there
is no economic justification for the proj-
ect, there are grave environmental prob-
lems connected with the program, and
few projects deserve lower priority.

In light of the recent public relations
campaign in support of the SST, I also
want to remind my colleagues of op-
timistic statements in the past about the
ability or willingness of the aircraft in-
dustry to control air and noise pollution
and weigh this against the substantial
costs involved and the number of Amer-
icans to be benefited. We should consider
who will use the SST and the need for
its development. We should consider not
only our Nation’s domestic priorities but
those who need our help and those who
do not.

No one disputes the fact that very
few Americans will ever travel by super-
sonic aircraft. It is a luxury item we can-
not afford—a luxury for the wealthy and
a tax burden for Americans in middle-
and low-income brackets. This is further
brought out by a recent study. Those who
support the SST tell us that fears about
increased air and noise pollution are
unwarranted. I remember when FAA offi-
cials told us in 1957 that jet aircraft at
Kennedy International and other air-
ports would be as quiet as prop aircraft.
I have no reason to believe present op-
timistic statements about the SST are
any more accurate.

The SST poses a threat to the environ-
ment which we must resist and this
threat includes operations at U.S. air-
ports by foreign supersonic aircraft. In-
stead of worrying about whether France
or the Soviet Union will capture the
SST market, we should concern our-
selves with procedures to protect our
environment from the air and noise pol-
lution which any supersonic aircraft will
cause.

If the SST will produce the return on
investment and profits which its pro-
ponents would have us believe, then pri-
vate industry should be more than will-
ing to make the reaguired financial in-
vestment without the need for Govern-
ment subsidies.

I urge my colleagues to join me in op-
posing the further funding of the SST.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Chair-
man, the reasons for ending Government
financing of the SST program at this time
are legion. Among them are the steadily
escalating costs which have plagued the
SST during its developmental stage; the
grave doubts as to whether this craft
can be operated profitably by the airlines,
should it be built; and the whole range of
environmental issues which have been
raised against it. However, in the short
time remaining before this House votes
on the SST, I would like to call to your
attention the almost intolerable situation
which now confronts those who reside
near our major airports, and those char-
acteristics of the SST which would ac-
tually result in a further deterioration.

AIR POLLUTION NEAR AIRPORTS

First, there is the problem of air pollu-
tion over the areas surrounding our air-
ports. Research indicates that although
these levels vary, air pollution in some
airport areas is now as high as that in-
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flicted upon central urban areas. SST en-
gines operate in such o way that wide-
spread use of the craft would increase
greatly pollution of the air. Russell
Train, Chairman of the President’s Coun-
cil of Environmental Quality, has writ-
ten:

It is my understanding that [SST] oper-
tion at subsonic speeds, including speeds
necessary for takoff and landing, results in
inefficlent fuel combustion with a result-
ing heavy discharge of pollutants into the
atmosphere. Both atmospheric pollution and
ground contamination seem likely to result.

The fuel combustion problem for the
SST is especially large because it con-
sumes so much more oil than subsonic
jets do. For example, in takeoff the SST
burns 1 ton of fuel per minute. If this
Congress is at all serious about prevent-
ing further contamination of the lower
atmosphere, harsh action must be taken
to reduce and eliminate this type of pol-
lution which jet aireraft produce.

AIRPORT NOISE

Second, the tremendous amount of
noise produced by the SST in takeoff
and landing has attracted much atten-
tion lately. Department of Transporta-
tion officials have been boasting for the
past month that they have solved the
problem of community noise. Through
some changes in the engine design, they
say, the SST noise level has been re-
duced to approximately that of subsonic
jets now in use. However, if these offi-
cials or anyone else believes that the
present noise levels are acceptable in any
way, let them ask the people who live
near Cleveland’s Hopkins Airport. For
years these people have been subjected to
the constant roar of jets as they fly im-
mediately overhead after takeoff and be-
fore landing. Just last year hundreds of
them signed petitions demanding that
something be done about this noise.

And the views of these people have
been backed up by scientific studies. Re-
cently the National Academy of Sciences
and the National Academy of Engineer-
ing called upon the Department of
Transportation to establish maximum
airport noise levels which are substan-
tially below those now in effect. Let us
be quite clear in what we are talking
about when we speak of airport noise
and the regulations governing it. Noise
amounts are measured in units called
decibels, a figure which also takes into
account the length of time the noise is
heard, and its pitch or tone. The FAA
has ruled that the noise emitted by an
aircraft into the community surround-
ing an airport cannot exceed 108 deci-
bels. Subsonic jets presently in use are
approximately at this level, and the SST
is barely able to reach it. As a compari-
son, the amount of noise produced by the
type of jackhammer used to break pave-
ment is about 115 decibels near the op-
erator’s ears. At these levels, is it any
wonder that there should be so much
concern about noise?

Concern over noise pollution has been
enhanced by recent findings of scientists
who state that prolonged exposure to
noise can result in serious damage to the
human body. Thus not only is such noise
annoying and distracting, it can also im-
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pair hearing and other bodily functions.
Much research remains to be done in this
area, and during this time when noise
pollution is a worsening problem for sall
cities, commonsense dictates that we call
a halt to any program which might fur-
ther harm our environment in this way.

In my past consideration of legislation
involving commercial aircraft and the
airports, I have always kept the well-
being of those who reside near the air-
ports foremost in my mind. I certainly
cannot now justify the expenditure of
$1.3 billion of the taxpayers’ money on
such an unwise project that will actually
worsen their situation. For this reason,
I shall cast my vote against the SST.

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, the ques-
tion will shortly be before the Congress
as to whether or not the Government
will continue to finance the private de-
velopment of a supersonic transport.

Arguments have raged back and forth
with increasing intensity. Claim and
counterclaim are made with a growing di-
vergence between the various views., To
me the choice is plain.

I do not believe that the taxpayers of
the United States should be forced to
take a $1.4 billion risk that private en-
terprise is unable or unwilling to sustain.

It is increasingly obvious that a power-
ful, inextricably intertwined lobby is
seeking to siphon this vast sum from the
publie treasury for the benefit of an aero-
space complex that is already in deep
financial difficulty because of its own
poor judgment and past errors.

The airlines have no desire to have this
craft, even if it were brought into being,
upon them. Staggering from debts and
interest rates incurred by overbuying of
large jets, they look with horror upon
the costs of this new mastodon of the
alr.

Yet the aerospace companies affected
have attempted to force this monstrosity
down the throats of an already balky
publie.

Who would utilize such a monster?
Only the very wealthy., Why do we need
such an aircraft? So we can cross the
oceans faster and have the extra 2 hours
to spend in traffic jams? That is the only
use that comes to my mind.

Arguments are put forward by the
smoothly functioning, well financed lobby
about the Anglo-French Concorde. News
from the other side of the Atlantic piles
up to the effect that the British and
French are stuck with a fiying white
elephant; a grossly expensive technical
disaster that tears roofs off houses near
airports, drives people half insane with
its roars and shows no sign of ever ap-
proaching a financial breakeven point.
Mr. Servan-Schreiber’s communications
of recent weeks are more than a little
thought provoking.

Yet to me the ultimate argument cen-
ters around the environment{ as well as
about priorities. Expert technical peo-
ple have again and again raised perti-
nent questions about what long-term en-
vironmental effects this craft or a fleet
of them will have upon the world we
inhabit.

By daring to have the courage to raise
these questions, the environmental
groups and their allies have been at-
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tacked, maligned and threatened. Their
patriotism, judement, and even sanity
has been called into question along with
their tax exempt status. Yet all they are
doing is asking questions Americans
should have begun asking years ago.
Before pesticides ran wild, before sub-
divisions ran amuck, before all the for-
ests were hewn down, before mercury
began to be dumped in large quantities,
before all sorts of chemical compounds
began to be added to our food; ad in-
finitum, ad nauseum.

American industry has, in the name of
technology and progress for progress’
sake, perpetrated one atrocity after an-
other upon the Nation, reaping vast
profit from public indifference. Now that
indifference is at an end, particularly
when the very people who will be vic-
timized by their latest little technical
gimmick are being asked to subsidize it.

I represent a district in New York
City’s borough of Brooklyn. My constitu-
ents know what they require in terms of
transportation requirements.

Mass urban transit that is safe, fast,
cheap and dependable. Fewer traffic
jams. Less lead in gasoline. Betfter and
safer cars. Subsidies to help the be-
leaguered city and suburban dweller who
cannot move with dispatch any longer
in the confines of his own living area.

It is presently impossible for any large
number of Americans to move safely,
quickly and cheaply on urban mass tran-
sit with any consistency anywhere in the
Nation. And we are now being asked fo
subsidize this ridiculous flying boondog-
gle for the benefit of the SST lobby? Not
on anyone’s life.

And what about the other national
priorities crying out for attention and
assistance? What of housing? What of
antipollution? What of drug programs?
What of the hungry among us? How
about our schools and the millions of
jobless citizens whose hopes drop lower
daily?

Instead of these people’s needs, we
are asked to approve subsidies for the
ultimate in noise pollution. Have any of
the SST's proponents walked through
downtown Manhattan on an average
day? Let them have a treat in terms of
noise, and then come back here and ask
us for money for a chain of sonic booms
stretching across the oceans and land
areas.

Howls of anguish are heard on this
score. They say they will never, never,
never fly across the land routes. This is
so much nonsense. All the lucrative routes
for any such craft lie across land. If
they do not fly such a plane across them,
complete with sonic booms that would
do nationally what already has been
shown in Oklahoma City, the plane would
lay an even bigger financial egg than
we are assured it will do anyway.

The blather about how many jobs it
would create or take with it is just that.
Hollow, empty mouthings by public rela-
tions men who are frightening apprehen-
sive aerospace workers into lobbying on
behalf of the vested interests.

The Russian SST is obviously going
to become as great a cropper as the Con-
corde. Attempts to scare us into massive
subsidies because of national pride are
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as empty as the other claims on behalf
of the SST.

My home State of New York already
contributes more than $23 billion an-
nually into the Federal Treasury. In re-
turn we receive less than $3 billion in
Federal programs. I for one am outraged
at the thought of having to pay for such
a venture. If private industry wants it,
then let them pay for it as they have
done in previous instances.

Finally, if this atrocity is foisted upon
the public in spite of their expressed
wishes, then it is my fervent hope that
my home city will insure the passage of
a measure now pending before the New
York State Legislature. It would prevent
the use by any SST of any airport facili-
ties in the New York area. Without such
privileges, there will ke no SST.

Let the forces lobbying on behalf of
this incredibly brazen project be aware
that this is not isolated opposition they
face. The harder they fight, the greater
the forces they rouse in opposition to the
entire range of attacks upon the en-
vironment. Americans have passed the
point of no return in regard to aware-
ness of the finite nature of clean air,
water, and other irreplaceable resources.

Puture SST’s and any other projects
similar to it will have to run the same
gauntlet. Those struggling on behalf of
the environment and a restructuring of
priorities have tasted victory again and
again in recent months. We shall not
rest until we have turned this particular
parade around. Let those who are im-
mediately affected take note.

Mr. Chairman, under the circum-
stances, I shall cast my vote against any
further subsidy for the SST.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, in the last few weeks my
office has been besieged by telephone
calls, letters, newsletters, and advertise-
ments both for and against the super-
sonic transport. I frankly believe that the
issue has been so charged with emotion
that it is necessary for me to explain why
I am voting today to continue Federal fi-
nancing of the two prototypes.

The Federal Government has a con-
tract to finance the prototypes. Whether
a fleet of SST's is finally produced or
not, it is my understanding that we are
obligated to fulfill the financial terms
of that contract. Thus we would save
nothing by failing to fund the proto-
types.

Many claims have been made con-
cerning the aircraft. Proponents allegedly
have spent millions of dollars in news-
paper and radio advertising directed at
our constituents. While I doubt the pro-
priety of such expensive pressures—
which may well have come from Fed-
eral funds as have been charged—the
plane’s opponents have also expended a
great deal of time, energy and money in
making their case. I have taken the ad-
vice of a columnist writing in a recent
issue of the New York Times and applied
what he called the “mendacity discount
rate.”

The claims on both sides of the issue
have been found wanting.

Mr. Chairman, even assuming the
truth and ultimate validity of the argu-
ments of either the proponents or the
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cpponents, it seems to me one fact stands
out: If we fail to finish the propotypes,
about 14,000 employees, directly or in-
directly involved with services and pro-
duction, would be quickly laid off.

Considering that we are now experi-
encing one of the highest unemployment
rates in the last 25 years, I cannof in
good conscience at this time vote to cut
off the funds. The Federal Government
has not only a legal obligation to the
company under the contract, it has an
obligation to the workers and the pub-
lic not to exacerbate an already intoler-
able employment and economic situa-
tion which is not their fault.

Even if the Federal Government re-
neges on the contract, it is my under-
standing that we will have to pay the
company the same amount we are obli-
gated to spend to complete construction.
In voting the way I do today, I have
chosen to complete the prototype, what-
ever its merits, and insure that those
now employed in its construction will re-
main employed and not become additions
to the welfare rolls. In fact, according to
the administration, if we were to merely
stop construction of the plane, we would
be handing over to the companies in-
volved upwards of $200 million in cash
to bail them out of a pregram they
started and which has caused them to
deplete their own capital resources. I do
not believe it is the function of the Fed-
eral Government to indemnify private
industry for mismanaged risks. In this
case, I would prefer to utilize the money
to insure the employment of those work-
ing on the plane rather than to bail ouf
the company.

My vote in favor of building the proto-
type should not be interpreted as being
in favor of the Federal Government'’s
continued involvement with the plane,
nor should it be interpreted as even being
in favor of the plane itself. The ultimate
decision of whether the plane ought to be
built must be based on whether there is
a commercial market for the final ver-
sion, rather than on whether somebody
else may build it first. I should like to
remind my colleagues that in another
age the United States put all its re-
sources into the construction and devel-
opment of fast clipper sailing ships in
order to build a sleeker, faster ship be-
fore anyone else. Meanwhile, other coun-
tries developed slower but steadier
steamships which carried more cargo
and go to their destination with greater
dependability in spite of the wind and
at any time of the year. As a result, we
had a fancier ship before anyone else.
The other countries, with their ugly
steamers, however, carried the commerce.

In addition to the marketability ques-
tion, we must also consider the effect of
this plane on the public, many of whom
will never be able to afford to fly in it.
The noise, the supersonic boom, possible
effects on the environment and weather,
the pollution and smog all must be
weighed against the need to carry 130
persons to Europe a few hours faster.

Therefore, it should be clearly under-
stood that my vote today will not prevent
me from taking a fresh look at any future
requests for further appropriations as
well as Federal restrictions on the plane’s
use of the public air space.
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Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, for me
the vote on the SST is a difficult one.

There are persuasive arguments on
both sides, and I have listened to them
all and have considered them to the best
of my ability.

I set the environment-ecology argu-
ment largely to one side, not because it
is not important—it is important—but
because it is, to my mind, inconclusive
and highly speculative in character.

I set the balance-of-payments argu-
ments to one side, for somewhat similar
reasons; and I am not willing to spend
billions solely for the purpose of artifi-
cially stimulating employment, unless the
project involved—here the SST—is itself
an important and worthwhile objective
for public expenditure. Any and all
moneys spent for any purpose whatsoever
will, of course, create some temporary
employment. This can hardly be a de-
terminative argument in respect to the
merits of the SST.

The Federal budget is unbalanced; it
is a deficit budget. It is deep in red ink.
It is an inflationary budget. The SST is
costly—and any additional expense
makes for bigger deficits and more in-
flation, or for higher taxes. This con-
sideration weighs against the SST. It
may not be determinative if a strong
national interest nevertheless demands
the expense. A military aireraft, for ex-
ample, might in some cases be a neces-
sity, regardless of expense. The SST,
however, is not a military plane,

In the final analysis it seems to me
that there are two determinative argu-
ments.

First. The strongest argument for the
SST is the contention that to go ahead
with the American SST today, and by
means of this appropriation of funds, is
essential to the future maintenance of
our country’s leading position in manu-
facturing and sales in the field of civil
aviation. If T were fully persuaded of this
I might well vote to fund the SST. It
has not been demonstrated, however,
that our foreign competition is itself via-
ble from an economic point of view, or
that we cannot in the end compete suc-
cessfully by means of private enterprise
alone.

Second. The strongest argument
against the SST—and one which meets
my fundamental beliefs—is that public
funds ought not to be spent to finance
private enterprise or private interest,
and that this is a field where private en-
terprise and private financing should
prevail. Coupled with this view is the vis-
ceral feeling—despite all the arguments
that this is beyond the financial capacity
of private enterprise—that private en-
terprise will, in the end, find a way to
the necessary financing if it has to do so,
and if in fact the SST can be commer-
cially profitable, as its proponents all say
that it can be.

This feeling is heightened when we
consider that, on the basis of figures sub-
mitted, private industry would only have
to find an additional $480 million be-
tween now and 1973 to bring the proto-
types to completion, than it is contem-
plated that it would spend if it has con-
tinued Government assistance.

Surely private enterprise can find an
additional $480 million if there is fair
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prospect of a profit. If there is no such
prospect ought the taxpayer to foot the
bill?

I cannot demonstrate in a Euclidian
fashion the soundness of my conclusions.
But, on balance, I am persuaded, on the
foregoing basis, that if the SST is sound
American private industry ultimately
will build it. If so, I think that is how it
should be done; and I am not persuaded
that there is an overriding need to vote
today to abandon this route in favor of
a subsidy which I believe, if granted now,
will, in all reasonable probability, be in-
creased in the future and increased
again, and yet again.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I in-
tend to vote against the Yates amend-
ment and in favor of the committee
recommendation to continue the SST
for the balance of this fiscal year.

Frankly, I had hoped that the com-
mittee would come in with a smaller
figure for the SST, so that we might
slow the program down a bit. But, un-
fortunately, that recommendation was
not made; the only question before us
is whether we are going to continue the
SST at the present rate or whether we
are going to stop the program alto-
gether—immediately—with the loss of
some 13,000 jobs in industries, including
the General Electric Company, already
working on the SST program, and some
50,000 other jobs in industries related to
the current SST development effort.

Mr. Chairman, I believe several points
need to be made clear. First of all, it ought
to be clearly understood that the SST
is not a plane for tomorrow or the day
after tomorrow. Certainly we do not
need an SST today to travel around the
world. The 707’s, the DC-8’s, the T47’s,
and the other aircraft are filling our
current aviation needs at the present
time.

But in air travel, as with automobiles,
we always have to look ahead to the
future. The Model T does not meet our
needs today, and so we have constantly
sought to develop new and better and
more effective models to meet the in-
ereasing and more complex requirements
of the future. The SST is not being built
for the 1970’s; it is being built for the
1980’s and the 1990’s. And if we do not
get going now, in terms of technology,
to keep America’s technical lead two dec-
ades ahead, we could find ourselves in
real trouble a generation from today.

Second, many people have suggested
that this project, desirable as it may be,
ought to be financed by private industry,
not by the Government. But the fact is
that in today's depressed aireraft indus-
try market, the additional necessary
funds are just not available. Either the
Government furnishes the money, or else
the project comes to a full stop.

Besides that, whether rightly or
wrongly, we have now spent over $800
million of Federal money on this project
already. If we end it today, the termina-
tion costs will bring the total to $1.1
billion, with nothing at all to show for our
money. If we complete the Government’s
commitment, it will cost us $1.3 billion—
just $200 million more—and we will then
have two prototypes that just might suc-
ceed in keeping our American predomi-
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nance in the international commercial
aircraft field.

Many people have expressed concern
about the environmental impact of the
SST. But one thing has come out of this
debate today: two prototype planes will
not have any adverse impact on our en-
vironment, but two prototypes will en-
able us, as I see it, to find the answers
to some of these environmental questions
that cannot be fully answered in the
laboratory.

And we ought not to forget, by the way,
that the present research work on these
environmental questions, including the
noise factor, is being carried out at the
General Electric Research Center in
Schenectady, in my district. Just in the
past few weeks, they have come up with
impressive results in reducing the side-
line noise level of the SST engines to a
level even below the present 707 jet air-
plane.

So, Mr. Chairman, I shall support
continued research on the SST, and shall
oppose the Yates amendment, in an effort
to preserve our technology, to keep the
jobs we have, to prevent doing anything
that, by some domino effect, might de-
press our great aerospace industry still
further. And I intend to cast my vote
as an expression of faith in progress and
in the future.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, it is with great hestitancy and re-
luctance that I rise in opposition to the
appropriation of additional funds for
construction of a supersonic transport
prototype. This represents a change in
my prior position, is a matter of grave
concern to me, and comes as a result of
countless hours of study and research
on the subject.

I have agreed in the past with the pro-
ponents of this project about the desir-
ability of maintaining a leading role for
the United States in air travel, the prob-
able benefits to our economy, the fact
that the Russians are constructing their
own supersonic TU-144 and the French
and British are constructing a British-
French Concorde, which if successful in
production and sales will result in super-
sonic transports being flown in the
stratosphere whether we want them there
or not. On the other hand, I do not believe
the proponents of the project have effec-
tively and convinecingly answered the
many questions concerning threats to the
environment which could and should be
answered by additional research. Futher-
more, with development of the jumbo jet
747, 1 do not believe there will be public
demand by a sufficient number of people
for supersonic speed in the immediate
future to justify the financial invest-
ment.

Eventually, of course, it may well be-
come economically feasible. But if so, I
am convinced that this vibrant, healthy,
free-enterprise system of ours can and
will provide the necessary additional
private risk capital. Most certainly the
more than $800 million of Federal funds
we have already committed to this project
should represent a sufficient public con-
tribution.

I feel, therefore, Mr. Chairman, that
no harm will be done in delaying further
Federal participation in this project until
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more answers can be obtained, particu-
larly when such a large number of the
American people are expressing grave
concern about it. My vote today is not a
vote against progress or against main-
taining leadership in the field of air
travel, but a vote to stop, look and listen,
and then proceed with caution.

Mr. RAILSBACEK., Mr, Chairman, pro-
ponents of the SST are currently peti-
tioning Congress for $290 million in Fed-
eral funding for fiscal 1971. This is ap-
proximately $80 million more than what
was requested last December to continue
development on the SST prototypes for
1971. These additional expenditures will
have to be totally subsidized by the Fed-
eral Government owing to the severe eco-
nomic woes of the air industry.

Last year the airlines lost $123 million
and their projected loss for 1971 is $192
million. In 1963, when the SST program
was first initiated, an agreement was
made whereby the Federal Government
would be paid back in full after the first
500 SST planes were sold. To date only
122 planes have been ordered and this
does not necessarily mean that they will
be sold.

Since the SST project was first begun,
the costs have doubled the original $750
million guidelines. The complete cost is
expected to total $1.8 billion with Fed-
eral Government providing 85 percent,
or $1.3 billion of it. Now cost experts are
estimating that the total expenditures
for the SST could go as high as $5 bil-
lion and the SST plane is expected to
cost between $40 to $50 million each. An
additional $30 million has just been
spent for experimental testing to reduce
the noise level of the SST engines at
takeoffs and landings.

I think it is the time to evaluate the
Federal Government’s priorities in its
subsidizing of the SST. We have paid
millions of the taxpayers' dollars for the
SST already and it is expected to cost
millions more before the project is com-
pleted.

The SST has not been designed for
military purposes, therefore, it is not
a question of priority concerning na-
tional defense. Neither will the future
of the couniry be dependent on the SST.

Essentially what is being developed is
a high-speed plane designed to travel at
1,800 miles per hour—faster than the
speed of sound. A trans-Atlantic flight
would save the passenger 2 to 2%, hours
in traveltime. Primarily the people who
would benefit from this are the interna-
tional travelers and businessmen. This is
very impressive, but it would be much
more advantageous to build adequate
mass transit and improve other forms
of transportation which could be used
by more people than would be traveling
on the SST. There are statistics which
indiecate that 95 percent of the population
will never fly in the SST.

In terms of public needs which now
face our Nation, the SST does not meet
a high priority. The funds that are being
spent for the SST could be channeled
into programs such as the housing indus-
try, social security, and welfare reform.
I hope the Congress will make a very
serious examination of the SST project
before they vote millions of dollars more
of the taxpayers’ money.
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Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
support this appropriation so that work
on the supersonic transport may con-
tinue without a damaging delay. As one
of the members representing Greater
Chicago, I do so with my region as well
as the basic matter in mind.

Those of us who reside in Chicagoland
are very much aware of the importance
of transportation. While Washington,
D.C., has been the political capital of
the United States since the early days of
the Republic, Chicago, which is much
nearer the center of population, is the
transportation capital. No matter how
you wish to travel—by land, by water, or
by air—we have the most up-to-date fa-
cilities for accommodating travels to and
from Chicago.

More than a dozen major highways,
tollways, and expressways and more
than 20 trunkline railroads serve Chi-
cago. Its location on Lake Michigan
makes it the link between the St. Law-
rence Seaway and the Mississippi River.
More than 100 steamship lines serve the
Port of Chicago. Twenty-eight scheduled
commercial airlines are served by the
world’s largest and busiest commercial
airport which is located in Chicago.

The importance of transportation is,
of course, not limited to Chicago—it is
important to all 50 States. Our Nation
grew in size, population, and wealth as
it took advantage, first of the steamboat
and the locomotive, then of the automo-
bile, and finally of the airplane.

While helping us to solve the problems
of time and distance, the various trans-
portation systems inevitably created new
problems. Fortunately, for the well-
being of the American people, we did
not permit these problems to frustrate
us; instead they were challenges to
America's inventive genius. We made the
rivers navigable, built railroads and
highways from coast to coast, and con-
structed airports.

Improvements in the various modes of
transportation made them faster and
safer. The outstanding example of a ve-
hicle combining speed and safety is the
space capsule that has enabled man to
reach the moon. The problem which im-
mediately concerns us, however, is how to
enable the ordinary American to travel
quickly and safely, not to the moon, but
to other parts of the United States and
to nations all over the globe.

The critics of the supersonic transport
are sincere in their arguments and I am
convinced that constructive criticism
has helped the aviation industry in build-
ing a cleaner and quieter plane as well
as a safer and faster one. Some of the
opposition, however, has come from ill-
informed opponents.

Let us consider first of all the problem
of noise. Inasmuch as the supersonic
transport will remain at subsonic levels
while flying over populated areas, the
worry over the damage to people and
buildings that might be caused by sonic
booms can be calmed. The new planes
will travel supersonically—at altitudes
between 60,000 and 70,000 feet—only
while flying over the oceans and such
uninhabited regions as the polar zones.

Next let us consider the problem of
pollution. Three automobiles traveling
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at a rate of 60 miles per hour will emit
as much pollutant material as one super-
sonic transport carrying 298 passengers
at 1,798 miles per hour. There are, of
course, millions of automobiles in use in
the United States every day, most of
them in highly congested areas. All the
commercial jet transport aircraft pres-
ently in existence could stop flying today
and the instruments that measure pol-
lution would detect no change in the at-
mosphere.

We now turn to the problem of weath-
er modification. A fleet of 500 super-
sonic transports that made five daily
flights would produce approximately
200,000 tons of water vapor—about as
much as one large thunderstorm. Be-
tween 3,000 and 6,000 thunderstorms oc-
cur around the world every day. Accord-
ing to the National Academy of Science
and the Office of Meteorological Re-
search, a fleet of supersonic planes will
have no appreciable effect on the normal
atmospheric balance of the earth.

The next question should not be, “Can
we afford to build it?”, but “Can we af-
ford not to build it?” especially when we
realize that foreign countries are already
producing similar planes.

France and the United Kingdom,
working in partnership, are already
building the Concorde, which, while car-
rying only 128 passengers and flying but
1,350 miles per hour, will be available in
1973. While we are debating the issue, the
Soviet Union is building the Tupolev. It
will carry 120 passengers, two-fifths as
many as the SST, and will fly 1,550 miles
per hour, slower than the SST, but with
this important difference—it will be
ready for use next year, 6 years earlier
than the American product.

Soviet experts have predicted that by
the year 2000 they will produce an SST
which could circle the globe in an hour
with a passenger load three times that
of any version now being tested.

Obviously, if we decide not to build
supersonic transports and foreign na-
tions continue to build them, our balance
of trade will be adversely affected.

We could, of course, bar the new
planes, but the vietims of the embargo
could retaliate by barring our planes.
Even if banning made sense, we could
not persuade Canada to join us in such
action.

Both foreign nations and domestic air-
lines are hoping that we will proceed with
the manufacture of the supersonic trans-
port.

Tuwrning on the green light for produc-
tion of the supersonic transport will
benefit not only the aviation industry.
which is presently suffering from finan-
cial and other difficulties, but also its
workers, many of whom are now unem-
ployed. About 150,000 jobs are involved
in the SST controversy.

One of the most serious problems that
confronts the airlines and one that is
very annoying to those who use their
facilities is airport congestion. The super-
sonic transport would help relieve such
congestion, as a 298-passenger SST could
make 27 New York-London round trips
in the same flying time that the new
Boeing 747 requires for 10 such round
trips.
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Air travel became cheaper while it was
becoming faster and safer. Although the
purchasing power of the dollar decreased
28 percent between 1959 and 1969, the
average air passenger fare remained
about the same. In terms of constant
dollars, air travel in 1969 was 25 percent
cheaper than in 1959. Do we want such
progress to continue or do we want to
force increases in air fares by stifling
progress?

Contrary to interpretations that have
been circulated, the supersonic transport
program is not being subsidized, as were
the railroads, highways, and waterways.
The Federal Government is not subsidiz-
ing, but investing, in the case of the SST.
It will receive a royalty of approximately
$4,000,000 on each plane that is sold. The
first 300 will result in royalties totaling
$1,200,000,000, almost as much as the
Federal Government’s $1,300,000,000 in-
vestment. When 500 planes have been
sold, the Government will receive an ad-
ditional $1,000,000,000 as interest. Royal-
ties will continue as more planes are sold.

Mr. Chairman, Presidents Kennedy,
Johnson, and Nixon all favored produc-
tion of the supersonic transport, believ-
ing that the airplane is here to stay. Let
those of us who have the power of the
purse demonstrate our desire for a faster,
safer, cleaner, quieter, and, in the long
run, cheaper airplane by voting for the
pen measure. Let us cast a vote of
confidence for the twentieth century.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, for the
third time since my election to Congress
the House is voting on whether or not
we should appropriate funds for the two
prototypes of the supersonic transport.
In the past I have had sufficient doubts
in my mind regarding the economic feas-
ibility of the plane, as well as questions
regarding its effect upon the environ-
ment, to warrant withholding my sup-
port for its funding.

I have attempted to follow the progress
of the plane’s development and the issues
surrounding it and found on each occa-
sion the situation to be charged. In 1970,
although I felt the environmental argu-
ments against the SST were being
washed out, I continued to be concerned
over the effect of this large expenditure
of Government funds when other worth-
while programs were being cut to the
bone to curb Government spending and
rising inflation.

Today, the economic situation is fur-
ther changed. The economy has slowed
to a standstill, the unemployment rate
is high and President Nixon has proposed
to Congress a deficit-spending budget
which it is hoped will revitalize the econ-
omy and restore full employment.

In a further attempt to resolve all
questions in my mind regarding the
economic impact of the program, I have
reviewed all available facts and figures,
including several current studies, and I
have satisfied myself that the following
facts are true and pertinent to the de-
cision we will be making—

Over $1 billion has been appropriated
to date for the two SST prototypes, as
a research and development project.

It would only cost approximately $300
million more to complete the prototypes
than to close down the project.
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Any stretchout or delay in the fund-
ing of the prototypes will result in great-
er costs to the project.

Government funds are being invested
in the prototypes as a loan only, to be
repaid with interest. The Government's
investment will be recovered when the
300th plane is delivered and the Govern-
ment will receive an additional billion
when the 500th plane is delivered, as well
as royalties on additional planes.

World air travel will triple by the
1980’s, and, unless the United States de-
velops the SST to compete with foreign
models, most of this will be in foreign air
carriers.

Commercial air carrier sales by U.S.
producers contribute to the balance of
payments; in 1970 the United States
sold $3.4 billion worth of aerospace prod-
uets overseas, including $1.5 billion in
commercial transport planes alone.

Export of the production SST is ex-
pected to create a $22 billion to $50 bil-
lion favorable trade balance for the
United States.

Cutbacks in defense and aerospace
spending in 1970 alone resulted in the
loss of 168,000 jobs, and the industry is
presently in a serious state of depres-
sion.

The SST prototype project provides
more than 13,000 jobs directly and when
in production will provide 50,000 jobs
which would aid in reviving the industry.

The plane is not going to be flown over
land at supersonic speeds, thereby void-
ing the concern over sonic boom. Fur-
thermore, close scrutiny by environ-
mentalists such as Russell B. Train,
Chairman of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality, and Dr. William Kellogg,
Associate Director of the National Cen-
ter for Atmospheric Research, and other
studies into the environmental effects
have concluded that the SST poses nc
major threat to the environment. The air
lines have given assurances that the
production SST will meet noise stand-
ards and the administration has pledged
that, should the plane not get a clean
bill of health from scientific research, it
will not be produced. As the administra-
tion and the aviation industry have
acknowledged, we will not really know
how economically feasible the SST will
be until the prototypes are completed and
tested,

The decision we make today appears to
me to be whether we want to drop the
project completely and write off approxi-
mately $1 billion already spent for the
prototypes, leaving it up to the industry
to come up with the means to complete
the prototypes. The delay which would
result could greatly reduce the economic
benefits to be realized by the United
States. Or the decision is whether we
want to complete the investment when
all the odds appear to be in our favor
to derive substantial economic gain for
the country on a long-range basis.

My decision is to vote against the crip-
pling amendment and support continued
limited Federal funding of the SST pro-
totypes.

I would like to point out that the re-
quest for the SST in fiscal year 1971,
amounts to about 3 percent of the trans-
portation outlays of the Department of
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Transportation. The Airport and Airway
Development Act of 1970 provides
authority for the next 5 years to fund
airport development at $295 million per
year and airway facilities development at
$250 million per year. In fiscal year 1971,
the ground transportation category, a
$4.8 billion outlay is planned for high-
ways. Urban mass transportation has a
$400 million program level in fisca] year
1971 and $600 million in fiscal year 1972
as part of the $3.1 billion authorized over
the next 5 years. A revitalization of water
transportation is planned with over $400
million authorized in fiscal year 1971 for
maritime research and development and
for subsidies of ship construction and
operation with plans following to con-
struct 30 merchant marine ships a year
over the coming decade.

With regard to national priorities, the
SST funding represents only about one-
tenth of 1 percent of the total fiscal year
1971 U.S. Government outlays. Billions
are planned for social and welfare pro-
grams. On the other hand, in fiscal year
1971 with trust funds included, support
for human resource programs will sur-
pass national defense and account for
the largest percentage or about 42 per-
cent of the total year’s outlays. This
funding supports programs such as
education and manpower, health, income
fecurity. and veterans’ benefits and serv-
ces.

It is my belief that completion of the
SST is an investment in the economic
growth of our country that should be
made, as other investments must be made
to insure the jobs and taxes needed to
fund the domestic and social programs of
the future,

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Yates amendment,
which would delete the $134 million pro-
vided for the SST in House Joint Resolu-
tion 468.

As has been pointed out repeatedly in
recent weeks, we still have not solved
the monstrous difficulties and dangers of
the SST. We should not continue with
its construction while the problems of
noi:_se, environment, and economics re-
main.

The plane as now designed produces a
sonic boom that will not be tolerated over
land in any country where the inhab-
itants can vote. On takeoff, the SST noise
problem is mueh greater than with ordi-
nary jets—and though proponents of the
program claim that the problem of side-
line noise has been “solved” in recent
weeks, the noise level will be reduced
only from 124 decibels to 108 decibels.
Even at this level, the SST would barely
reach the interim standard set by the
FAA in December 1969, and would be
unable to meet the limit of 98 decibels
which the National Academy of Sciences
has recommended be set for John F. Ken-
nedy Airport in New York by 1975.

The unresolved economic questions as-
sociated with the plane are enormous.
The president of the American Eco-
nomics Association, Prof, Wassily Leon-
tief, of Harvard, estimates that the proj-
ect would create less than 3,000 jobs in
the next few years. Certainly no one can
deny that there is a serious unempioy-
ment problem in this country—but if we
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are going to create new jobs through
“make work” projects, there are many
products which are more important than
the SST. Housing, improved waste treat-
ment systems, and new health facilities
are all urgently needed in this country.
We should encourage our scientists and
engineers to concentrate their efforts on
these vital areas; and if the Government
is to fund public service projects, those
projects should be geared to meet our
domestic needs.

Walter Heller, former chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisers, points cut
that, if the SST is supposed to be such
a profitable undertaking, the taxpayer
should not have to pay 80 to 90 percent
of the development costs—private indus-
try, which will make the profits which
are being predicted, should underwrite
the project. Paul Samuelson, professor
of economics at MIT, says:

Any realistic cost-benefit analysis will
reach the conclusion that . .. Government
subsidy of the 88T or similar supersonic air-
craft 1s at this stage of technology and eco-
nomic development both an economic and a
human disaster,

With regard to broad environmental
questions, the risks the SST would pose
to the oceans and the atmosphere are
still unknown. In routine operation on
the New York to Paris run, planes fiying
at supersonic speed could cover more
than half the North Atlantic with sonic
booms of an intensity of 2 to 4 pounds
per square foot as often as every half
hour during peak travel seasons. The ef-
fect on migratory birds, fish, and other
marine life, and the ocean itself is still
unknown.

The SST will discharge vapor into the
thin air of the stratosphere, leading to
unknown effects on health and climate.
The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. YATES)
pointed out in his separate views in the
report on House Joint Resolution 468
that prototypes are not necessary to
carry out atmospheric research to deter-
mine the SST's probable effect on the
atmosphere. I, therefore, urge that we
have the necessary research conducted,
and look at the results, before we con-
tinue with this project. We have already
discovered the havoc a man can wreak
when he pursues technology for the sake
of advancement, without assessing the
harmful affects of his technological
triumphs. To testify to our folly, we have
DDT in our fruit and mercury in our
tuna; and our lakes are choking from
the effects of detergent phosphates. The
radiological hazards associated with nu-
clear powerplants are still unknown.

There is no point in continuing con-
struction of the prototype SST, when
there are so many questions about the
value of the ultimate product, and so
many valid arguments against the proj-
ect. We should take a good hard look
at the possible effects before we pursue
a questionable technological goal.

I urge adoption of the Yates amend-
ment, to delete SST funds from this
continuing resolution.

Mr. MAILLTARD. Mr. Chairman, dis-
turbed by predictions of environmental
and economic disaster, I have scrutinized
my previous support of funding for the
development of an American supersonic
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transport. Compelled by the urging of
many constituents, I have searched for
facts that would justify a reversal of my
position.

Most of the arguments against con-
tinuing Government support of the SST
have not withstood careful examination.
They have often been obscured by emo-
tion and supported by inaccurate or un-
substantiated information. Yet some can-
not, for lack of conclusive data, be lightly
dismissed.

The prospect of a fleet of supersonic
aircraft cannot, at this time, be judged
all good or all bad. There is much evi-
dence that such aircraft could prove
beneficial to our economy. Yet there are
disturbing possibilities that such a fleet
could have unacceptable consequences.

Environmental opponents of the SST
contend that it will generate excessive
noise. Furthermore, they fear that the
current regulation banning overland
flights at speeds that would cause sonic
booms will be relaxed should the indus-
try exert pressure to do so. There are
also warnings that the amount of mois-
ture introduced into the stratosphere by
8ST's will significantly reduce the ozone
content, thereby dangerously increasing
our exposure to ultraviolet radiation and,
perhaps, drastically altering the weather.

Experiments on the American SST
engine indicate that this aireraft will be
quieter than subsonic jets when flying
over the community. Excessive sideline
noise, however, has not been completely
eliminated and there is admittedly no
guarantee that the regulation banning
overland flights at supersonic speeds will
never be relaxed.

Although an SST fleet would undeni-
ably add moisture, and other elements,
to the stratosphere, the consequences of
these intrusions remain speculative. Proof
of adverse effects simply does not exist.

The programs of other nations to de-
velop supersonic aircraft must here be
considered. Both the Soviet Union and
Britain, in cooperation with France, have
already test-flown their versions of the
SS8T. If supersonic flights should damage
the stratosphere, our environment will
be harmed-—whether or not we produce
and fiy an American product.

It would seem imperative, then, that
our prototype phase be completed so that
all possible safeguards can be devised.
In the event of unsolvable problems, we
can confront the nations of the world
with valid evidence that an international
banning of SST’s is required.

Economic guestions involve many areas
of dispute: balance of payvments; em-
ployment; Government involvement; and
return on the Government’s investment,
as well as questions involving the profit-
ability of the aireraft in commercial
operation.

In regard to maintaining a favorable
balance of payments, critics argue that
this is not currently a problem and that
the impact of the SST could never be
sufficient to justify the expense involved
in its development.

However, we must consider the fact
that foreign countries are now flying,
and plan to market their models of the
SST. It would be unrealistic to assume
that we could retain our 84-percent
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corner on the free world aireraft market
if we fall behind the competition tech-
nologically. Moreover, it would be falla-
cious to assume that a loss of any portion
of this vital market would not adversely
affect our balance of payments.

Critics contend that the impact of the
SST program on unemployment would
be negligible. They also argue that the
Government would do better to spend
such funds on domestic programs. _

It must be realized, however, that the
Government plans to spend 42 percent
of its total budget for human resource
programs this year. Yet due to cutbacks
in defense spending, our scientific and
technological community is faced with
an unemployment erisis. A full-scale SST
program, contingent on sound estimates
of market demand, would relieve this
pressing situation. It would not be a
“make-work” program. Employment of a
wide range of people in the SST program
wotuld also have a positive effect on other
jobs and help create the revenue required
to further increase Government activity
in domestic fields.

Some opponents believe that the Gov-
ernment should not be involved in a com-
mereial, profitmaking venture. However,
the Government has often provided
financial assistance to major transporta-
tion programs: railroads; highways; pre-
vious commercial aircraft. In addition,
the SST proposes to be the first of these
programs to return the Government'’s in-
vestment to the taxpayers with interest.

Will the Government recoup its in-
vestment in the SST?

Adversaries of the program suggest
that the SST will never prove to be a
profitable, self-supporting venture, and
that the Government will be forced to
support production of the fleet. As evi-
dence they cite the production company’s
inability to present, at this time, a plan
showing that adequate private financial
backing will be available.

Under the existing contract, royalties
are due the Government on every SST
sold until the Government has earned
6 percent on its investment. Production
of a viable SST would also generate sub-
stantial Federal, State, and local tax
revenues. As I cited earlier, these funds
are urgently needed to help support do-
mestic programs.

The magnitude of possible economic
effects that the country could reap from
the SST program is a compelling reason
to continue examining and refining this
aircraft. While there are always risks
involved in such undertakings, we can-
not ignore the fact that two-thirds of
the estimated Government portion of the
SST program has already been com-
mitted. If the program is sabandoned
now, an $884 million “downpayment”
will have been totally wasted. We will
have neither a viable aircraft nor proof
that such an aircraft would be contrary
to the public interest. In addition, the
Government would have to pay substan-
tial closing costs if the program were
halted now.

I can only conclude that possible bene-
fits and the importance of resolving dis-
puted issues urge completion of the pro-
totype program.
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The authentic hazards of continua-
tion of the SST program must, however,
be eliminated. I have therefore intro-
duced legislation that will mitigate prob-
lems of: Excessive noise, continued pres-
entation of conjecture as fact—by both
sides, and Government assumption of
an increasingly greater share of financial
responsibility.

The SST represents a technological
advance. To insure, however, that it does
not betray those it should serve, I have
proposed the statutory prohibition of
overland flights at speeds that would
cause sonic booms to reach the surface.
To further protect the public from ex-
posure to excessive noise, my bill stipu-
lates that the SST demonstrate its abil-
ity to meet required noise levels before
production is inaugurated.

Future decisions regarding the SST
must be based on reliable data. Comple-
tion of the prototype phase, rather than
representing a threat, is a means by
which questions can be answered and
threatening unknowns resolved. To stim-
ulate compilation of objective data, I
have proposed the formation of an in-
dependent, interdisciplinary group of
non-Government scientists and econo-
mists. It would be the duty of this group
to monitor all aspects of development of
a civil SST and assess each innovation
objectively to determine its long-range
consequences.

To further insure a concerned public
that all evidence will be weighed before
actual production begins, my bill would
require that the Secretary of Transpor-
tation make available to the Congress
and the public a report on all aspects of
the prototype phase when it is completed.

Not until these two reports have been
submitted to and evaluated by the Con-
gress could a single SST be produced,
according to a provision of my bill.

If any benefits are to be derived from
the SST, the aircraft must prove itself
in the competitive market. I have con-
sequently proposed that the major pro-
duction companies be required to submit
a plan showing evidence of adequate pri-
vate finaneial backing before the produc-
tion of SST's is initiated.

To prevent continuous cost revisions
and ever increasing appropriations, my
bill would place a $1.5 billion ceiling on
the amount which the Government could
invest in developing the SST.

In conclusion, I express the hope that
we can all rise above the emoticnalism
in which the SST debate has become
mired. I am convinced that the overall
national interest requires that we deter-
mine to do two things: First, proceed
with completion of the SST prototypes;
and second, reserve final judgment on
commercial production until more con-
clusive data is available.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the
recommendation of the Appropriations
Committee to provide further funding
for the SST program for the develop-
ment of two prototypes, and I feel that
Ehuils section should be deleted from the

It seems to me that the recommenda-
tion to pour more money into this
program represents a misplaced set of
priorities. Many Federal programs have
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suffered cutbacks in funds because of
the administration’s desire to curb
Federal spending as an anti-inflation
measure. I have generally supported
these efforts, and I feel that the level
of spending requested for the SST is
not in line with them.

One program in which I have had a
particular interest is the Hill-Burton
program for Thospital construction
grants. Under the proposed allocation of
funds for the current fiscal year, my
State of North Carolina’s share will be
reduced by nearly 20 percent. Surely a
program of hospital construction is of
more direct benefit to a greater number
céfs %eome than the construction of the

Proponents of the SST reason that by
investing Federal money in this project,
the Federal Government will realize
profits from royalties on SST sales and
taxes. I have studied the record of hear-
ings conducted by the House Appropria-
tions Committee, and I feel there is
serious question that private industry
will be able to finance the very high cost
of commercial production of the SST,
even if a successful prototype is
developed.

I urge my colleagues to support the
deletion of funds for the SST from this
continuing appropriation.

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the SST funding because I
believe in technological advancement,
but more so because I support continued
U.S. air strength.

Like many other Members, I likewise
share concern over the unemployment
statistics and the constant partisan use
of unemployment figures by some as if
an insinuation that we in Congress are
not doing everything we can to curb
inflation and curb unemployment.

I think very shortly we will be re-
ceiving a program labeled the Public
Service Employment Act which will be
sold to us as a community employment
scheme to train the hard-core unem-
ployed by getting them used to work-
ing—even if they are doing nothing con-
structive.

Yet, today, opposing the SST funding
program are many of those who are most
vocal in spreading the hysteria of un-
employment, joblessness, malnutrition,
and lack of opportunity. Certainly it
seems contradictory to express concern
over unemployment and then oppose the
SST program.

Had I been in Congress when the en-
abling act to nationalize aviation was
considered, I would probably have op-
posed it. However, in the present tech-
nological race, I am convinced that the
SST program is performing a needed
vital purpose which because of related
scientific experimentation and develop-
ment will offer many benefits to human-
ity far exceeding the supersonic aircraft
itself.

Additionally, I might add that I much
prefer spending tax dollars for salaries
for constructive workers rather than
rewarding those who produce nothing.

I most certainly urge defeat of the
amendment to delete all funds from
the SST program and plan to cast my
people’s vote for continuation of the SST
program.
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Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Yates
amendment.

I do so even though I am not one of
those who believes that the SST will be
the prime instrument which will in-
evitably bring about irreversible environ-
mental collapse. This issue is so precari-
ously balanced even now that r num-
ber of Volkswagens added to the high-
ways will probably suffice as the instru-
ment of our destruction as well as ¥
number of SST’s, and I shall leave it to
more competent experts than I to deline-
ate the fatal equation with scientific
precision. I simply concede that the SST
or, for that matter, the highly touted
“airbus” now in the offing, will both make
a dubious contribution to the air we
breathe.

The most compelling arguments for
continued funding of the SST project can
be summed up in one word: “JOBS.” It
would be callous indeed to ignore the un-
employment picture, especially in the
hard-hit aerospace industry—and pre-
tend that continued funding would have
other than a beneficial effect in this in-
dustry—and pretend that continued
funding would have other than a benefi-
cial effect in this industry. Proponents
say it could mean as many as 150,000
jobs, and despite the criticism that this
involves a generous use of “multiplier”
factors, and that the employment effort
is concentrated in a very specialized field,
it is not a prospect to be lightly ignored.

If we resort to this means, however, of
economically stimulating the depressed
aerospace industry, there are certain
long-range implications inherent in the
course of action we will have embarked
upon. One noted Harvard economist has
spotlighted these by asking the following
question:

If we overcome some employment or bal-
ance-of-payments problems by subsidizing
SST development, what happens when the
S8ST demand is fulfilled? Will there be an-
other demand for something to keep this
industry occupied and happy?

Prof. Walter Heller predicts that “pri-
vate producers are likely to return to the
Federal well again and again.”

A University of Chicago economist,
Milton Friedman, puts it succinectly, if
tartly:

Our objective should not be jobs but pro-
ductive jobs and that objective is bhest
achieved by the test of the market, not by
government subsidization of “leaf-raking”
Jjobs—and if the SST is not commercially vi-
able, then jobs in producing it are the eco-
nomic equivalent of “leaf-raking.”

Arthur Okun, former Chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisers, forecasts
the ultimate reduction and absurdam of
the jobs argument—

Used to prove that jobs would be created
by a Federal appropriation for digging holes
and filling them, or for dynamiting bulldings
and rebuilding them.

How useful, how viable will be the
8SST?

Arguments over this are likely to rage
for a long time to come, regardless of the
outcome of these debates. But I am
struck by another observation of Pro-
fessor Heller’s that—

The benefits (of the SST) will go mostly
to . .. travelers for whom “time is money"—
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for whom a 3-hour instead of a 6-hour ocean
crossing is meaningful—while the risks and
costs will be borne by taxpayers generally
(most of whom will never fly an 88T).

If we look at the choice before us
steadily and unflinchingly, we are obliged
to admit that considerations of creating
more jobs and maintaining American
technical excellence are ultimately fo-
cused in the service of that traveler “for
whom a 3-hour instead of a 6-hour ocean
crossing is meaningful.”

Let us not forget that point. We are
not voting for continued unemployment
in the aerospace industry. We are not
voting to concede a technological lead to
the Russians, the French, or the British.
We are not voting for skin cancer, We
are not voting for further environmental
degradation.

We are being asked now to vote on
continuing appropriations not exceeding
$289,965,000 in fiscal year 1971 for SST
development based on its own merits and
in relation to other outstanding appro-
priations requests in a rational order of
priority.

It is, of course, absolutely essential
that we consider SST appropriations in
the broad context of national priorities.
If this were not a factor, then we could
proceed to act favorably at once on all
proposals worthy of our immediate at-
tention: Further and more realistic in-
creases in social security; improved care
for veterans; increased Federal aid to
education; an improved system of na-
tional health care; salary increases to
members of the Armed Forces to hasten
implementation of the all-volunteer
army concept and the end of selective
service; increased national security; in-
creased Federal aid in the war on crime
and drug abuse; better manpower train-
ing programs; and so on.

The list is endless and each proposal
carries with it its special urgency and
demand for priority consideration. The
SST has a natural order of priority
among these, and it is our task to estab-
lish it.

Earlier this week we considered social
security increases. The 10 percent this
body approved and already signed into
law by the President is a lot less gen-
erous than many of us had hoped it
would be. No one is more buffeted by the
cruel blows of inflation than the elderly
poor, yet in real terms the raises we
voted can amount to as little as $6.40
a month—hardly enough to cover rising
medicare costs they have experienced
while waiting for us to take action.

There is a genuine crisis in proper
nursinrg care in the Veterans® Hospital in
my hometown of Portland. The same
problem undoubtedly exists in many of
your districts, too. Chairman TEAGUE
will tell you that it boils down to appro-
priations for veterans' hospitals, and I
know no one who has fought more com-
passionately and ably than he to gain
the necessary appropriations.

The crisis in education continues to
mount. Colleges are failing and the
middle-income families, the same ones
who are to principally foot whatever
bill is forthcoming for SST, are appar-
ently at the bottom of the totem pole
in consideration of tax dollars—pri-
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marily their own—to aid them in send-
ing their sons and daughters to college.

The son who cannot go to college, of
course, is especially vulnerable to the
continuing inequity—and iniquity—of
the draft—which his parents’ hard-
earned tax dollars might help eliminate;
if we decide on this priority for their
allocation.

Meanwhile, many of our citizens, es-
pecially the elderly poor exposed to soar-
ing medical costs, are finding, literally,
that it is cheaper to die. It would not
be, of course, if we assign a proper pri-
ority to a system of national health care.

The housing picture has begun to
brighten perceptibly in recent months,
but all of us realize that we still have a
far way to go in realizing the housing
requirements of this Nation.

President Nixon himself has said that
to keep up with the housing require-
ments of our exapnding population, we
shall have to build the equivalent of a
new city of 250,000 persons each month
from now until the end of the century.
I would hope that we would have the
will, the wit, and the wisdom to utilize
available and otherwise unemployed
skills to the undertaking of so vast and
worthwhile an enterprise. And who
would deny that the skills are more eas-
ily converted from aerospace industry to
housing than the opposite direction? If
jobs are the most compelling argu-
ment for the SST, we had better examine
all the arguments again.

I have.

I have examined each of the priority
items already discussed and how they
will benefit the vast majority of our tax-
paying citizens. Relative to how they
would be served in concentrating on
programs for increased social security,
veterans’ care, aid to education, housing,
youth opportunity, crime-fighting capa-
bility, and national security, I find that
the requirements of the citizen to whom
a 3-hour as opposed to a 6-hour oceanic
crossing is meaningful are significantly
wanting in priority of our attention.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr, Chairman, I sup-
port House Joint Resolution 468. I do so
after careful consideration of most re-
cent arguments by both the proponents
and the opponents of the supersonic
transport.

I have listened to such diverse consid-
erations as the matter of national prior-
ities, the question of balance of trade,
the loss of jobs, sonic boom, the effects
on the atmosphere, and a lot of others.

I intend to follow the same course I
did when this issue was before us last
fall, not simply to be undeviating or to
avoid being self-contradictory, but be-
cause I believe the issues are about the
same as they were then and after listen-
ing to all of the arguments all over again
I have reached the same conclusion.

But regardless of what may have been
contemplated in the past, today we are
not talking about the manufacture at
any time in the future at Government
expense of any given number of SST’s.
We are talking about only two prototypes
and the expense of 100 hours of testing.
No more. The money provided in sec-
tion 2 of House Joint Resolution 468 in
the amount of $289 million will provide
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for the SST to be taken out of the realm
of speculation and placed into a labora-
tory status. The U.S. SST is designed to
carry 298 passengers as against 128 for
the Concorde and only 120 for the Rus-
sian TU-144. Ours will have a speed of
1,800 miles per hour as compared with
1,350 miles per hour for the Concorde and
1,550 for the TU-144.

The U.S. SST is a better plane than
the TU-144 and the Concorde. We know
the world will buy our version if only we
get to build it. If the Congress grounds
the SST now it will mean the Russians
and British and French will literally take
over the skies of our world in the years
ahead.

Where do we stand timewise so far as
our plane and that of the British, French,
and Russian competitors? Well, the Rus-
sians have their first flight scheduled for
October of 1971. The Russians are taking
delivery orders now and the British and
French are close behind. It is not a ques-
tion anymore of someone’s guess or spec-
ulation because the French accomplished
a successful test flight in March of 1969.
They estimate that in the not too dis-
tant future, they can offer their plane for
sale. They say they can expect delivery
for commercial sale not later than the
first few months of 1974.

Foreign competition is only one issue
that should be considered. We have heard
a lot about the loss of jobs to American
workingmen. I would hope that we would
not at this time make the job issue the
only issue. The SST should not be
thought of as only a make-work project.
It has a far better justification than
that. The real reason for continuing re-
search and development on SST is to
assure that our country will continue to
be the technological and scientific leader
of the world. If we have faith in our
scientific community then we should
have faith enough to maintain Amer-
ican leadership by voting for continuing
technological and scientific advances
made possible by SST which will benefit
not only our aircraft industry but our
entire country, and yes, because of
willingness to share knowledge, it will
benefit all mankind.

Oh, there are so many arguments
which must be considered and answered
that it is impossible to consider them in
any particular sequence or any relative
order of importance. There is the en-
vironmental issue. There has been a lot
of hysteria brought into the campaign
against development or commercial use
of supersonic flight. After I have lis-
tened to all the evidence I am convinced
any additional pollution from supersonic
travel will be offset by shorter travel time
required by these planes for covering any
given distance. I know that our country
has an environmental consciousness at
the present time but I also know we are
continuing to go ahead on research and
development in air pollution and much of
the money in section 2 of House Joint
Resolution 468 will be helpfui to the field
of antipollution research. I introduced
in the last Congress and again in this
Congress a measure tc prohibit super-
sonic flight over the continental United
States. The facts are the SST will fily at
subsoniec speed over land and accelerate
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to 1,800 miles per hour only when it is
well over the ocean or gver the poles.

Despite the boost to our economy, I
would be opposed to the SST if I seri-
ously believed it would be environment-
ally offensive. I mean by that if I thought
that it would be responsible for some of
the scare charges that have been made
against the plane in recent days. At least
two Government studies assure us that
even a large fleet of SST's will not
threaten the earth’s atmosphere. In fur-
ther consideration of the environmental
issue I believe that if there is as much
evidence as the critics of the SST sug-
gest then instead of wanting to stop
building our SST these same critics
should be seeking international aboli-
tion of the SST. Unilaterally grounding
our own U.S. planes is not enough. But
all of us ought to know, and if we are
fair with ourselves, do know, there are
no environmental risks involved in the
proposition to proceed with two SST
prototypes.

Another question has been raised of
priorities. Mr, Chairman, I think I have
had a rather consistent record of voting
for programs to try to attain what is
regarded as our top national pricrities.
I have voted for improved health pro-
grams. I have voted for increased fund-
ing for hospital construction. I have
voted in favor of larger appropriations
for aid to education and to override the
President's veto last year. I have voted
for hundreds of millions of dollars to as-
sist environmental cleanup in the field of
water pollution. I have supported an in-
creased Federal gasoline tax to build bet-
ter highways. I have supported urban
mass transit.

In proper perspective, Mr. Chairman,
it is not a question of having these pro-
gressive programs or the SST. Rather it
becomes a question of needing both. Soon
we will have a $1 trillion gross national
product. Surely, we can afford the $289
million provided by section 2 of House
Joint Resolution 468. Rather than the
either/or approach it is a matter of a
balance between the two. We can have
both. We have reordered our priorities.
Recently we have been spending more
on those things we hope lead to social
programs. But we must also continue to
spend enough money to be sure that the
inventiveness, ingenuity, and resource-
fulness of our scientific community is
not neglected. In other words, we must
also maintain American technological
leadership.

Someone has asked the gquestion, Just
what is at stake in this vote today on
House Joint Resolution 468? Is it just a
question of $289 million? The answer is
an emphatic “No.” The reason is that to
vote no today means not only the issu-
ance of termination slips to 20,000 aero-
space workers. It means a matter of the
loss of 150,000 jobs over the next 10
vears. It has been said that to stop now
means millions and millions of dollars
down the drain with nothing to show for
it except some incomplete prototypes. At
stake is a chance to make $31 billion
made up of $10 billion in a favorable
trade balance between 1978 and 1990;
a $12 billion trade loss avoided between
1978 and 1990, if we continue on now. At
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stake is $6.7 billion to be lost in State
and Federal tax revenues and over a bil-
lion in royalties to be made from the
sale of our SST.

Without itemizing all of the con-
stituent items in the total, if we stop now
most of the total investment of Govern-
ment contractors and the airlines may be
lost. This totals over $1.1 billion, and
over and above that is the copportunity
or a chance for this country to have
$31 billion in benefits in the period from
1978 to 1990. Moreover, if the SST is
canceled now, it is not a question of ad-
verse balance of trade zlone and tax
revenues lost, but it may well be the per-
manent loss of the world aircraft market.

I know that figures and statistics are
confusing and sometimes even mislead-
ing. But one thing we can point to that
does not require any reference to statis-
tics. That is the fact there is little or
no question but that a commercial SST
will be built. The only question is who
will build it? If we in America turn
around and run away from this present
opportunity it will be a permanent and
irrevocable loss to our country.

Sure there are obstacles to be sur-
mounted in SST construction. Some are
real. Others have been manufactured by
critics of the SST. Yet, over the years
since the time of our Revolution, the
American way has been to recognize the
obstacles and they find a way to sur-
mount them. We can, I am confident,
solve the problems of sonic boom noise
and potential pollution.

Reliable economists estimate that in
the next 20 years the volume of com-
mercial air travel will multiply six times
because of population growth, renewed
business activity, increased personal in-
come and more leisure time. At this
moment because our American air car-
riers are faced with the uncertainties of
whether our country will meet this new-
est of air challenges by the Anglo-
French Concorde and the Russian TU-
144 they have had no other choice but
to consider purchase of one of these
other model SST’s. But that is not the
American way.

We know that these airliners will be
flying around the world regardless of
what is done here in the United States.
The age of commercial SST flight is
upon us. There is no way to turn back
the clock. A vote for the American SST
is clearly a vote in the American interest.
We must not be left behind in this area of
travel development. To vote to retain
section 2 of House Joint Resolution 468
is not only a vote to keep America first
in commercial SST but it is a vote of
faith that we can and will in the years
ahead maintain our technological and
scientific leadership of the world.

Mr. MIZELL, Mr. Chairman, I rise at
this time to again voice my support for
American efforts to develop a supersonic
transport aircraft.

I am convinced that those efforts can-
not be effective or productive unless there
is substantial financial assistance from
the Federal Government.

Two foreign competitors, the Soviet
Union’s TU-144 and the British/French
Concorde, are being developed solely
with government funds, with no financial
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participation by private companies at all.

In the United States, the Federal Gov-
ernment has for the past 8 years been
working as a team member with several
of the Nation's commercial airlines and
engine industries, and those efforts have
brought us almost to the prototype staze
of development.

Before I came to Congress, more than
$800 million had already been spent to
finance those efforts. Regardless of how
we vote on this additional appropria-
tion today, another $178 million will have
to be spent to cover contract cancella-
tion costs.

For $112 million more, we could have
two prototypes in the air, testing en-
vironmental effects such as noise and air
pollution and conducting other experi-
ments to answer other guestions that are
being posed today.

With the answers to those questions,
based on hard facts rather than theories,
we can make a much more knowledgeable
decision on whether mass production of
the SST is warranted or not.

But if we fail to appropriate these ad-
ditional funds, we will have sent more
than $1 billion down the drain, the ques-
tions will still not be answered, the
United States will lose the lead in avia-
tion, 150,000 jobs will be lost. This is
clearly not the solution to the current
controversy over the SST.

On the other hand, if we do continue
the project, the result will be the safest,
most comfortable and fastest commercial
transportation ever devised, a $1 billion
return on Government investments, addi-
tional billions in tax revenues generated
by the SST, and a vital shot in the arm
for our ailing aerospace industry.

Surely, we can see that this is the more
responsible course. I urge my colleagues
to join me in voting for the continued
development of an American supersonic
transport.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
once again the House is being asked to
fund the supersonic transport program.
The blitz which has accompanied the
forthcoming vote has attempted with
slick, high-flying propaganda to suggest
that the major questions which have
hounded this program since its inception
have somehow gone away.

In addition to this tactic, I object to
the current campaign seeking to brand
opposition to Government subsidization
of the SST as anti-America.

But all the full-page advertisements,
all the tricky little radio spots, all the
high-pressure tactics that public rela-
tions men can dream up cannot erase
the serious problems which militate
against the SST.

I am personally concerned with the
argument that jobs by the thousands
will vanish if the SST is junked. But
after careful examination, I am con-
vinced the proponents are misleading
Congress on this point.

This is the job picture as outlined by
the Department of Transportation with
relation to the SST project:

Presently employed ;

Presently providing services

Mid-1871 employment

Full production employment (1978)

Full production service employment 100, 000

These figures will add up to President
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Nixon’s full-production total of 150,000,
but they are based on two broad pre-
sumptions.

One, that the SST will be technically
feasible.

Second, that there will be sufficient
world market to require 300 to 500 SST’s,
which is, by the way, in the range which
must be sold for the Federal Govern-
ment to anticipate some payback on the
funds which are under consideration.

Taking into account the big competi-
tion argument with which the propo-
nents of this plane are drowning Con-
gress, I find it doubtful that 300, much
less 500, of the American version of this
craft will be ordered.

The employment, figures alone would
make the ditching of the project seem
alarming. But the silent sums do not ask
the important question: If the SST pro-
gram is not continued, will the Govern=-
ment funds presently dedicated to the
program not be spent? With the number
of critical needs facing this country, I do
not expect that these funds will lie fallow.

Federal funds that would be spent on
the SST should create as many jobs
when spent for manpower programs, or
health, or mass transit.

A report of the Democratic Study
Group on the SST comments:

The employment situation depends on the
willingness of consumers and businesses to
spend their incomes and on the stimulus of
Federal budget and monetary policy, If the
53T is not produced, airline passengers and
airlines will keep spending money in job-
creating ways. Even if alrlines invest less,
adjustments to monetary policy can enable
other industries to Invest more and thereby
create other jobs. The issue is where to spend
public funds—not whether to spend them.

That, Mr. Chairman, is the question
this House faces.

Will we strap the taxpayers of this
Nation to a program that the industry
itself will not fund—or will this Nation
begin to move to correct the grave ills
that those of us who spend most of our
time on the ground face daily.

Every poll shows that if the taxpayers
of this Nation could speak directly on
this subject, they would say “No.” That,
Mr, Chairman, should clearly be the an-
swer of this House.

Mr., HANLEY., Mr. Chairman, like
every Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives, I have given long and con-
sidered attention to the SST issue. In the
past, I have supported the requests of
both President Johnson and President
Nixon for SST appropriations. I am phil-
osophically in agreement with the con-
tention that the supersonic aircraft is the
plane of the future and that the United
States should be in the forefront of its
development.

The Federal Government has already
made a substantial investment in the
SST, and I would hope that the remain-
ing investment can be generated from
private capital.

There are considerations present in
this round of debate on the SST which
were not necessarily so weighty in past
debates. Certainly one of the most com-
pelling is the question of priorities. I
believe that the SST is important, but
I also believe that there are much greater
needs within the transportation field it-

self; for example, the development of
mass transit systems for urban and met-
ropolitan areas. There are other areas
of pressing public need which have a
much higher priority on public funds
than the SST. Environmental protec-
tion, urban and rural community devel-
opment, narcotics control and rehabil-
itation, law enforcement, health and
education, to mention a few.

If we are sincere in our declarations
about establishing meaningful priorities,
we must exercise responsibility and make
hard choices.

It is impossible to ignore the weight of
testimony from concerned environmen-
talists. The United States already has a
supersonic aircraft resting in an air mu-
seum, I refer to the B-70. I would as-
sume that this aireraft could be utilized
extensively to test and to develop infor-
mation about the impaect of supersonic
flight on the environment. The SR-T1
is a mach 3 aircraft, and perhaps it
would be feasible to employ these planes
in the testing phase.

For these reasons, I voted in favor of
the Yates amendment to the Department
of Transportation appropriations bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. YATES).

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERES

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers
Messrs. YaTes, Epwarps of Alabama,
McFaLL, and CoONTE.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 217, noes
204, not voting, 12, as follows:

[Recorded teller vote No. 2]
AYES—217

Abourezk Conable
Abzug Conte
Addabbo Conyers
Alexander Corbett
Anderson, Coughlin
Tenn. Culver
Andrews, Ala. Danielson
Andrews, Davis, Ga.
N. Dak. Davis, Wis.
Ashley de la Garza
Aspin Dellenback
Badillo
Begich

Dellums

Denholm
Bennett Dennis
Bergland Dent
Bevill Diggs
Biaggi Dingell
Biester Donohue
Bingham Dow
Blatnik
Bolling

Drinan
Dulskl

Brademas

Brasco

Duncan
Brooks

duPont
Dwyer

Broomfield Eckhardt

Brotzman

Brown, Mich.

Gaydos
Gibbons
Goodling
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Gross
Gude
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Harrington
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hechler, W, Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl
Hicks, Mass.
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jacobs
Jones, Tenn.
Earth

Edwards, Calif.
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Findley

Fish

Ford,

William D.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Fulton, Tenn.
Puqua
Galifianakis
Gallagher

Kastenmeier

King

Eoch

Kyros

Latta

Lent

Link

Long, Md.

Lujan

McCloskey

McCollister

MecDonald,
Mich.

Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrnes, Wis,
Caffery
Carey, N.Y.
Celler
Chisholm
Clay
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Ill.
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McEKevitt
McEinney
Macdonald,
Mass.,
Madden
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Ohio
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mitchell
Monagan
Moorhead
Morse
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, IIl.

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adams
Albert
Anderson,

Ashbrook
Aspinall
Baker
Baring
Belcher
Bell
Betts
Blackburn
Blanton
Boggs
Boland
Bow
Bray
Brinkley
Brown, Ohio
Buchanan
Burleson, Tex.
Byrne, Pa.
Byron
Cabell
Camp
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Corman
Cotter
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Delaney
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dow
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Fascell
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain
Frey
Fulton, Pa.
Garmatz
Gettys

Preyer.gf.
Pryor, -
Pucinski
Quie
Rallsback

Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth

Ryan

B8t Germain
Sarbanes
Saylor
Scherle
Scheuer
Schneebell
Schwengel
Seiberling
Shoup

NOES—204

Giaimo
Goldwater
Gongzalez
Gray

Griffin
Grover
Gubser
Hagan

Haley

Hall

Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harsha
Hawkins
Hays

Hébert
Henderson
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis

Hogan
Holifield
Hosmer

Hull

Ichord

Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Jones, Ala.
Kazen
Keating

EKee

Eeith

Eemp
Kluczynski
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Leggett
Lennon
Lloyd

Long, La.
McClory
McClure
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McMillan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Meeds
Miller, Calif.
Mills

Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Morgan
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols

Nix
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Bisk
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Stafford
Stanton,

J. William
Btanton,

James V.
Steele
Steiger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan

Robinson, Va

Roe
Rooney, N.X.
Sandman
Batterfleld
Schmitz
Scott
Bebelius
Shipley
Shriver
Sikes
Skubitz
Slack
Snyder
Spence
Springer
Staggers
Steed
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
are

Watts

Wright
Wyatt
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Ziom
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NOT VOTING—12

Edwards, La. MeCulloch
Green, Pa. Rostenkowski
Dorn Jones, N.C. Rousselot
Dowdy Eyl Stuckey

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I
voted “aye” by mistake in all the con-
fusion. I want to be recorded as voting
“no” and ask unanimous consent that my
vote be corrected accordingly.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the correction will be made.

There was no objection.

Mr., PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to be recorded as vot-
ing for the amendment instead of against
it. I voted against it, and I ask unani-
mous consent to correct my vote.

The CHAIRMAN., Without objection,
the correction will be made.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 3. None of the funds provided by this
joint resolution shall be avallable for the ex-
ecution of a program for commercial pro-
duction of a clvil supersonic aircraft.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Price of Illinois, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee having had under consider-
ation the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
468) making certain further continuing
appropriations for the fiscal year 1971,
and for other purposes, pursuant to
House Resolution 300, he reported the
joint resolution back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment: On page 2, line 7, strike out

all of section 2 and renumber the following
section.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
amendment.
Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
PARLTAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. YATES, Mr. Speaker, an “aye”
vote will be a vote in favor of the Yates
amendment; it that correct?

'ILhe SPEAKER. The gentleman is cor-
rec

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 216, nays 203, answered
“present” 1, not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 25]

YEAS—216

Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Blester
Bingham
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.

Barrett
Crane

Abourezk
Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak,

Broyhiil, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrnes, Wis.
Caflery
Carey, N.¥Y.
Celler

sp Chisholm
Badillo Clay
Begich Cleveland

Collier
Collins, I11.
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corbett
Coughlin
Culver
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dow
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
duPont
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Findley
Fish
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gaydos
Gibbons
Goodling
Grasso
Green, Oreg,
Griffiths
Gross
Gude
Haley
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Harrington
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway

Abbitt
Abernethy
Adams
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, I11.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Aspinall
Baker
Baring
Barrett
Belcher
Bell
Betts
Blackburn
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bow
Bray
Brinkley
Brown, Ohlo
Buchanan
Burleson, Tex.
Byrne, Pa.
Byron
Cabell
Camp
Carney
Carter
Casgey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del

Hechler, W. Va.

Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Hicks, Mass.
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jacobs
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Kastenmeler
King

Eoch

MecCloskey
McCollister
McDonald,
Mich.
McKevitt
McKinney
Macdonald,
Mass.
Madden
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Ohlo
Minish

Mink
Minshall
Mitchell
Monagan
Moorhead
Morse
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Il1.
Myers
Ned=zi
Obey
O’'Hara
O'Neill
Patman
Patten
Pike
Podell

Poff
Preyer, N.C.
Pryor, Ark,
Pucinski
Quie
Railsback

NAYS—203

Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Corman
Cotter
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Delaney
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Downing
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Fascell
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain
Frey
Fulton, Pa.
Garmatz
Gettys
Giaimo
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Gray

Griffin
Grover
Gubser
Hagan

Hall

Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harsha
Hawkins
Hays

Hébert

Rangel
Rees

Reid, N. Y.
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Robison, N.¥Y.
Rodino
Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
St Germain
Sarbanes
Baylor
Scherle
Scheuer
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Seiberling
Shoup
Bisk
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Towsa
8mith, N.Y.
Btafford
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steele
Stelger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes

Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor

Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Udall
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Waldie
Wampler
Widnall
‘Wolff
Wydler
Wylie

Yates
Yatron
Zwach

Henderson
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis

Hogan
Holifield
Hosmer

Hull

Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Jones, Ala.
Eazen
Keating

Eee

Eeith

Euykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Leggzett
Lennon
Llowyd
Long, La.
McClory
MecClure
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McMillan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Meeds
Miller, Callf.
Mills
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Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Morgan

Murphy, N.Y.

Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix
O'Eonski
Passman
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pirnie
Poage
Powell
Price, 111.
Price, Tex,
Purcell
Quillen
Randall
Rarick
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Reid, T11.
Robinson, Va.
Roe

Rooney, N.X.
Sandman
Satterfield
Schmitz
Scott
Sebelius
Shipley
Shriver

Sikes

Skubitz
Slack

Snyder
Spence
Springer
Staggers
Steed
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex,
Terry
Thompson, Ga.

Ullman

Van Deerlin
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Ware

Watts
Whalen
Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob

Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1

Crane

Dorn

Dowdy
Edwards, La.

Latta

Green, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Kyl

MecCulloch

NOT VOTING—12

Roberts

Rostenkowskl

Rousselot
Stuckey

So the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Latta for, with Mr. Rousselot against.

Mr. Rostenkowski for, with Mr., Dorn
against.

Mr. Green of Pennsylvania for, with Mr.
Dowdy against,

Mr. Jones of North Carolina for, with Mr.
Edwards of Louisiana against.

Mr, Kyl for, with Mr. Roberts agalnst,

Until further notice:
Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Crane.

Mr. SCHEUER changed his vote from
“nay” to “yea.”

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I have a
live pair with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. RousseEroT). If he had been
precent he would have voted “nay.” I
voted “yea.” I withdraw my vote and
vote “present.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

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
was read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the Yates amend-
ment to the SST section of the joint res-
olution (H.J. Res. 468) making certain
further continuing appropriations for
the fiscal year 1971.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I was unavoidably detained re-




March 18, 1971

turning from the State of North Caro-
lina on official business. Had I been
present, on rollcall 25 I would have voted
“Yea."

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr, GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
would the distinguished majority whip
inform the House what is the program
for the remainder of the week, if any,
and the schedule for next week?

Mr. O'NEILL. At the close of business
today, there will be nothing scheduled
for tomorrow.

The program for the week of March 22
is as follows:

Monday is District Day, no bills.

Tuesday, funding resolutions from
House Administration Committee:

House Resolution 149, Committee
Veterans’ Affairs;

House Resolution
the Judiciary;

House Resolution
Armed Services;

House Resolution
Rules;

House Resolution 218, Committee
Merchant Marine and Fisheries;

House Resolution 225, Committee
Ways and Means;

House Resolution 226, Committee
Banking and Currency;

House Resolution 236, Committee
Standards of Official Conduct;

House Resolution 253, Committee
Agriculture;

House Resolution 272, Committee
Education and Labor;

House Resolution 279, Committee
Post Office and Civil Service;

House Resolution 285, Committee
Interior and Insular Affairs;

House Resolution 290, Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce; and

House Resolution -301, Committee on
House Administration.

House Joint Resolution 223, proposing
an amendment to the Constitfution of the
United States, extending the right to
vote to citizens 18 years of age or older.
Open rule, 2 hours debate.

Wednesday and the balance of the
week:

House Resolution 304, Committee on
Government Operations investigating
authority; and

House Resolution 7, Rural Telephone
Bank, subject to a rule being granted.

Conference reports may be brought up
at any time.

Any further program will be an-
nounced later.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Would the
gentleman from Massachusetts indicate
whether there is any more business today
and for the rest of the week?

Mr. O'NEILL. There is no further busi-
ness scheduled for today or for the rest
of the week.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. The program
the gentleman from Massachusetts has
just read off is the program for next
week?

Mr.
correct.

on
175, Committee on
202, Committee

210, Committee

on

on

O'NEILL. The gentleman is
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I thank the
distinguished majority whip.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
distinguished gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the gentleman yielding. I would just like
to know whether or not, in view of no
District business or other listed business
for Monday, it is contemplated that
there might or might not be any votes,
inasmuch as conference reports are eligi-
ble at any time. Is the acting majority
leader advised by the leadership as to
whether or not there is liable to be a vote
on Monday? Would the gentleman care
to make a commitment and, if so, can it
be backed up?

Mr. O'NEILL, Ii is my understanding
that no votes are contemplated on Mon-
day, and no conference reports are con-
templated on Monday.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the statement of the gentleman from
Massachusetts. I believe he has the best
of intent. I hope it will be borne out
better than when some Members demand
of the Speaker that votes be taken re-
gardless of prior commitment.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. BOGGS. The gentleman from
Missouri must understand that there is
no such thing as an iron-clad commit-
ment. There is always the question of
a matter of high priority or a matter of
national emergency. I had great reser-
vations about whether or not the vote
on Tuesday was a matter of national
emergency, but the Speaker was con-
fronted by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and the
ranking Republican member of that
commitfee, and they assured him
that there was an emergency. The
gentleman from Missouri is a Member
of this body and he is subject to the
possibility of voting on questions of
national emergency at any time, regard-
less of any type of assurance that we
might try to make.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman yield further?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the majority leader’s going to the micro-
phone and rationalizing the position in
which the leadership finds itself for iis
broken commitment of last week. One
can claim national emergency, and that
is subject to definition. I am just about
as handy with semantics as anyone
around hére, if you want to bandy words
on that basis. One can claim that the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means is running the House and is,
in fact, the leadership thereof instead
of the majority leader. One can claim
that the Parliamentarian makes de-
mands on the Speaker to which tradi-
tionally he has had to bow. But the final
question will come up as to who is the
leadership and whether its word is in-
violate or not, and whether that word
has been broken, be it in the name of
expediency or be it in the name of any

will the
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other rationalizing term that you want
to use. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois, Mr.
Speaker, the collogquy which has just oc-
curred developed the information that
apparently there will be no legislative
business on Monday next. However, I
should like to take this opportunity to
announce that in room 340 of the Can-
non Building there will be a reception for
the wives and families of prisoners of
war. This is pursuant to the proclamation
of the President that the week of March
21 through March 27 is National
Families of Prisoners of War Week.
I should certainly hope that every Mem-
ber of the House on both sides of the
aisle would accept the invitation in writ-
ing that has now peen extended by the
distinguished chairman of the Demo-
cratic caucus, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. Teacue), and myself, and attend
that reception at 11 o’clock next Monday
in room 340 of the Cannon Building.

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO MONDAY,
MARCH 22, 1971

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs today that it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

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

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that business in or-
der under the calendar Wednesday rule
be dispensed with on Wednesday next.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

SPECIAL REVENUE-SHARING PRO-
GRAM FOR TRANSPORTATION—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 92-71)

The Speaker laid before the House the
following message from the President of
the United States; which was read and
referred to the Committee on Ways and
Means and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

When the early settlers first encoun-
tered the American wilderness, a man'’s
mobility was dependent upon his strong
legs and the sharp axe with which he
cleared his path. But even in those
pioneering times, Americans quickly
came to realize that good roads and
docks and bridges were community
concerns.

Over the years, government has become
increasingly involved i improving the
Nation’s transportation systems, from
the building of post roads and canals
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in the early periods of our history, to the
construction of airports and supqrhigh-
ways in recent years. The question we
face today, therefore, is not whether gov-
ernment should participate in transpor-
tation matters, but how government
should participate—and which levels of
government should undertake which re-
sponsibilities. These are the central ques-
tions I am addressing in this messageas I
outline a new Special Revenue Sharing
Program for Transportation.

GHOWING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS AND GROW-

ING PROBLEMS

As the demand for mobility has mush-
roomed and as new means of transpor-
tation have been invented in recent years,
the size of our transportation system
has reached staggering proportions. It
has been less than 70 years, for example,
since the Wright brothers flew at Kitty
Hawk. In that time, our aviation system
has grown to the point that last year it
served over 173 million commercial pas-
sengers and handled more than 4 billion
ton miles of air freight. An open field
with a wind sock was a sufficient airport
fo~ most communities only a few decades
ago. Today many airports are cities in
themselves and air traffic is controlled by
highly sophisticated electronic systems.

At the turn of the century there were
only 8,000 automobiles in America. By
1920 nearly 8 million cars traveled our
highways and today we have more than
100 million registered wvehicles which
travel over one ftrillion miles annually.
The people of our Nation are driving
more than twice as many automobiles
as they did just 20 years ago.

These two technological develop-
ments—the airplane and the automo-
bile—give dramatic evidence of hoth the
successes and the failures of American
transportation. The automobile and the
airplane are mechanized masterpieces.
The highways and airports which they
use are often glowing displays of Amer-
ica's engineering genius. But behind the
mystique of jet travel and the conven-
ience of the family car lie serious prob-
lems that have been growing more acute
in recent years.

The airplane means fast travel over
great distances, to be sure. But it also
can mean harmful noise and air pollu-
tion, congested terminals, misplaced lug-
gage and airports that are difficult o
reach. Highways that speed motorists
between cities can become long and nar-
row parking lots where cars are stalled
for hours within urban areas. It often
takes longer to move by “horseless car-
riage” across our major cities today as
it did by horsedrawn carriage a century
ago. Efforts to improve this situation by
building new highways often have the
effect of destroying neighborhoods and
disrupting lives. It is estimated, more-
over, that automobiles are responsible
for almost half of our air pollution—a
growing problem that is slowly choking
our central cities.

And there is another serious problem,
as well. For with our heavy investment
in automobiles and air transportation
has come a sharp decline in rail passen-
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ger service and in public mass transit
systems.

The first electric street car lines and
the first subway appeared at about the
same time as the automobile and, like
the automobile, they grew in popularity
during the first quarter of this century.
In 1905, local urban transit systems car-
ried 5 billion passengers. By 1926, rider-
ship had more than trebled, but that was
the peak of mass transit’s popularity—
except for a brief period during World
War II. After 1945, public transit rider-
ship, revenue and service declined stead-
ily. In 1950, there were still some 1,400
urban transit companies operating 87,000
vehicles and carrying 17.25 billion pas-
sengers. By 1970, however, there were
327 fewer companies and 25,500 fewer
vehicles carrying only 7.3 killion passen-
gers.

Public transportation has been caught
up in a vicious cycle of increasing costs,
rising fares, shrinking profits, decreasing
quality, and declining ridership. Ironi-
cally, this decline in mass transit has
come at the same time that the need for
fast, convenient, economical public
transportation has become greater than
ever before. This Nation has the tech-
nology to provide such transportation. If
we can move three men a quarter million
miles to the moon, then surely we can
also find ways to move millions of men
and women over short distances in our
cities. This is another of the great trans-
portation challenges of our time.

HOW HAVE THESE PROELEMS BEEN MET?

All of these problems—pollution, con-
gestion, inefficiency, and the lack of suf-
ficlent mass transit services—have been
recognized for years. And for years the
Federal Government has been working
to alleviate them. In the past two years,
this administration has recommended a
number of new programs to improve
American transportation. As a result, we
now have an accelerated program to
develop urban mass transit systems, new
authorizations for the expansion and
improvement of airports and airways,
and a quasi-public corporation to oper-
ate a national rail passenger system.

It is clear, however, that more money
and more regulations alone will not solve
our transportation problems. Nor will
they make the Federal Government more
responsive to local needs and local as-
pirations. It is equally clear that the
established relationships among Federal,
State and local governments are unsuit-
able for achieving the goals we pursue.

What are those goals? They can be
usefully described under the general
heading of “balanced transportation.”

ACHIEVING BALANCED TRANSPORTATION

A balanced transportation system is
essentially one that provides adequate
transportation not just for some of the
people in a community but for all the
people in a community. A balanced sys-
tem also recognizes that an individual
can have different transportation needs
at different times. Such a system treats
speed as only one of the factors in the
transportation equation and does not
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ignore the importance of other qualities
such as comfort, safety, and reliability.
Despite our technological capacity, we
do not enjoy a fully balanced transporta-
tion system in modern America, par-
ticularly in our larger cities. We have
relied too much in our cities on cars and
on highways: we have given too little at-
tention to other modes of travel. Approx-
imately 94 percent of all travel in ur-
banized areas is by automobile, yet only
about 25 percent of our people—espe-
cially the old, the very young, the poor
and the handicapped—do not drive a car.
They have been poorly served by our
transportation strategy.
DISTORTIONS CAUSED BY MATCHING REQUIRE-
MENTS

One of the most disturbing elements
in the present transportation picture is
the fact that such inequities have often
been reinforced and even precipitated
by the Federal Government. One reason
is that Federal dollars have been rela-
tively easy to obtain for highway build-
ing but more difficult to obtain for other
transportation purposes. The Federal
Government now pays 90 percent of the
costs for a new interstate expressway,
for example, but only 67 percent of the
costs for a new mass transit system and
only 50 percent of the costs of building
an airport. It is little wonder that State
and local planners are encouraged to
cover the landscape with ribbons of con-
crete. Such distortions of local prior-
ities are among the major problems that
this administration is seeking to correct.

EXCESSIVE FEDERAL CONTROL

But local priorities are not only dis-
torted by Federal requirements concern-
ing mateching funds. Local determina-
tions of what is needed most must con-
stantly yield to Federal judgments about
what a local community should do with
the money it receives from Washington.

The Federal Government has a great
influence on the particular mizrture of
transportation spending in any locale,
for it carefully allocates so much of its
money for one kind of transportation
and so much for another. Each program
is funded separately—and even at the
State and local level, different agencies
frequently administer monies which are
designated for different purposes. As a
result, it is extremely difficult to achieve
sound intermodal planning of compre-
hensive transportation systems. There is
no single place where sufficient resources
and authority are available for making
wise choices between various transporta-
tion alternatives. Nor can anyone effec-
tively coordinate investments in any one
mode of transportation with efforts in
other transportation flelds. We err, in
short, by treating the fransportation
challenge as a series of separate prob-
lems rather than as a single problem
with many interrelated parts.

The hard fact is that the best mixture
of transportation modes is not something
that remote officials in Washington can
determine in advance for all cities, of
all sizes and descriptions, in all parts
of the country. Nor do the Federal offi-
cials who grant money for specific proj-
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ects understand local needs well enough
{0 justiify their strong influence over how
local projects should be planned and run.

As I have contended in a number of
messages to the Congress in the past two
years, our society has become too com-
plex and too diversified to profit from
such highly centralized control. This is
not to deny that improving our trans-
portation systems is a national concern.
It is & national concern and that is why
it should continue to be funded in part
from Federal tax resources. But the spe-
cific manner in which any city or metro-
politan area goes about achieving this
goal is not something that can be most
effectively determined at the Federal
level. In fact, transportation needs are
among the social and economic factors
that vary most widely from one place
to another. That is why many of our
Federal transportation programs can
profit so much from conversion to the
Special Revenue Sharing approach.

Community organizations, concerned
individuals and local units of govern-
ment should not have to shout all the
way to Washington for attention. Com-
munity standards and community trans-
portation goals are changing and some
of those who only five years ago wel-
comed the prospect of a new highway or
airport are now protesting in front of
bulldozers. Transportation planning and
appropriations mechanisms must be flex-
ible enough to meet the challenge of
changing community values. This flexi-
bility can best be achieved by concen-
trating more decisionmaking power in
the States and the localities.

The purpose of Special Revenue Shar-

ing is to focus Federal resources on major
public problems and at the same time
maximize flexibility of choice at the State
and local level. The Special Revenue
Sharing approach provides an ideal
means for addressing national problems
that have local solutions.

A SPECIAL REVENUE SHARING FROGEAM FOR
TRANSPORTATION

The proposal I am submitting today
would establish a new Special Revenue
Sharing Program for Transportation. In
simplest terms, this program means re-
turning Federal tax dollars to States and
to local communities for investment in
transportation—without the usual Fed-
eral controls and restraints. It signals a
philosophical return to the days when
the man who best understood the local
terrain was the man who blazed the trail.

FUNDING

I propose that the Special Revenue
Sharing Program for Transportation be-
come effective on January 1, 1972, and
that it be funded initially at an annual
level of $2.566 billion. All funds that
would be included in this new program
would come from twenty-three existing
Federal grant-in-aid programs which
are now grouped under flve major head-
ings: Urban Mass Transit Grants, Air-
port Grants, Highway Safety Grants,
Federal Aid for Highways (but not the
Interstate System), and Highway Beau-
tification Grants. The size of these pro-
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grams in my proposed budget for Fiscal
Year 1972 is as follows:
Millions
of dollars
Urban mass transit
Airport grants
Highway safety grants
Federal aid for highways (except for
the interstate system)
Highway beautification grants

The money for these programs pres-
ently comes from three different fund-
ing sources: general tax revenues, the
Highway Trust Fund and the Airport
and Airway Trust Fund. The two trust
funds were established so that money
could be collected directly from those
who use highways or airports—through
special taxes on gasoline and on air
tickets—and then used to improve the
related transportation mode.

This principle would continue to be
observed under Special Revenue Shar-
ing. In the first year of operation, Spe-
cial Revenue Sharing money would be
drawn from the two trust funds and
from general revenues in the same pro-
portion as under the existing categorical
grant system, though it could be spent as
the localities see fit. After that, however,
the portion of the Special Revenue Shar-
ing Program for Transportation derived
from the trust funds in any year would
equal the portion of the program that
was used for highways and for aviation-
related purposes in the preceding year.
Thus the money in the trust funds would
still go to achieve the general purposes
for which the funds were established.
General funds would pay for all other
transportation activities.

The National System of Interstate and
Defense Highways would not be included
in this Special Revenue Sharing Pro-
gram. This 42,500-mile system is now 74
percent finished and is scheduled for
completion in 1978, The Interstate high-
ways that have been built under this
program have helped to open America
to new dimensions of intercity travel.
The system has advanced the cause of
highway safety while at the same time
permitting unparalleled individual mo-
bility. In my judgment, it would not be
in the national interest to alter the basic
funding mechanism for the construction
of this system at this time.

Although all Special Revenue Sharing
funds would be assigned to governmen-
tal wunits, the recipient government
could, in turn, channel the funds to pri-
vate enterprises which meet public trans-
portation needs. This would include the
many urban bus systems that are pri-
vately owned and operated.

No State or local matching funds
would be required under this program.
The Federal Government would not rig-
idly apportion funds among a variety of
narrow transportation programs nor
would it approve specific local projects.
Thus the Special Revenue Sharing Pro-
gram for Transportation would stimu-
late State and local governments to take
the initiative in meeting transportation
needs, to experiment with new and more
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creative projects, to listen to local opin-
ion and to mobilize local energies which
are often stifled under present arrange-
menis.

I would emphasize in addition that
each State would receive at least as much
money from the new Special Revenue
Sharing Program for Transportation as
it has been receiving under the current
categorical grant programs. Each State
would thus be “held harmless” against
any reduction in the overall level of sup-
port it receives from programs which be-
come a part of this Special Revenue
Sharing fund.

TWO FUND ELEMENTS

The Special Revenue Sharing Program
for Transportation would consist of two
elements, one for General Transporta-
tion activities and one for Mass Transit
Capital Investment.

GENERAL TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

The General Transportation element
would total $2.041 billion for the first full
year of revenue sharing. This money
could be spent for the planning, con-
struction, acquisition, improvement, op-
eration and maintenance of a broad
spectrum of transportation systems and
services, including highway, aviation and
mass transit.

The money in this General Transpor-
tation element would be distributed in
the following manner: Ten percent would
be allocated among the States and locali-
ties at the discretion of the Secretary of
Transportation. This money would be
used to encourage planning, to fund re-
search development and demonstration
projects, and to finance other activities
related to the development and imple-
mentation of national transportation ob-
jectives.

The remaining 90 percent of this Gen-
eral Transportation element would be
allocated to the States according to the
following four-part formula: 25 percent
of this remainder would be distributed
according to the ratio of each State’s
total population to the total population
of the United States; 35 percent would go
to States according to the ratio of their
population in urban places (over 2,500
in population) to the Nation’s total pop-
ulation in urban places; 20 percent would
be given out according to the ratio of the
geographic area of each State to the total
area of the United States; and the re-
maining 20 percent would be allocated
according to the ratio of each State’s
star and rural post route mileage to the
total of that mileage in the country.

This formula, which resembles formu-
las which are used under current cate-
gorical grants, would provide the best
means for distributing Special Revenue
Sharing funds in a similar pattern as un-
der the present system. In addition to
the guarantee that it would be held
harmless against any reduction in sup-
port, each State would be guaranteed a
minimum allocation of one-half of one
percent of this General Transportation
element.

As I have noted above, a percentage of
the General Transportation element
would be distributed among the States
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according to their share of the Nation's
population that lives in urban areas.
Each State would be required to pass
along its share of this money directly to
its communities of more than 2,500 per-
sons to spend as their local governments
think best. If we are to restore confidence
in local government then we must give
public officials at the local level a rea-
sonable opportunity to make sound plans
and courageous investment decisions,
This means that they must be able to
rely upon a certain amount of funding.
Our “pass-through’” formula is designed
to provide this needed assurance.

MASS TRANSIT CAPITAL INVESTMENT ELEMENT

The second part of the new Special
Revenue Sharing fund is the Mass Tran-
sit Capital Investment element—which
would total $525 million for the first full
year. This money would be distributed to
each State according to its share of the
Nation’s population that lives in Stand-
ard Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(SMSA). An SMSA is defined as an area
which contains a central city or cities
with an aggregate population of 50,000
or more and those surrounding counties
which have a metropolitan character and
are socially and economically integrated
with the central city. There are 247 such
areas in the United States.

Eighty percent of the funds in this
Mass Transit Capital Investment ele-
ment would be distributed according to
each State’s share of the Nation's popu-
lation that lives in SMSA’s of over one
million persons. The remaining 20 per-
cent would be allocated according to each
State's share of the Nation's population
that lives in SMSA’s of less than one
million persons. Every State would be
guaranteed a minimum allocation of
$250,000.

In the Mass Transit Capital Invest-
ment element as in the General Trans-
portation fund element, I propose that a
portion of the funds be passed through
the States directly to urban areas. Of the
80 percent distributed to States on the
basis of SMSA's of more than one million
in population, I proposed that half go
directly to the local governments within
these SMSA's to spend for mass transit
purposes as they see fit. The other half of
this money would also have to be spent
within these same larger SMSA’s, but it
would be spent at the State’s discretion.
Currently, there are 33 SMSA’s with
more than a million persons in the
United States and these are the areas
that would automatically receive “pass-
through” funds for Mass Transit Capital
Investment.

In 1969, I submitted to the Congress a
proposal for establishing an Urban Mass
Transportation Assistance program. The
passage of that legislation helped to
create a significant momentum for the
rejuvenation of public transit systems. I
feel very strongly that this momentum
must not be lost and that is why I pro-
pose that a part of this new Special
Revenue Sharing Program for Transpor-
tation be devoted to this purpose.

I believe that this Mass Transit Capi-
tal Investment element would assure

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

continued support and enthusiasm for
mass transit initiatives. It would also
provide fast relief for many systems
which now suffer from inadequate equip-
ment, allowing them to undertake the
essential work of modernization without
further delay.
COMBINING OLD AND NEW STRENGTHS

Special Revenue Sharing would
strengthen our transportation efforts in
many significant ways without sacrific-
ing the strengths of our present pro-
grams. Any transportation project that
is working well today could be continued,
and in all probability expanded, under
the new arrangements, While narrow
grant categories would be eliminated,
none of the programs which they now
support need be discontinued if the State
or locality believes they are worthwhile.

In recent years, governments at all lev-
els—and private groups and individuals
as well—have become more sensitive to
problems such as transportation safety
and the environmental impact of trans-
portation. Our whole society can be
proud, for example, of the fact that there
were no fatalities from commercial air-
line accidents in the United States last
year, We can be grateful, too, that despite
increasing traffic on our highways, auto-
mobile fatalities in 1970 decreased sig-
nificantly for the first time since 1958.

We have also become more alert to the
effects which transportation has on the
beauty of the landscape and the quality
of the environment. Our traditional ec-
onomiec concerns have been complement-
ed by our growing esthetic concerns and
the result has been a strong effort at all
levels of society to improve the quality of
American life.

There is no reason why growing sen-
sitivity on matters such as safety and
environmental quality should not con-
tinue to grow under this new Special
Revenue Sharing program. State and lo-
cal governments, after all, have often
been particularly responsive to citizen
pressure in these areas and they have
frequently acted as bold pioneers in
meeting these concerns. I am confident
that as more responsibility is given to
governments closer to the people, the
true and abiding interests of the people
will be even better reflected in public
policy decisions.

I would emphasize again, as I have in
presenting each of my revenue sharing
programs, that there could be no dis-
crimination in the use of any of these
monies. All of the funds included in this
Special Revenue Sharing Program for
Transportation would be subject to the
provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964.

THE IMPORTANCE OF PLANNING

No transportation system—on the na-
tional, regional, or local level-—can serve
the public with maximum effectiveness
unless there is a great deal of coopera-
tive planning between various modes of
conveyance and between various levels
of government. A multitude of govern-
ment jurisdictions, public authorities and
private companies must learn to work
closely together if our needs are to be
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met in a comprehensive manner. The
legislation I present to the Congress will
therefore require that transportation
plans be developed in coordination with
the development plans prepared under
my proposed Special Revenue Sharing
Programs for Urban and Rural Commu-
nity Development.
RECOGNIZING DIVERSITY

Just as each unique individual has
unique transportation problems, so do
cities, States, and other governmental
jurisdictions. The single most important
fact about our Special Revenue Sharing
Program for Transportation is that it
recognizes this diversity. It combines the
resources of the Federal Government
with the flexibility of State and local gov=
ernments. It provides the best way to
meet the problems which diversity im-
plies by utilizing the energies which di-
versity produces.

RicHARD NIXON.
Tuz WaITE HOUSE, March 18, 1971.

DIVERSION OF DOT TRUST FUNDS

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

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, I think
it is appropriate during this debate on
a supplemental appropriation for the De-
partment of Transportation to call at-
tention of my colleagues that virtually
every fixed-base operator in general avia-
tion throughout America has registered
his indignation over the diversion of
aviation trust funds collected for capital
improvements and spent for administra-
tion last year under the Airport and Air-
way Development and Revenue Act of
1970.

To many aircraft owners, to their
friends, to employees around the many
airports of America this action was a
breach of trust and one which demands
correction. Now, we are called upon to
vote for an additional $2,398,000,000 as
a continuing deficiency appropriation
for a Department that appears to be
doing a less and less satisfactory job and
I think Members would be interested in
this matter. It is an ouftright breach of
trust. The Department of Transportation
dipped into the till to use for its admin-
istrative purposes the moneys that were
collected under a law passed by this Con-
gress and specifically earmarked for air-
ways and airport improvements only.

Following is an excellent summation
of this sorry case. It was prepared by
Mr. Robert E. Monroe, congressional
liaison officer for the Aircraft Owners
and Pilots Association. I submit it today
in the hopes that my colleagues will con-
sider it well before just voting willy-nilly
another vote by rote. A shrugging ap-
proval of this $21; billion will be another
step in the pell-mell road to ungoverna-
bility which seems to be in store for us.
The patterns of voting about which I
formerly addressed this House and which
are apparent in this very debate today
on the SST should not be continued in
this Congress.

The article follows:
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DiveErsIoN OF AviaTioN TRuUST FUND
TAX REVENUES

P. L. 91-358, the Airport and Airway De-
velopment and Revenue Acts of 1970, as a
study of the hearings, reports and debates
will reveal, was justified and enacted because
extensive capital investments were consid-
ered to be essential and needed to be made
as quickly as possible to alleviate an exist-
ing crises in air commerce and prevent it
from becoming worse as alr traffic continued
to Increase in the future.

Administration witnesses, as well as others,
placed great emphasis on the need for im-
mediate action to expand and improve the
nation's aviation system.

Special taxes were imposed upon selected
users of the airport and alrway system to
finance this expansion program and a trust
fund was established to make sure that these
special tax revenues were available and used
for that purpose.

Since enactment of the law, the Adminis-
tration has not followed through as it should.
It has delayed action. It has managed to
divert tax revenues from their intended pur-
poses, And it has confused the issue as much
as possible.

It is true that Section 208(f) (1) of the law
is written In such a way that trust funds
may be appropriated and expended for day-
to-day routine expenses of the Federal Avia-
tlon Administration for administration,
operations, maintenance, research and de-
velopment, as well as for capital investments
for expansion and improvements, but the
approach pursued by the Administration is
neither in full conformance with the entire
language of the law or the spirlt and ra-
tionale for its enactment,

Section 208(f) (1) (A) is the first of three
subsections dealing with expenditures from
the trust fund for aviation purposes. It
specifically refers to “title I of this Act” and
the reference is principally to Sections 13
and 14 which authorize expenditures.

Section 14 s particularly important since
it contains the largest authorizatlions and
states the ground rules for their application.
Note that this language authorizes “not less
than” $250,000,000 and $30,000,000 respec-
tively, a total of $280,000,000, for develop-
ment of two categories of airports for each
of the fiscal years 1971 through 1975; “not
less than $250,000,000” for purchase, instal-
latlon and improvement of airway facilities
each year for the same years; and author-
izes only “The balance of the moneys avail-
able in the trust fund” to be used for admin-
istrative, maintenance, operations, research
and development expenses. (Emphasis sup-
plied.)

In other words, at least $530,000,000, more
if needed, but at least that much, must be
devoted to capital investment in airport de-
velopment and airway facilities and only
whatever amount remains may be used for
routine purposes.

Thus, it appears to us that, Section 208
(f) (1) must be read and interpreted in the
light of the requirements contained in Sec-
tion 14. The Administration has not done
this. Instead, it has relied solely upon the
language of Section 208(f) (1) and imposed
its own ideas, rather than those of the law,
as to the amounts which should be allocated
to the purposes set forth in subsections (A),
(B) and (C) of that section. As a result, the
basic objectives of the law have been frus-
trated and tax revenues intended for capital
investment in airports and alrway facilities
have been diverted to finance routine ex-
penses of the FAA.

The first application under this law went
to Congress as a request (H. Doc. 91-408) for
supplemental appropriations for F.¥Y. 1971,
almost six months after the law was signed
on May 21, 1970. This was not very expedi-
tious action in response to what had been
described as a “pressing crisis.”
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Parenthetically, it must be noted that the
regular Transportation appropriations bill
(H.R. 17755) was already In process, had
passed the House on May 21, 1970, still
awalted action by the Senate, contained an
appropriation of only £190,000,000 for airway
capital investment, and also, In prospect of
enactment of P.L. 91-258, carried a provision
which had the effect of limiting potential
contract authority obligations for airport
assistance to $220,000,000, the amount which
the 1971 Budget said would be requested if
the airport-airway legislation and aviatlon
user taxes were enacted. The Administration
delayed and did not so request.

Instead, the supplemental message re-
quested only $10,000,000 for airport planning
pursuant to Section 13 in contrast to the
maximum allowable authorization of #$15,-
000,000.

With respect to airport development pur-
suant to Section 14, the message indicated
that only $100,000,000 of the £840,000,000 au-
thorized in contract authority would be used
and requested only $40,000,000 in contract
liquidation cash instead of the 280,000,000
authorized for such liquidations. Thus, in no
case could the requirement for the use of
“not less than” £280,000,00C for airport de-
velopment in F.Y. 1971 be met.

With respect to Investment in airway fa-
cilities pursuant to Section 14, the message
requested only $36,000,000, in addition to the
$190,000,000 already in the regular bill, mak-
ing a total of $226,000,000, instead of the
$250,000,000 required by the “not less than"
phrase.

The Administration proposed to use the
difference between the amounts requested
and the amounts required, $264,000,000, for
routine exp The m ge also com-
pletely restructured the appropriation ac-
counts in a very confusing but hardly es-
sential way.

Congress did not permit the FAA to com-
pletely restructure its accounts in the man-
ner requested and limited diversion of trust
funds appropriated in the Supplemental Ap-
propriations Act of 1971 (P.L. 91-665) to
$6,000,000 in the routine operations account,

However, in dealing with the regular biil
for Transportation Appropriations for 1971—
which still has not been enacted, though
operations are permitted until March 30,
1971 under the terms of a continuing reso-
lution (H.J. Res. 1421) according to the
compromises reached in the Conference (H.
Rept. 91-1730)—Congress allowed diversion
of another $28,000,000 to finance anti-hijack-
ing guards on airline aircraft; an activity
which may be justifiable in itself but which
does not seem to come within the scope of
the activities authorized or intended by P.L.
91-258. Moreover, Congress denied an Ad-
ministration request for a tax increase to
cover the cost of these guards.

The second request under this law went
to Congress January 29, 1971, in the Presi-
dent’s Budget for F.¥. 1972. Again, the FAA
restructured the appropriation accounts in
the manner previously denied.

The Budget requests full funding of air-
port planning grants pursuant to Section 13
at the $15,000,000 authorized.

With respect to alrport development pur-
suant to Section 14 however, the Budget in-
dicates that contract suthority obligations
will be administratively limited to $205,000,-
000 and the request for liquidating cash for
these contracts is only $92,000,000. Again,
the minimum requirement of “not less than"
$280,000,000 will not be satisfied unless Con-
gress decrees otherwise.

With respect to airway capital investment
pursuant to Section 14, the Budget requests
$274,000,000 which meets the minimum re-
quirement and picks up the shortage from
the previous year.

Thus, the total capital investment in air-
ports, including airport planning grants, and
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airways requested by the Budget amounts to
£381,000,000 in contrast to the minimum re-
quired of $530,000,000 exclusive of airport
planning.

The Budget requests that the entire bal-
ance of tax revenues in the trust fund be al-
located to routine expenses.

The balance in the trust fund is substan-
tial. Due to the treatment of the 1971 appro-
priations outlined above, the Budget shows a
balance carried forward from 1971 of $402,-
500,000 in user tax revenues. Trust fund reve-
nues for 1972 from existing user taxes are esti-
mated at $673,000,000 making with the carry-
over a total of $1,0756,600,000. The Budget also
envisions enactment of the additional taxes
to support anti-hijacking guards, previously
denied, for another $53,000,000. This addi-
tion would make a total of $1,128,500,000 in
tax revenues.

The Budget is clear that the Administra-
tion intends to exhaust the trust fund com-
pletely for it shows no ending balance for
1972. This means that $1,128,500,000 minus
$381,000,000 or $747,600,000 of user tax rev-
enues is to be used for day-to-day opera-
tions and expenses of the FAA. It also means
that $188,000,000 which should have been
used in 1972 alone for required capital in-
vestments in airport development will not be
so used or preserved for such use.

If we aggregate the amounts for the two
years, 1971 and 1972, we find the cumulative
results even more abusive. As pointed out
above, the law calls for minimum annual
expenditures for airports and airways of
$280 and $250 millions respectively, and if
we add the 8156 millions for planning grants
these total $545 million per year or $1,090
million for the two year period. Omitting the
book-keeping recycling of previous appro=
priations, FAA will use only $475 million for
these purposes during the two year period
while collections of existing user tazes will
total $1,247 million. The total diversion of
funds which should be used Ior capital in-
vestment will amount to $615 million. Even
counting the amount appropriated from the
general fund last year for alrways invest-
ment, in order to place the best possible face
on the entire capital investment program, the
total capital investment in alrport planning
and development and airways facilities would
only amount to $677 million and the program
would still be short of the total intended by
£413 million.

Further verification of this state of affairs
is provided by the fact that in the 1871 Sup-
plemental request, the FAA asked for an ap-
propriation, which was denied, from general
funds to the trust fund of $576,989,000 to
make up the difference between trust fund
tax revenues and what the FAA intended to
spend from the trust fund, whereas in the
1972 Budget the request is for only $293,144 .-
000 for this purpose even though the in-
tended spending level is some $200,000,000
higher.

It is clearly apparent that aviation trust
fund tax revenues have been diverted from
the purposes intended by the law which im-
posed those taxes and that the DOT/FAA are
incorrect in their view of the matter. It 1s
also apparent that the Administration in-
tends to pursue this course unless prevented
from dolng so by Congress.

If the Administration will not administer
the law in the manner intended, the law and
its accompanying taxes should be repealed.

NEED FOR DEVELOPING A METHOD
OF EXAMINING THE CROSS IM-
PACT OF MANY PROGRAMS EN-
ACTED IN CONGRESS

(Mr. O'NEILL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. O’'NEILL, Mr. Speaker, recently, an
incident in my district demonstrated to
me the need for developing a method of
examining the cross impact of many of
the programs we enact in Congress. This
could be done either through a legislative
or executive mechanism. I strongly sus-
pect that in some cases one Government
program cancels out the impact of an-
other program. It also appears that one
Government agency, working to imple-
ment its programs, can have a detri-
mental eff 3¢t on other Government agen-
cies and the overall well-being of the
Nation and its economy.

The specific incident that brings this
to mind concerns & manufacturer of rain-
coats in Boston. This case is of serious
consequence in the Boston area because
of the many people involved, but it is also
important as an example of the com-
plexities of our Government.

This company, Blauer Manufacturing,
was located in Boston for many years,
was a large manufacturer and had a
skilled and stable labor force. The em-
ployer was under union contract with the
International Ladies’ Garment Workers’
Union for 30 years.

For the past several years, Blauer
Manufacturing has been cutting down its
Boston work force and opening up pro-
duction facilities in other areas. Finally,
they completely closed the Boston factory
and terminated all of its workers. The
move was a shift from an area of higher
wages to an area of lower wages.

The reason I am discussing this par-
ticular case is that Blauer Manufactur-
ing produced rainwear, a product which
was purchased almost exclusively by
various Government agencies. The largest
purchases were made by the Defense De-
partment. The purchase policy under
which this rainwear was acquired is that
of making contract awards to the lowest
bidder.

Of course, we all support economy in
Government, but this is false economy
that ends up costing the Government
more in unemployment compensation,
lost taxes, and training and retraining
programs. Whatever benefits this firm
may have derived from the move away
from the Boston area, and whatever
harm to the work force, the immediate
cost to the Government is obvious.
Whereas the Defense Department as a
separate entity may have economized,
Government as a whole is losing a great
deal more than these small and illu-
sionary savings. Unemployment compen-
sation has to be paid to those people who
lose their jobs, and in this period of high
unemployment, it seems likely that other
jobs will not be easily found.

During this period of decreased earn-
ing or no earnings, the Government loses
revenue because these former taxpayers
no longer have income on which to he
taxed. There are various manpower pro-
grams for which many of these people
would be eligible and of course that will
cost money for job training in new fields.

All levels of government, local, State,
and Federal, will lose revenue because of
this move, and it is all caused by a Gov-
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ernment policy that is supposed to save
money—that is awarding contracts to
the lowest bidder, But if we award these
contracts without examining the prac-
tices of a firm that may be injurious to
a local community or to the national
economy, we are perhaps not pursuing
the most economically feasible course.
By making cost the sole factor, we are,
unwittingly, encouraging firms to move
from higher to lower wage areas, to pur-
sue policies that injure employees, cre-
ate unemployment, and multiply many
costs of local, State, and Federal Govern-
ment.

The purpose of this policy is to save
money, but if one agency of Government
saves money by multiplying other costs
of Government and the demands on
other agencies’ resources, then the people
and its Government as a whole have not
saved money.

With this particular example very
much in mind, but also with an eye to
the ramifications of this practice multi-
plied all over the couniry, I suggest that
the Congress of the United States should
make a much more thorough investiga-
tion of the purchasing policies of the
Department of Defense. What should be
taken into consideration is how those
policies affect unemployment and indi-
rect costs to Government.

When unemployment is increasing in
so many parts of the Nation, in so many
sectors of the economy, I think it is im-
perative that we begin this now. I think
what we are seeing is a policy that re-
moves jobs from one area of the country
and takes them to another. There are no
new jobs created, and if the move is for
lower wages, tax money is lost as well
as the loss from unemployment compen-
sation and other benefits.

I think it is extremely important that
we do not accept apparent savings that
may indeed be actual losses.

REPRESENTATIVE CEDERBERG CO-
SPONSORS LEGISLATION WHICH
WOULD ENCOURAGE STATES TO
ESTABLISH ABANDONED AUTO-
MOBILE REMOVAL PROGRAM

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

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, I am
a cosponsor of HR. 5646, legislation
which would encourage States to estab-
lish abandoned automacbile removal pro-
grams. I believe this type of program is
needed now and I want fo take these few
minutes to expand on the provisions of
this measure and to describe how if can
help solve a very difficult environmental
problem.

In a recent flight over one of the small
counties in my congressional district, ap-
proximately 2,500 to 3,000 derelict auto-
mobiles were spotted. Undoubtedly there
were many, many more which were not
located due to deep snow. This situation
is not unique to Michigan or Mecosta
County. I have driven through many
parts of the United States and these
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heaps of metal stick out like a sore
thumb, This littering of the American
landscape can no longer be tolerated as
it is a constant drain on our natural
resources.

The crux of the problem is that our
smaller counties and cities throughout
the Nation do not have the funds to fi-
nance a project of the magnitude it
would take to clear away these eyesores.
I believe Mecosta County is typical of
many others across the Nation whose
citizens have recognized the problem and
want to do something about it. The citi-
zens of this county have made a valiant
effort to solve the problem on the local
level, with local funds; however, in spite
of their hard work, they are unable to
continue the project due to the lack of
funds.

In relating their story I hope that I
can demonstrate the need for action on
HR. 5646. Mecosta County is a rural
county of native beauty, of splendid
streams and lakes which its citizens set
out to protect. Their stated goal was,
“Getting these junked vehicles back into
productive use via the scrap route.”

Appeals were made through local
newspapers for public support and as-
sistance. They employed 4-H groups, Boy
Scouts, and other youth groups, setting a
$2 fee for every old car they could get
county residents to donate to the cause.
It was at this point that several legal
problems arose: How to find the legal
owner of the car and transfer the title to
the State so that the junked car could be
recycled. My bill provides that the Sec-
retary of the Interior shall presecribe
regulations for effective means of trans-
ferring titles of abandoned automobiles
to a public agency or private business
which will dispose of such automobiles.

Another major problem is the machin-
ery that will be needed to crush the old
cars info a compact unit, which is then
loaded on a tilted bed winch truck and
hauled to a commercial reclamation cen-
ter where the metal would be reclaimed
for further use. My legislation would of-
fer rapid amortization tax benefits to
scrap processors who install modern,
more effective equipment with which to
reduce old cars to reusable scrap. In this
way the loeal units of government will
not be strapped with the high cost of
providing this type of machinery.

In the case to which I have been
referring, the county had access to the
recycling equipment but as the officials
informed me, “We have the depot sites
ready throughout the county but what we
need is equipment to transport cars to
these sites.” H.R. 5646 provides that the
State removal plan should include means
for the prompt removal to scrap-proec-
essing facilities of all abandoned auto-
mobiles in the State.

Mr. Speaker, I want to stress one more
time that action on this legislation is
absolutely necessary and that the need
is not restricted to one area of the coun-
try. Passage of H.R. 5646 would greatly
benefit not only individual districts but
the Nation and its citizens as a whole.
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TO EVOKE DISCUSSION AND CLOSER
STUDY OF A REVENUE-SHARING
FORMULA

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

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, last
Wednesday—March 10—in a discussion
of the administration’s general revenue-
sharing plan, the esteemed dean of the
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California delegation (Mr. HOLIFIELD)
included in his remarks a table which I
had developed showing relative projected
per capita allocations for cities within
Los Angeles County.

This little study has caused a good
deal of interest and, for this reason, I
would like to place in the Recorp at this
point a slightly revised and more accu-
rate version of what was a rather hastily
prepared document designed to show
broad comparisons more than fine details.
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I think that the table has served its
primary purpose, which is to evoke dis-
cussion and closer study of a revenue-
sharing formula which results in glaring
inequities such as are so readily evident.
I welcome suggestions as to how these
inequities can be eliminated if, in the
end, we do adopt the administration for-
mula substantially as it has been pro-
posed.

The revised document follows:

PROPOSED ALLOCATIONS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS UNDER THE NIXON ADMINISTRATION'S GENERAL REVENUE SHARING PLAN

|Prepared by Cong
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ARMS LIMITATION IN LATIN
AMERICA

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

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, according
to some observers, newspaper readers in
Washington are better informed and
more exacting than media audiences in
some other urban centers of our country.
They are also exposed to more bad news.

It is for that reason that Mr. Louis H.
Diuguid’s story in yesterday morning’s
edition of the Washington Post provided
such a refreshing and exciting contrast
to the news which we are accustomed to
digesting with our breakfast coffee.

The story, filed in Bogotd, Colombia,
describes the Colombian President’s pro-
posal for an OAS review of military
expenditures in Latin America with a
view to arriving at a regional arms limi-
tation agreement.

This is exciting news, indeed; for if
our neighbors to the south can demon-
strate self-restraint and self-denial in
the area of military spending, could not
their example become the turning point
in the world armaments race?

Mr. Speaker, I believe that President
Misael Pastrana Borrero is to be com-
mended for his daring proposals—and
the foreign ministers of our hemisphere,
who will be meeting next month in San
Jose, Costa Rica, should be urged to give

him the thorough consideration that they
deserve.

The Colombian proposal singles out
three areas of military expenditures for
particular study of the OAS system. They
include—

First, the influence of unnecessary
military spending on economic and social
development of the countries of our
hemisphere;

Second, expenditures on arms which,
because of their excessive cost and clearly
offensive nature, are disproportionate to
the requirements of internal security and
could, by common agreement, be elimi-
nated; and

Third, the adoption of the principle of
proportionality between the arms, ter-
ritorial area, population, and economic
potential on the one hand, and the basic
requirements of national security on the
other hand.

Mr. Speaker, these proposals may be
said to flow from, and certainly are con-
sistent with, the declaration of the Presi-
dents of the Americas, drawn up at Punta
del Este, Uruguay, in 1967.

In my view, they are to be welcomed
and supported.

I sincerely hope that the U.S. delega-
tion to the forthcoming meeting of the
OAS General Assembly will address it-
self to this matter with the energy, en-
thusiasm and openmindedness it de-
serves.

For the information of my colleagues, I

should like to place in the Recorp a
translation of the Spanish text of the
Colombian arms control proposal.

MeMorRANDUM FrOM THE MINISTER OF FOREIGN
AFFAIRS OF COLOMBIA

1. The Declaration of the Presidents of
America drawn up at Punta del Este, Uru-
guay, in 1967 dealt amply with the problem
of the Latin American Common Market, the
incorporation into our hemisphere of the
benefits of sclentific and technological prog-
ress, and the fundamental role of the utili-
zation of all resources in order to promote
economic and social development.

2. The presidents of America also ex-
pressed “thelr intention to limit military
expenditures in proportion to the actual de-
mands of national security in accordance
with each country’s constitutional provi-
sions, avolding those expenditures that are
not indispensable for the performance of the
specific duties of the armed forces and, where
pertinent, of international commitments
that obligate their respective governments.”

3. The foregoing statement was the object
of the recommendation contained in chapter
VI of the declaration of Punta del Este con=
cerning the elimination of unnecessary mili-
tary expenditures.

4, Colombla feels that the moment has
come to study measures that will implement
the intentions of the presidents of America.
Unquestionably, this is not a case of speak-
ing of disarming Latin America, in view of
the Internal securlty needs of each country,
as well as the commitments of mutual assist-
ance deriving for each of them from the obli-
gations of the Inter-American Treaty of Re-
ciprocal Assistance of Rio, but is rather a
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matter of studying the problem of unneces-
sary military expenditures with relation to:

A, The influence of unnecessary military
expenses on economic and social develop-
ment;

B. Arms which, because of their excessive
cost and clearly offensive nature, are dis-
proportionate to internal security, could, by
common accords, be eliminated.

C. The adoption of a criterion of propor-
tionality between the arms, territorial area,
population, and economlic potential on the
one hand, and the basic requirements of
national security on the other hand.

Undoubtedly, these questions cannot be

examined immediately without a thorough
study of the problem, and for that purpose
it would be advisable to establish a speclal
committee, on which all the member states
of the Inter-American system would be rep-
resented and which would submit specific
proposals to the regular general assembly of
the Organization of American States next
year.
6. To this end, Colombia wishes to place
the following toplic before the regular gen-
eral assembly of the Organization of Ameri-
can States, to be held In San Jose, Costa
Rica, beginning April 14 of this year: “Study
of measures designed to implement chapter
VI of the Declaration of the Presidents of
America, issued at Punta Del Este, Uruguay,
in 1967, for the elimination of unnecessary
military expenditures.”

6. At the same time, Colombia belleves
that it is essential to obtain the fullest pos-
sible cooperation from all the states form-
ing part of the Inter-American system to
support the inclusion of the topic in the
agenda of the Inter-American general as-
sembly and to study gradually the meas-
ures that will contribute to the implemen-
tation of the purposes of the Presidents of
America concerning the ellmination of un-
necessary military expenditures in Latin
America, as an encouraging factor for peace
and economic and social development.

7. Colombia is earnestly engaged in an un-
dertaking for social progress and economic
development and does not wish to invest in
arms any more than is needed to meet its real
requirements for national security. Hence, it
is ready to cooperate with the member states
of the inter-American system in studying the
most appropriate procedures and solutions,
in harmony with the desire of the nations of
this Hemisphere to improve their present
standards of living.

8. This proposal is consistent with Colom-
bia's steadfast adherence to the principles
of international law and, especially, the free
determination of peoples, and its fervent de-
sire always to utilize the procedures of peace-
ful settlement of international differences.
In its judgment, the strengthening of the
inter-American system requires an irrevo-
cable commitment to the maintenance of
peace in the Americas and a greater effort to
limit unnecessary military expenditures that
endanger economic and social development.

9. Colombia awalts with interest the replies
or comments that the governments of the
members states of the regional organization
may wish to make on the proposal for the
presentation and discussion of the afore-
mentioned topie, as set forth in this memo-
randum,

LEGISLATION TO INCREASE THE
AMOUNT A PERSON CAN EARN
AND STILL OBTAIN SOCIAL SECU-
RITY

(Mr. BLACKBURN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, to-
day, I am reintroducing legislation
which would remove the limits on the
amount a person can earn as wages and
still obtain social security benefits. My
bill would also provide that once a person
reaches 65 and has paid into social secu-
rity for at least 30 years, no social secu-
rity taxes will be deducted from his pay.

Under the present law, one can earn
as wages a maximum of $1,680 without a
reduction in social security payments.
Earned income above that figure de-
creases one's benefits. One dollar in ben-
efits is withheld for every $2 that is
earned between $1,680 and $2,880 but
above $2,880, $1 in benefits is withheld
for each dollar in earnings.

As you know, a person must work for
30 years in order to be eligible for full
social security benefits. Many of our
older citizens have worked for these 30
years but wish to continue to work on a
full- or part-time basis. Yet do they not
deserve to receive their social security
benefits?

In 1936, when the Social Security Act
was passed, the old age survivor’s insur-
ance program was established. The orig-
inal concept was that this was to be an
insurance program in order to provide
supplemental income for our senior citi-
zens. If this is to be an insurance pro-
gram similar to that which is available
in private industry, the same prineciples
of equity should apply. Thus, the income
limitation should be removed.

In private industry or even the mili-
tary, a person can retire and continue to
received earned income from some en-
deavor without any reduction in one’s
benefits. This is a matter of equity which
they have built up over numerous years
of service.

In researching the reasons for the orig-
inal implementation of this limit, I
found the economic conditions of the
time to be the cause. The Government
was trying to encourage our older citizens
to retire and make room in the labor
market for younger men. In a time of de-
pression, this was considered a very
feasible way to reduce high unemploy-
ment. These conditions no longer exist
today. In many of our industries, the ex-
perience and knowledge of our senior
citizens would be appreciated and is
needed. Furthermore, many of our senior
citizens feel that they should not be
forced to live out their last years in idle
complacency when they would rather
}vur;rk and attempt to do something use-

Another great inequity which is im-
posed on our older citizens is that if they
choose to continue to work even though
they paid into social security for over 30
years, they must continue to pay social
security taxes on the money they earn.
Thus, the working elderly are being dis-
criminated against on two counts. In my
gpi.nion, this tax is equal to a “penalty

ax"’

Most of these elderly who are still
working have bheen paying into social
security since its inception. Thus, every
month they continue to work, they re-
duce the Federal Government’s liability

March 18, 1971

to provide them with the benefits they
more than deserve.

Therefore, as part of the legislation
which I am introducing, I have included
a provision which would prevent social
security taxes from being deducted from
the pay of a person who has reached 65
and has paid into social security for at
least 30 years.

This House, last year, passed a bill
which would guarantee an annual in-
come to all citizens whether or not they
wish to work. I cannot see how we can
logically guarantee an income to people
who may refuse to work and then turn
around and penalize those who have
worked for over 30 years in order to re-
ceive their full social security benefits.

For this reason, Mr. Speaker, I hope
that my bill is promptly enacted into law,

DEMOCRATIC STEERING COMMIT-
TEE REORGANIZED

(Mr. MADDEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, the House
Democratic steering committee held its
organization meeting this afternoon.
Representative RaAy J. MADDEN was re-
elected as chairman while Representa-
tive Spark M. MATsSUNAGA was reelected
secretary. John E. Barriere was reap-
pointed as executive director.

The committee voted to hold regular
meetings during the 92d Congress on the
first and third Wednesdays of the month
at 2 pm.

The committee agreed unanimously
that in the future the committee would
keep in continuous contact with the
chairmen of the various legislative com-
mittees so as to assist the majority lead-
ership in better apprising the Democratic
Members of the House as to content and
status of the legislative program.

SUPPORT FOR ATLANTIC UNION
RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, today,
support for the Atlantic Union Resolu-
tion has reached a record high. For the
first time since the resolution was intro-
duced over 20 years ago, the number of
sponsors in the House of Representa-
tives has topped 100. The additional
resolution which I am introducing today
is sponsored by 21 Members of the
House. They are:

WiLriam A. BarrerT, Democrat of
Pennsylvania,

Bor BERGLAND, Democrat of Minnesota.

Hucra L. Carey, Democrat of New York.

FraNnk M. CrarRg, Democrat of Penn-
sylvania.

RoeerT J. CorBETT, Republican of
Pennsylvania.

Hawmirton FisH, JR., Republican of New
York.

TroMAS S. ForLEYy, Democrat of Wash-
ington.
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Wirriam D. Forp, Democrat of Michi-
gan.

MarTHA W. GrirFrFiTHS, Democrat of
Michigan.

James M. HanieEy, Democrat of New
York.

James Harvey, Republican of Michi-
gan.

TorBerT H. MacpoNaLD, Democrat of
Massachusetts.

JoHN MEeLCHER, Democrat of Montana.

LucieNn N. Nepzi, Democrat of Michi-
gan.

Rogeert N. C. Nix, Democrat of Penn-
sylvania.

CravpE PePPER, Democrat of Florida.

OcpEN R. REem, Republican of New
York.

Paiure E. RupPE, Republican of Michi-
gan.

B. F. 8S1sg, Democrat of California.

Henry P. Smrre III, Republican of
New York.

SamuEL S. STRATTON, Democrat of New
York.

This brings to 105 the total number of
Representatives who have this year co-
sponsored identical resolutions urging
the exploration of Atlantic Union.

I am confident the list will lengthen. In
ensuing days, I anticipate that additional
resolutions will be introduced by other
Members. In addition, several Members
have informed me that, while they have
not become sponsors of the resolution, it
has their support and will receive their
vote.

Support for Atlantic Union also is
growing across the Nation. On Febru-
ary 26, 1971. The Des Moines Register
editorialized:

The major arguments for Atlantic union
have been political and economic. It could be
2 gigantic nucleus of political strength, It
could be a huge co-prosperity sphere as a
common market with a single currency, a
single banking system and union-wide
opportunities for employment and sales and
purchases,

Representative Jim Wright (D-Tex) has
also added a new argument. The Atlantic
countries consume 80 per cunt of the world’s
annual production and cause about 80 per
cent of the world's popula‘ion. “If we can find
an effective way to attack these problems
together,” he sald, “there is much that we
can do for the future of the human race; but
it cannot be done through any existing in-
stitution.”

The Register reminded
that:

President Nixon in 1866 (then a private
citizen) made a strong statement in support
of a very similar resolution to the House
Foreign Affairs Committee. “It is fitting,” sald
Citizen Richard Nixon on September 1, 1966,
“that the United States, the world’s first
truly federal government, should be the main
force behind the effort to find a basis for a
broad federation of free Atlantic nations.”

The Register then asked rhetorically:

Does President Nixon in 1971 still see the
issue as Citizen Nixon did in 19667

The Cincinnati Enquirer, which has
spoken out in the past in favor of the
Atlantic Union resolution, did so again
on March 11, 1971, and that editorial fol-
lows:

its readers
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ATLANTIC UNION—AGAIN

There is no longer a great deal of news
value in the introduction of the Atlantic
Union resolution in Congress. It has oc-
curred in every congressional session since
1949. The news lies in the circumstance that
each year finds a larger and more broadly
based group of legislators supporting the res-
olution.

The original sponsor was Sen., Estes EKe-
fauver (D-Tenn.), who later became the
Democratic Party's vice-presidential nominee
in 1956. This year no fewer than 71 repre-
sentatives are urging favorable congressional
action, They come from both parties, from 25
states and from every region of the country.
Ohioans among the sponsors are Reps.
Charles A. Mosher (R) and Thomas L. Ashley
(D).

In essence, the Atlantic Unilon resolution
calls for the creation of an Atlantic Union
delegation of 18 eminent Americans to meet
with similar delegations from the other na-
tion identified with the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. Together the Atlantic
Union delegates, in the language of the reso-
Iution, would explore the possibility of agree-
ment on:

“A declaration that the goal of their peo-
ples is to transform their present alliance
into a federal union.

“A timetable for the transition to this
goal.

“Democratic institutions to expedite the
necessary stages and achieve the objective in
time to save their citizens from another war
or depression, and let them enjoy, as soon as
possible, the greater freedom and higher
moral and material blessings which federa-
tion has brought free people in the past.”

Any plan devised by such an assemblage of
delegates from the Atlantic nations, of
course, would be subject to approval by the
constitutional processes of the nations in-
volved.

The Atlantic Union idea had its origins in
the fertile, creative mind of Clarence E.
Strelt, who, during the span between World
Wars I and II, covered the League of Na-
tions for the New York Times. As the menace
of Nazl Germany grew unchecked, Mr, Streit
was struck by the manner in which the
Western democracies were dissipating their
strength and Influence by falling to act to-
gether. The product of his concern was a
book, “Union Now.” Later when Hitler had
overrun most of Europe, he produced an-
other volume, “Union Now with Britain."”

The supporters of the Atlantic Union idea
see an arresting parallel between the democ-
racies of the contemporary world and the
individual states of the United States in the
vears immediately following the revolution—
states that were bound together by nothing
more than a “league of friendship.” Only
when their freedom was imperiled by inter-
nal quarrels and external threats did they
see the prudence of establishing a federal
union to make them one nation, The federal-
union idea became, in consequence, the
United States’ most distinctive contribution
to the world of political thought.

It seems only logical that there should
now be a formal effort to determine whether
the same principle has any applicability to
today's world.

The Atlantic Union resolution, which has
earned the support of political figures rank-
ing from former Sen. Eugene J. MecCarthy
{DFL-Minn.) to President Nixon and from
Gov. Nelson A. Rockefeller of New York to
Sen. Barry M. Goldwater (R-Ariz.), opens
doors the free world can ill afford to see
remain closed.
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YATES AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. VANDER JAGT)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to insert in the Recorp at this
point a telegram from Michigan’s Gov-
enor, William G. Milliken, in support of
the Yates amendment. The telegram

follows:
LANSING, MICH.,
March 18, 1971.
Hon. Guy VANDER JAGT,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

I understand the debate and vote on the
Supersonic Transport will be coming up
shortly in Congress. Although many of the
environmental questions now appear to have
answers, most will take large additional sums
of money and research. The SST program is
clearly one of misplaced priorities for limited
tax dollars. There is & much greater need for
research and development on short take-off
and landing aircraft and rapids transit sys-
tems which would provide an equal number
of jobs in our economy. I am opposed to fur-
ther spending for SST development at this
time and therefore urge you to vote yes on
the Yates amendment.

Gov. WiLLiam G. MILLIKEN,
State of Michigan.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FOOD
STAMP PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. HarsHA) is recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, the Wash-
ington Post last Tuesday joined the
chorus of those complaining about recent
improvements made in the food stamp
program jointly by the District of
Columbia Department of Human Re-
sources and the U.S. Department
of Agriculture. I think the Con-
gress should be aware of some key
facts involved in this situation so
that the progress the food stamp admin-
istrators have made is not obscured by
well-intentioned, but misleading news
stories and editorial writers.

Following a joint request by the Food
and Nutrition Service—the agency with-
in the Department of Agriculture which
administers the food stamp program—
and the District of Columbia Depart-
ment of Human Resources, the Agricul-
ture Department’s Office of Inspector
General conducted a special audit of the
District of Columbia program. Both
agencies were concerned about long de-
lays involved in the certification process
and the very high number of irregulari-
ties incurred in over-the-counter issu-
ances of authorizations to purchase food
stamps.

The auditors quickly became aware
that significant numbers of recipients
were obtaining duplicate authorization
cards and, therefore, multiple issuances
of food stamps. In June of last year alone,
the overissuance of food stamps in the
Distriet of Columbia approximated $50,-
000. Based on that information, the pro-
gram administrators clearly were obli-
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gated to take corrective actions. After
lengthy exploration of a variety of alter-
natives, Federal and Distriect of Colum-
bia officials agreed on the new system
which became effective February 1.

The new system is designed to provide
the card needed to buy stamps within 3
days. A new application is checked the
evening of the same day it is received to
insure that the applicant is not already
participating in the program. The food
stamp authorization card is mailed the
next morning. In emergency cases where
the processing and mailing delay will
create hardship, the District provides a
small cash allotment to cover the period
until the authorization card is received.
During the first month of the new sys-
tem, these emergency payments amount-
ed to a little over $5,000. The early esti-
mate of $33,000 per month erroneously
repeated as fact by the Post was ob-
viously grossly overstated.

Neither the Department of Agriculture
nor the District of Columbia Department
of Human Resources claims that this is
the perfect system. Continuing efforts
are being made to improve the current
process, and a major project has been
initiated to establish a model food stamp
program within the District. One thing is
clear, however: The current system is a
vast improvement over the previous one,
and the efforts of community leaders
should be directed toward supporting
and accelerating the positive steps which
are being taken.

Finally, the Post editorial suggests

that the distribution of free food dem-
onstrates that large numbers of people

are going hungry. It seems to me more
likely it demonstrates that one can al-
ways find a market for free goods.

EXTENDING LIFE OF REGIONAL
COMMISSIONS UNDER PUBLIC
WORKS AND ECONOMIC DEVEL-
OPMENT ACT OF 1965

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan, Mr. RUPPE, is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Speaker, I am today
introducing a bill to extend the life of
the five regional commissions originally
created under title V of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965.
These commissions are: The Upper
Great Lakes Regional Commission, the
Four Corners Regional Commission, the
Ozarks Regional Commission, the New
England Regional Commission, and the
Coastal Plains Regional Commission. The
current authorization for these commis-
sions will expire on June 30 of this year.

Mr. Speaker, President Nixon has of-
fered the Nation a comprehensive pro-
gram of Special Revenue Sharing for Ru-
ral Community Development. I laud the
President's concern and effort. I believe
he is the first President to concentrate
national efforts to stem the migration
from rural America to the urban centers
and to give this vast segment of the Na-
tion equal opportunity for better jobs,
better education, and improved com-
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munity environment. Certainly, any suc-
cess we realize in meeting the urban cri-
sis will necessarily entail the concurrent
strengthening of our nonurban economy.

I support the President’s program for
rural America. By sharing Federal re-
sources with the State and local govern-
ments, the President will have broad-
ened the scope of aid to rural communi-
ties and families. At the same time, we
will have given those States and commu-
nities enough flexibility to deal with lo-
cal problems more effectively.

My bill today will add to the Presi-
dent’s program the Regional Commis-
sions. I do not believe that these com-
missions are at all incompatible with the
concept of Special Revenue Sharing.
These commissions, including the Ap-
palachia Regional Commission, were cre-
ated because the Congress recognized
that special problems existed in certain
identifiable areas. These problems were
not confined to single States, and they
were of such magnitude that they require
a multi-State approach, including multi-
State or regional planning, and special
or supplemental resources over and be-
yond those already available under ex-
isting Federal and State programs.

I believe that those special problem
areas still exist, and that Congress, in
establishing a comprehensive program
for all of rural America, must take par-
ticular account of these economically
lagging areas. I am convinced that these
regions still require the special consid-
eration that Congress gave them in 1965.

In fact, the regional commissions as
they exist today constitute a viable form
of Federal revenue sharing. They utilize
Federal funds to provide better regional
planning and to augment existing pro-
grams within their prescribed areas. De-
cisions on the use of these Federal funds
are not made in Washington. Rather,
these decisions are made by the Gov-
ernors of the States involved, who are
regional cochairmen. Not only are these
decisions made at the State level, they
are greatly facilitated by the built-in
flexibility which the Congress envisioned
in establishing the commissions. This,
incidentally, is the same kind of flexi-
bility to which President Nixon addressed
himself in his Rural Community De-
velopment message to the Congress.

There is a key provision of the regional
commission authorization which I would
like to discuss here. This is known as
“maintenance of effort.” Briefly, it states
that commission resources are not pro-
vided to replace existing State and Fed-
eral programs, but to augment them.
This is the key to solving regional prob-
lems. These regions have been singled
out for special attention. The regional
commissions were not created to solve
those special problems all alone. They
were created to add to the regular and
Federal effort regional planning and sup-
plemental funding capabilities. There-
fore, I find nothing in the retention of the
regional commissions which is inconsist-
ent with the President’s Special Revenue
Sharing approach. The States, in Presi-
dent Nixon’s program, will assume the
responsibility for all the major Federal
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efforts to help rural communities. The
regional commissions, as they have done
in the past, would add to the efforts gen-
erated by the various States. They would
also assist those States which share simi-
lar problems with other States in a given
region by assuming responsibility for
multi-State planning.

Mr. Speaker, last week, the Senate
acted to extend the authorization for the
Appalachia Regional Commission, as
well as the five so-called title V regions.
I do not guestion the decision to continue
the Appalachia Commission; I fully ex-
pect that it will be authorized by the 92d
Congress. Yet, if we are to continue the
Appalachia program recognizing our
special responsibilities to that area, then
I believe the other 5 regional commis-
sions, which have particular problems of
their own, deserve no less attention by
the Congress. Not only must we in the
House act to extend the lives of these
commissions; we must, at long last, fund
them adequately so that they can carry
out their assigned tasks within the desig-
nated areas.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to submit the text
of my bill to extend the authorization of
the title V regional commissions.

A bill to extend title V of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965
for two additional years
EBe it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sub-
section (d) of section 509 of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42
U.8.C. 3188a) is amended by striking out the
period at the end of the first sentence there-
of and incerting in lieu thereof & commsa
and the following: “and for the two-fiscal-
year period ending June 30, 1973, to be
available until expended, not to exceed
$255,000,000.”

SUPPORT GROWS FOR STUDY OF
NATION'S ENERGY PROBLEMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Tennessee (Mr. FurToN) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee., Mr.
Speaker, today I have reintroduced my
House Joint Resolution to establish a
Select House Committee to study the
Nation’s energy problems. The text of
the resolution follows the conclusion of
my remarks.

I am particularly pleased to be able
to report that joining with me in co-
sponsorship of the Energy Study Reso-
lution are 94 of our colleagues.

The names of these cosponsors will
appear in that portion of today's Rec-
orp devoted to the introduction of new
legislation. Therefore, I will not crowd
the Recorp at this point by including
their names. .

However, it should be noted that this
is not regional or partisan groups. It is
a bipartisan expression of support ex-
tending from Maine to California and
from Michigan to Mississippi.

This is gratifying but not surprising
because almost every section of the Na-
tion faces the continued threat of power
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shortages during the peak load periods
which are coming up this summer.

In fact, the Federal Power Commis-
sion warns:

Some areas of the country may experience

power supply shortages this coming summer
as & result of inadequate installed capacity
to meet forecasted summer peak loads.

This is quoted from the FPC's Pre-
liminary Reports on Summer 1971 Elec-
tric Load-Supply Situation which was
released February 22,

This report goes on to state:

Reports filed with the Federal Power Com-
mission by the Nation's major electric utility
systems and pools indicate that some areas
of the country may experience tight power
supply problems during this coming summer
as a result of inadequate installed capacity
to meet forecasted summer peak loads.

In other words, Mr. Speaker, the ex-
pected demands on our Nation’s electric
power generating capacity are going to be
greater, in all probability, than existing
capacity can provide. This means, ac-
cording to the FPC, if everything goes
well and there are no breakdowns, short-
ages of fuel, or unexpected eventuali-
ties, then we may just squeak by this
summer.

It also means that in all probability
there are going to be blackouts, brown-
outs, power cutbacks, and reductions
such as were experienced this past win-
ter, particularly in the New York metro-
politan area, simply because everything
did not go well and eventualities did
ocecur. Ly

Just what is the outlook for this sum-
mer? Well, on a region-by-region basis,
it looks something like this, according to
the Federal Power Commission.

Northeast region:

The Power supply of the Northeast Region
appears to be better than last summer, how-
ever, conditions are considered to be tight.

East central region:

This region has less than desirable reserves
and some utilitles or pools may face a tight
supply situation this summer if an appre-
clable amount of the 3,748 megawatts of new
capacity scheduled for service before the end
of May is delayed.

Southeast region:

The reserves of this area are less than
desirable . . .

West central region:

This region has less than desired reserves,
buf the addition of 867 megawatts sched-
uled for June and July should ralse the re-
serve margin to 6,661 megawatts or 17.7 per-
cent. A number of areas in the region have
low reserves and problems could develop if
some large units were to be forced out of
service.

South central region:

The load-supply situation of the Reglon
for the coming summer appears to be satls-
factory . . .

West region: Without quoting from
the FTC report, the situation for the
west region for the summer appears to
be good.

Thus, we can see that far more than
half the people of this Nation could face
the threat of serious power shortages this
coming summer,
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The reason for all this, according to the
Federal Power Commission, is a shortage
of adequate generating capacity to meet
peak demand.

This is a major national energy prob-
lem and by itself it would be worthy of
immediate attention.

But this is just one of many, many
problems existing in the national energy
picture today. These problems grow more
numerous and more complex with each
Passing season.

There is the problem of environmental
integrity and of pollution as they relate
to power production.

There are the problems of power fuel
resources and how they can and should
best be utilized in the production of
power for our immediate needs today, our
intermediate needs of tomorrow and our
long-range requirements in the next and
following generations.

There are the problems of financing
new power facilities and the distribution
of the power which these facilities will
produce.

There is the problem of financing the
research reaquired to enable us to learn
to befter manage our power production
and pollution and to devise methods to
reach our objective of low-cost electricity
and high-quality environment.

There is the problem of assuring an
adequate and dependable long-range,
low-cost supply of power fuels as well as
the means and methods of transporting
them to power production facilities.

There is the problem of ownership of
power fuel resources and the necessity of
maintaining a viable and financially
strong and independent power fuel
industry.

We are going to have to face these
problems and either solve or alleviate
them because over the next 20 years our
power demands are going to be tre-
mendous.

Over the next 20 years America is go-
ing to increase its electric energy appe-
tite by 248 percent.

To meet this demand our electric util-
ity industry must quadruple its existing
capacity requiring the addition of nearly
1 billion kilowatts.

These problems cannot be solved nor
will these demands be met without the
help of the Federal Government and the
Congress.

That is why I propose the establish-
ment of this Select Committee to in-
vestigate the energy resources of the
United States.

Right here I would like to restate and
emphasize two points I stressed when this
resolution was first introduced earlier
this year.

First, this is not a witch hunt, It would
not be the purpose of the Committee or
study to seek out and hold up for public
scorn some preconceived villain or some
fabricated strawman. What we are after
and what is demanded is a clear picture
of the condition of our national energy
capabilities today and how they must be
expanded, reshaped and modernized to
meet the demands of the future.

Second, and this is of paramount im-
portance, it would be my intent to have
this Committee complete its work and re-
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port back to this body within 2 years.
Once that repert was made, I can foresee
no reason at this time for the continued
existence of the Committee and would
recommend that it be terminated.

Mr. Speaker, the Members co-sponsor-
ing this resolution today represent some-
where between 40 and 50 million Ameri-
cans. They each recognize the need for
this Committee and the work which it
would undertake.

The so-called “energy crisis” in Amer-
ica has been apparent for almost a year
now but what has or is being done?

There have been proposals for Com-
missions. There have been proposals for
studies. There have been demands for
investigations and there have been out-
raged calls for antitrust actions.

Many proposals and suggestions have
been offered but like the weather, every-
one complains about the energy crisis but
no one seems to be able to do much
about it.

The primary reason for this, I believe,
is that too many agencies and bodies have
jurisdiction over some portion of the
problem but no one body has overall
jurisdiction. This is perhaps as it should
be for administrative purposes and I have
no quarrel to offer in this regard.

However, for purposes of providing an
overall in-depth study of the energy re-
sources of the Nation, these able but dis-
persed jurisdictions simply are not ori-
ented, staffed, or constituted to under-
take such a task.

Thus, the need for and task of a short-
term select committee to investigate the
Nation’s energy resources; to provide this
body with a full, factual and fair report
upon which our various standing com-
mittees could draw in working toward a
common goal for the future to insure
and assure that we will have the energy
capacity and energy resources required
to meet our power needs of tomorrow and
achieve our dual objective of low-cost
energy and high-quality environment.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to place in the Recorp at this point the
text of House Resolution 155 as it is being
reintroduced today and also the Federal
Power Commission report of Febru-
ary 22, 1971.

H. Res. 155

Resolved, That there 1s hereby created a
select committee to be composed of seven
Members of the House of Representatives to
be appointed by the Speaker, one of whom
he shall designate as chairman. Any vacancy
occurring in the membership of the commit-
tee shall be filled In the same manner in
which the original appointment was made.

The committee is authorized and directed
to conduct a full and complete investigation
of all aspects of the energy resources in the
United States, including (1) the avallability
of ofl, gas, coal, and nuclear energy reserves;
(2) the identification of the ownership of
such reserves; (3) the reasons and possible
solutions for the delay in new starts of fossil
fueled powerplants; (4) the effect of pricing
practicezs by the owners of energy reserves;
(5) the effect of the import of low sulfur
fuels; (6) measures to increase the avallabil-
ity of pipelines, rallways, barges, and ships
needed to transport fuel materials; (7) meas-
ures to close the gap between the supply and
demand for electric energy; and (B) the
identification of the environmental effects
of the electricity Industry.
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For the purpose of carrying out this res-
olution the committee, or any subcommittee
thereof authorized by the committee to hold
hearings, s authorized to sit and act during
the present Congress at such times and places
within the United States, including any Com-
monwealth or possession thereof, whether
the House 1s in session, has recessed, or has
adjourned, to hold such hearings, and to re-
quire, by subpena or otherwise, the attend-
ance and testimony of such witnesses and the
production of such books, records, corre-
spondence, memorandums, papers, and docu-
ments, as it deems necessary. Subpenas may
be issued under the signature of the chair-
man of the committee or any member of the
committee designated by him, and may be
served by any person designated by such
chairman or member,

The committee shall report to the House
as soon as practicable during the present
Congress the results of its investigation and
study, together with such recommendations
as it deems advisable. Any such report which
is made when the House is not in session
shall be filed with the Clerk of the House.

FPC RELEASES STAFF ANALYSIS OF PRELIMI-
wARY REpPorTs ON Svmmer 1871 ELECTRIC
LoAD-SUPPLY SITUATION
Some areas of the country may experience

power supply shortages this coming summer

as a result of inadequate installed capacity
to meet forecasted summer peak loads, ac-
cording to an analysis by the Federal Power

Commission staff of preliminary reports filed

with the FPC by the Natlon's major electric

utility systems and pools.

The staff analysis indicates that the ca-
pacity shortage is due primarily to delays
in placing new generating facilities in service.
To make up for the delayed capaclity utilities
are installing large blocks of gas turbine ca-
pacity, which while well suited to carry peak
loads for short periods, are not completely
satisfactory for carrying loads for an ex-
tended time, the staff reported.

The staff report emphasizes that the anal-
ysis 1s based on preliminary data. There will
be a continuing review and further reports
will be issued this spring.

In addition, the staff sald, the Natlon's
electric supply is dependent upon the avail-
ability of an adequate fossll fuel supply.
TUtility stocks of coal are better than last fall,
and the outlook for the availability of coal
and oll for the coming summer appears good,
the analysis shows. However, it is dependent
on the rigidity, extent, and timing of air pol-
lution standards, the staff said.
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The natural gas supply remains tight and
cannot effectively fill the gaps in fossil fuel
supply which may develop as a result of coal
or residual fuel oil shortage, the staff sald.
Any delays in scheduling nuclear generating
capacity additions or unavailability of exist-
ing nuclear capacity could place added strain
on the fossil fuel supply for utility genera-
tion, according to the report.

The summer's fuel supply is contingent on
the availability of continuing transportation,
and on the supply from foreign sources.

The FPC report covers 181 major utility
systems and pools In all states except Alaska
and Hawall. These major systems and pools
include about 350 individual utilities and ac-
count for approximately 98 percent of the
Nation's total power production.

The accompanying FPC staffl analysis com-
pares estimated 1971 summer peak loads with
generating capacity scheduled to be in serv-
ice as of May 31, 1971, increased or decreased
by firm purchases or obligations expected to
be in effect at the time of the summer peak.
Any capacity which becomes available after
May 31 to carry load dependably in advance
of summer peaks would increase the indi-
cated reserve margins,

The staff analysis reflects only those inter-
system transfers that are reported to be cov-
ered by firm contracts. The staffl made no at-
tempt to account for emergency measures
that might be resorted to for the purpose of
matching power requirements and supply,
such as dropping interruptible loads and
reducing voltage. Similarly, the report does
not consider any reduction in dependable
capacity resulting from scheduled mainte-
nance of units, or other factors.

The staff report points out that to provide
a continuity of supply, all power systems
must have available more generating capac-
ity than their aggregate loads. The desirable
amount of this spare capacity, known as
“reserve,” varies from system to system, It is
affected by a number of factors, including
system size, the sizes and types of generating
units, extent of interconnections, system load
characteristics, required maintenance, uncer-
tainties In load forecasting, delays in placing
generating facilities in service, and other
contingencies. In some instances, the staff
noted, systems that appear to have adequate
reserves may experience difficulty if one or
more large units is forced out of service.
For purposes of this analysis, reserve margins
amounting to about 20 percent of expected
peak load demands are considered necessary
to compensate for these factors.

The following table summarizes the load-
supply situation for the summer of 1971:

LOAD-SUPPLY SITUATION FOR SUMMER 1971

Additional capacity
Capacity available for duled for service during
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fall. The outlook for the availability of coal
and oil for the coming summer appears good
but is dependent on the rigidity, extent, and
timing of air pollution standards.

It should be emphasized that this analysis
is based on preliminary data. There will be
a continuing review and further reports will
be issued this spring.

Owing to the delays experienced in com-
pleting some scheduled major transmission
lines, it Is imperative that power systems
operations be coordinated adequately to as-
sure the delivery of avallable supplemental
power when needed.

The natural gas supply remains tight and
cannot effectively fill the gaps in fossil fuel
supply which may develop as a result of coal
or residual fuel oil shortage. Any delays in
scheduled nuclear generating capacity addi-
tions of unavailability of existing nuclear ca-
pacity could place added strain on the fossil
Tuel supply for utility generation.

The summer's fuel supply is contingent
on the avallability of continuing transporta-
tion, and on the supply from foreign sources.

The report covers 181 major utility systems
and pools in all states except Alaska and
Hawail. These major systems and pools in-
clude about 350 individual utilities and ac-
count for approximately 98 percent of the
Nation's total power production.

The FPC staff analysis compares estimated
1971 summer peak loads with generating ca-
pacity scheduled to be in service as of May
31, 1971, increased or decreased by firm pur-
chases or obligations expected to be in ef-
fect at the time of the summer peak. Any
capacity which becomes avallable after May
31 to carry load dependably in advance of
summer peaks would increase the indicated
reserve margins. The analysis reflect only
those intersystem transfers that are reported
to be covered by firm contracts. No endeavor
has been made to account for emergency
measures that might be restored to for the
purpose of matching power requirements and
supply, such as dropping interruptible loads
and reducing voltage. Likewise, no reduc-
tion in dependable capacity has been con-
sidered due to scheduled maintenance of
units or other factors.

In order to provide a continulty of supply,
all power systems must have avallable more
generating capacity than their aggregate
loads. The desirable amount of this spare
capacity known as “reserves,” varies from
system to system. It is affected by a number
of factors, including system size, the size
and types of generating units, extent of in-
terconnections, system load characteristics,
required maintenance, uncertainties in load
forecasting, delays in placing generating fa-
cllities in service, and other contingencies.
In some instances, systems that appear to
have adequate reserves may experience diffi-
culty if one or more large units are forced

Nob =Ll reserves June, July, August out of service. For purposes of these analyses,
k reserve margins amounting to about 20 per-

peal; t ?e'ce;::p: sl cent of expected peak loadgdemands are é:)n-
sldered necessary to compensate for these
factors.

The stafl analysis of potential company or
system wide problem areas are summarized on
& regional basis below. A map showing the
regions and Power Supply Areas is attached.

“ea pacity

Eawalls

Region Megawatts

Northeast. .. ...
East Central_._..__._

57,198
47,727
58, 872
36,937
42,702
52,788
296, 224

South Central.
R, e = L -
Contiguous United State:

AmnaLysis BY FPC oF PRELIMINARY REPORTS
FiLep WirE FeEpERAL POWER COMMISSION
BY MaJor ELECTRIC UTILITIES ON SUMMER
1971 Loap SUPPLY SITUATION
Reports filed with the Federal Power Com-

mission by the Nation's major electric utility

systems and pools indicate that some areas
of the country may experience tight power
supply problems during this coming summer
as a result of inadequate installed capacity
to meet forecasted summer peak loads. The
shortage of capacity is due primarily to de-

lays being experienced in placing new gen-
erating facilities in service. To make up for
the capacity being delayed, the utilities have
been and are continuing to install large
blocks of gas turbine capacity. While this
capacity is well suited to carry peak loads for
short periods of time, it is not entirely satis-
factory for carrying loads for extended pe-
riods of time. In addition, the Nation’s elec-
tric supply is contingent upon the avall-
ability of an adequate fossil fuel supply.
Utility stocks of coal are better than last

Northeast region

Megawatts

Net dependable capacity 68, 119

Reserves (19.1 percent) ... S

The power supply situation of the North-
east Region appears to be better than last
summer, however, conditions are considered
to be tight. The capacity for the summer
includes 4,124 megawatts of capacity sched-
uled for this summer’s peak period but
not yet in service. It also includes 2,560
megawatts of capacity out of service with
extensive damage which is also scheduled
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back in service before the peak perlod. Each

of the three groups of utilities comprising

the region will be discussed in the follow-
ing paragraphs.

New England pool (PSA 1 and 2)

Megawatts

12,711

10, 2563

Reserves (24 percent)

The New England Pool peaks in the win-
ter, and summer loads are slightly less than
those experienced during the preceding win-
ter. The pool will enter the summer period
with about the same capacity as that avail-
able last winter, but some of this capacity
must be taken out of service for mainte-
nance. During the past winter it was not
uncommon for the pool to have 2,000 mega-
watts out of service because of forced out-
ages of equipment. On eight occasions dur-
ing January and February 1971, it was nec-
essary to institute load curtailment meas-
ures because capacity was limited, however,
the load curtallment on one occasion was
called primarily to assist a neighboring pool.
A new 400-megawatt Montville unit No. 6 at
Montville, Connecticut, scheduled for serv-
ice in June 1971, will improve the power
supply situation above that shown, It is
probable that this pool may face very tight
capacity situations this summer when loads
approach or exceed the estimated peak and
if large amounts of capacity are forced out
of service.

New York power pool (PSA 3 and 4)

Megawatts
Net dependable capacity

Reserves (21 percent)

On the basis of capacity and load data,
the New York Popol appears to have satis-
factory reserve generating capacity. How-
ever, conditions are not as satisfactory as
indicated. The problem area of the pool is
the Consolidated Edison's system around
New York City. It is quite likely that the
pool will be required to reduce voltage and
possibly use other load curtailment proce-
dures at times during the summer, The main
cause of Consolidated Edison’s condition is
due to the company’s Inability to locate and
place in service large generafing units in or
adjacent to its service area because of envi-
ronmental controversies. The load-supply
situation of the Consolidated Edison's sys-
tem is as follows:

Consolidated Edison Co. (PSA 4)

Megawatts
Net dependable capacity

Reserves (24.5 percent)

The reserves of 1094 megawatts or 24.5
percent appear satisfactory. This capacity,
however, includes 597 megawatts of new gas
turbine capacity, all of which may not be
avallable before the summer peak. The 1,000~
megawatt Ravenswood unit is currently out
of service because of a damaged generator,
It is now being repaired, and is scheduled to
be in service by mid-May. However, the labor
contract covering the repair crews expires on
March 10 and there is a possibility that a
strike may ensue. Should this happen, the
Ravenswood report could be delayed beyond
the peak load period.

In view of the difficulties that have been
encountered with this large unit, the large
amount of gas turbine capacity under con-
struction, and the large amount of over-aged
capacity still in operation on the Company’s
system, the load-supply situation for this
summer on the Consolidated Edison Com-
pany's system is expected to be one of con-
tinuing difficulty.
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During January and February the company
had 3,000 megawatts or more of capacity
unavailable for service almost dally in addi-
tion to the Ravenswood unit, and it is rea-
sonable to assume that the company will
continue to be plagued with forced outages
this summer, The company's 873-megawatt
Indian Point unit No. 2 was originally sched-
uled for service in 1869. It s now about ready
for service and is only awaiting an AEC
operating permit. Since the unit can be put
in service about two months after the permit
is issued, a speed-up in the licensing process
would greatly enhance the capacity situation
in the area,

Consolidated Edison has completed ar-
rangements with Canadian sources in On-
tario and Quebec under which they believe
they can receive 300 megawatts of power
until the end of the summer peak perlod, but
this anticipated importation is not reflected
in the dependabie capacity shown above,

Pennsylvania - New Jersey - Maryland
interconnection (PSA 5 and 6) : Megawatts
Net dependable capacity 31,499

Reserves (154 percent)

The PJM Interconnection should be in a
slightly better position than it was last sum-
mer, provided the new 558-megawatt Mor-
gantown unit No. 2, near Washington, D.C.,
and the BZ0-megawatt Conemaugh unit No.
2, near Johnstown, Pennsylvania, are placed
in service as scheduled and are fully depend-
able. The 820-megawatt Eeystone unit No. 1,
near Indiana, Pennsylvania, and the 556~
megawatt Morgantown unit No. 1 and the
184-megawatt Dickerson unit No. 2, both in
the environs of Washington, D.C., are cur-
rently out of service for extensive repairs, All,
however, are expected to be returned to serv-
ice before the coming summer peak. It ap-
pears that the PJM Interconnection may be
facing a difficult power-supply situation for
the summer 1971, especially if some of the
new large units are delayed or if a large
amount of forced cutages are experjenced.

East ceatral region
Megawatts
Net dependable capacity

Reserves (13.89 percent)

This region has less than desirabls reserves
and some utilities or pools may face a tight
supply situation this summer if an ap-
preciable amount of the 3,748 megawatts of
new capaclty scheduled for service before
the end of May is delayed. An additional
180 megawatis of capacity is scheduled for
June which will add to the available capac-
ity. There are only four large utilities in the
area with less than ten percent reserves,
but the indicated reserves of six utilities
could vanish {f capacity scheduled for service
before the summer peak is delayed until
after the peak period.

Southeast region
Megawatts
Net dependable capacity 65, 979
r 1T D R DR e T L R e B T 58,872

Reserves (12.1 percent)

The reserves of this area are less than
desirable particularly in view of the fact
that 3,729 megawatts of new capacity is
scheduled for service during the first five
months of the year. This new capsacity is
equal to about 6.3 percent of the estimated
peak load and over half of the indicated
reserves. An additional 2,640 megawatts of
capacity 1s scheduled for service in June,
July, and August and will improve the
reserve capacity situation to the extent that
it becomes avallable before the summer peak.
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Virginia-Carolinas pool (PSA 18 and 21)
Megawatts
Net depenable capacity

Reserves (6.3 percent)

The Virginia-Carolinas Pool consists of
Virginia Electric and Power Company, Duke
Power Company, Carolina Power and Light
Company, and South Carolina Electric and
Gas Company. The pool has only 1,148 mega-
watts of reserves or 6.3 percent of peak de-
mand. The new H. B, Robinson nuclear unit
No. 2 near Hartsville, South Carolina, sched-
uled for February 1871, has a capacity of 700
megawatts which is equal to 3.8 percent of
the pool's peak demand. This area could ex-
perience problems this summer if the Robin-
son unit is not fully dependable cr if one or
two large units are forced out of service, The
pool has an additional 1416 megawatts of
capacity scheduled for service in June, July
and August. This new capacity if fully de-
pendable before the summer peak would
iaise the reserve margin to 14.0 percent.

With regard to individual members of the
pool, the Virginia Electric Power Company,
considering its firm commitments only, has
no reserves for the summer period. The com-
pany has, however, 141 megawatts of gas tur-
bine capaclty scheduled for June, which
would bring reserve margins to about one
percent. Duke Power Company's reserve mar-
gin is 4.6 percent, but it has 53 megawatts
scheduled for July and 922 megawatts sched-
uled for August which would bring its re-
serve margin to about 20 percent. Both
companies can call on the pool's limited
reserves as required.

Florida pool (PSA 24)
Megawatts

Net dependable capacity 12,274

Reserves (12.9 percent)

The pool reserve of 12.9 percent is less
than desirable, but the new T725-megawatt
Turkey Point nuclear unit No. 3 near Miami,
Florida, is scheduled for service in June. The
installation of this unit will raise the re-
serve margin to 19.6 percent. The Florida
Power Corporation’s reserve is only 5.1 per-
cent. The Florida Power & Light Company’s
reserve is 3.5 percent. This margin will be
improved considerably if the company’s Tur-
key Point nuclear unit becomes available
before the summer peak.

West central region

Megawatts
42,621
36, 937

Net dependable capacity

Reserves (15.4 percent)

This region has less than desired reserves,
but the addition of 867 megawatts scheduled
for June and July should raise the reserve
margin to 6,661 megawatis or 17.7 percent.
A number of areas in the region have low
reserves and problems could develop if some
large units were to be forced out of service.

These areas are: (1) Eastern Wisconsin
(PSA-13) with reserves of 612 megawatts or
12.9 percent; (2) Western Wisconsin and Min-
nesota (PSA-16) with reserves of 636 mega-
watts or 13.8 percent; (3) Iowa (PSA-1T)
with reserves of 277 megawattis or 9.6 percent;
and (4) Nebraska (PSA-28) with reserves of
266 megawatts or 12.9 percent.

Commonwealth Edison Company has 1,935
megawatts of reserves or 17.4 percent, but
these reserves are based on the availability
of the new 809-megawatt Dresden nuclear
unit No. 3 which is scheduled for May and
200 additional megawatts from Dresden nu-
clear unit No. 2 which went in service on a
Hmited basis last August. A delay in the
availabllity of Dresden nuclear unit No. 3
would cause problems. The new 809-mega-
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watt Quad City nuclear unit No. 1, near Cor-
dova, Illinols, scheduled for July would im-
prove the power supply situation of both
Commonwealth Edison and the Iowa Inter-
connection if it becomes available before the
summer peak.
South central region
Megawatts

Reserve (15.1 percent)

The reserves in the South Central Reglon
include 2,894 megawatts of new capacity
which i1s scheduled for service in the first
five months of the year. An additional 1,066
megawatts of new capacity is scheduled for
service during June, July and August. This
capacity would increase the available reserves
to 17.6 percent of peak load if brought into
service before the summer peak.

Of the Individual systems within the pool,
nine systems will have less than 15 percent
reserves at the summer peak, However, one
of these systems will have reserves of only
10.7 percent.

The load-supply situation of the Reglon
for the coming summer appears to be satis-
factory with no significant problems ap-
parent at this time. The situation can
change however, if delays are encountered
in the completion of new capacity construc-
tion programs. If such unforeseen delays
should develop, at least six systems could
face the summer peaking season without re-
serves. No nuclear units are among those
scheduled for completion in the reglon prior
to summer 1971.

West region
Megawatts

Net dependenable capacity

Reserves (21.6 percent)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

The Paclific Northwest with reserves of
1,550 megawatts, equal to 11.4 percent of the
peak demand, has the lowest reserves of any
area In the West Reglon, These reserves
should be ample since the region has 1,546
megawatts of interruptible loads which can
be dropped when capacity is not available.
The region has 907 megawatts of ldle gen-
erating capaclity in its hydro plants which
could be used during periods when other
generating equipment is removed for main-
tenance or repair.

The 800-megawatt Hanford dual purpose
nuclear plant was shutdown during the lat-
ter part of January. The loss of the electric
power from this plant should not be critical
this summer because water conditions in the
Pacific Northwest are good and because sum-
mer is the low load period for the area. The
loss of Hanford will be critical during the
winter seasons.

The 750-kilovolt D. C. Pacific Northwest-
Southwest intertle was lost during the Los
Angeles earthquake of February 9th. The de
Terminal and Converter (which converts di-
rect to alternating current) Station at Byl-
mar suffered extensive damage and may be
out of service some six to twelve months or
longer. A second substation in the same
area, which is the recelving point for 212
MW of hydro power was heavily damaged
and will have to be rebuilt. The utility is by-
passing the sub-station with temporary
transmission service.

The two 500 kV alternating current lines
are expected to provide reasonable adequate
transfer capacity, north and south, fir at
least the immediate future. Studies are being
made of alternative transmission capability
to meet peak power transfer requirements
over the long term while the dc terminal
facllities are being repaired,

The following table summarizes the load-
supply situation for the summer of 1971:

LOAD-SUPPLY SITUATION FOR SUMMER 1871

Net

Additional capacity
scheduled for service during

Capacity available for
< l;&@ﬂ'as June, July, August

“capacit
Region (megawatts,

peak
(megawatts)

Percent of
Megawatts peak

Percent of

Megawatts peak

Southeast. .

West Central

South Central..._...__...

L B R e
Conti United States

11, 408
48,193

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. MURPHY) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
on Tuesday, March 16, the House con-
sidered the conference report on H.R.
4690 which included a 10-percent increase
in social security benefits. I understood
there would be no legislative business on
Tuesday and was unavoidably detained
in Chicago when an emergency callup of
the bill was requested and granted.

I would ask, Mr. Speaker, that the rec-
ord show that had I been present I would
have voted *yea.”

CAREER INCENTIVES FOR ARMED
FORCES OFFICERS

Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr, Speaker, I have
reintroduced two bills of vital impor-
tance to the recruitment and retention

of professionally trained specialists in
the Armed Forces.

My first bill—H.R. 6374—provides for
the extension to judge advocates and le-
gal specialists of pay incentives now
available to doctors, dentists, and vet-
erinarians in the Armed Forces. Hope-
fully, these incentives would make serv-
ice careers more attractive to legal spe-
cialists who are presently hesitant to ex-
tend their service terms because of the
huge discrepancy in pay between civilian
law practice and military legal careers.

When this bill was first introduced in
1969, the Department of Defense re-
ported a shortage of 737 lawyers. Today,
that figure is a startling 842 and the
services report they are far below the
manpower they consider adequate to
staff the large number of JAG posts with
;asxperlenced and knowledgeable special-

ts.

Draft pressures have been instrumen-
tal in attracting lawyers to the services,
but the sizable financial disadvantages
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of military legal careers has produced
a disabling turnover rate in the JAG de-
partment. Pay incentives would be at
least a partial solution to this problem.

The incentive pay would provide for
$50 per month for grades O-1 through
0O-3, $150 for grades O—4 and O-5, and
$200 per month for O-6 and above. The
continuation pay would be paid to those
judge advocates who extend their service
on active duty for at least 3 years but
not more than 6 years, at the rate of 2
months’ pay for each additional year he
agrees to remain on active duty. The
bonus is payable upon the completion of
4 years’ active duty.

My other career incentive bill—H.R.
6373—would provide service credit for
time in school for professionals who are
ophthomologists, pharmacists, engineers,
and lawyers. This bill would credit serv-
icemen with up to 3 years of active com-
missioned status if he is enrolled in a
program of professional study that re-
quires more than 4 years of college. For
example, a captain who is an engineer
with 4 years of service time would get
the pay of a captain with 6 years of
service time.

We must act prompily and definitely
to make service careers more attractive
to professionals and to encourage serv-
icemen to pursue professional courses of
study while they are in service. My bills
are a step in this direction.

CRITICAL DAYS FOR ISRAEL

(Mr. KEOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, these are crit-
ical days for the State of Israel: not as
dramatic perhaps as the 6-day war but
more important for the future of that
nation. As Abba Eban, Foreign Minister
of Israel, visits the United States this
week and Israel considers the guestion
of whether it should agree fo a return
to her old insecure borders, I believe it
is appropriate to state my views about
this important issue.

The question of Israel’s borders must
be considered in the context of recent
history, and I think history is clear on one
point: from its origins through the 1948
United Nations partition to the present
day, Israel has sought only one thing—
to live at peace with its neighbors and to
get on with its work of creating a vibrant
and progressive society. Its military ac-
tions have been a reluctant and expen-
sive reaction to Arab aggression and ter-
rorism for the Arab nations have never
wavered from the announced goal of the
destruction of Israel. The history of the
Middle East since 1948 demonstrates that
if it is to survive Israel cannot rely on the
United Nations or on great power guran-
tees. It must rely on its own power. These
are the facts of history.

Because I believe that the fate of Is-
rael is in jeopardy I am fearful of the
cavalier attitude being taken by our State
Department toward the Jarring negotia-
tions. Our State Department is exerting
pressure on Israel to force it to sacrifice
its minimum requirements for secure
borders in exchange for flimsy interna-
tional guarantees. I call this a cavalier
attitude.
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Indeed it is worse—it is hypocritical
and desperately dangerous. How different
it is from our posture in Southeast Asia.
There, in a area where we have no busi-
ness and where U.S. security is in no
way at stake, we are investing tens of
thousands of American lives and billions
of dollars and are taking a tough uncom-
promising negotiating stance. In the
Middle East, on the other hand, we ex-
pect Israel to jeopardize its very exist-
ence. There are some who suspect that
oil interests which formerly dominated
the State Department are ascending
again in the formulation of Middle East
policy.

It is noteworthy that many of the
nations which now ecall upon Israel to
abandon Jerusalem, Sharm el Sheikh,
Gaza and the Golan Heights are nations
which themselves have relatively recently
obtained secure borders. The Soviet
Union, for example, does not consider
returning portions of Finland, Japan,
East Prussia, Poland, and Rumania. And
we should not forget that our South-
western border is the result of a war
with Mexico whose causes were by no
means altruistic on our part.

I do not wish to oversimplify the
Middle Eastern situation. But let us not
be deluded by its complexities into for-
getting the simple fact that Israel is now
engaged in a diplomatic struggle for its
survival. The United States should sup-
port, not thwart, Israel’s efforts to as-
sure a secure future. I want the people
and Government of Israel to know that
not all Americans agree with our State
Department when it presses for a return
to the past. The past is the past and the
perils that it held should not be revived.
The future must be negotiated, and it
must be negotiated by Israel with the
objectives of permanent peace and
security.

THE ADMINISTRATION CUTS IN
HEALTH CARE MUST BE STOPPED

(Mr. EOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, in the last
few days we have heen advised that the
administration has cut the budget of the
New York metropolitan regional medi-
cal program so that a number of very
worthwhile programs which were fi-
nanced by the Federal Government will
have to come to an end.

St. Vincent's Hospital and Medical
Center of New York is one of the out-
standing hospitals in this country fur-
nishing great service to the community.
I would like to bring to the attention of
our colleagues two of the programs
which are being terminated as a result
of the Nixon administration’s cutbacks.
One is St. Vincent's Hospital Mobile
Coronary Care Unit and the second
which will be dropped is the asthma de-
tection program which is primarily for
poor youngsters in the community.
These two programs cost very modest
sums. The coronary care unit has been
funded at the rate of $62,262 a year since
its establishment, and it will now be re-
quired to terminate July 1, 1971, for lack
of funding. The asthma detection pro-
gram costs $59,062 a year and it, too, will
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come to an end unless the Federal fund-
ing is continued.

Mr. Speaker, considering the enor-
mous sums being spent by our country
for destructive purposes we cannot in
good conscience terminate these two life-
saving programs which are so modest in
cost. These reductions by the Nixon ad-
ministration in health programs are not
limited to the city of New York. That ad-
ministration is wielding a bufcher knife
on health programs and I hope we here
in the Congress will be successful in re-
sisting the Nixon administration’s cuts
and compelling the necessary funding of
these vital programs.

I have asked Sister Margaret Sweeney,
director of St. Vincent's Hospital and
Medical Center of New York, to prepare
a statement on the two programs in de-
tail so as to better acquaint our col-
leagues with the good works of that hos-
pital. The statement with additional
matters is appended:

STATEMENT EY MARGARET SWEENEY

Bt. Vincent's Hospital and Medical Center
of New York protests that this Administra-
tion has cut the budget of the New York
Metropolitan Regional Medical Program and
thereby has put a halt to federal financing
for two highly successful programs run by
the hospital. The Regional Medical Programs
are funded through the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare whose budget
has been serlously reduced.

One victim of the cut Is the hospital's
Mobile Coronary Care Unit, the first of its
kind in the United States and the model for
other such heart teams now used across the
country, Dr. Willlam Grace, Director of the
hospital’s Department of Medicine, says that
since his project began three years ago they
have noted a reduction of the mortality rate
for heart attack victims from 20%, the Clty's
overall average, down to 6%, with no deaths
on the coronary ambulance. The Coronary
Care Unit had been funded at the rate of
$62,262 a year since it was established.

The coronary program, which is due to ter-
minate July 1, 1971 is popularly sald to make
Greenwich Village and Chelsea the safest
places In the United States to suffer a heart
attack.

The second project to be dropped is the
Asthma Detection Program for poor young-
sters in the community.

Dr. Vincent Fontana, Director of the De-
partment of Pedlatries, says the Asthma De-
tection Program, which costs §59,962 a year,
has made unusual progress since its incep-
tion in October 1968.

This is a joint project of 8t. Vincent's
Hospital with St. Mary's Hospital In the
Bedford-Stuyvesant section of Brookyln.

Asthma teams seek out youngsters for treat-
ment in deprived areas and give them com-
plete physical examinations as well. The
majority of these children never see a
physiclan except in a crisis. Not only have un-
detected asthma cases been discovered but
many other diseases as well which have been
followed up and treated.

Dr. Fontana declared:

“The erratic approach in the provision of
medical care to the indigent does not recog-
nize the fears and feelings of the people
served by the programs.

“The hard, cold, impersonal approach to
these people with the turning of programs on
and off, dictated by an uncertain budgetary
picture and changing priorities only causes
further deterloration of already fragmented
health programs and unrest among the peo-
ple of the ghetto.”

The Sisters of Charity came to Greenwich
Village In 1849 to care for the sick and in-
digent people here. This has been our mission
for all of these years. How can we continue to
fulfill this mission if programs as important
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as the M.C.C.U. and the Asthma Program are
cut entirely with so lttle advance notice?”

In the case of the coronary program, it
has taken a great deal of time to educate
the public to become aware of the signs of
heart attack and to act promptly to obtain
prompt medical care.

The Asthma Program Is really just be-
coming accepted by the people it is meant for
and mutual trust has developed, she noted.

81, VinNcENT'S HOSPITAL AND MEDICAL
CENTER OF NEW YORE
FACT SHEET
Mobile coronary care unit:
Total Calls—
October 15, 1968, through December 31,

1970
Dead on arrivals
Died at scene after arrival_.

None died en route.
Discharge from emergency room not
requiring hospitalization
Hospitalized:
Coronary care unit
Intensive care unit
Other hospital beds

11 definite cases where ventricular fibrila-
tion was done on patients on the scene of
their attack definitely saved their lives.

STATEMENT BY DR. VINCENT J. FONTANA,
Direcror PEDIATRICS ST. VINCENT'S HOSPITAL
AND MEDICAL CENTER
The Metropolitan Regional Medical Pro-

gram for the Ascal year 1971 has been re-

duced by $500,000 because of a severe budget
squeeze in Washington. Reduced funding
has resulted in terminating our contract for
the Pediatric Asthma Program at St. Vin-
cent’s Hospital and Medical Center of New

York and St. Mary's Hospital in Brooklyn’s

Bedford-Stuyvesant section. We were no-

tified on March 3 of a March 31st terminae-

tion date after a letter was sent to the Direc-
tor of the Regional Medical Program stating:

“We unfortunately extend ourselves to the
people with a program which is oftentimes
short-lived. This is now again happening. Its
effects on the community as well as on the
Regional Medlcal Program can only be most
harmful.

“Our commitments to the community and
to those who are actually involved in the
program necessitate that funds for this pro-
gram be continued through July 1, 1971."

We have attempted in our program at St.
Vincent’'s and St. Mary's Hospital to bring
to the children of the slum and ghetto areas
the benefits of modern medicine related to
bronchial asthma and other chronic lung
diseases, Children have been examined in
the community schools, in day-care centers,
and in neighborhood parks in an attempt to
uncover previously undetected lung prob-
lems in children. Medical histories were ob-
tained, complete physical examinations done,
lung function breathing tests performed, and
testing for tuberculosis completed the evalu-
ation.

Teaching programs for the parents, teach-
ers, school nurses, and doctors in the man-
agement of the child with asthma was an-
other means utilized to improve the health
needs of these children from low income fam-
{lies—only half of whom see any doctor dur-
ing the span of one year.

I do not know who is to blame for this
poor planning that is resulting in the denial
of better health care to the children in the
ghetto areas.

The Federal government's interest in
health is obvious but what can be seriously
questioned is whether they properly rec=
ognize the realistlc needs of the poor ne-
glected sick of the community.

There are dozens of programs on a national
level that have been established to promote
better health for the people of our nation.




7040

For the most part, the record indicates that
they are fragmented, disorganized, and short-
lived. This erratic approach in the provisions
of medical care to the indigent does not rec-
ognize the fears and feelings of the people
for which the programs are for. The hard,
cold, impersonal approach to these people
with the turning of programs on and off
dictated by a hodgepodge budgetary plcture
and changing priorities only causes further
deterioration of already fragmented health
programs in the community and unrest
among the peoples of the ghetto areas.
Splintered health services that last for short
periods of time and are not ongoing on a
continuous basis can only discourage peo-
ple's confidence in our health programs and
encourage the continuance of the health care
crisis that our nation and city is faced with
at the present time. We cannot deny these
children the basic right to health because of
budgetary changes and changing priorities
dictated by pelitical pressures and not com-
munity health needs.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MUST
TAKE ACTIVE ROLE IN PRO-
MOTING THE USE OF RECYCLED
PAPER IN EVERY DAY BUSINESS

(Mr. DOW asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remraks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. DOW. Mr. Speaker, recycling is a
national environment issue that is of in-
creasing concern to all Americans.

In my study of what the Federal Gov-
ernment is doing to keep its own house in
order, I have been dismayed to learn
that only a very limited effort is being
given to the purchase of recyeled prod-
ucts by the General Services Adminis-
tration and the Defense Supply Agenecy.

I am today offering a bill to require
maximum use of recyeled paper for all
General Services purchases. My recy-
cling bill directs the Administrator of
the General Services Administration to
proscribe regulations for the purchase of
paper to provide for the maximum use of
recycled material consistent with the use
of the paper.

Because the problem usually falls info
the area of definition of recycled mate-
rial, I have worked out a definition
which is supported by those who produce
recycled materials. The definition re-
quires the percentage of paper to be
computed from that paper which has
been previously manufactured, served
its purpose, and been scrapped or dis-
carded. The language can be found in
the text of the bill at the end of these
remarks.

My colleagues do not need to be re-
minded of the flexibility that is often
found between the intent of legislation
or administrative fiat and its implemen-
tation. This bill assumes that no official
will be able to misconstrue the desire of
the Congress to move effectively in the
area of recycling.

The Federal Government should boost
the use of recycled paper in its every-
day business to help improve the en-
vironment.

Recycled paper can be used for al-
most any purpose, but the Federal speci-
fications require almost totally virgin
material in the paper it buys.

The General Services Administration
buys more than 400,000 tons of paper
each year at a cost of $140 million. This
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would be a tremendous market for the
recycling industry which could produce
an economical product that would also
use up the growing supply of waste paper.

The major complaint of the recycling
industry is that there is no market for
their product: and the Federal Govern-
ment as the largest single user is the big-
gest offender.

I feel that as legislators we must set
the example, not follow it. The Gov-
ernment by changing its purchasing pol-
icies can demonstrate the feasibility of
recycled materials bofh economically and
ecologically.

The President’'s message on the en-
vironment sent to the Congress on Feb-
ruary 8 stated that the General Services
Administration is reviewing the Govern-
ment’s purchasing policies. I applaud
these efforts. Martin Skala in the Chris-
tian Science Monitor on February 13,
1971, reported that the new specifications
will con*ain a minimum of from 3 to 50
percent reclaimed fibers.

I submit, however, that the effort cur-
rently underway needs to be shored up
by legislation to assure that the best ef-
forts of the Government are realized. The
economic changes caused by an emphasis
on recycled use are bound to have their
economic effect. Virgin products have
been sold for years on the premise that
the paper using virgin timber was of su-
perior quality, However, present indus-
try capability has the capacity to pro-
duce products of equal quality from re-
cycled materials.

To demonstrate this fact I have de-
cided to print the newsletter I send to
constituents in the 27th District of New
York, that I am privileged to represent,
on recycled paper. I believe that I am
the first Member of Congress to take
this step.

These efforts are not enough. I am
presently drafting additional legislation
to require all governmental purchasing
agencies to study and report back on
what steps they are taking to use recycled
material. When this legislation is pre-
pared I wiii solicit other Members who
would like to join me in the effort to em-
phasize better use of our natural re-
sources at the Federal level.

The text of the bill follows:

H.R. 6368
A Dbill to authorize and direct the Admin-
istrator of the General Services Admin-
istration to preseribe regulations with
respect to the amount of recycled material
contained in paper procured by executive
agencies

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
201 of the Federal Property and Administra-
tive Services Act of 1949 is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(f) (1) The Administrator shall prescribe
regulations establishing standards with re-
spect to the contents of any paper procured
by, or for, executive agencies. Such regula-
tions shall specify that the contents of such
paper shall consist of as great an amount of
recycled material as is possible consistent
with the purpose for which such paper is
procured.

“{2) For the purposes of any regulations
prescribed by the Administrator under this
subsection the term ‘recycled material’ means
any paper that meets the following criteria:
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“(a) has served the purpose for which it
was orlginally manufactured; and

“(b) has been scrapped or otherwise dis-
carded as an element of solid waste; and

“(¢) has been recovered in whole or in
part and reprocessed into a new raw material
element for the manufacture of a paper
product.

““However, for the purposes of the regula-
tions to be established, ‘recycled content’
shall not Include those materials generated
and reused within a plant (intraplant) as
part of its own manufacturing process.”

FLOOR DEBATE ON SST
APPROPRIATION

(Mr. DOW asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. DOW. Mr. Speaker, the question
of the supersonic jet transport comes
before the House again today and I feel
strongly that it is time to halt this pro-
gram. Over the past few months, I have
studied this issue carefully, looking at
arguments on both sides and have
reached the conclusion that there are
still too many unanswered questions.

In addition to the noise factor and
other abuse to the environment, I be-
lieve that confinued Federal funding of
the SST will use funds that are more
greatly needed in domestic areas. The
SS8T is a subsidy by poor people to per-
mit wealthy people to go to Paris in half
the time.

Rather than continuing to dump Fed-
eral tax dollars into the SST, we could
better spend the money on providing
training for doctors and nurses, for more
and improved health care facilities, on
education and job training, on cancer
research, and other long delayed pro-
grams.

There may be some reasons to build
an SST, but not from Federal funds at
a time when there is greater priority on
other projects.

A rough sampling of my mail has
shown a preponderance of opposition to
the SST. In the past few weeks I have
had 76 letters from constituents against
further funding of the SST and five in
favor. Mr. Speaker, I would like to share
a letter from one of my constituents, Mr.
Richard T. Lumb of Poughkeepsie, N.Y.
He sums up the issue nicely when he
says:

To put it simply—there's not enough
money to do all we'd like to do. So let's put
what there is where it will do the most good.

Mr. Lumb’s point as you will see is that
we should move faster to improve mass
transit facilities before pumping more
money into the SST:

MarcH 8, 1971.
Representative Jorn G. Dow,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGRESSMAN Dow: The only reason-
ing I can support for pressing ahead with
the development of the SST is to maintain
technical parity with France, Great Britain
and Russia. It is all too obvious that the com-
merelal airlines will not be able to digest
what they have now for many years. In fact,
it would appear that there are several air-
borne Penn Centrals in the making through
a combination of governmental support, per-
missiveness and restrictive controls, and by
very short-sighted industry planning. And
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there will never be more than limited need
for an SST.

There can, of course, be no prediction at
this time of the payload possibilities of the
S8T—if it should become economically fea-
slble in the future. It seems to me that at
best it could provide practical service for
very few passengers.

The real need—now and urgent—is to pay
more than lip service to millions of today's
harried commuters—bus, air shuttle and,
especially, rail. If the SST development is de-
sirable, direct government assistance to mass
transit facilities in massive amounts is re-
quired—and at once.

(a) Provide every rider with a comfortable
seat under all conditions.

(b) Make it possible for the various trans-
portation authorities or companies to offer
fast, frequent, on-time service.

(c) Allow Rallpax the money required to
include some of the extra amenities to re-
turn inter-city passenger travel to respect-
ability—and desirability.

(d) Give equal emphasis to research and
development for all sectors of the airline
industry.

In other words, I would suggest that the
SST program be funded only from the sur-
plus of the money and effort needed now
merely to give today’s travelers a decent ride
to work. To put it simply—there’s not enough
money to do all we'd like to. So let’s put what
there 1s where it will do the most good now.

Very truly yours,
RicuARD T. LUMB.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to tell my
colleagues about a group of students from
Marist College in Poughkeepsie who came
into my distriet office with a petition
signed by 1,300 persons. I am taking the
liberty of sharing this petition with Sec-
retary Volpe.

I think I can speak for most Members
of the House when I say that we should
not be swayed totally by those people who
write for and against an issue. As Fed-
eral legislators we are called upon to
study all sides of an issue and then vote
our conscience,

For my own part I strongly believe
there are more reasons to vote “no” on
the SST appropriation than to vote “yes.”
For these reasons, I am voting for the
amendment to eliminate the SST funds
from the Department of Transportation
appropriation measure.

POW WEEK SHOULD BE MORE
THAN HOT AIR

(Mr. LEGGETT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, next
week has been designated “National
Week of Concern for Prisoners of War
and Missing in Action.” I have signed the
resolution sponsoring this week. But I
hope we will be able to do more than
simply ‘“show concern.” Concern is all
very good, but it is not what the POW's
and their families need.

I have talked a great deal with many
POW-MIA wives. They have told me
they have had more than enough of be-
ing patted on the head and praised for
their bravery. They have had enough
of writing letters to Hanoi. None of this
has brought their husbands one step
nearer to release. What they want is a
concrete plan to bring their husbands
home.
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A number of us have developed such
a plan, which we call “proportional re-
patriation.” It involves trading the
POW'’s for the only thing the other side
wants from us: Our absence. We shall be
introducing it as a concurrent resolu-
tion next week. I insert the text of the
resolution in the Recorp at this point:

H. Con. Res. 212
Concurrent resolution expressing the sense
of the Congress with respect to the pro-
posed “Proportionate Repatriation” plan
for obtaining the release of American pris-
oners held in Southeast Asia

Whereas the Government of the United
States has indicated it will not totally with-
draw from Vietnam until the American pris-
oners held in Southeast Asia have been re-
leased; and

Whereas the National Liberation Front and
the Government of the Democratic Republic
of Vietnam have indicated they will discuss
the return of American prisoners once a
date for total American military withdrawal
from Vietnam has been set: and

Whereas the Government of the United
States has an obligation to secure the release
of those American citizens held as prisoners
in Southeast Asia; and

Whereas the American national interest
would best be served by termination of the
war in Vietnam: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that American troops should
be withdrawn from Southeast Asia and
American prisoners in Southeast Asia should
be released slmultaneously.

Sec. 2. It is further the sense of the Con-
gress that the President of the United States
should take such steps as mnay be necessary
to inform the representatives of the forces
holding American prisoners in Southeast Asia
that the United States is prepared to—

(1) withdraw military and paramilitary
personnel from Southeast Asia, Including off-
shore naval alr and naval artillery support
forces, in proportionate numbers, by stages,
each stage equal in percentage to the per-
centage of American prisoners concurrently
released by the forces holding American pris-
oners in Southeast Asla;

(2) accept the good offices of an interme-
diary, who would be a neutral nation or
international agency acceptable both to the
United States and to the forces holding
American prisoners in Southeast Asia, whose
function would be to (A) receive and hold
each contingent of American prisoners as
they were released, (B) verify that the ap-
propriate number of American military and
paramilitary personnel had left Vietnam,
and then to (C) turn the American prisoners
over to the American forces;

(8) permit the intermediary to perform
whatever unannounced checks and inspec-
tions considered necessary by the intermedi-
ary to verify that withdrawn American
troops are not being replaced under the guise
of rotation;

(4) publish, twice monthly, a list of the
total number of American military and para-
military personnel in South.ast Asla; and

(6) complete the withdrawal of all Amer-
fcan military and paramilitary personnel, in-
cluding offshore naval air and artillery sup-
port forces, Trom Southeast Asia by a speci-
fied date to be determined by negotiation,
which date shall not be later than Decem-
ber 24, 1971.

Sec. 3. It 1s further the sense of the
Congress that actlons by the TUnited
States to implement the proposals described
in section 2 of this concurrent resolution
should be contingent upon an agreement on
the part of the forces holding American pris-
oners in Southeast Asia to—

(1) publish a complete list of all American
prisoners they hold, including a description
of the physical condition of each prisoner;
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(2) publish a complete list of American
prisoners who died in captivity, including
date and cause of death;

(3) return all American prisoners in pro-
portionate numbers, by stages, each stage
equal in percentage to the percentage of
American military and paramilitary person-
nel withdrawn from Southeast Asia;

(4) accept the good offices of an inter-
medlary, as outlined in paragraph (2) of
section 2 of this concurrent resolution;

(5) sallow the intermediary to perform
whatever unannounced checks and inspec-
tions considered necessary by the intermedi-
ary to verify that there are not more Amer-
ican prisoners than were named in the list
provided under paragraph (1) of this sec-
tion;

(6) repatriate American prisoners in the
order of the length of their captivity, with
the exception that those in serious need of
medical attention be returned first;

(T) refrain from initiating military action
against departing American troops;

(8) send all Chinese and Soviet military
advisers out of the Democratic Republic of
Vietnam, and permit the intermediary to
verify that this had been done; and

(9) complete the repatriation of all Amer-
ican prisoners on or before the date of com-
pletion of the withdrawal of American mili-
tary and paramilitary personnel from South-
east Asia.

LEGISLATION OFFERED TO DIS-
COURAGE PAID BROADCAST TIME
BY GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

(Mr. VAN DEERLIN asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. VAN DEERLIN, Mr. Speaker, in
recent weeks the Army has received ex-
tensive publicity about its new $10.8
million campaign to saturate the com-
mercial airwaves with paid-for commer-
cials, aimed at the young and intended to
stimulate enlistments.

The mnotices have been definitely
mixed, although the other armed serv-
ices are understandably intrigued by the
Army’s enterprise in buying up all that
time.

Heretofore, of course, the Army and
its sister services have relied cn donated
time to convey their radio and televi-
sion messages to the public. Broadcast
licenses traditionally have provided such
time, at no cost and as a public service,
for messages by Government agencies.

I am deeply concerned about the im-
plications of what the Army is doing
now.

Accordingly, I am today cffering a
“sense of Congress” resolution to express
the opposition of the House and Senate
to the use of public funds at any level
of Government for purchase of time on
commercial stations.

The wording of my resolution is inten-
tionally vague, because at this point I
concede that I do not have all the an-
SWers.,

While I am strongly opposed in prin-
ciple to any public agency buying time in
this fashion on what are supposed to be
the public’s airwaves, there may never-
theless be rare instances in which this
practice can be justified.

Hearings, involving the Army and any
other concerned Federal departments, as
well as broadcasters, would at least shed
light on existing policies and provide for
whatever actions may be necessary in
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the future. My proposal is submitted with
the hope that it might serve as the ve-
hicle for hearings to explore this com-
plex problem.,

A number of broadcasters have turned
down the Army’s money for the commer-
cials, on grounds they are obligated to
provide the time without charge. They
should be given the opportunity to
testify, as well as the radio and television
executives who have agreed to sell the
time.

We should also attempt to find out
exactly what precedents, if any, exist
for the Army’s campaign. Have Federal
agencies or departments bought time in
the past, and under what circumstances?

In drafting the resolution, I have
chosen an approach which does not have
the force of law—rather than offer pro-
hibitory legislation. This will permit
some leeway as we deliberate the propri-
ety of the Army’s actions.

The warning implicit in my proposal
would apply only to purely governmental
agencies, not to quasi-public corpora-
tions such as the new Railpax Corp.,
which are funded by a mix of private
and public money.

The text of the resolution follows:
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION EXPRESSING THE

BENSE oF CONGRESS WITH RESPECT TO PAID

ADVERTISEMENTS BROADCAST FOR THE FED-

ERAL OR STATE OR LoOCAL GOVERNMENTS OR

DEPARTMENTS OR AGENCIES

Whereas, radio and television broadcasters
are licensed to serve the public interest, con-
venience, and necessity; and

Whereas, the Advertising Council and nu-
merous radio and televislon broadcasters
have, voluntarily and without charge, co-
operated in presenting public service an-
nouncements for the Federal and State and
local governments, and departments and
agencles thereof; and

Whereas, the United States Army Recruit-
ing Command has committed itself to the
expenditure of $10.6 million for a four month
radio and television recruiting campaign;
and

Whereas, freedom of expression and
vigorous and unfettered media for the dis-
semination of news, views, and information
are essential parts of this Nation’s legal and
social traditions and are absolutely necessary
to the existence of any free democratic so-
ciety; and

Whereas, the recelpt of significant sums
of money by radio and television broadcast-
ers from a department of the Federal Gov-
ernment raises the spectre of government
influence over this sensitive media: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that the Federal Govern-
ment, State and local governments, and de-
partments and agencies thereof should not
expend public funds to purchase time for
the carriage of advertisements by radio or
television broadcast stations.

NATIONAL LEGAL SERVICES CORP.
ACT

(Mr. MEEDS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, Mr. STEIGER
of Wisconsin and I along with more than
100 other Members in both Houses of
Congress are today introducing legisla-
tion to give independent status to the
Office of Economic Opportunity’s legal
services program.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Legal services has proven itself as one
of our most effective tools in redressing
the problems of poverty. It has given
millions of our Nation’'s poor renewed
hope and developed new confidence in
the American system of law and govern-
ment. “Equal justice under law” is now
within reach for everyone.

Despite the program’s success, legal
services attorneys are confronted with
conflict-of-interest problems and polit-
ical interference because the program is
located in OEO and the executive branch.
Special problems have arisen when suits
were brought against agencies of the
Federal Government or against State
and municipal governments.

The bill being introduced today is de-
signed to remove legal services from the
political arena. The measure would pro-
vide legal services through a private,
nonprofit corporation—the National
Corporation for Legal Services. The 19-
member board of directors would operate
the corporation free of the veto power of
State Governors that has caused major
poverty law battles of recent years.

This plan has been endorsed in prin-
ciple by two commitiees of the American
Bar Association and by the President’s
Advisory Council on Executive Organiza-
tion.

The corporation would be funded
through the Economic Opportunity Act;
$140,000,000 is authorized for the first
year of operation. This amount is nearly
twice that now spent by Legal Services,
but former OEO Director Donald Rums-
feld generously estimated that only 28
percent of the legal assistance need of
low-income Americans is presently being
met. This legislation would more fully
meet the need for new programs and ad-
ditional services in existing programs.

The National Corporation for Legal
Services will insure unfettered legal rep-
resentation for low-income Americans.
Only when the attorney-client relation-
ship is free from political manipulation
;vill we truly have “equal justice under
aw.”

At this point in the Recorp, I request
that the bill for a National Legal Services
Corporation be printed in full.

The bill follows:

H.R. 6361
A bill to amend the Economic Opportunity

Act of 1964 to authorize a legal services

program by establishing a National Legal

Services Corporation, and for other pur-

poses

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Natlional Legal Serv-
ices Corporation Act™.

Sec. 2. The Economic Opportunity Act of
1964 1s amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new title:

“TITLE IX—NATIONAL LEGAL SERVICES
CORPORATION
“DECLARATION OF POLICY
“Sec. 901. The Congress hereby finds and
declares that—

“(1) it is in the public interest to encour-
age and promote resort to attorneys and ap-
propriate institutions for the orderly resolu-
tion of grievances and as a means of securing
orderly change, responsiveness and reform;

*(2) many low income Americans are un-
able to afford the cost of legal services or of
access to appropriate institutions;

“(8) access to legal services and appropri-
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ate institutions for all citizens of the United
States not only is a matter of private and
local concern, but also is of appropriate and
important concern to the Federal Govern-
ment;

“(4) the integrity of the attorney-client
relationship and of the adversary system of
justice in the United States require that
there be no political interference with the
provision and performance of legal services;

*“(5) existing legal services programs have
provided economical, effective, and compre-
hensive legal services to the cllent commu-
nity so as to bring about a peaceful resolu-
tion of grievances through resort to orderly
means of change;

“(8) a private nonprofit corporation should
be created to encourage the avallability of
legal services and legal Institutions to all
citizens of the United States, free from ex-
traneous interference and control.

“ESTABLISHMENT OF CORPORATION

“Sec. 902. (a) There is established & non-
profit corporation, to be known as the ‘Na-
tional Legal Services Corporation’ (herein-
after referred to as the ‘Corporation’) which
will not be an agency or establishment of
the United States Government. The Corpo-
ration shall be subject to the provisions of
this title, and, to the extent consistent with
this title, to the District of Columbla Non-
profit Corporation Act. The right to repeal,
alter, or amend this title is expressly reserved.

“(b) No part of the net earnings of the
Corporation shall inure to the benefit of any
private person, and it shall qualify as an
organization described in section 501(c) (3)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 19564 which
is exempt from taxation under section 501(a)
of such Code.

“PROCESS OF INCORPORATION AND ORGANIZATION

“Sec. 903, (a) There shall be a transition
period of six months following the date of
enactment of the Natlonal Legal Services
Corporation Act for the process of incorpo-
ration and initial organization of the Corpo-
ration.

“(b) There Is established an incorporating
trusteeship composed of the following per-
sons: the president of the American Bar
Association, the president elect of the Amer-
ican Bar Assoclation, the president of the
National Legal Aid and Defenders Associa-
tion, the president of the American Assocla-
tion of Law Schools, the president of the
American Trial Lawyers Assoclation, and the
president of the National Bar Assoclation.
The incorporating trusteeship shall meet
within 30 days after the enactment of the
National Legal Services Corporation Act to
carry out the provisions of this section.

“{e) (1) Not later than sixty days after the
enactment of the National Legal BServices
Corporation Act the Incorporating Trustee-
ship shall establish the initial Clients Ad-
visory Council to be composed of 11 mem-
bers who are selected, in accordance with
procedures established by the Incorporating
Trusteeship, from among individuals recom-
mended by the governing boards of exist-
ing legal services p who are repre-
sentative of the class of clients served by any
such program.,

“(2) Not later than sixty days after the en-
actment of the National Legal Services Cor-
poration Act the Incorporating Trusteeship
shall establish the Initial Project Attorneys
Advisory Council to be composed of 11 mem-
bers to be selected, in accordance with pro-
cedures established by the Incorporating
Trusteeship, by attorneys who are actively
engaged In providing legal services under any
existing legal services programs from among
individuals who are attorneys actively en-
gaged In providing such services.

“(3) To assist in carrying out the provi-
sions of this subsection, the Director of the
Office of Economic Opportunity shall compile
a list of all legal services programs publicly
funded during the fiscal year ending June
30, 1971, and the subsequent fiscal year and
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furnish such list to the Incorporating Trust-
eeship. In order to carry out the provisions
of this subsection the Director of the Office
of Economic Opportunity shall make avail-
able to the Incorporating Trusteeship such
administrative services as it may require.

*(d) Not later than ninety days after the
enactment of the National Legal Services Cor-
poration Act the Clients Advisory Council
and the project Attorneys Advisory Council
shall each meet and each appoint three rep-
resentatives to serve on the initial Board of
Directors cf the National Legal Services Cor-
poration.

“{e) During the ninety day period of incor-
poration of the Corporation the Incorporat-
ing Trusteeship shall take whatever actions
are necessary to incorporate the Corpo-
ration, including the filing of Articles of In-
corporation under the District of Columbia
Nonprofit Corporation Act, and to prepare for
the first meeting of the Board of Directors,
except the selection of the Executive Director
of the Corporation.

“(1) During the 90 day period immediately
following the period specified In subsection
{e) of this section the Board shall take
whatever action 1s necessary to prepare to
begin to carry out the activities of the
Corporation six months after the enactment
of the National Legal Services Corporation
Act.

“DIRECTORS AND OFFICERS

“Sec. 904. (a) The Corporation shall have
& Board of Directors consisting of 19 indi-
viduals, one of whom shall be elected an-
nually by the Board to serve as Chalirman.
Members of the Board shall be appointed
as follows:

“(1) Public Members. Five members of the
Board shall be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate, and one member shall be appointed
by the Chief Justice of the United States
after consultation with the Judicial Con-
ference of the United States. After giving
due consideration to individuals recom-
mended by associations of attorneys whose
membership is actively engaged in conduct-
ing legal services programs the President
shall make the appointments under this
paragraph fo the initial Board of Directors.
After giving due consideration to recom-
mendations of individuals recommended by
the Board the President shall make the ap-
pointments under this paragraph for any
Board subsequent to the initial Board.

“(2) Legal organization members. Six in-
dividuals shall be members of the Board
by virtue of holding the following offices:

“(A) The President of the American Bar
Association.

*(B) The President-elect of the American
Bar Assoclation.

“(C) The President of the National Legal
Ald and Defender Assoclation.

“{D) The President of the American As-
soclation of Law BSchools.

“(E) The President of the American Trial
Lawyers Assoclation.

“(F) The President of the National Bar As-
sociation.

“(3) Attorney-client members. Six mem-
bers of whom three shall be selected by
the Clients Advisory Council and three
shall be selected by the Project Attorneys
Advisory Council. Any Board after the
initial Board shall, in consultation with the
respective Advisory Councils, provide for the
rules with respect to the subsequent meet-
ings of the Clients Advisory Counecil and the
Attorneys Advisory Council and the process
of selection of members of the Board in
accordance with this paragraph.

“(4) The Executive Director of the Cor-
poration.

“({b) (1) Members appointed under para-
graph (1) of the preceding subsection shall
be appointed for terms of three years except
that—
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“(A) the terms of the directors first taking
office shall be effective on the ninety-first day
after the enactment of the National Legal
Services Corporation Act and shall expire, as
designated by the President at the time of ap-
pointment, three at the end of three years,
two at the end of two years, and in the case
of the Director appointed by the Chief
Justice two years; and

“(B) any director so appointed to fill a
vacancy occurring before the expiration of
the term for which his predecessor was ap-
pointed shall be appointed for the remainder
Justice, two years; and

“(2) The members selected under para-
graph (2) of the preceding subsection shall
serve for the term of office for which they
are elected and by virtue of which they be-
come members of the Board except in no
case shall a term exceed three years. If any-
one of the organizational members' term will
exceed three years by virtue of holding a po-
sition more than three years, the Board shall
provide for the appolntment of a successor
by the appropriate organization.

“{38) The members selected pursuant to
paragraph (8) of the preceding subsection
shall serve for a term of three years except
that—

“(A) the terms of the directors first tak-
ing office shall be effective on the ninety-first
day after the enactment of the National
Legal Services Corporation Act and shall ex-
pire as designated by the selecting Advisory
Council, one at the end of one year, one at
the end of two years, and one at the end of
three years after such date; and

“(B) any director so appointed to fill a
vacancy occurring before the expiration of
the term for which his predecessor was ap-
pointed shall be appointed for the remainder
of such term.

“(e) The Corporation shall have an Execu-
tive Director, who shall be an attorney, and
such other officers as may be named and
appointed by the Board of Directors, at rates
of compensation fixed by the Board, and serve
at the pleasure of the Board. No individual
shall serve as Executive Director of the Cor-
poration for a period In excess of 6 years.

“(d) No political test or qualification shall
be used in selecting, appointing, or promoting
any officer, attorney or employee of the Cor-
poration. No officers or employees of the Cor-
poration shall receive any salary from any
source other than the Corporation during the
period of employment by the Corporation.

“ADVISORY COUNCIL: EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

“Sec, 905. (a) The Board shall provide for
tne selection of a Clients Advisory Council
subsequent to the first such Council to be
composed of not more than 11 members,
selected in accordance with procedures es-
tablished by the Board, from among individ-
uals who are representative of the class of
clients served by the legal services programs
conducted or assisted by the Corporation. The
Clients Advisory Council shall be avallable
to advise the President on general policy
matters relating to the needs of the members
of the client community and to select mem-
bers of the Board in accordance with section
904.

“{b) The Board shall provide for a Proj-
ect Attorneys Advisory Council subseguent
to the first such project. Project Attorneys
Advisory Council shall be composed of not
more than 11 members to be selected in ac-
wcordance with procedures established by
the Board, from among individuals who are
attorneys actively engaged in providing
legal services conducted by the Corporation.
The Project Attorneys Advisory Council shall
be available to advise the President on gen-
eral policy relating to the furnishing of
legal services to members of the cllent com-
munity and to select members of the Board
in aceordance with section 904.

“(¢) The Board may establish an Execu-
tive Committee of not less than five members

7043

nor more than seven members which shall
consist of the Chairman of the Board, the Ex-
ecutive Director of the Corporation, one di-
rector appointed pursuant to paragraph (1)
of section 804(a), one director appolinted
pursuant to paragraph (2) of section 804(a),
and one director appointed pursuant to para-
graph (3) of section 804(a).

“ACTIVITIES AND POWERS OF THE CORPORATION

“Sec., 906. (a) Effective six months after
the enactment of the National Legal Serv-
ices Corporation Act, In order to carry out
the purposes of this title, the Corporation
is authorized to—

“(1) provide financial assistance to quall-
fied programs furnishing legal service to
members of the client community;

“(2) provide financial assistance to pay
the costs of contracts or other agreements
made pursuant to section 3 of the National
Legal Services Corporation Act;

“(8) carry out research, training, tech-
nical assistance, experimental and eclinical
assistance programs designed to improve the
provisions of legal services to members of the
client community;

*(4) Increase opportunities for legal edu-
cation among individuals who are members
of a minority group or individuals who are
economically disadvantaged;

“(5) collect and disseminate information
designed to coordinate and evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of the activities and programs for
legal service in various parts of the country;

“(6) assist and coordinate all programs
for the provision of legal service and legal
assistance to the client community conducted
or assisted by the Federal Government in-
cluding—

“(A) reviewing all grants and contracts
for the provision of legal services to the client
community made under other provisions of
Federal law by any agency of the Federal
Government together with making recom-
mendations to the appropriate Federal
agency;

*(B) reviewing and making recommenda-
tions to the President and Congress con-
cerning any proposal, whether by legisla-
tion or executive action, to establish a fed-
erally assisted program for the provision of
legal services to the client community; and

“(C) upon request of the President, pro-
viding training, technical assistance, moni-
toring and evaluation services to any fed-
erally assisted legal services program;

“(T) establish such procedures and take
such other measures as may be necessary to
assure that attorneys employed by the Cor-
poration and attorneys paid in whole or in
part from funds provided by the Corporation
carry out the same duties to their clients and
enjoy the same protection from interference
as If such an attorney was hired directly by
the client;

“(8) establish standards of eligibility for
the provision of legal services to be rendered
by any grantee or contractee of the Corpora-
tlon with special provision for priority for
members of the client community whose
means are least adequate to obtain private
legal services;

“(9) establish policles consistent with the
best standards of the legal profession to as-
sure the integrity, effectiveness and profes-
slonal quality of the attorneys providing legal
services under this title; and

*(10) carry on such other activities as
would further the purpose of this title.

“{b) In the performance of the functions
set forth in subsection (a) the Corporation
is authorized to—

“(1) make grants, enter into contracts,
leases, cooperative agreements or other trans-
actions, In accordance with by-laws estab-
lished by the Board of Directors appropriate
to conduct the activities of the Corporation;

*(2) accept unconditional gifts or dona-
tlons of services, money or property, real, per-
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sonal, or mixed, tangible or intangible, and
use, sell, or otherwise dispose of such prop-
erty for the purpose of carrying out its ac-
tivities;

“(3) appoint such attorneys and other pro-
fessional and clerical personnel as may be re-
quired and fix their compensation;

“(4) promulgate regulations containing
criteria specifylng the manner of approval
of applications for grants based upon the
following considerations—

“(A) the most economlical, effective and
comprehensive delivery of legal services to
the client community;

“(B) peaceful resolution of grievances and
resort to orderly means of seeking change;
and

“(C) maximum utilization of the expertise
and facilities of organizations presently spe-
clalizing in the delivery of legal services to
the client community;

“(6) establish and maintain a law library;

“(6) establish procedures for the conduct
of legal services programs assisted by the
Corporation containing a requirement that
the applicant will give assurances that the
program will be supervised by a policymak-
ing board on which the members of the legal
profession constitute a majority and mem-
bers of the client community constitute at
least one-third of the members of such Board.

“(e) In any case in which services are
performed for the Federal Government by
the Corporation the Corporation shall be re-
imbursed for the cost of such services pur-
suant to an agreement between the execu-
tive director of the Corporation and the head
of the agency of the Federal Government
concerned.

“NON-PROFIT AND NON-POLITICAL NATURE OF
THE CORPORATION

“Sge. 907. (a) The Corporation shall have
no power to issue any shares of stock, or to
declare or pay any dividends.

“(b) No part of the income or assets of
the Corporation shall inure to the benefit of
any Director, officer, employee or any other
individual except as reasonable compensa-
tion for services.

‘“(e) The Corporation may not contribute
to or otherwise support any political party or
candidate for elective public office.

“ACCESS TO RECORDS AND DOCUMENTS
RELATED TO THE CORPORATION

“Spc. 908, (a) Copies of all records and
documents pertinent to each grant and con-
tract made by the Corporation shall be main-
tained in a place readily accessible and open
to public inspection during ordinary work-
ing hours for a period of at least five years
subsequent to the making of such grant or
contract.

“(b) Copies of all reports pertinent to the
evaluation, Iinspection or monitoring of
grantees and contractees shall be maintained
for a perlod of at least three years, subse-
quent to such evaluation, inspection or moni-
toring visit. Upon request, substance of such
reports shall be furnished to the grantee or
contractee who is the subject of the evalua-
tion, inspectlon or monitoring visit,

“(c) The Corporation shall be subject to
the provisions of the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act.

“FINANCING OF THE CORPORATION

“Sec. 909, In addition to any funds reserved
and made available for payment to the Cor-
poration from appropriations for earrying out
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1864 for
any fiscal year, there are further authorized
to be appropriated for payment to the Cor-
poration such sums as may be necessary for
any fiscal year. Funds made avallable to the
Corporation from appropriations for any
fiscal year shall remain avallable until ex-
pended.

“RECORD AND AUDIT OF THE CORPORATION AND
THE RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE

“Sge. 010. (a) The accounts of the Corpo-

ration shall be audited annually in accord-
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ance with generally accepted auditing stand-
ards by any independent licensed public
accountant certified or licensed by a regula-
tory authority of a State or other political
subdivision of the United States. Each such
audit shall be conducted at the place or
places where the accounts of the Corporation
are normally kept. All books, accounts, fi-
nancial records, reports, flles and all other
papers, things, or property belonging to or
in use by the Corporation and necessary to
facilitate the audit shall be made available
to the person conducting the audit, and full
facilities for verifying transactions with the
balance, or securities held by depositories,
fiscal agents and custodians shall be afforded
to any such person. The report of each such
independent audit shall be included in the
annual report required under this title. The
audit report shall set forth the scope of the
audit and include such statements as are
necessary to present fairly the Corporation’s
assets and liabilities, surplus or deficit of the
Corporation, with an analysis of the changes
therein during the year, supplemented in
reasonable detall by a statement of the in-
come and expenses of the Corporation during
the year, and a statement of the sources and
application of funds, together with the
opinion of the independent auditor of those
statements.

“{b) (1) The financial transactions of the
Corporation for any fiscal year during which
Federal funds are available to finance any
portion of its operations may be audited an-
nually by the General Accounting Office in ac-
cordance with the principles and procedures
applicable to commercial corporate trans-
actions and under such rules and regulations
as may be prescribed by the Comptroller
General of the United States. Any such audit
shall be conducted at the place or places
where accounts of the Corporatlon are nor-
mally kept. The representative of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office shall have access to
all books, accounts, records, reports, files and
all other papers, things or property belong-
ing to or in use by the Corporation pertain-
ing to its financial transactions and neces-
sary to facllitate the audit, and they shall be
afforded full facilities for verifying trans-
actions with the balances or securities held
by depositories, fiscal agents, and custodians.
All such books, accounts, records, reports,
files, papers and property of the Corpora-
tion shall remain in the possession and cus-
tody of the Corporation.

*“{2) A report of each such audit shall be
made by the Comptroller General to the
Congress. The report to the Congress shall
contain such comments and information as
the Comptroller General may deem neces-
sary to inform Congress of the financial
operations and condition of the Corporation,
together with such recommendations with
respect thereto, as he may deem advisable.
The report shall also show specifically any
program, expenditure, or other financial
transaction or undertaking observed in the
course of the audit, which in the opinion of
the Comptroller General, has been carried
on or made without authority of law. A copy
of each report shall be furnished to the
Executive Director and to each member of
the Board at the time submitted to the Con-

gress.

“{e) (1) Each grantee or contractee, other
than a reclplent of a fixed price contract
awarded pursuant to competitive bidding
procedures, under this section shall keep
such records as may be reasonably neces-
eary to fully disclose the amount and the
disposition by such reciplent of the proceeds
of such assistance, the total cost of the proj-
ect or undertaking in connection with which
such assistance is given or used, and the
amount and nature of that portion of the
cost of the project or undertaking supplied
by other sources, and such other records as
will facilitate an effective audit.

“(2) The Corporation or any of its duly
authorized representatives shall have access
for the purpose of audit and examination of
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any books, documents, papers, and records
of the recipient that are pertinent to assist-
ance received under this section. The Comp-
troller General of the United States, or any
of his duly authorized representatives shall
also have access thereto for such purpose
during any fiscal year for which Federal
funds are available to the Corporation.

“REPORTS TO CONGRESS

“Sec. 911. The Corporation shall prepare
an annual report for transmittal to the Presi-
dent and the Congress on or before the
thirtieth day of January of each year, sum-
marizing the activities of the Corporation
and making such recommendations as it may
deem appropriate. This report shall include
findings and recommendations concerning
the preservation of the attorney-client re-
lationships and adherence to the Code of
Professional Responsibility of the American
Bar Association In the conduct of programs
supperted by the Corporation. The report
shall include a comprehensive and detailed
report of the operations, activities, financlal
condifion and accomplishments of the Cor-
poration together with dissenting views and
recommendations, if any, of Members of the
Board.

“Sec. 912, As used in this title the term—

“(1) ‘client community’ means individuals
unable to obtain private legal counsel be-
cause of inadequate financial means;

“DEFINITIONS

“(2) ‘member of the client community’
includes any person unable to obtaln private
legal counsel because of inadequate means;

“(3) ‘representative of the client com-
munity' includes any person who Is select-
ed by members of the client community
whether or not a member of that community;

**(4) ‘legal services’ includes legal advice,
legal representation, legal research, educa-
tion concerning legal rights and responsibil-
itles and simlilar activities;

“(6) ‘legal prolession’ refers to that body
composed of all persons admitted to practice
before the highest court of at least one State
of the United States;

‘(6) ‘State’ includes the District of Colum-
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands;

“{7) ‘nonprofit’' as applied to any founda-
tion, corporation. or association means a
foundation, corporation, or association, no
part of the net earnings of which inures, or
may lawfully inure to the benefit of any
private shareholder or individual;

“(8) ‘Corporation’ means the National
Legal Services Corporation to be established
pursuant to this title.

“FEDERAL CONTROL

“Spgc. 913. Nothing contained in thig title
shall be deemed to authorize any depart-
ment, agency, officer, or employee of the
United States to exercise any direction, su-
pervision, or control over the Corporation or
any of its grantees or contractors or employ~
ees, or over the charter or bylaws of the
Corporation, or over the attorneys provid-
ing legal services pursuant to this title, or
over the members of the client community
recelving legal services pursuant to this
title.”

Sec. 3. (a) During the fiscal year 1972 the
Director of the Office of Econcmie Oppor-
tunity shall take such action as may be neces-
sary, in cooperation with the Executive Di-
rector of the National Legal Services Corpo-
ration, to arrange for the orderly continu-
ance by such Corporation of financial assist-
ance to legal services programs assisted pur-
suant to sections 232(a)(3), 230, 232 or
any other provision, of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1864. Whenever the Director
of the Office of Economic Opportunity de-
termines that an obligation to provide fi-
nancial assistance pursuant to any contract
or grant agreement for such legal services
will extend beyond six months after the date
of enactment of this Act, he shall include in
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any such contract or agreement provisions
to assure that the obligation to provide such
financial assistance may be assumed by the
National Legal Services Corporation, subject
to such modifications of the terms and con-
ditions of that contract or grant agreement
as the Corporation determines to be neces-
sary.

(b) Effective six months af ter the date of
enactment of this Act, section 222(a) (3) of
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 Is
repealed.

Sec. 4. (a) Of the amounts appropriated
to the Office of Economic Opportunity for
carrying out the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964, there shall be reserved and made
available to the Legal Services Corporation
established pursuant to title IX of such Act,
not less than the sums of $140,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and
$170,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1973.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, after the enactment of this Act but
prior to the enactment of appropriations to
carry out the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972,
the Director of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity shall, out of appropriations then avail-
able to him, make funds available to assist
in meeting the organizational expenses of
the Corporation and in carrying out its ac-
tivities.

Sec. 5. Title VI of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964 is amended by inserting
after section 622 thereof the following new
section:

“RESPONSIBILITY FOR NATIONAL LEGAL SERVICES
CORPORATION
“Sgc. 623. Nothing in this Act, except title
IX, and no reference to this Act unless such
reference refers to title IX, shall be con-
strued to affect the powers and activities of
the National Legal Services Corporation.”

THE REVENUE SHARING TRAP

(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, on
March 10, 1971, I was privileged to ad-
dress this House for 60 minutes on the
politics and pitfalls of the administra-
tion’s revenue sharing proposals. Sub-
sequent to my speech, three articles in
the Sacramento Bee have been brought
to my attention. These articles clearly
point out the folly of approaching solu-
tions to national problems through the
distribution of Federal funds to State
and local governments with little or no
Federal control.

Mr. Speaker, I am inserting these ar-
ticles in the Recorp, and I highly com-
mend them to my colleagues:

[From the Sacramento (Callf.) Bee,
Mar, 7, 1971]
OPPONENTS Miss PoiNT oF NIXON PROGRAM
ForR REVENUE SHARING
(By Leo Rennert)

WasHINGTON.—President Nixon's plan to
return “power to the people” by sharing fed-
eral revenues with state and local govern-
ments deserves a better critique than it has
received so far from political opponents.

Many Democrats in Congress have been
quick to reject the proposal simply on the
ground that state legislatures and city eoun-
cils cannot be trusted to handle major new
responsibilities.
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Evidence of corruption and malfeasance is
belng compiled gleefully on Capitol Hill to
show how the taxpayers’ money would be
squandered if Washington began to turn it
over to state and local officials with no strings
attached.

This crude attack, however, completely
misses its target. Every lapse of virtue in
statehouses and city halls can be duplicated
by an instance of wrongdoing at the federal
level. It would be difficult to pick the winner
between Washington and other levels of gov-
ernment in a contest centering on honesty,
intelligence or dedication.

But that is not—and should not be—the
declsive criterlon. What matters is whether
at this stage in American history major prob-
lems lend themselves better to solutions at
the national level-—or can be neatly cut up
and treated within the confines of state and
local jurisdictions.

The guestion really boils down to one of
practicality, Which approach is likely to pro-
duce a greater measure of success?

EASILY RESOLVED

Viewed in that light, the issue is easily
resolved. Given the increasing “national”
character of most of our soclal and economic
problems, it is sheer delusion to pretend that
a return to simpler days offers any real hope.

State and local governments cannot regu-
late conglomerate empires, oil cartels and
utility combines which stretch across many
states and even take on global dimensions.
Nor can they cope with problems of economic
dislocation, poverty, welfare dependence,
rural migration and inadequate health care,
which are rooted in developments hundreds
and thousands of miles beyond their imme-
diate borders.

Nixon himself has recognized this unavoid-
able set of affairs by a number of actions
which have tended to centralize and expand
power at the national level—In complete
disregard of his official rhetoric.

It was under his administration that rail
passenger service became effectively national-
ized with the creation of Rallpax—a move
which abolishes the last vestiges of state
control in this vital field,

It is under this administration that the
federal government is expanding by quantum
leaps its authority to control alr and water
pollution.

And 1t was Nixon who only recently recom-
mended a new comprehensive health care
system which for the first time would set
national standards for the insurance industry
and impose additional federal requirements
on practically every employer in the nation.

Similarly, the President continues to fight
for a welfare reform plan which would go
a long way toward eliminating states and
counties from any effective decisionmaking
roles regarding public assistance programs.
In education, he is recommending creation
of national research institutes which could
undermine much of the curriculum diversity
now evident at elementary, secondary and
university levels.

All these actions, of course, are triggered
as practical responses to national problems
which simply will not go away. The federal
government may not have the best possible
solutions. Or sometimes not even workable
ones, But in these, as in so many other fields,
it often turns out to be the only place where
a critical problem can be tackled with some
reallstic expectation of success.

Even Gov. Ronald Reagan, whose rhetoric
at times borders on secessionism, now clamors
for federal action to sclve farm labor dis-
putes—sa rank admission that ‘‘sovereign”
California occasionally must turn to Wash-
ington for help.

WHY THE PUSH?

Why then the big push for revenue sharing,
less power in Washington and a rebirth of
state and local governments?
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To some extent, this rhetoric satisfies a
romantic longing in all of us for less compli-
cated Institutional mechanisms.

To the President it offers a potential means
of dumping unpopular problems and deci-
slons on state and local officials, while it
camofiauges his opposite moves in the direc-
tion of concentrating power along the banks
of the Potomac.

After all, revenue sharing and decentrali-
zation are being recommended by a President
who so far has doubled the White House
stafl and tripled its budget.

|From the Sacramento (Calif.) Bee Mar. 9,
1871]
SHARING PLAN Favors Least Neepy CrTiEs
(By Leo Rennert)

WasHINGTON.—Beverly Hills would recelve
$24 for every resident wunder President
Nixon's revenue sharing plan—twice as much
as Sacramento’s g§12-per-capita share.

The municipal treasury of Palm Springs
would be enriched by $26 for each inhabitant
of that plush resort—double the $13-a-head
slice earmarked for Fresno.

The City of Commerce In Los Angeles
County, with one of the wealthiest tax bases
in California, could claim $47 a person—
more than five times as much as Modesto’s
89 level.

These sharp disparities, which are just
coming to light, are expected to intensify
Democratic opposition to the President’s tax-
sharing plan—the cornerstone of his domes-
tic program.

CENSUS FIGURES

A check of 1970 census figures shows prac-
tically every section of California would ex-
perience wide variations in revenue-sharing
allocations from one city to another.

In many instances, communities with high
levels of poverty would end up at the bottom
of the list.

For example, afiuent Carmel would qualify
for $19 per capita while neighboring Mon-
terey, faced with a growing list of urban
problems, would be compensated only at the
rate of §11.

In Los Angeles County, comparatively
well-off Long Beach would receive $20 a per-
son while economically depressed Compton
would have to settle for a 85 level.

Even so, Compton would be more fortu-
nate than several other communities in its
county, including Norwalk, $2.10; Culver
City, $1.60; Hawailan Gardens, $1.70, and
Cudahy, $1.30.

BASIS OF FORMULA

The highly varied pattern of per-capita
rates is due to a White House decision to dis-
tribute revenue-sharing sums within each
state on the basis of the tax effort of each
Jjurisdiction.

The formula ignores such factors as popu-
lation and need,

Thus, a city with a high tax base which
has an easy time raising sufficlent funds for
municipal services would fare better than
a communlity struggling with a rising popu-
lation and low assessments.

STATE GOVERNMENT

California would receive $590 million in
unrestricted grants under Nixon'’s plan to
share $5 billion a year with smaller parts for
state, county and city governments.

In determining each state's allocation,
population would count as a major factor.
But, when it comes to dividing those slices
into smaller parts of state, county and city
governments, each jurisdiction’s revenue-
raising effort becomes the governing element.

Thus, California’s state government would
keep $273 million—or about 46 per cent—be-
cause its tax collections are slightly less than
the combined total of all revenues ralsed by
city and county governments.




7046

In turn, cities and counties would split
the rest—8317 million, or 54 per cent of Cali-
fornia's over-all allocation.

Of the $317 million, the cities would keep
$154 million and the counties $163 million—
again a split reflecting their respective tax-
ralsing efforts.

Finally, the share of each city and county
also would be determined by its relative per-
formance in raising revenues.

For example, the Treasury Department
places curreni revenues of the Clty of Sac-
ramento at $20.5 million—about 8116 a per~
son.,

SOME EXAMPLES

Beverly Hill's revenues are figured at 8$7.5
million—ahbout $224 per capita, or just about
double Sacramento’s rate.

Thus, Beverly Hills would be entitled to
$811,871 for its 33,416 residents under rev-
enue sharing—or $24 per caplita—while Sac-
ramento would receive $3,179,135 for its 254,-
413 Inhabitants—a rate of $12.

With eight times the population of Bev=
erly Hills, Sacramento would recelve only four
times as much from Washington in revenue-
sharing money.

In contrast, San Francisco would top them
both—with $33 per capita. The bay city’s high
standing under the President’s plan is trace-
able to two factors—a declining population
and a fast rising commercial tax base.

Oakland would receive only $15 per capita.

[From the Sacramento (Calif.) Bee, Mar. 8,
1971]
StATE HAD RECORD YEAR GaAIN IN U.S. FUNDS
(By Leo Rennert)

WasHINGTON.—Flgures released by the
Treasury Department show California reg-
i{stered a record one-year gain of §7756 million
in federal grants to its state and local govern-
ments,

California’s share rose to $2.998 billion in
the last fiscal year, compared with $3.223
billion in the previous year.

Federal support for the state's welfare pro-
grams accounted for the lion’s share of the
new total and the huge jump.

FROM HUD

The Department of Health, Education and
Welfare funneled $1.446 billlon into Cali-
fornia for various public assistance pro-
grams, an increase of $342 million over fiscal
1669.

Another major jump took place in federal
highway ald, with payments to the state
rising from $300 million to $485 million,

In contrast, California received $209 mil-
lion for urban mass transportation, a drop
of $3.3 million from the year prior.

12% OF TOTAL

The state's overall take of nearly $3 bil-
lon represents more than 12 per cent of a
national total of 524.2 billion.

Nationally, grants {o state and local gov-
ernments rose by about $4 billion with Cali-
fornia accounting for nearly 20 per cent of
the increase.

New York remained in No. 2 position with
$2.365 billlon—$633 million behind Cali-
fornia, New York's one-year gain totaled $318
million, less than half the increase registered
by California.

BOUND TO INTENSIFY

By putting into sharp relief California’s
huge stake in existing federal grant-in-aid
programs, the new flgures are bound to in-
tensify questions about the state’s potential
gains or losses under Presildent Nixon's 85
billion revenue-sharing plan.

Under the President’s proposal, Californla's
state and local governments would receive
$500 million a year in unrestricted funds.
The White House maintains this money
would be on top of the amounts the state
now receives from grant-in-ald programs.

But critics contend congressional approval
of revenue sharing inevitably would lead to
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a contraction or leveling off of existing
grants. Were this to happen, California
would be accepting an additional $590 mil-
lion under revenue sharing but having to
forego much bigger annual jumps in exist-
ing grants-in-aid.

BY NJ SOLON

The new statistics on federal grants were
obtained by Rep. Charles W, Sandman Jr.,
R-NJ, in advance of officlal publication.
Treasury officials said they remain subject
to final review.

The congressman, who inserted each
state’s total in the Congressional Record, said
the information should prove “most inter-
esting” in the consideration of Nixon's rev-
enue-sharing plan.

The grant totals are limited strictly to
funds channeled to state and local agencles.
They do not include federal payments to
individuals, such as SBocial Securlty and vet-
erans’ benefits.

NOT REFLECTED

Nor do they reflect defense and other out-
lays for federal activities in the various
states.

Thus, California’s share of nearly §3 billlon
in federal grants represents only about 10
per cent of the estimated amount actually
spent in the state by Washington in the last
fiscal year,

The Treasury figures show the following
changes In California’s grant allocations
from 1968-69 to 1869-70:

Agriculture—Food stamps, up from $20.6
milllon to $60.6 million; surplus commodi-
ties distribution, up from $13.4 million to
$16.1 million; child nutrition, up from $8.6
million to $22.7 million.

Disaster relief—Up from $2.2 million to
$60.9 million.

War on Poverty—Community action pro-
grams down from $01.6 million to §77.2 mil-
lion; adult work training, up from $16.7 mil-
lion to $18.6 million; Neighborhood Youth
Corps, up from $22.9 million to $23.2 million;
work experience training, up from §791,000
to $25.5 million.

Education—Elementary and secondary pro-
grams, $106 mlilllon, no change; “impact” aid
to districts near federal installations, up
from $55.8 milllon to $95.4 milllon; voca-
tional education, up from $20.2 million to
$22.5 million.

Health—Hospital, health research and
health education facilities, down from $23.4
million to $21 million; comprehensive health
planning, down from #$13.4 milllon to $9.8
million; health manpower education, up
from §56 million to $6.2 million; mental
health research and services, up from 7.9
million to $18.1 million.

Housing and urban development—Low-
rent public housing, up from $20.5 million
to $31.8 million; urban renewal, up from £64
million to $65.2 million; open space grants,
down from $9.5 million to 5.7 million; model
cities, up from $258,000 to #2.5 million; urban
planning, up from $2.1 million to $2.8 mil-
lion.

Pollution control—Waste treatment facil-
ities, up from $10.5 million to $13.2 million,

Law enforcement—Manpower training, Tip
from $1.5 million to $37.6 million.

Unemployment compensation—Up from
$69.2 million to $72.4 million.

Transportation—Airports, down from $6.7
million to $3 million.

WE MUST COMPLETE OUR JOB ON
SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM

(Mr. GROVER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorb.)

Mr. GROVER. Mr, Speaker, on Tues-
day last, the House took up without prior
notice to the membership, and on a day
when no business was scheduled, a con-
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ference report on the debt ceiling legis-
lation to which the Senate had attached
an amendment increasing social secu-
rity benefits by 10 percent across the
board. The increase is retroactive to the
first of the year and includes a 5-percent
increase in special payments to nonin-
sured persons aged 72 and over.

I have two regrets, Mr. Speaker. One,
that the legislation was brought in with-
out due notice, depriving me of the op-
portunity to be recorded in favor of this
long-delayed increase to help our retired
citizens, those who are hardest hit by the
insidious backdoor tax of inflation.

The other is that the conference report
did only a half-way job. It struck out
the proposed increase in allowable in-
come, also referred to as an “increase in
earnings test.” At the present time social
security beneficiaries may only earn up
to $1,680 annually before loss of benefits.

Older people blessed with good health
and talent should be encouraged to work,
not penalized. We should set our sights
on an increase now in the earnings test
with a programed elimination over a
reasonable period.

The conference report also neglected
the very desirable feature of gearing
benefits to the cost of living.

The job is only half done after months
of promise and delay which has caused
much suffering to our older citizens so
many of whom face serious economic
hardships.

Let us urge our colleagues on the
Ways and Means Committee to com-
plete the job swiftly.

DYNAMIC PROPOSAL BY GOVERNOR
REAGAN ON WELFARE

(Mr, HALL asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, the problem
of welfare is escalating at an alarming
rate, and this is certainly demonstrated
by the rising welfare rolls. Many propos-
als and alternatives have been suggested.
Most of them have been extremely costly,
and offer no tangible or realistic hope
for real and constructive reform. How-
ever, on the 3d of March 1971, the Hon-
orable Governor Ronald Reagan of
California, in an address, offered a sen-
sible and feasible plan for the State of
California. The Governor’s plan would
bring relief to the already overburdened
taxpayer, and at the same time, would
not penalize those on welfare in real
need, or who have a desire to work and
a desire to better themselves. His pro-
posal is a dynamic example of State and
local leadership taking the initiative to
solve America’s No. 1 domestic problem.
If successful, Governor Reagan’s plan
can serve as a model for other Governors
and other States to follow, as well as this
entire Nation.

Governor Reagan's plan and speech of
March 3, 1971, is as follows:

STATEMENT BY GOV, RONALD REAGAN

Mr. Chairman, Members of Town Hall,
Ladies and Gentlemen:

First let me thank you of Town Hall for
your thoughtful and timely invitation. I sus-
pect that you were aware you were providing
a forum through which the people of Cali-
fornia could be reached. In doing so, you
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have been of great service because the people
of California are confronted by a most ser-
fous problem.

In the last few days, I have been asked a
number of times if the political honeymoon
is over. I am not sure it ever started, On
the wedding night someone said something
about stepping into the next room to slip
into something comfortable—and they never
came back.

On January 4, in my inaugural remarks I
sald that unless we who had been elected to
office were willing to completely reform our
programs of soclal welfare, we would have to
ask you for a tax increase this and every
succeeding year as far as we could see into
the future.

What we call California’s welfare and
health care system is in reality nothing more
than a state implementation of federal man-
dates approaching $315 billion in cost and
leading us into sure bankruptcy unless we
have the courage to choose another course
before it is too late.

If misery loves company the theme music
for the National Governors Conference in
Washington last week must have been
“Hearts and Flowers.” Those states which
have breezed along without having to tap all
the potential tax sources such as the sales or
statewide income tax are now adopting one
or the other, or both. In an unprecedented
crisis Pennsylvania ran totally out of state
funds four days ago.

There was no partisanship at this confer-
ence nor in the unanimous endorsement of
federal revenue sharing. But the toplec
dominating all others was welfare and how
long government at any level could keep pace
with it's ever increasing cost. I might add
there was great interest in California be-
cause we were the only state readying a con-
crete proposal for welfare reform. Surprising
was the general acceptance that added reve-
nues were only temporary expedients and not
a permanent answer to the problem.

Certainly this is true in California. The
biggest of our welfare programs, Ald to De-
pendent Children, increased its case load
39 percent last year and its cost 42 percent.
Medi-Cal is increasing more than twice as
fast as our normal increase in revenues. One
out of nine Californians is drawing some
form of welfare now and by the end of the
next fiscal year, if welfare goes on increasing
at the present rate, it will be one out of
seven.

Even cutting back legitimate government
services and postponing Important and
needed projects, we face the fact that to
continue the present welfare and Medi-Cal
programs without change will require $220
million more than we have. To save the state
$220 million in welfare means reducing the
total costs more than $600 million. We can-
not reduce our share without reducing costs
at the county and the federal level. Or put
another way, if we have to ask the tax-
payers for an additional $220 milllon in
state revenue, we force the countles to ralse
property taxes another hundred million and
add roughly $300 million to federal costs.
And of course the same citizen pays it all—
county, state and federal. Right now, Cali-
fornians are paying $32 billion in taxes of
which more than $20 billion goes to Uncle
Sam. That is a tax burden that pro-rates
out at 84,152 for every average family of
four in California. A choice has to be made.
Either we tighten government's belt or we
loosen your purse strings and extract even
more money than we are now taking. I am
unalterably opposed to that latter choice.

Last month I submitted to the legislature
a budget which can be balanced without in-
creased taxes if we undertake a total re-
form of welfare and Medi-Cal. About two
hours ago a message outlining this reform
was delivered to both chambers of the legis-
lature. I had planned a more personalized
delivery of this message but a funny thing
happened to me on the way upstairs.
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Perhaps it 15 just as well, for the mes-
sage is probably the most comprehensive
and detalled ever submitted by any gover-
nor of this state. It calls for a sweeping 70
point reform of the entire welfare system.
Legislation by the Senate and Assembly will
be required in some of the proposed changes.
Others can be made administratively and we
will need the cooperation of the federal gov-
ernment to complete the package. The So-
cial Security Act says that states should
be encouraged to experiment with demon-
stration projects. On this basls, we are re-
guesting the necessary walvers.

If there were no fiscal crisis, we would
still have to urge welfare reform on the
grounds of common sense. Present regu-
lations are so ambiguous that court deci-
silons have added $441 million to the cost
of California welfare since 1967 and If we
lose the cases still pending, another $1.8
billion will be added. But an even more com-
pelling reason for reform is one of moral
responsibility.

We had a task force of volunteer citizens
and our own appointees and staff working on
this problem last summer. The counties were
doing the same and some of our reform
proposals, incidentally, reflect their findings.

Reform is needed not only because welfare
is an administrative disaster leading us to
bankruptcy, but because it is a tragic fail-
ure for those who are destitute and who
have nowhere else to turn for the most basic
requirements of living. Let me emphasize
this latter point because any time changes
are proposed in welfare there are those who
will raise a cry that we are lacking in com-
passion for the poor. The very opposite is
true. Welfare today is spread so thin it 1s
incapable of properly caring for the truly
needy and destitute. It is spread thin in at-
tempting to provide for too many who are
not needy but who through loopholes are
legally eligible to claim welfare benefits, and
too many who are recelving ald illegally
because there is just no way to prevent their
cheating and because there is a gigantic
extravagant administrative overhead bound
in endless miles of red tape and born of
overlapping and duplicating agencies.

I have heard the repeated statements that
welfare fraud is only one or two percent and
not really an item of concern—or even
something you can do much about. The
truth is no one knows. No one in the United
States knows how many people are recelving
welfare. We all know how many checks are
being mailed out but we have no way of
knowing how many individuals are getting
several checks under different names. We do
not know because regulations keep us from
checking on an applicant’s declaration—we
must accept his word as to his need.

Recently in the San Franclsco bay area,
a group of citizens set out to show how
easy it is to get on welfare. Some of them
managed to get on as many as four times
in one day in a single office. In our nelghbor
state of Nevada, the governor (who declared
himself to me as a liberal Democrat), ordered
& house to house canvas of welfare recipients.
(They have a limited enough population to
be able to do this.) This actual head count
revealed 22 percent of their welfare recipi-
ents are receiving welfare dishonestly. Some
time ago a welfare conducied Investigation
in the District of Columbia turned up less
than two percent of fraud—a congressional
investigation then found it was 57 percent.
Even so, I have to question whether fraud
costs as much as the legal kind of cheating
we have created by our own well intentioned
effort to provide work incentives, This idea
(spawned in Washington) has created a
whole new class of affluent poor.

An answer was needed fur the individual
who sees no reason to work if the dollars
for working only replace the dollars he or
she can get from welfare, It was declded that
a proper incentlve would be to supplement
earnings by continuing to pay at least a part
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of the welfare grant, By the time they had
finished “thinking of everything", the in-
tended incentive had become a windfall
known in the welfare trade as the 30 and a
third formula. It goes to work when the
recipient gets a job. How much of the welfare
grant he keeps is determined by not count-
ing $30 of his earnings as eligible income,
nor do you count one-third of the remainder,
nor deduction for income tax, union dues,
or pension plan. Additional allowance is made
for clothing, child care, transportation (and
this includes car payments) and finally $25
miscellaneous. There is virtually no ceiling
on earnings above which you become in-
eligible for welfare although we have found
it usually does not go much above $1,200
& month. At least one man in California,
however, managed to keep his welfare grant
plus $16,800 a year in salary. More typlecal
is the case I described In the current issue
of “U.S. News and World Report”. I gave an
example of a California recipient receiving
a grant of $339 a month who took a job
paying $5682 a month. The formula reduced
the $582 to $42 countable income and thus
the $339 grant was only cut by $29. This
individual now has an income of $892 a
month—a good portion of it tax free—and
is eligible for Medi-Cal and food stamps.

Our task force surveyed those counties
which together carry 40 percent of the welfare
case load. We learned that working welfare
recipients have average earnings of $346 a
month. Their grants in aid not counting
Medli-Cal (for which they remain eligible)
averaged $186. The grants for those with no
outside earnings or income are only $21 more
or $207 a month. Simple decency suggests re-
ducing the supplemental grant and In-
creasing the $207 so as to provide a more
decent living for the totally destitute., Our
reform proposes doing this. We will first of all
provide better for the truly needy. Admit-
tedly our first requirement in these strin-
gent times must be balancing the budget but
even so we can also improve the lot of the
poor and as we put our financial house in
order do so even more substantially.

Some will accuse me of citing horror
stories which they claim are only isolated
cases. But they are wrong, Contra Costa
County estimates it has 2500 people fully em-
ployed and on welfare; 148 of them earn
more than $600 a month. Alameda County
puts its figure at almost 4000 with 198 earn-
ing more than $600.

We can have realistic eligibility proce-
dures to eliminate or at least curtall fraud,
& celllng on earnings above which no welfare
payments will be made and a reduction in
the grants to those who have outside in-
come. Able-bodied and employable recipients
will be required to work or take job training
and we will go after those fathers who have
deserted their families, contributing nothing
to their support. In California they number
250,000. We Intend to provide the counties
with the financial incentive to solve this
problem. Properly pursued it could be used
to help the counties offset their welfare
expenses.

Strengthening the role of the family is ba-
sic to our proposal. It is called: “Meeting the
Challenge: a responsible plan for welfare and
Medi-Cal reform.” Obviously time will not
permit the details of the 70 point proposal we
have made, but let me summarize the more
important changes, First, we think the un-
employables who are in fact pensioners, the
aged, the disabled and blind should be re-
moved from the welfare structure, The state
will assume all administrative and grant
payments for these citizens numbering about
600,000. Their payments will be automated
similar to the method used in paying Social
Security. There is no need for a costly bu-
reaucracy checking to see if the elderly are
continuing to get older. With the administra-
tive savings we should eventually be able to
increase their pensions so as to give life a
little more dignity, pleasure and meaning.




7048

The state would be taking over about $92
million in present county expenses but In
another area—"Ald to Famillies with De-
pendent Children"—the counties would as-
sume an additional $84 million of cost. So
the net effect of these statistics is $8 mil-
lion in savings to the counties in 1971-72.

Let me say here and now to those who
have charged we intend to balance state
spending by dumping the load on the coun-
ties . . . they are, as usual, talking through
their hats. One of the absolute musts in this
reform program is that there be no net
cost shift to the counties. As a matter of
fact, let me repeat what I sald earller, if
there is 7o reform, county costs will go up
$100 million, With reform this will, of course,
be eliminated. The $8 million projected sav-
ings next year will grow in future years and
could be as much as $47 million in savings
to the countles during 1972-73.

With the change of the elderly and dis-
abled to a pension status, welfare will then
be dealing with the potentially employable.
As of now welfare is as I have described it
“at sea without rudder or compass.,” Just
putting ever increasing numbers of people
on a dole and providing food and shelter is
not a worthwhile goal. These people are not
& faceless mass—they are individuals with in-
dividual and unique reasons why many have
been unable to get into the competitive la-
bor market. Finding and treating with that
unique and personal reason will give wel-
fare a purpose and a goal. The goal must
be to eliminate, if posslble, the need for it-
self, We must begin to measure our suc-
cess by how many people we have removed
from the rolls each year, not how many we
have added. We intend to place the employ-
able welfare recipient under the jurisdiction
of the Department of Human Resources De-
velopment. This department's total eflort
is devoted to job hunting and job training.
Social workers assigned to this new jurls-
diction will be judged not on the basis of
how many people they place on welfare, but
how many they place in jobs. This entire
concept was born of recommendations made
by the County Supervisors Association.

California has not been hesitant about
job training programs, quite the contrary.
The only major government funded pro-
gram now dealing with welfare job training
is “WIN"—work incentive program. Almost
a third of all those who have obtained jobs
through “WIN" in the entire natlon, have
done so in California.

Now we propose going further. The able-
bodied employables will be expected to work
in a public work force if they are not en-
gaged in a job training program. They will
receive the same benefits they are getting
now, but will in return work at public as-
sistance jobs which will benefit the com-
munity and the state. These will not be
boondoggles or meaningless tasks for some
punitive reason of “work for the sake of
working." Every department of the state has
been told to list those things it would do
if it had the manpower and the funds. In
addition, local government will be asked to
provide work which can range from super-
vising school playgrounds and helping in
child care centers, to working in the field of
environment. Los Angeles County has al-
ready proposed using recipients as school
watchmen to prevent vandalism. The pro-
gram will be permanent but the individuals
will be as temporary as we can make them.
Every effort will be made to move them from
this public work force into jobs in the
private sector.

If an individual refuses to take a job when
it is avallable, participate in a job training
program or in this interim public work
force, he or she will be denled further wel-
fare assistance.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

This, very much briefed down, is the di-
rection our welfare reform takes. There are,
in addition, changes in eligibility standards,
elimination of unnecessary red tape and
paperwork, increased auditing of abuses, flat
grant computations and prior month budget-
ing to determine the size of welfare grants.

The goals are simple and straight forward:
to increase our assistance to the truly needy;
to require those who are able to work to
seek work, train for a job or serve their
community if asked as a reasonable condi-
tion for receiving welfare; and to strengthen
family responsibility as the basic element in
our society.

Then we propose to reform our health care
program, known as Medi-Cal. This program
went into operation in the spring of 1966.
By spring of 1867 it was in financial trouble
and was bogged down administratively with
providers of service walting six months or
more for payment Some of the management
snarls have been taken care of but not the
problems created by its unlimited benefits
plus the case load explosion in welfare.

The working men and women in Califor-
nia who pay for this program are providing
a level of health care for the others, that
they can't possibly afford for themselves.
Most health care plans or Industrial and
union programs offer no more than eight
services with the individual paying part of
the cost for each of those. Medi-Cal offers
20 totally free services with no restriction
whatsoever on utilization,

In 1967 there were 87 clalms of Medi-Cal
for every one hundred participants—today
there are 141 claims per 100 enrollees. The
per capita health care cost per year for the
average citizen is $312. The average cost per
Medi-Cal reciplent was $517 last year. We
are proposing legislation to bring Medi-Cal
benefits in line with those which the tax-
paying cltizens can afford.

Instead of a no-limit credit card Medi-Cal
will provide a card good for the same amount
of health care services the average citizen
uses each year, Provision will, of course, be
made for the cases of catastrophic illness or
accident or emergency. To control over-
utilization we propose a partial or token pay-
ment by every Medi-Cal patient for the serv-
ices he receives—a dollar for each visit to
the doctor or for each drug prescription, etc.
The provider would collect this and bill
Medi-Cal for the balance.

In North Carolina a test was run on drug
prescriptions alone and utilization was re-
duced by 25 per cent. In England socialized
medical program token payment resulted in
almost 10 percent reduction when tried.

I know that many will see our proposed
welfare reform only as a device to balance
the budget and this will lead to charges that
we are placing dollars above human beings,
To do so is at best the cheapest kind of
demagoguery and at worst selfish, irrespon-
sible protection of self interest.

Of course, we seek to balance the budget;
the Constitution and common sense require
that we do s0. What is the alternative? An
increase in state taxes which must be accom~
panied by a corresponding increase in county
taxes and further deficit spending at the
Tederal level. And if all of that is done, it
must be repeated again and again until the
very system collapses,

In the meantime, welfare goes on failing
those who need it most, destroying our most
precious resource, our people. Finally faced
with economie crisis, we will find ourselves
no longer able to help those who turn to us
because they have no other refuge. Our pres-
ent fiscal plight is not the reason for welfare
reform; it is the excuse, It prompts us to do
at last that which has needed doing for a
long, long time.

Thirty-six years ago, in the dark days of
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the Depression, a president of the United
States who called on our people to be com-
passionate warned us at the same time to
temper compassion with wisdom. Franklin
D. Roosevelt sald, “The lessons of history
show conclusively that continued dependence
upon relief induces a spiritual and moral
disintegration fundamentally destructive to
the national fiber. To dole out relief is to ad-
minister a narcotic, a subtle destroyer of the
human spirit.,” Was he right? Is there a
sickness of spirit spreading over our land?

Last week in Washington, D.C., the “Na-
tional Welfare Rights Organization,” osten-
sibly formed to protect the interests of the
needy, picketed the governor of Nevada for
daring to expose those who fraudulently
posed as needy in order to rob their fellow
citizens. In one of our cities a man with no
dependents and earning $800 a month sued
to prevent a county from making him con-
tribute $20 a month to the support of his
aged mother. In St. Louls an industrial firm
ran blockbuster ads in six papers offering
the unskilled, jobs at $100 to $150 a week.
One hundred forty-one applled, but most
weren't serlously looking for work or they
didn't like the money. Of the thirty-eight
who finally went on the payroll, 27 didn't
show up or if they did, quit in the first two
days. The company Is still advertising.

An unemployed young father in California,
finally forced to accept welfare, is urged by
the soclal worker to free himself of debts by
declaring personal bankruptey. His only as-
sets, his household furnishings, are taken to
pay his creditors a few cents on the dollar.
But this, he is cheerfully told by the welfare
worker, makes him eligible for a house full
of brand new furniture courtesy of the tax-
payers.

Perhaps you saw the Negro mother on the
TV news telling of how she was forced into
welfare. She had never been on welfare be-
fore. She worked from late afternoon until
11 or 12 at night to support her children.
Each evening she left the children at home
in charge of the oldest. She arrived home
from work one night to find a soclal worker
walting for her. She was told her children
were to be taken from her unless she stayed
home to care for them. When she asked how
she could support them if she didn’t go to
work, she was told to quit work and go on
welfare, Wouldn't it make more sense to
provide a baby sitter?

To those who say reform of welfare is im-
possible or unworkable, I can only say, “not
to Californians.” Last week we talked to
Secretary Elllot Richardson of HEW and were
assured of his very real interest and coop-
eration. We talked to the Finance Committee
of the U.S. Senate and obtained their en-
thusiastic pledge of support in our efforts to
make California welfare a pilot program.
They asked how many governors would favor
what we were trying to do. It was the last
day of the conference and we could only con-
tact 27, Twenty-four of them, Democrats and
Republicans, signed a letter supporting our
major proposals, three took the letter to con-
sult with their congressional delegations, all
of them asked for our detailed reform pro-
posals. We are writing the other 23 and have
every reason to expect most or all will sign
the letter based on their views as expressed
at the conference.

I asked for the opportunity to address the
Joint session of our legislature precisely be-
cause of the news coverage that would fol-
low. It is absolutely imperative that the
people of California understand what we are
trying to accomplish.

Right now the propaganda fires are being
stoked by speclal interest groups determined
to resist and kill any effort to change wel-
[are. In the days ahead the legislative com-
mittee hearings will be the target for dem-
onstrations and pressure of every kind.
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We have had great cooperation from some
in the social welfare field who are true pro-
fessionals and who want order brought out
of the present mess. But others, feeling their
bureaucratic empires threatened, will chal-
lenge every proposal and predict dire results
if any part of our plan is adopted. Others
will urge total federal takeover as the only
solution. This would mean surrendering to
those who caused the problem in the first
pll.lace, and few in federal government want
this,

Today we stand at a crossroad. We can
continue to talk about welfare, complain
about it and watch it grow unchecked while
we raise taxes this year and every year there-
after to feed its cancerous growth. Or we can
take the steps necessary to control it and
reform it so that it will at last have the
proud purpose of maximizing human dignity
and salvaging the destitute.

This is not a jerry-built, hasty answer to
a crisis. It is the result of months of work
and study. It is perhaps our last chance.
Neither Democratic or Republican, it is
humanitarian—and it is ready to be tried.

I have addressed this message to the people
of California because we need you.

NATIONAL PARKINSON
FOUNDATION

(Mr. PEPPER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, on Febru-
ary 21 of this year, the National Parkin-
son Foundaticn held its 12th annuzl Bob
Hope Dinner. Bob Hope is Fionorary Na-
tional Chairman of the National Parkin-
son Foundation. He for 12 years has at-
tended this great fund-raising dinner
for research in respect to Parkinson’s dis-
ease and for rehabilitation programs for
the victims of Parkinson's. Bob Hope pro-
vides a thrilling evening of entertainment
by having many personalities of distin-
guished national reputation to perform
and acting as master of ceremonies him-
self. In addition, Bob Hope makes an-
nually a generous contribution to the
fight against Parkinson’s disease which
has been carried on very magnifically by
the National Parkinson Foundation and
the National Parkinson Institute, under
the dedicated direction of a great and
wonderful lady, Mrs. Jeanne Levey, who
with her husband, a victim of Parkinson’s
disease, founded the National Parkin-
son Foundation.

My wife was chairman of the dinner
this year as she has been for many years
previously and she is national chairman
of the women's division of the National
Parkinscn Foundation in which I have
also taken an active part.

The National Parkinson Foundation
was very fortunate to have as the prin-
cipal speaker at this year’s dinner the
Honorable Robert H. Finch, Counsellor
to the President. Mr. Finch, out of his
great knowledge of the subject from his
experience as Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
and his warmhearted compassion for the
victims of this killing and crippling dis-
ease, delivered a magnificent address
which gave new heart and encourage-
ment to both the victims of Parkinson’s
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disease and those who have struggled to
conquer it with such dynamic leadership.

All honor to a great lady like Mrs.
Jeanne Levey and my wife and others
who worked devotedly with them and
to such great men as Robert H. Finch and
Bob Hope for what they have done and
will do to find the cause and cure of
Parkinson’s disease and afford relief to
the 1 miilion people in the United States
who are Parkinson's victims.

Mr. Speaker, I am pieased to include
the able address of Mr. Finch on this
moving occasion in the REcCORD imme-
diately following my remarks:

REMARKS BY THE HONORABLE ROBERT H. FINCH

Sitting next to me tonight is one of the
most lively, most energetic, and most dedi-
cated women I have ever had the pleasure
of knowing . . . Mrs. Jeanne Levey. She is
vital proof that charming ladies can indeed
lead in the betterment of their community
and Nation.

As the motivating force behind this tre-
mendous endeavor, Mrs. Levey has built the
Parkinson Foundation into a medical facll-
ity of the highest caliber.

Now I know that Mrs. Levey couldn’t have
accomplished all that she has without the
generous support of all of you present. So
my tribute to her is a tribute to you as
well—for sharing her dream.

I couldn’t begin to give the deserved rec-
ognition to all those who have given special
help to Mrs. Levey over the years, but I
would like to pay my compliments to Con-
gressman and Mrs. Claude Pepper. Claude,
your vice chairman, has long been recognized
across the Nation for his valuable contribu-
tions to the betterment of health for all our
citizens, and he has a long list of impressive
awards and tributes which salute his valu-
able efforts.

But particularly I want to honor the man
we all salute tonight, Bob Hope.

No one in this room would disagree with
the statement that he is literally one of the
great humanitarians of our time.

Nothing could be more appropriate than
to have this new Parkinson’s Research In-
stitute named in his honor.

When you consider the millions he has
raised for charitable causes—the worthwhile
endeavors he has been identified with—I
guess you'd have to say he's sort of a one-
man ambulatory HEW.

Gosh, come to think of it, if you put Bob's
generous impulses and fund raising prowess
together with the assets of Howard Hughes
you could probably do away with the Federal
Government entirely.

I will have to talk to the President about
that—now that would be real Government
reorganization.

The last two years when he did his annual
Christmas show for the troops abroad, I
worked with Bob so the boys would be
actually signing up and preparing to return
to college. We called it Project “Hope.” It was
a great success. Over 50,000 men signed up
in 1969 alone.

The President’s Message to Congress three
days ago is a landmark in our pursuit of
health. Here is a natlonal strategy which
has been two years in the preparation, and
which will marshal and coordinate a variety
of health forces, both private and publie,
to meet the major needs of our people. The
proposals cap a long self-examination.

In 1969 the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare launched a program to
determine how America’s health capabilities
could best be used to meet our health needs.

Early in the inventory, we saw the uneven-
ness in the distribution of our health efforts.
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There was an overabundance of funding and
manpower in one area—a shortage in an-
other. Some needs were overstressed, and
others disregarded. And through it all—the
most advanced nation in the world, in health
research, capabilities, and expenditures—the
United States, continued to receive poor
marks in health statistics. You know them
well.

This shortcoming required immediate
attention from the new Administration in
1960—and as Secretary of the Department,
I was pleased to see the health services turn
to, and verify the need for, a new strategy.

The efforts have continued under Secre-
tary Richardson and In our Domestic
Council. The result is the President’s plan.

It is a new template for making certain
that when we invest more of our Nation's
resources in the health of our people, we will
get a full return on our investment—and we
will avoid and overcome the ills that have
so long and so often befallen us.

President Nizon has asked Congress to
bulld this new strategy on these basic prin-
ciples. First we must build on the strengths
we have established—one of those strengths
is the diversity of our system. We must take
advantage of the range of choices our health
structure offers to doctors and patients alike,
so that from this spectrum of services and
achievements, we can select and maximize
the care and the cure that will do best.

Second, we must increase our health ca-
pabilities by increasing our health manpower.
There is need for more doctors and more
paramedical personnel, By expanding our
medical training facilities, and accelerating
their programs, our private health personnel
will be increased, and health care will be
more widely available and accessible to all.

Third, we must organize for efficiency. So
many of our philosophers say, “Money lsn't
everything.” (Even Bob Hope says it, but
not out loud.)

In health care this is clearly the problem
of the day. But we have one immediate solu-
tion. Preventive medicine is a lot less ex-
pensive.

We can usually be sure that an ounce of
prevention is worth a pound of cure. We can
always be sure that it costs a lot less in
money, time, and especially in pain.

Certainly curative medicine is the last
resort in defense against disease. Preventive
medicine is the first. And it is the only
truly satisfactory way to insure personal
health.

The best patient care, the most effective
care, comes before any illness—not after.

Here is the thrust of our national health
strategy. We seek improvements in quality—
based on research and discovery. We seek
improvements in availability—based on in-
creased numbers of better trained physicians
and health personnel. We seek improvements
in efficiency—resulting from a broadened
practice of preventive medicine.

THE FIGHT AGAINST PARKINSON'S DISEASE

The pitched battle which all of us here
wage against Parkinson’s disease is one whose
success will be near and dear to me. It is
near, because relatives, friends and clients of
mine suffered it. And it is dear, because
those I have seen in its throes suffered such
untold anguish.

It is an unexpected invader, stealing in and
striking almost without warning—taking its
toll really before a defense can be made
against its dread progress. Those who have
watched know best.

But tonight, we can say that our concerted
struggle has brought a promise of victory.

We could be on the verge of solving the
riddle of Parkinson’s disease—how it is
caused, how it can be cured or arrested, and
how it can be prevented. I can dare to make
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this bold statement because of the vital work
you are doing here in Miami, for example,
and because that work is backed up by sub-
stantial efforts in research that will answer
these questions.

These earnest efforts have brought us L-
Dopa, and enabled us to wisely use this first
really effective anti-Parkinson drug to arrest
the effects of the disease. Now, however,
neurologists predict even greater potential.

L-Dopsa will be the new research tool whose
usefulness in further discoverles about the
disease will prove at least as important as
its immediate effectiveness in counteracting
Parkinsonism.

As Becretary of HEW I soon got excited
about L-Dopa. Let me tell you why.

The National Institute of Neurological Dis-
eases and Stroke was a source of that ex-
citement (Dr. MacNichol) because prelimi-
nary findings were belng positively corrobo-
rated. Large-scale trials by other research
projects confirmed earlier conclusions so that
we could give the green light to widespread
use of the drug. In June of 1970, while I
was still Secretary of HEW, the Food and
Drug Administration was able to license L~
Dopa for prescription sale.

In the Domestic Council we have continued
to receive favorable reports on research with
the drug—Iin Brookhaven National Labora-
tory, where Dr. George Cotzlas (COT'-SEE-
US) continues his broadened work of dis-
covery—and in Miami. Here, the Natlonal
Parkinson Institute was one of the first or-
ganizations in the world to have the vision
and courage to go ahead with L-Dopa while
it was still considered highly experimental.

The hundreds of patients you have treated
can testify to your strikingly successful re-
sults.

Some additional, advanced work you are
doing is even more current.

An important question now is whether
L-Dopa really changes the progress of Park-
inson’s disease. Does it actually arrest 1t?
Or is 1t merely symptomatic treatment?

There is a cooperative project on this,
which promises to give us an answer to the
question.

Together with the National Institute of
Neurclogical Diseases and Stroke, the Na-
tional Parkinson Foundation 1s collecting
data on patlents who were here—at the In-
stitute—between 1962 and 1964. This in-
formation is belng matched against identical
information for post-L-Dopa patients. The
results of the work are beginning to come in,
and they will be examined carefully.

To put it all together, now—

Everyone I know, who is aware of the work
of this organization, has been impressed and
indeed inspired.

The dedication and the courage shown by
Mrs. Levey—and by the other leaders in the
organization.

The volunteers—the contrlbutors—all of
these are dedicated as well—and all have
exceeded the call of duty and certalnly of
charity.

But the most impressive test of any in-
stitution of this kind is what you have
done for the patlents. There is the final
proof of success. And now, there is a vision
of even greater success,

Only a few years ago the only thought for
Parkinson patients was that the disease
process could be slowed so that they might
enjoy a few more active years.

Today, there is a new expectation that in
a short while the process can be completely
controlled or arrested.

Then over a milllon Americans will be
freed from the virtual slavery of this tortuous
crippler.

And here—your deeds are father to more
than just a wish.

8o tonight we are one step closer to that
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day when we will be able to say with Bob
Hope, Thanks for Making Parkinson’s a
Memory.

NATIONAL LEGAL SERVICES
CORPORATION ACT

(Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous maftter.)

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I am proud to join the distin-
guished gentleman from Washington
(Mr. Meeps) and more than 100 other
Members in both Houses of Congress in
introducing this bill to establish a Na-
tional Legai Services Corporation. Iden-
tical legislation is to be introduced in
the other body when the Senate meets
tomorrow. Its chief sponsors there are
Senators MoxpaLE and TAFT.

The Legal Services program giving
people who cannot afford a lawyer full
access to the American system of law
has proven itself a very effective tool in
redressing the problems of poverty. It is
developing in many parts of this Nation
a confidence in the ability of the law to
be a force for good among people who
have always thought of the law as the
loanshark, the Welfare Department, or
an adversary. It is offering hope to peo-
ple who heretofore have had to face the
legal system without education or so-
phistication.

Despite the program’s success, legal
services aftorneys regularly confront
conflict-of-interest problems and politi-
cal pressures because of its location in
the executive branch of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

In the early days of Legal Services, the
Office of Economic Opportunity pro-
vided a natural location for the initia-
tion and maturing of the legal assistance
program. Nevertheless, experience has
taught us the difficulties that are inher-
ent in this structure. Throughout the
past 5 years—regardless of which ad-
ministration governed—the integrity of
legal help for the poor has been chal-
lenged by politics and conflicts. Under
the present structure, special attorney-
client problems necessarily arise when
suits are brought against agencies of the
Federal Government, or against State
and municipal governments.

The National Legal Services Corpora-
tion will encompass the full range of
legal assistance presently offered through
OEO. The Corporation approach is de-
signed simply to meet three serious
needs of the legal services effort—in-
dependence, security, and viability to the
poor.

The problems of the OEO legal serv-
ices program have been the subject of
considerable study this past year by the
President’s Advisory Council on Execu-
tive Organization—known as the Ash
Commission—and by the American Bar
Association Committee or. Right to Legal
Services. Both the ABA Committee and
the Ash Commission have reached the
conclusion that the objective of legal
services—assuring that the Nation’s
poor have full access to our legal sys-
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tem—will stand the greatest chance of
success by making the program an in-
dependent corporation, By the legislation
we introduce today, we hope to imple-
ment that recommendation.

The ABA consultant’s report, written
by Charles L. Edson, followed a review
of all pertinent Federal statutes as well
as more than 70 interviews with leaders
in the Departments of Justice, Health,
Education, and Welfare, and Housing
and Urban Development, and throughout
the U.8. Government, The final report
contains an appendix written by the
Washington law firm of Covington and
Burling asserting that the Corporation
proposal has been found to be legal and
constitutional in all respects.

The National Legal Services Corpora-
tion will be established as a separate title
under the Economic Opportunity Act. It
is patterned after the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting.

The Corporation will be funded by
yearly appropriations from Congress.
The first fiscal year authorization is $140
million, about twice the amount spent
for the present program. OEO officials
estimate that present funding provides
legal assistance to less than 20 percent of
eligible low-income Americans.

The Corporation will be administered
by a 19-member Board of Directors, Five
members of the Board will be chosen by
the President, with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. One member will be
appointed by the Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court, upon the recommenda-
tion of the Judicial Conference of the
United States. Six members serve by
virtue of their office, including the presi-
dent and president-elect of the American
Bar Association, president of the Amer-
ican Trial Lawyers Association, president
of the National Bar Association, presi-
dent of the National Legal Aid and De-
fenders Association, and the president of
the American Association of Law Schools.
Three Board members will be chosen by
a Clients Advisory Council and three will
be chosen by a Project Attorney’s Ad-
visory Council—each council to be estab-
lished by the act. The Executive Director
of the Corporation, selected by the Board,
will also be a voting member of the Board
of Directors.

Six months after the date of enactment
of this legislation, the Corporation will
become fully operative. During the tran-
sition period, the Board of Directors will
be selected and the Corporation will take
necessary organizational steps. OEO will
continue to administer the legal services
program throughout this transitional
period.

I want to stress the fact this legislation
has broad bipartisan support. The deliv-
ery of legal help to an individual who
cannot afford it is critical to each of us,
regardless of political or philosophical
persuasion.

In drafting this legislation we have
sought the advice of many persons in
and out of Government, and over a period
of many months. We believe it is the best
possible way to assure equal justice for
all Americans. We strongly urge our col-
leagues in both Houses of Congress to
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act swiftly to establish the independence
of legal services,

Mr. Speaker, as supplementary infor-
mation for my colleagues, I want to have
printed in the Recorp excerpts from two
lengthy studies on the legal services pro-
gram. The first excerpt comes from the
Ash Council Memorandum to the Presi-
dent, released February 6, 1971; the sec-
ond is from the consultant's report of
the Committee on the Right to Legal
Services of the American Bar Association.
Following the excepts, I will include a
section-by-section analysis of the Na-
tional Legal Services Corporation Act.
ExceRPTED FrROM: THE CORPORATION FOR LEGAL

SERVICES, A CONSULTANT'S REPORT, APPROVED

BY THE COMMITTEE ON RIGHT TO LEGAL SERV-

ICES, SECTION OF INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS AND

RESPONSIBILITIES, AMERICAN Bar ASSOCIA~

TION

SUMMARY

The five years of the Legal Services Program
of the Office of Economic Opportunity have
been marked by singular achievement. Legal
Services lawyers now handle a million mat-
ters a year for those who otherwise would
see justice denied. Some cases have resulted
in landmark judicial decislons significantly
altering the law as it affects the poor. Im-
pulses generated by the program have affirm-
atively affected the law schools, the law
firms and other legal institutions.

The program’s success dictates that serl-
ous thought be given to its permanent struc-
turing. * * * The Departments of Health,

Education and Welfare; Housing and Urban
Development, and Justice each have some
logieal claim to the program, and long term
security might be gained If legal services
were submerged within a large department.
However, legal services lawyers have brought
numerous suits against both HEW and HUD

funded agencies and those departments as
well, Justice represents these departments
when they face court challenges. Placing legal
services within any of them would create seri-
ous conflicts. Further, legal services within
either HEW or HUD could mean a replay of
the destructive administrative conflicts that
have plagued it at OEO. The possibility of
placing the program within the Administra-
tive Office of the Courts or the Judiclary it-
self was rejected on conceptual, administra-
tive and financial grounds.

The study of independent entities focuses
on one model of compelling attractiveness,
the federally-funded private non-profit cor-
poration as exemplified by the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting, Congress established
this corporation in 1967 as a vehicle to chan-
nel federal funds to the producers and dis-
tributors of educational television program-
ming The First Amendment concerns of
communications freedom that impelled this
entity have equal cogency with respect to
Legal Services' need for independence, * * *

Legal Services could enjoy similar success
if administered by such a private non-profit
federally-funded corporation. It is recom-
mended as the permanent funding vehicle
for the program. * * *

Law Reform and the Legal Ethic

The OEO Legal Services Guidelines issued
in early 1966 stressed the necessity for law
reform—a position reemphasized not only by
all Directors of the Legal Services program
but by OEO Directors as well, President
Nixon recognized the need for such activity
when he stated in his Message of August 11,
1969:

“The sluggishness of many institutions—
at all levels of soclety—in responding to the
needs of individual citizens, is one of the
central problems of our time. Disadvantaged
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persons in particular must be assisted so that
they full understand the lawful means of
making their needs known and having their
needs met.”

In addition, the ethics of the legal pro-
fession require a lawyer to serve his cllent
by any permissible legal remedy to secure
his object. Canon 7 of the Code of Profes-
sional Responsibility commands, “A lawyer
should represent a client zealously within the
bounds of the law.” Ethical Consideration
T-1 elaborates:

“The duty of a lawyer, both to his client
and to the legal system, is to represent his
client zealously within the bounds of the
law, which includes Disciplinary Rules and
enforceable professional regulations. The
professional responsibility of a lawyer de-
rives from his membership in a profession
which has the duty of assisting members of
the public to secure and protect avallable
legal rights and benefits In our govern-
ment of laws and not of men, each member
of our soclety is entitled to have his conduct
judged and regulated in accordance with
the law; to seek any lawful objective through
legally permissible means; and to present for
adjudication any lawful claim, issue or de-
fense.”

This explicit command makes no exception
to a lawyer who feels that his clients' rights
can only be redressed by challenging a law
or practice that impinges on those rights. In
the final analysis, law reform 1s no more
than a lawyer performing his ethical and
professional duty for his client.

Basis of Judgment

Quickly summarized, to perform its mis-
sion, a permanent legal services structure
must couple independence for the program
with the security needed to assure its con-
tinuation.

Independence connotes: Freedom of a law-
yer to represent his client to the limits of
his ability within the bounds of professional
discretion, including a challenge to estab-
lished or favored institutions, laws or prac-
tices.

Freedom from any political intimidation
or retaliation for such representation what-
soever, including efforts to bar action against
public agencies.

Freedom for a legal services lawyer to rep-
resent his client pursuant to the Code of
Professional Responsibility and the highest
practices of the profession without interfer-
ence by any outside source, lay or legal. As
Disciplinary Rule 5-107(b) states:

“A lawyer shall not permit a person who
recommends, employs or pays him to render
legal services for another to direct his pro-
fessional judgment in rendering such legal
services.”

As Ethical Consideration EC5-23 amplifies
the issue:

“Since a lawyer must always be free to
exercise his professional judgment without
regard to the interest or motives of a third
person, the lawyer who is employed by one
to represent another must constantly guard
against erosion of his professional freedom."

By security is meant the establishment of
a permanent legal services structure with the
capacity to achieve governmental, public,
client and bar understanding of and sup-
port for the provocative and controversial
role of legal services in a free soclety.

Private, nonprofit jfederally aided
corporations

Perhaps the least known of all govern-
ment-affillated entitles, the federally-sup-
ported non-profit corporation enjoys a long
history. Since 1867, the federal government
has been the principal source of funds for
Howard Unlversity, a comprehensive univer-
sity organization located in the District of
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Columbia. Howard is governed by its own
trustees, selected independently from any
federal government source. The federal gov-
ernment has & similar relationship with an-
other private institution In the nation’s
capital—Gallaudet College, a higher institu-
tion for deaf perscns. Since 1879, Congress
has been making funds available to the
American Printing House for the Blind in
Louisville, a non-profit corporation, to assist
in the education of the blind by distributing
brallle books and other equipment,

Two well-known variations of the fed-
erally-assisted non-profit corporation are the
American Red Cross and the Smilthsonian
Institution. Congress chartered the Red
Cross to fulfill United States obligations
under the Geneva Convention and the Presi-
dent appoints the chairman and seven mems-
bers of the board of governors; however, the
Red Cross receives no direct federal funding
for its activities and thus provides an unde-
girable model for the Legal Services program.
The Smithsonian Institution, a charitable
non-profit corporation, has a dual status—
private and governmental. It administers a
number of federally-funded programs and,
in its private capacity, receives and adminis-
ters contracts and grants and accepts gifts
and bequests from non-federal sources. Its
governing body, the Board of Regents, in-
cludes the Vice President, the Chief Justlce,
three members of the Senate, three members
of the House, and six citizen members. All
in all, the Smithsonian presents an interest-
ing blending of both public and private fund-
ing to carry out actlvities in the public
interest.

The Corporation for Public Broadcasting

In January 1967, after a year of study, the
Carnegle Commission on Educational Tele-
vision concluded an exhaustive report on
public interest broadcasting. Significantly,
the Commission recommended extensive fed-
eral funding for television program produc-
tion, although recognizing the free speech
danger implicit in government participation
in the communications media.

“Because we contemplate federal assistance
to Public Television on a far larger scale
than at present, the pressing need arises to
identify the manner in which federal funds
will flow to the system. There is at once in-
volved in the relation between freedom of
expression, intimately and necesarily a con-
cern of Public Television, and federal sup-
port. (Carnegie Commission, Public Tele-
vision—A Program for Action, at pp. 36-37.)"

The Commission proposed the establish-
ment of a federally-chartered non-profit cor-
poration which would neither be an agency
nor an establishment of the United States
Government. The considerations of broad-
casting integrity that impelled the Carnegle
Commission to suggest such an entity are
equally relevant to the question of Legal
Services freedom.

Legislation embodying the Commission’s
report was introduced shortly after its issu-
ance, The following excerpts from the hear-
ings show that Congress was appraised of
and sensitive to the free speech problems in-
volved.

Fred Friendly, a television consultant to
the Ford Foundation posed the issue at the
Senate hearings:

“Of one thing we can be certain: Public
Television will rock the boat. There will be—
there should be—times when every man in
politics—Iincluding you—will wish that it had
never been created. But Public Television
should not have to stand the test of political
popularity at any given point in time. Iis
most precious right will be the right to rock
the boat. (Hearings before Communications
Subcommittee of Commerce Committee, U.S.
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Senate, April 11, 1967, 90th Congress, 1st Ses-
slon, 8. 1190, at p. 173.) (Emphasis added.)"”

At the hearings Senator Hugh Scott (Pa.)
recognized the necessity for

“. . . total freedom, if that could be ob-
tained, in programming and in the presenta-
tion of ideas and in the protection of
thought we hate, protection of the unpleas-
ant, the protection of the Lar Dallys of this
country, for example, who like to get out in
uniforms and run for office, the protection
of the oddball, beatnik, crackpot, jackass,
fool, the protection of anybody. (Hearings, at
Pp. 151.) (Emphasis added.)"

Better eredos could not be stated for the
Legal Services program.

Both the House and Senate Committees
recognized in their reports the compelling
need for the government to keep its hands
off the operations of the corporation. As
stated In the House report:

“How can the Federal Government provide
a source of funds to pay part of the cost of
educational broadcasting and not control the
final product? That question is answered in
the bill by the creation of a non-profit edu-
cational broadcasting corporation.

“Every witness who discussed the operation
of the Corporation agreed that funds for pro-
grams should not be provided directedly by
the Federal Government. It was generally
agreed that a non-profit Corporation, di-
rected by a Board of Directors, none of whom
will be Government employees, will provide
the most effective insulation from Govern-
ment control or influence over the expendi-
ture of funds. (HR. 90-794, Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce, on Public
Broadcasting Act of 1967, August 21, 1967,
90th Congress, 1st Session, at p. 15.)"

CONCLUSION

Judge Learned Hand taught that unless
the spirit of liberty dwells within the hearts
and minds of men, no court can be its ulti-
mate protector. Similarly, unless legal serv-
ices has wide-spread public and official sup-
port and understanding, no entity will with-
stand adverse pressures. However, within the
ambit of this overriding warning, the pro-
posed Corporation for Legal Services affords
the greatest promise of independence coupled
with permanence. It presents an opportunity
to the nation to make a lasting unequivocal
commitment to the concept of justice for
all. The capacity of this society to ventilate
internal pressures through traditional modes
rests in part on this choice.

AsH CouNciL MEMO ON THE LEGAL BERVICES
PROGRAM

BACKGROUND

The Legal Services Program is administered
by the Office of Economic Opportunity under
the specific authority of the Economic Op-
portunity Act. Its purpose is *. . , to further
the cause of justice among persons living in
poverty"” by providing advice, representation,
counseling, education and other appropriate
legal services for the poor.

The program operates through grants to
local, nonprofit legal services corporations
which have on their boards of directors rep-
resentatives of both the legal profession and
the clientele served by the program. A recent
report showed 268 neighborhood offices
staffed by 2,000 lawyers. Appropriations for
1970 are $54 million.

The Legal Services Program is an attempt
to extend the benefits of the traditional
adversary process to those who otherwise
would not have the ability to seek redress
of their grievances within the framework of
our legal system. As such, the program has
strong and continuing support of its cllents
and of the American Bar Association which
has frequently testified before Congress in
behalf of the program.
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Both the Advisory Commission on Civil
Disorders and the Commission on the Causes
and Prevention of Violence supported ex-
pansion of the program to help make the
legal system a more effective avenue through
which the poor might have their complaints
adjudicated.

The President's message on the reorgani-
zation of the Office of Economic Opportunity
of August 11, 1969, stated that:

The sluggishness of many institutions—
at all levels of society—In responding to the
needs of individual citizens is one of the
central problems of our time. Disadvantaged
persons in particular must be assisted so that
they fully understand the lawful means of
making their needs known and having those
needs met. This goal will be better served by
a separate Legal Services Program, one which
can test new approaches to this important
challenge.

* ® - L -

The nature of some actions, particularly
those which involve challenges to administra-
tive procedures or statutes often involves a
confrontation with established authority.
Thus the program Is not free of controversy.

With this in mind, it is our view that the
continued development of the Legal Serv-
ices Program will depend to a large degree
on the organizational arrangement under
which this activity will be conducted.

The Office of Economic Opportunity as an
organizational location for legal services

The Office of Economic Opportunity pro-
vided an excellent location for the initiation
and maturing of the Legal Services Program.
As part of the Community Action Program,
it was assured funding as it developed a
broad base of support and experimented
with a variety of operating techniques.

While the bulk of Legal Services cases
concern domestic relations, garnishment and
landlord-tenant relations, the important class
action cases or actions in behalf of clients
agalnst Federal, State or local government
agencies have aroused public attention. These
cases have raised a difficult issue: should
an agency whose program is sponsored and
funded by the Federal Government be per-
mitted to undertake suits against other
units of government? Despite the program’s
success in forestalling Congressional at-
tempts to limit its freedom of action, this
issue will remain a subject of political con-
troversy so long as the Legal Services Pro-
gram remains in the Executive Branch.

A second problem concerns the retention
of the Legal Services Program in the Execu-
tive Office of the President. In our Memo-
randum for the President of October 26,
1970, we recommended that operating pro-
grams of the Executive Office of the Pres-
ident be transferred to appropriate operat-
ing agencies of the Executive Branch. In
this Memorandum, we recommend placing
all other operating programs of the Office
of Economic Opportunity within either the
proposed Departments of Human Resources
or Community Development. The proposed
transfer of these programs breaks the orga-
nizational tie between the Legal Services
Program and other programs offering spe-
cialized services to the poor.

Retention of this one operating program
within the Executive Office of the President
would be inconsistent with the concepts dis-
cussed In our Memorandum of October 26,
1970, on the Executive Office of the President.
As important, it would leave in the Presi-
dent’s hands the need to resolve those con-
troversies which the Legal Services Program
may generate and which, by the nature of
how they arose, are better left to the courts.

Other organizational alternatives

In examining alternative organizational lo-
cations for the Legal Services Program, we

March 18, 1971

considered how well each would meet the
criteria that we believe are necessary for the
continued success of the program. These cri-
teria are:

Maintenance of high professional stand-
ards;

Broad participation and support of the
legal profession;

Responsiveness to the client group;

Ability to attract competent lawyers;

Maintenance of high professional stand-
ards;

Avoldance of conflict of interest by sepa-
rating the roles of the parties in the adver-
sary process; and

Visibility, to assist in reducing levels of
social tension in soclety.

One alternative considered was the trans-
fer of the Legal Services Program to either
the proposed Department of Human Re-
sources or the Department of Community
Development. Such a transfer would parallel
our recommendations for transfer of other
Office of Economic Opportunity operating
programs.,

We believe, however, that subordination of
this program within a line department,
would reduce its visibility and hence its
symbolic importance, Furthermore, it would
place within the Departments, a program
funding lawyers whose caseload would at
times involve suits against agencies within
the same department. This we view as a
conflict of interest that would inhibit the
proper functioning of the program. Also,
within either department, the objectives of
the Legal Services Program could become
subordinated to the mission of that depart-
ment.

A second alternative considered was the
transfer of the program to the Department
of Justice. This location would place the
program within a larger legal context and
might encourage increased Iinvolvement of
the legal profession in the program. How-
ever, the conflict of interest problems aris-
ing in cases between Federal agencies and
clients of attorneys in the program would be
substantial, The Department of Justice is
Counsel to the Executive Branch and would
in most instances represent the Federal
agency in such cases. To have the attorneys
for both sides funded by the same depart-
ment and ultimately reporting to the same
Cabinet member would create real or ap-
parent conflicts of interest that could se-
verely impair the effectiveness of the pro-
gram and raise serious questions as to the
fairness of the system.

Another alternative considered was the
creation of an Office of Public Advocate
within the Federal Judiciary. This alterna-
tive was rejected for two reasons, First, such
an arrangement would create at least the
appearance of a special relationship between
the courts and a particular client group, thus
glving rise to questions of partiality by the
courts. Secondly, an important distinction
should be made between a system which pro-
vides for representation of clients in cases
before the courts such as the Public Defender
system and the more active assistance pro-
vided by Legal Services attorneys on a broad
range of social i1ssues. This latter role, in our
view, is incompatible with the passive re-
sponsibilities of the judiciary.

The council's view

We have concluded that achievement of
the objectives of the Legal Services Program
will be served best by granting the program
independent status.

Accordingly:

We recommend the transfer of the Legal
Services Program to a monprofit corporation
chartered by Congress.

. . . Granting corporate status to the
Legal Services Program would remove it one
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step from the political process, while at the
same time, guaranteeing the necessary gov-
ernment support. Equally important, such a
move would give the program greater visi-
bility and in so doing, signal recognition of
the importance of the concept that all citi-
zens should have the ability to participate
within our legal system.

We believe that this recommendation is
consistent with the best interests of the pro-
gram and its clients and with Administration
policy.

IMPLEMENTATION

The Economic Opportunity Act provides
that the authority for delegation does not
extend to the Legal Services Program, There-
fore, any transfer of the program would re-
quire legislation. The legislation to establish
a publie corporation could be modeled on the
amendments to the Communications Act of
1934 which established the Public Broadcast-
ing Corporation and should be considered in
connection with the Administration's review
of the Economic Opportunity Act in 1971,

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS—NATIONAL
LecAL SERVICES CORPORATION ACT

Section 1, Short Title: Legal Services Cor-
poration Act: authorizing a National Legal
Bervices Corporation by amending the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964.

Section 2, Establishes Title IX to the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964 entitled “Na-
tional Legal Services Corporation.”

Section 801, Declaration of Policy:

(1) it is in the public interest to encour-
age and promote resort to attorneys and ap-
propriate institutions for the orderly resolu-
tion of grievances and as a means of securing
orderly change, responsiveness and reform;

(2) many low income Americans are un-
able to afford the cost of legal services or of
access to appropriate institutions;

(3) access to legal services and appropriate
institutions for all citizens of the United
States not only is a matter of private and
local concern, but also is of appropriate and
important concern to the Federal Govern-
ment;

(4) the integrity of the attorney-client
relationship and of the adversary system of
justice in the United States require that the
performance and provision of legal services
be free from political interference;

(5) existing legal services programs have
provided economical, effective, and compre-
hensive legal services to the client commu-
nity so as to bring about a peaceful resolu-
tion of grievances through resort to orderly
means of change;

(6) a private nonprofit corporation should
be created to encourage the avallability of
legal services and appropriate institutions to
all citizens of the United States, free from
extraneous interference and control.

Section 902, Establishment of Corporation:
Establishes a non-profit Corporation, under
the laws of the District of Columbia, which
will not be an agency or establishment of
the United States Government.

Section 903—Process of Incorporation:
There is established an incorporating trustee-
ship made up of the President and Presi-
dent-Elect of the American Bar Assoclation,
and the Presidents of the National Legal Ald
and Defender Association, American Associa-
tion of Law Schools, American Trial Lawyers
Association, and National Bar Association.
The incorporating trusteeship shall, within
sixty days after enactment, establish an
eleven member Clients Advisory Council
from among persons recommended by the
Boards of Directors of existing Legal Services
programs and who are representative of the
client community. Similarly, the trustees
shall establish a Project Attorneys Advisory
Council. Within ninety days of enactment
the Clients and Project Attorneys Advisory
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Council will select three representatives to
serve on the Corporation's Board of Directors.

Section 904—Directors and Officers: The
Corporation shall have a Board of Directors
made up of nineteen persons, one of whom
shall be elected annually by the Board to
serve as Chairman. Five members of the
Board are appointed by the President with
the advice and consent of the Senate. One
member by the Chief Justice of the United
States after consultation with the Judicial
Conference of the United States. Six mem-
bers serve by virtue of their office (Presidents
of the ABA, NLADA, American Association of
Law Schools, American Trial Lawyers Asso-
ciation, and National Bar Association) and
the President-Elect of the American Bar As-
sociation. Six members are chosen by the
Clients and Project Attorney's Advisory
Councils (three members each). The Execu-
tive Director of the Corporation is a voting
member of the Board of Directors. The term
of office for a Director is three years. The
initial Board will be so constituted that
members will have staggered terms of one,
two, and three years. The Executive Direc-
tor, selected by the Board of Directors, shall
be an attorney and no individual can serve
in this position for a period which exceeds
six years.

Section 905—Advisory Couneil; Executive
Committee: Establishing Clients and Project
Attorneys Advisory Councils selected in ac-
cordance with procedures promulgated by
the Board of Directors. The Board of Direc-
tors shall also establish an Executive Com-
mittee of five members.

Section 906—Activities and Powers of the
Corporation:

(a) (1) Provide financial assistance to
programs furnishing legal services to the
cllent community,

(a) (2) Carry out programs, including re-
search, tralning, technical assistance, and
law school clinical assistance, to improve the
provision of services to the cllent community.

(a) (3) Increase opportunity for legal
education for individuals who are economs-
fcally disadvantaged or members of minority
groups.

(a) (4) Co-ordinate activities in various
parts of the country through information
collection and dissemination.

(a) (5) Assist and coordinate all Federal
programs for the provision of legal services
to the client community by reviewing and
making recommendations upon (a) grants
and contracts concerning legal services and
(b) proposed legislative or executive action.

(a) (6) Assure that attorneys paid in
whole or in part by funds from the Corpora-
tion owe the same duty to cllents and enjoy
the same protection from interference as if
the attorney was directly employed by the
client.

(a) (7) Establish policies which assure
the professional quality of the attorneys and
adherence to the Canons of Ethics.

(a) (8) Establish ellgibility standards for
clients with first priority on those who are
destitute or extremely poor.

(b) The Corporation is further authorized
to make grants, contracts, and enter into
cooperative agreements. Promulgate regula-
tlons approving grants and contracts using
criteria regarding (1) the most economical,
effective, and comprehensive dellvery of serv-
ices (2) peaceful and orderly methods of
seeking change and (3) maximum utilization
of organizations presently delivering legal
services. Insure that the Board of Directors
of grantees are made of 2 majority of attor-
neys and at least one-third representatives
of the client community.

Section 907—Non-Profit and Non-Political
Nature of the Corporation: The Corporation
may not contribute to or support any politi-
cal party or candidate for elective public
office.
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Section 908—Access to Records and Docu-
ments Related to the Corporation: Full ac-
cess to records is insured. The Corporation
is subject to the provisions of the Freedom
of Information Act as long as consistent with
the Canons of Ethics and the ABA Code of
Professional Responsibility.

Secticn 209, Financing: Authorizes funds
to be appropriated for payment to the Cor-
poration as may be necessary for any fiscal
year, including funds to assist the Corpora-
tion in meeting its organizational expenses.
The proposed Act also reserves and makes
available not less than $140 million for the
first fiscal year of operation and $170 million
for fiscal year 1973. Funds made available
to the Corporation under this Act shall re-
main available until expended.

Section 910, Records and Audits of the
Corporation and the Reciplents of Assistance:
Authorizes annual audit by the GAO and re-
quires Comptroller General to make an an-
nual audit report to Congress.

Section 811, Reports to Congress: An an-
nual report shall be prepared for the Presi-
dent and the Congress.

Section 812, Definitions: “Client Commu-
nity” means that group of individuals not
able to obtaln private legal counsel because
of inadequate financial means; in estab-
lishing eligibility standards for clients, the
Corporation must give first priority to those
who are destitute or extremely poor.

“Legal Services" Includes legal advice, legal
representation, legal research, education
concerning legal rights and responsibilities
and similar legal activities.

Sectlon 913, Federal Control: Prohibits
Federal control over the Corporation or its
smployees.

Section 3—During the first year of opera-
tion the Director of OEO shall take such ac-
tion as may be necessary to arrange for the
orderly continuance by the Corporation of
the Legal Services Program.

Section 4—See Financing sectlion in this
analysis.

BAN SPORTS ON CLOSED CIRCUIT TV

(Mr. ASPIN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. ASPIN. Mr, Speaker, next Wednes-
day, March 24, I will be introducing a bill
which would ban the production of major
sports events on closed circuit television
in order to keep professional sports on
home TV and radio. This bill would pre-
vent the future showing of chamiponship
fights, superbowls, world’s series games,
and other major sports events on closed
circuit TV. The purpose of the ban would
be to force promoters to turn to public
network television and radio for the
broadcast of all major sports. In other
words, this bill would keep professional
sports in America open to all sports fans,
not just a select few,

The exorbitant profits made by a hand-
ful of professional promoters from the
recent Ali-Frazier fight were, I believe,
totally unjustified and were responsible
for numerous lawsuits and the illegal
counterfeiting and scalping of tickets
at incredible prices. I believe the way the
Ali-Frazier fight was promoted seriously
injured the public’s image of professional
boxing and of professional sports in gen-
eral. I believe that the $20 million or more
expectec profits from the Ali-Frazier
fight will represent an enormous tempta-
tion for other sports to follow suit and
produce their events on closed circuit TV.
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After all, if a championship fight can
reap such amazing profits, so could a
superbowl, a world’s series games, or an
NBA championship game. When we reach
that point, however, spectator sports
would become the province of the rich
and the boon of the professional pro-
moter. The only losers would be the vast
majority of American sports fans.

I believe my bill would prevent such an
absurd situation from arising. It would
place closed circuit TV in the same cate-
gory as pay TV, which is handled by
the Broadcast Bureau within the Federal
Communications Commission. At pres-
ent, closed circuit TV comes under the
jurisdiction of the FCC’s Common Car-
rier Bureau, which regulates such non-
public areas of communications as the
telephone industry. Under my hill, pro-
moters of major sports events would
be required to accept the highest bid
from a television network for the broad-
cast of a sports event. The only excep-
tion to the closed circuit TV ban would
apply if the Broadcast Bureau deter-
mined that the anticipated profits from
a live network broadcast—along with
other expected receipts, such as gate re-
ceipts) would not be sufficient to justify
the holding of the sports event. In that
case, which would be extremely rare, I
think, the FCC would allow for the
production of fhat event on closed cir-
cuit TV.

There is no question that under my
bill the profits of, say, future champion-
ship fights would be significantly re-
duced. But the fact that the boxers
themselves might only make a half mil-
lion dollars apiece from a network TV
contract, instead of $2.5 million from a
closed ecircuit production, would hardly
be a deterrent to the holding of their
matches.

There is a critical need for the passage
of this preventive legislation before the
lure of these unprecedented profits ex-
tends to other major spectator sports. If
that occurs, remedial legislation would
be terribly difficult to pass in the face
of intense opposition from the powerful
vested interests who would favor the
continuance of closed circuit produc-
tions.

This is one instance where the threat
to the public good is clear and immedi-
ate, and where preventive legislation—
taken now by Congress—would be both
politically feasible and effective in keep-
ing spectator sports open to the general
public. It would be the height of irony
if sports fans were further excluded
from viewing their teams while, at the
same time, their tax money was going
for the construction and maintenance of
bigger and more modern stadiums for
their teams to play in.

Mr. Speaker, I will be working hard in
the near future for the passage of this
important legislation. I believe that the
chances for its passage this session could
be surprisingly decent if public support
of this bill is as strong as I hope it will
be and if we in Congress are sensitive to
the people’s best interests.

WHITHER INDIA AND INDIRA

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

point in the Recorp, and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, India has
voted socialist straight down the line,
giving Prime Minister Indira Gandhi
complete control of that country’s gov-
ernment. Her electoral success is being
hailed by the press as one of the extraor-
dinary political achievements of post-
independence India. Mrs. Gandhi has
outstanding ability, and she is endowed
with great appeal to the people of India
from the fact that her father was Nehru
and because of the name which she
bears. What is not being said about her
victory is that Mrs. Gandhi won through
an emotional appeal to the country’s
poor. They think she is going to take
from the “haves” and give to the “have-
nots.” Ninety percent of the people of
India are extremely poor, and it follows
that they would vote for the person who
promised them most, particularly if they
trust that person. They would also have
voted for her as a conservative or a
middle-of-the-road candidate, and in
fact they did so for years.

America, as a capitalist country, can
have some earnest reservations about the
course which the Government of India is
now expected to follow. Nationalization
of more of the country's principal in-
dustries is now in prospect. The distress-
ing part of it is that there just are not
enough assests in India for universal
sharing. When this fact finally dawns on
the people, there could be resentment,
even violence, and the next step could be
communism for that country.

NATIONAL WILDFIRE DISASTER
FUND

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp, and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Speaker, there is an
area in forest fire control programs
which should have more emphasis and
adequate funding. I refer to the fire pro-
tection problems known as wildfires.

These are fires of catastrophic pro-
portions which can occur whenever there
are adverse combinations of high tem-
perature, low humidity, protracted
drought, and gale force winds. At such
times any open flame may be fanned into
a fire that destroys millions of dollars
worth of property and endangers the
lives of many people.

Examples of such disasters are the
Peshtigo fire of 1871 which burned over
more than 1 million acres and killed 1,500
people. A decade later a similar confla-
gration burned a million acres in Mich-
igan and killed 119 people. The Hinckley
fire of 1884 claimed 418 lives in Min-
nesota. The great Idaho fire of 1910
blackened 3 million acres.

In more recent years, the Bar Harbor
fire of 1947 destroyed over 200,000 acres
in Maine and killed 16 persons. South
Carolina had an emergency situation in
1966. The Idaho fires of 1967 reached
disaster proportions because of frequent
lightning strikes during extreme burn-
ing conditions. Last year severe fires rav-
aged eastern Washington and southern
California.

No part of this country is immune to
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fires of disaster proportions. By the same
token no single fire control agency, Fed-
eral, State, or private, can afford the cost
of maintaining sufficient reserve equip-
ment and manpower to combat a fire of
disaster proportions.

Needed is a national program for wild-
fire control. Such a program should es-
tablish national guidelines for organizing
all firefighting agencies into a disaster
fire network. Every State should have a
plan for forecasting, mobilizing, and or-
ganizing for emergency fire situations.
Funds for emergency use should be avail-
able for instant use.

I offer such a program for your con-
sideration. I am introducing a bill which
I feel would provide important steps to-
ward the control of disaster from wild-
fires. I include a copy of the measure
in the REcorp at this point:

H.R. 6389
A Dbill to provide for the establishment and
administration of a national wildfire dis-
aster control fund

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

Secrion 1. There 1s hereby authorized an
emergency fund in the amount of $10,000,000
to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-
culture, until expended, for the purposes de=
scribed below to supplement the efforts of
State and local governments in the preven-
tion, control, and suppression of forest and
grass fires on private and public property
when, in the discretion of the Secretary, such
additional assistance is deemed necessary.

(1) Fire emergency preparation including
planning, administrative, supply and other
activities designed to Increase capablilities
for quick and effective action in the event
of a fire emergency.

(2) Control and suppression of disaster
or potentially disastrous fires on forests,
ranges, and intermingled agricultural lands
upon request of State or local government
officials when regular and emergency fire
control resources are considered potentially
or actually inadequate or have been ex-
hausted.

Sec. 2. The appropriation of such moneys
for the initial establishment of the fund
and for its replenishment on an annual basis
is hereby authorized: Provided, That pend-
ing such appropriation of said sum, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture may allot, from exist-
ing appropriations, such funds as may be
necessary for the immediate prosecution of
work herein authorized, such appropriation
to be reimbursed from the appropriation
herein authorized when made,

Bec. 3. The authority conferred by this
Act, and any funds provided hereunder, shall
be supplementary to, and not in substitution
for, nor in limitation of, any other authority
conferred or funds provided under any other
law.

THE PLEDGE TO SOUTH-WEST
AFRICA

(Mr. MORSE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REecorp, and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to direct the attention of my colleagues
to an informed and enlightened article
on South-West Africa which appeared in
the Washington Post this morning. The
author, Mr. Ernest A. Gross, has impres-
sive credentials to comment on this sub-
ject by virtue of his previous service as
Assistant Secretary of State and U.S.
Delegate to the United Nations. Mr. Gross




March 18, 1971

presents a logical and cogent argument
that South Africa has violated the terms
of its mandate over South-West Africa
by extending apartheid to the territory
and by refusing to account to the United
Nations as required by a 1950 opinion of
the International Court of Justice. I trust
that these points will be given careful
consideration by the Court in its current
consideration of the Security Council’s
request for an advisory opinion on the
legal consequences for states of South
Africa’s continued presence in the ter-
ritory. The text of the article follows:

THE PLEDGE TO SoUTH-WEST AFRICA
(By Ernest A, Gross)

United States policy in regard to South
West Africa (Namibia) has been assailed by
Mr. Dean Acheson on the ground that “if the
United States does intend eventually to try
to coerce South Africa out of South West
Africa, it is following a path to huge and
gratultous folly” (Washington Post, Jan.
2). Mr, Acheson's strictures, harsh and mar-
red by factual error, omit any reference what-
ever to the central moral and legal issue:
South Africa's persistent violation of Its
Mandate—a trust assumed on behalf of the
international community—to *promote to
the utmost the material and moral well-be=-
ing and the soclal progress of the inhabi-
tants” of the Territory of SBouth West Africa.

Mr. Acheson, when Secretary of State,
characterized the problem as “perplexing,’
and the dilemma posed for the United States
(and the United Nations) has nof abated
in the two decades since he left office. The
source of perplexity is easy to define. The
United States, together with all other U.N.
members, is pledged to protect the rights of
the peoples of an international trust terri-
tory, in the face of South Africa's obdurate
refusal either to honor those rights or to
respect the authority of the Organization
upon which the trust is laid.

The apartheid policy, which South Africa
applies as rigorously in this international
territory as In South Africa itself, excludes
“non-whites” (the large majority of the
population) from any effective participation
in political life. It imposes limits upon their
economic and social progress and forbids
them under criminal sanction, to form of
join labor organizations to seek improve-
ment of their condition. It denies educa-
tional opportunities essential to qualify for
sclentific or technical skills and denies them
entry into a large number of professions. It
prohibits their emigration, while limiting at
home their freedom of movement and of
residence, by means of an onerous and de-
grading “pass system."”

Needless to say, such a policy has been
condemned, officially and universally, as a
grave breach of the Mandate.

Moreover, South Africa has refused to ac-
count to the United Nations in respect of its
administration of the territory, despite a
19560 Opinion of the International Court of
Justice that it was under an obligation to do
s0. The court's declision fully sustained the
views of the United States in this regard,
submitted to the court in a statement
cleared by then Becretary of State Dean
Acheson.

At last, on October 28, 1966, the U.N, Gen-
eral Assembly acknowledged the obvious
futility of further efforts to persuade South
Africa to fulfill its obligations under the
Mandate. The Assembly decided that, by
reason of its material breach and, indeed, by
its own disavowal of the Mandate, South
Africa had forfeited all right to continue to
administer the Territory. The Assembly de-
creed that, with the termination of the Man-
date, the Territory was to come "“under the
direct responsibility of the United Nations.”
An Ad Hoe Committee was established to
recommend “practical means” for the ad-
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ministration of the Territory, until the in-
habitants could exercise their right of self-
determination and achieve independence,

The territory thus becomes the only area
on the surface of the earth over which the
United Nations has asserted a direct respon-
sibility of government. The decislon, taken
with near unanimity and with the full con-
currence of the United States, is to be seen
as the product of a long-smouldering sense
of frustration and moral outrage. There was
no illusion concerning the nature of the
obstacles for the enforcement of this
“sacred trust of civilization,” so long be-
trayed by the power in control and in pos-
session.

The United States representative on the
ad hoc committee for South West Africa, in
1967, was Willlam Rogers, the present Secre-
tary of State. In his opening statement to
the committee, Mr. Rogers declared that it
was the responsibility of the United Nations
to provide the people of South West Africa
“with the best practical means—and the
emphasis must be on the word ‘practical’—
of exercising their right to self-determina-
tion and independence.”

To be sure, standards of practicality in
matters of essentlally moral and human con-
cern are to be measured against a flexible
yardstick. Few, If any, responsible persons
would advocate the use of outside military
force to “coerce South Africa out of South
West Africa,” in Mr. Acheson’s phrase. But
how many would counsel supine acqules-
cence in South Africa’s deflance of the con-
firmed authority of the United Nations to
bring relief to the oppressed inhabitants of
a territory Impressed with an international
trust?

As is true of all struggles for human rights
and freedoms, regeneration must take place
from within the soclal order, which is the
primary architect of its own change. Never-
theless, the international society—rudimen-
tary as it is—cannot passively accept an evil
anachronism, without impairing its own in-
tegrity and stunting its own growth. It must
bring to bear all practicable pressures, short
of force, with the hope of inducing, even if
it cannot compel, necessary change.

Many such political, economic and moral
pressures are available to the United States,
as well as to other of SBouth Africa’s major
trading partners.

The United States government has an-
nounced that export-import guarantees
would not be available for trade with the
territory and that American investments
made after the termination of the Mandate
would not be protected against claims of a
“future lawful government.” Tax and trade
treaties with South Africa should be re-
garded as inoperative insofar as they pur-
port to extend to the territory.

The U.N. Council for Namibia, which has
superseded the earller committee, should be
strengthened by added personnel and re-
sources. It should assist and train Namibian
leaders, both at home and in exile, to shape
economic and political institutions requisite
for an independent state. The council will
gain in stature and effectiveness if the
United States agrees to become a member,
as 1t thus far has declined to do. A Namiblan
government-in-exile should be fostered. All
U.N. members should honor Namiblan pass-
ports, validated by the United Natlons.

These measures are merely illustrative of
the many open to the international commu-
nity, if 1t is determined—as the United
States promised at the time of the General
Assembly decision in 1966—"to bring practli-
cal relief to the people of South West Africa
in their time of need.”

When the United States sought to con-
serve forelgn exchange it did not hestiate to
prohibit all new direct investment in South
Africa. Can it be sald that measures adopted
in order to correct the balance of payment
are a “gratultous folly” If designed to re-
dress the balance of justice?
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. JonEs of North Carolina (at the
request of Mr. Boges) for today on ac-
count of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HiLris) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr, FinpLEY, for 5§ minutes, today.

Mr. VanpeR JacT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr, HarsHa, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Ruppk, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MurrEY of Illinois) and to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. Furron of Tennessee, for 30 min-
utes, today.

Mr. Rarick, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. MurpaY of Illinois, for 10 min=-
utes, today.

Mr, Gonzarez, for 10 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
Mr. HorIFIerd in two instances and to
include extraneous matter.

Mr. LEGGETT and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr, BorLanp to revise and extend re-
marks made in the Committee of the
Whole.

Mr. HorTON fo revise and extend re-
marks during debate today right affer
Mr. ConTE and to include extraneous ma-
terial.

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Hrrris) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. PETTIS.

Mr. puPONT.

Mr. HocaN in five instances.

Mr. RIEGLE.

Mr. RatLsBack in two instances.

Mr, Hosmer in two instances.

Mr. Wymax in two instances.

Mr. AxpErsoN of Illinois in three in-
stances.

Mr. FreNzEL in two instances.

Mrs. HeEckLER of Massachusetts.

Mr. DErRWINSKI in two instances.

Mr. Price of Texas in three instances.

Mr, Ke1TH in six instances.

Mr. WHITEHURST in two instances.

Mr, WARE.

Mr, WYLIE.

Mr. DUNCAN.

Mr. CEAMBERLAIN in two instances.

Mr. RosisoN of New York.

Mr. BROTZMAN.

Mr. O’EKOoNSKI.

Mr. MzeLL in three instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MurpHY of Illinois), and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. ANNUNZIO.

Mr. WirLriam D. Forp in six instances.

Mr. Baoirro in three instances.
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Mr. Vanik in two instances.
Mr, Sisk in two instances.
Mr. Ryax in three instances.
Mr, AnpersoN of California in two in-
stances.
Mr. HARRINGTON in two instances,
Mr. RousH in two instances.
Mr. HamruTon in 10 instances.
Mr. Pryor of Arkansas in two in-
stances.

Mr, DingeLL in four instances.
Mr. MATSUNAGA,
Mr. HAWKINS.
Mr. CorMAN in two instances.
Mr. WOLFF.
Mr. Gaypos in five instances.
Mrs. ABZUG.
Mr. ELUcZYNSKI in two instances.

. FOUNTAIN.

. GONZALEZ,

. Ropino in two instances.

. BENNETT in two instances.

. PorcELL in two instances.

. SCHEUER.

. JARMAN in two instances.

. Hacan in two instances.

. DENHOLM in three instances.

. FOLEY.

. Long of Maryland.

. Brarnik in two instances.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to: accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 19 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, March 22, 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:

438. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to amend titles 10, 82, and 87, United
States Code, with respect to accountability
and responsibility for U.S. property, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

439. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Installations and Hous-
ing), transmitting notice of the location,
nature, and estimated cost of various facili-
ties projects proposed to be undertaken for
the Air National Guard, pursuant to 10
U.S.C. 2233a(1); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

440. A Jetter from the Director, Office of
Economie Opportunity, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to provide for the
continuation of programs authorized under
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

441. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation expressing the sense of the Con-
gress with respect to motor vehicle insurance
and an accldent compensation system; to
the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce.

442, A letter from the Chalrman, American
Revolution Bicentennial Commission, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend the joint resclution establishing the
American Revolution Bicentennial Commis-
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slon, as amended; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

443. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to amend the Publlc Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965, to extend
the authorizations for titles I through V
through fiscal year 1972; to the Committee
on Public Works.

444, A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to make permanent
the provision in the Social Security Act for
providing assistance for U.S. citizens re-
turned from forelgn countries; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

RECEIVED FroM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

445. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on the acquisition of major weapons systems
by the Department of Defense; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ABBITT:

H.R. 6357. A bill to support the price of
milk at 90 percent of the parity price for
the period beginning April 1, 1871, and end-
ing March 31, 1972; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

H.R. 6358. A bill to facilitate the entry into
the United States of allens who are brothers
and sisters of U.S. citizens; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ASPINALL (for himself, Mr.
Jorwnson of California, Mr. SAYLOR,
and Mr. HosMEeR) (by request) :

H.R. 6359. A bill to amend the Water Re-
sources Planning Act to authorize increased
appropriations; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr.
SteicEr of Wisconsin, Mr. BIESTER,
Mr. BrapEmMAs, Mr, Cray, Mr, ConN-
ABLE, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. WILLIAM
D. Forp, Mr. PReYER of North Caro-
lina, Mr. RAILSBACK, Mr. ABOUREZK,
Mrs. Aszuc, Mr. AnpErsoN of Call-
fornia, Mr. AnNpERsoN of Illinois, Mr.
AsHLEY, Mr. BapiLLo, Mr. BERGLAND,
Mr. Borrmng, Mr. Brown of Ohlo,
Mr. CarNEY, Mr. CoLriEr, Mr. Cor-
MAN, Mr. CouveHLIN, Mr. DELLEN-
BACK, and Mr. DELLUMS) :

H.R.6360. A bill to amend the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 to authorize a legal
services program by establishing a National
Legal Services Corporation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin (for
himself, Mr. Meeps, Mr. Dices, Mr.
DiNgeELL, Mrs, DWYER, Mr. ECKEHARDT,
Mr. Epwagrps of California, Mr. EscH,
Mr. FisH, Mr. FoLEY, Mr. FORSYTHE,
Mr. Fraser, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. GREEN
of Pennsylvania, Mr. GupEg, Mr. Har-
PERN, Mr. HANSEN of Idaho, Mr, Har-
RINGTON, Mr, HATHAWAY, Mr. Haw-
KINS, Mr. HELsTOSKI, Mr. Hicks of
Washington, Mr. HowaArp, Mr. KEmP,
and Mr. KocH) :

H.R. 6361. A bill to amend the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 to authorize a legal
services program by establishing a National
Legal Bervices Corporation, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr.
StEiIGER of Wisconsin, Mr. McDang,
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. METCALFE, Mr.
Mrxva, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr, MORSE,
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Mr. MosHER, Mr. Moss, Mr. OpeY,
Mr. O'Konsgl, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. PIKE,
Mr, Poperr, Mr. PrYor of Arkansas,
Mr. Rees, Mr. REmn of New York,
Mr, RHODES, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. ROSEN-
THAL, Mr. Roy, Mr, RoyBAL, and Mr.
RUPFE) :

H.R. 6362. A bill to amend the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 to authorize a legal
services program by establishing a National
Legal Bervices Corporation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin (for
himself, Mr. Meeps, Mr. Ryan, Mr.
SARBANES, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. SCHWEN-
GEL, Mr. Smre of New York, Mr.
Stoxkes, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. UpaLL,
Mr, Warnie, Mr. WmNALL, Mr.
Charles H, WiLson, Mr. WoLFF, Mrs.
CHisHOLM, and Mr, Rosinson of New
York) :

HR.6363. A bill to amend the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 to authorize a legal
service program by establishing a Natlonal
Legal Services Corporation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. BROOMFIELD:

H.R.6364. A bill to provide a maximum
age for persons to be seated as a Member
of the House of Representatives; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

H.R.6365. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to include dental
care, eye care, dentures, eyeglasses, and
hearing aids among the benefits provided by
the insurance program established by part B
of such title; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr, CELLER:

H.R. 6366. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to facilitate the
entry of foreign tourists into the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself, Mr.
Witriam D, Forp, Mr, EarTH, Mr.
McCroskEY, Mr. Moss, Mr. Neozr, Mr.
ReUss, and Mr, SAYLOR) :

H.R. 6367. A bill to amend the Department
of Transportation Act in order to modify the
national policy with respect to the protection
of lands traversed in developing transporta-
tion plans; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. DOW:

H.E. 6368. A bill to authorize and direct
the Administrator of the General Services
Administration to prescribe regulations with
respect to the amount of recycled material
contained in ‘paper procured by executive
agencles; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. ERLENBORN (for himself, Mr.
Brown of Ohlo, Mr. McDonALD of
Michigan, and Mr. HALPERN) :

H.R. 6369. A Dbill to establish an Office of
Consumer Affairs in the Executive Office of
the President and a Bureau of Consumer
Protection in order to secure within the
Federal Government effective protection and
representation of the interests of consumers,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. ERLENBORN (for himself, Mr.
Corrier, and Mr. CONABLE) :

H.R. 6370. A bill to amend titles X, XVI,
and XIX of the Social Security Act so as to
limit, for purposes of determining need of an
individual for aid under any State program
established pursuant to any of such titles, to
specified relatives of such individual the per-
sons whose financial responsibility for such
individual may be taken into account; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FRENZEL:

H.R. 6371. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.
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By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee (for
himself, Mr. BranTonN, Mr. BAKER,
Mr. BucHANAN, Mr. BurRxE of Flor-
ida, Mr. ByYroN, Mr. HANSEN of
Idaho, Mr. ARENDS, Mr, SCHERLE, Mr.
MaAYNE, Mr, CAFFERY, Mr. McDoONALD
of Michigan, Mr. BroOMFIELD, Mr.
Ruppe, Mr. MoNTGOMERY, Mr, GALI-
FIANAKIS, Mr, TAYLOR, Mr. LATTA, Mr,
SpENCE, Mr. Dorw, Mr. Price of Il-
linois, Mr. WHITEHURST, and Mr.
ScorT) :

H.R. 6372. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to provide for medical and hos-
pital care through a system of voluntary
health insurance Including protection
against the catastrophic expenses of i{llness,
financed in whole for low-income groups
through issuance of certificates, and in part
for all other persons through allowance of
tax credits; and to provide effective utiliza-
tion of avallable financial resources, health
manpower, and facilities; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

HR, 6373. A bill to amend titles 10 and
37, United States Code, to provide career in-
centives for certain professionally trained
officers of the Armed Forces; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

H.R. 6374. A bill to amend title 37, United
States Code, to provide for the procurement
and retention of judge advocates and law
specialist officers for the Armed Forces; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 68375. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a system of overtime pay for
the U.S. Capitol Police; to the Committee
on House Administration.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H.R. 6376. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to provide for more
equitable retired pay for members of the
military services; and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 6377. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to eliminate the pres-
ent limitations on eligibility for, and the
amount of, the child-care expense deduc-
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAGAN:

H.R. 6378. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code to restore the system of recom-
putation of retired pay for certaln members
and former members of the Armed Forces;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 6379. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to prohibit the dissemination
through interstate commerce or the malls of
obscene materials to persons under the age
of 18 years, to restrict the exhibition of mo-
vies or other obscene matter to such per-
sons, to prohibit the sale of maliling lists
used to disseminate by mail obscene mate-
rials to such persons, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 6380. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Commerce to transfer surplus Liberty ships
to States for use in marine ]Jife conservation
and fishery programs; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisherles.

H.R.6381. A bill to increase from £600 to
$1,200 the personal income tax exemptions
of a taxpayer (including the exemption for a
spouse, the exemption for a dependent, and
the additional exemptions for old age and
blindness); to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. HALEY:

HR. 6382. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the SBoclal Security Act to provide payment
for chiropractors’ services under the program
of supplementary medical insurance benefits
for the aged; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. EOCH (for himself, Mr. ANDER-
son of Tennessee, Mr. Brooxs, Mr,
Cray, Mr. DenT, Mr. Fraser, Mrs.
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Grasso, and Mr. Green of Pennsyl-
vania) :

H.R.6383. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide that individuals be
apprised of records concerning them which
are maintained by Government agencies; to
the Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr, EOCH (for himself, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. AspiN, Mr., BurTON, Mr.
Lowe of Maryland, and Mr. VANIK) :

H.R. 6384, A bill to provide for the abate-
ment of air pollution by the control of emis-
slons from motor vehicles; preconstruction
certification of stationary sources; more
stringent State standards covering vehicular
emissions, fuel additives and aircraft fuels;
emergency injunctive powers; and public dis-
closure of pollutants; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. EOCH (for himself, Mr. Ap-
DABBO, Mr., BaApiLLo, Mr. BINGHAM,
Mr. BurTOoN, Mr. CorLrins of Illinois,
Mr. DrINAN, Mr. ECKHARDT, Mr. Ep-
waArDs of California, Mr. FRASER, Mr,
FRENZEL, Mrs. GrAsso, Mr. GUpE, Mr.
HARRINGTON, Mr. McCoOLLISTER, Mr.
McEINNEY, Mr. METCALFE, Mr.
MiTcHELL, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. ROSEN-
THAL, Mr. RoyBAL, Mr. RyaN, Mr.
ScHEUER, and Mr. STEELE) :

H.R. 6385. A bill for the relief of Sovlet
Jews; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mr. PEPPER,
Mr. Stokes, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr.
WiLLiams, and Mrs. ABzUG) :

H.R. 6386. A bill for the relief of Soviet
Jews; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EOCH (for himself and Mr,
BELL) :

H.R. 6387. A bill for the relief of Soviet
Jews; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EOCH (for himself, Mr. BUR-
TON, Mr, HARRINGTON, and Mr. Hor-
TON) ©

H.R. 6388. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
to tenants of houses or apartments for their
proportionate share of the taxes and interest
paid by their landlords; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LINK:

H.R. 6389. A Dbill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to engage in a feasibility
investigation of the Dickinson reclamation
project in North Dakota, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. MAILLIARD:

H.R. 6390. A bill to protect the public from
exposure to excessive noise from civil super-
sonic alreraft, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. NIX:

H.R. 6391. A bill to amend the Natural Gas
Act; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 6392, A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code by adding a new chapter
404 to establish an Institute for Continuing
Studies of Juvenile Justice; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 6393. A bill to extend to all unmarried
individuals the full tax benefits of income
splitting now enjoyed by married individuals
filing joint returns; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. QUIE (for himself and Mr.
PERKINS) :

HR.6394. A bill to provide for the con-
tinuation of programs authorized under the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ed-
ueation and Labor.

By Mr. RAILSBACK:

H.R. 6395. A bill to amend chapter 15 of

title 38, United States Code, to provide for
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the payment of pension of $125 per month
to World War I veterans, subject to a $2,400
and $3,600 annual income limitation; to pro-
vide that retirement income such as soclal
security shall not be counted as income; to
provide that such pension shall be increased
by 10 per centum where the veteran served
overseas during World War I; and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.
By Mr. ROUSH:

H.R. 6396. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to establish a national catastrophic
lliness insurance program under which the
Federal Government, acting in cooperation
with State insurance authorities and the pri-
vate insurance industry, will reinsure and
otherwise encourage the issuance of private
health insurance policies which make ade-
quate health protection available to all Amer-
icans at a reasonable cost; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SHIPLEY:

H.R.6397. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
for income tax purposes of expenses in-
curred by an individual for transportation to
and from work by automobile; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SHOUP:

H.R. 6308. A bill to authorize and direct the
Secretary of Agriculture to classify as wil-
derness the natlonal forest lands Enown as
the Lincoln Back Country, and parts of the
Lewls and Clark and Lolo National Forests,
in Montana, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

By Mr. SIKES:

H.R. 6399. A bill to provide for the estab-
ment and administration of a national wild-
fire disaster control fund; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin:

H.R, 6400, A bill 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
system; to the Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 6401. A bill to provide for the arrest
and punishment of violators of certain laws
and regulations relating to the public lands;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. THONE:

H.R. 6402. A bill to provide for the equal-
ization of the retired pay of members of the
uniformed services of equal grade and years
of service; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

H.R. 6403. A bill to amend the Water Re-
sources Research Act of 1964, to increase the
authorization for water resources research
and institutes, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
Talrs.

HR.6404. A Dbill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to continue and broaden
eligibility of schools of nursing for financial
assistance, to Improve the quality of such
schools, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

HR.6405. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for the estab-
lishment of a National Institute of Geron=-
tology; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

H.R.6408. A Dbill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for the con-
tinuation of the investment tax credit for
small businesses, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WOLFF:

H.R.6407. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt from income
tax interest on certain deposits in thrift in-
stitutions; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
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HR.6408. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an individual
an income tax deduction for the expenses
of travellng to and from work by means of
mass transportation facilities; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

H.R. 6409, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow teachers to
deduct from gross income the expenses in-
curred in pursuing courses for academic
credit and degrees at institutions of higher
education and including certain travel, to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

HRER.6410. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to allow an employer
& deduction for the cost of making changes
in his place of business to make it possible
to hire or retain handicapped Individuals as
employees; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R.6411. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against income tax to individuals for certain
expenses incurred in providing higher edu-
cation; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. ZWACH:

H.R.6412, A bill to support the price of
manufacturing milk at not less than 85 per-
cent of parity for the marketing year 1971-
72; to the Committee on Agriculture,

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H.R. 6413. A blll to amend the act of Au-
gust 27, 19564 (commonly known as the Pish-
ermen's Protective Act), to strengthen the
provisions therein relating to the protection
of U.S, vessels on the high seas; to the Com-~
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries,

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R. 8414 A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1854 to provide a baslc 85,000
exemption from income tax for amounts re-
celved as annuities, pensions, or other retire-
ment benefits; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BLACEBURN:

H.R.6415. A bill to amend title II of the
SBoclal Security Act to permit an individual
receiving benefits thereunder to earn outside
income without losing any of such benefits
and to amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 and title IT of the Soclal Security Act to
provide a full exemption (through credit or
refund) from the employees’ tax under the
Federal Insurance Contributions Act, and an
equivalent reduction in the self-employ-
ment tax, in the case of individuals who
have attained age 65; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr, BROTZMAN:

H.R. 6416. A bill to incorporate the Gold
Star Wives of America; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. CABELL:

H.R. 6417. A bill to reduce the number of
class A retailers' licenses issued and out-
standing under the Distrlet of Columbia Al-
coholic Beverage Control Act, to establish the
number of such licenses that may be issued
and outstanding under such act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Ceolumbia.

By Mr. COLMER (for himself, Mr,
Porr, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. AB~
ERNETHY, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr, BARING,
Mr. MAYNE, Mr. Mixva, and Mr, Boe
Wirsow) :

H.R.6418. A bill to consent to the inter-
state environment compact; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. COUGHLIN (for himself, Mr,
McCLOSKEY, Mr. MAYNE, Mr. MazzoLx,
Mr. Roe, Mr. RooNEY of Pennsyl-
vania, and Mr. SaANDMAN):

HR. 6419. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against income tax to individuals for cer-
tain expenses incurred in providing higher
education; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey:

H.R. 6420. A bill to amend the Immigra-
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tion and Naturalization Act; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. FUQUA:

H.R. 6421. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 to permit donations of surplus supplies
and equipment to political subdivisions
within redevelopment areas for public pur-
poses; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. HAGAN:

H.R. 6422, A bill to establish the authorized
strength of the Naval Reserve in officers In
the Judge Advocate General's Corps in the
grade of rear admiral; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

H.R. 6423, A bill to provide for the pay-
ment of medical or surgical services or hos-
pital treatment for certaln disabled former
members of the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment, the Fire Department of the District of
Columbia, the U.B. Park Police force, the
Executive Protection Service, and the T.8.
Secret Service Division, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. HARRINGTON:

H.R.6424. A bill to provide certain essen-
tial assistance to the U.S. fishing Industry;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisherles,

By Mr. HARVEY :

H.R.6425. A bill to support the price of
manufacturing milk at not less than 85
percent of parity for the marketing year
1971-72; to the Committee on Agriculture.

HR. 6426. A bill to prohibit the use of
interstate facilities, including the malils, for
the transportation of certain materials to
minors; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.6427. A bill to prohibit the use of
interstate facilities, Including the malls,
for the transportation of salaclous adver-
tising; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

H.R.6428. A bill to require that impact-
resistant eyeglasses be issued under the
medical program for members of the uni-
formed services on active duty; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

H.R. 6429. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Thaddeus Eoscluczko Home
National Historic Site In the State of Penn-
sylvania, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

H.R. 6430. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Securtly Act to provide payment for
for chiropractors’ services under the pro-
gram of supplementary medical insurance
benefits for the aged; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HUNGATE:

HR. 6431. A Dbill to amend the District
of Columbia Code to increase the jurisdic-
tional amount for the administration of
small estates, to Increase the family allow-
ance, to provide simplified procedures for the
settlement of estates, and to ellminate pro-
vislons which discriminate against women in
administering estates; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

By Mr. KOCH:

H.R. 6432. A bill to provide minimum
standards in connection with certain Federal
financial assistance with respect to correc-
tional Institutions and facilitles; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LANDGREBE:

H.R. 6433. A bill to amend chapter 15 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide for
the payment of pensions of $125 per month
to World War I veterans, subject to a $2.400
and §3,600 annual income limitation; to pro-
vide that retirement income such as social
security ehall not be counted as Income; to
provide that such pension shall be increased
by 10 percent where the veteran served over-
seas during World War I; and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans' Affalrs.

H.R. 6434. A bill to amend chapter 15 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide for
the payment of pensions of $125 per month
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to World War I veterans, subject to a 82,400
and $£3,600 annual Income limitation; to pro-
vide that retirement income such as social
security shall not be counted as income, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. LATTA:

H.R. 6435. A bill to restore the investment
tax credit; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. PEPPER:

H.R. 6436. A bill making appropriations to
the Secretary of Commerce for the fiscal year
1972 to carry out the provisions of the Na-
tlonal Sea Grant College and Program Act of
1066; to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr, PERKINS:

H.R, 6437. A bill to increase annuities pay-
able under the provisions of title 5, United
States Code, relating to civil service retire-
ment; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

H.R. 6438. A bill to amend chapter 83 of
title 5, United States Code, to eliminate the
survivorship reduction during periods of non-
marriage of certain annuitants; to the Com=-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 6439. A Dbill to amend chapter 89 of
title 6, United States Code, relating to en-
rollment charges for Federal employees'
health benefits; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. PRICE of Texas:

H.R. 6440. A bill to require the Secretary
of Agriculture to make advance payments to
producers of cotton; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

H.R. 6441. A bill to require the Secretary of
Agriculture to make advance payments to
producers of wheat; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. SCHWENGEL:

HR. 6442. A Dbill to amend the act of
August 12, 1965, relating to the establish-
ment of Herbert Hoover National Historic
Site, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa (for himself,
Mr, ABERNETHY, Mr. STUBBLEFIELD,
Mr. PUrRCELL, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr,
VicoriTo, Mr. DENHOLM, Mr, MARTIN,
Mr, RoBerTS, Mr., HALPERN, Mr. Za-
BLOCKI, Mr. McFaLyn, Mr. MoNTGOM=~
ERY, Mr. JoansoN of California, Mr.
ScHWENGEL, Mr. AnpeErson of Ten-
nessee, Mr, Warrs, Mr. PERKINS, Mr,
RiecLE, and Mr, WHITEHURST) :

H.R. 6443. A bill to support the price of
manufacturing milk at not less than 85 per-
cent of parity for the marketing year 1971-
72; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr, STAGGERS:

HE. 6444. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide a 10-per-
cent increase in annuities; to the Committee
on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr, SYMINGTON (for himself and
Mr, MIrva) @

H.R. 6445. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Transportation to make grants to persons
in the aerospace industry for the purpose of
enabling such persons to transfer the appl-
cation of aerospace technology to the prob-
lems of ground transportation; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ULLMAN:

H.R. 6446. A bill to provide for addition of
the Minam River Canyon and other areas to
the Eagle Cap Wilderness, Wallowa and Whit-
man National Forests, to modify the hound-
aries of the Wallowa National Forest in the
State of Oregon, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Inferior and Insular Af-
falrs.

By Mr. BRADEMAS:

H.J. Res. 479. Joint resolution to author-
ize and request the President to designate
by proclamation the third week of May of
each year, beginning May 18 through 23,
1971, as “The Week of the Young Child"; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. HAGAN:
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H.J. Res. 480. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitutlon of the
United States permitting the offering of pray-
ers and the reading of the Blble in public
schools or other public bodies in the United
States; to the Committee on the Judicliary.

By Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT:

H.J. Res. 481. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the week begin-
ning on the last Monday in October of each
year as “National Magic Week”; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RAILSBACK:

H.J. Res. 482. Jolnt resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the week of June
8 through 14, 1971, as "“National Fraternal
Week"”; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.J. Res. 483, Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim the 28th day of
September of each year as "Teacher's Day”;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FINDLEY (for himself, Mr.
BARRETT, Mr. BERGLAND, Mr. CaAREY
of New York, Mr. Crarg, Mr. Cor-
BETT, Mr. Fisg, Mr. FoLEY, Mr. WiL-
riam D. Fomrp, Mrs. GriFFITHS, Mr.
HanrEY, Mr. HarvEY, Mr. Macpon=-
ALD of Massachusetts, Mr. MELCHER,
Mr. Nepzi, Mr. Nix, Mr. PepPER, Mr.
ReEm of New York, Mr. Rurpe, Mr.
Sisxk, Mr. Smrre of New York, and
Mr. STRATTON)

H. Con. Res. 211. Concurrent resolution
that the Congress hereby creates an Atlan-
tic Union delegation; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. LEGGETT (for himself, Mr,
RIEGLE, Mr, SEIBERLING, and Mr., Mc-
CLOSKEY) :

H. Con. Res. 212. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with
respect to the proposed “proportionate re-
patriation” plan for obtaining the release of
American prisoners held in Southeast Asia;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. ROBISON of New York:

H. Con. Res. 213. Concurrent resolution
providing for the appointment of a study
team to observe the election in Vietnam in
October 1971; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H. Con. Res. 214. Concurrent resolution
urging the withdrawal now of U.8. forces in
Vietnam; to the Committee on Forelgn Af-
fairs.

By Mr. VAN DEERLIN:

H. Con. Res. 215. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of Congress with respect
to pald advertisements broadcast for the
Federal or State or local governments or de-
partments or agencles; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. WHITEHURST:

H. Con. Res, 216. Concurrent resolution to
establish minimum standards on pollution
in international waters; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr, CLAY:

H. Res. 325. Resolution to abolish the
Committee on Internal Security and enlarge
the jurisdiction of the Committee on the
Judiciary; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. DAVIS of Georgla:

H. Res. 326, Resolution that the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation give every con-
slderation, without further delay, to the
proposed route of Interstate Highway '75
across Lake Allatoona; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee (for him-
self, Mr. MrLLs, Mr. WaTTs, Mr. Evins,
of Tennessee, Mr. O'NEmn, Mr.
DiNgeLL, Mr, MurrHY of New York,
Mr, Jowes of Tennessee, Mr, ApamMs,
Mr, BLANTON, Mr. CARTER, Mr. EUuy-
KENDALL, Mr. DELANEY, Mr. Sisi, Mr.
Anperson of Tennessee, Mr, QUILLEN,
Mr. Burxe of Massachusetts, Mr.
ROSTENEOWSKY, Mr. LANDRUM, Mrs.
GRIFFTTHS, Mr. GmeeoNs, Mr. JONES
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of Alabama, Mr. CoeMAN, Mr. DUN-
caw and Mr. BARER) :

H. Res. 327. Resolution creating a select
committee of the House to conduct a full
and complete Investigation of all aspects of
the energy resources of the United States; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr, FULTON of Tennessee (for him-
self, Mr. ABOUREZK, Mrs. ABzUG, Mr.
Appaseo, Mr. AspiN, Mr. Berrs, Mr.
BeviLL, Mr, Biacer, Mr. BiNcHAM, Mr.
BoLanp, Mr. Brasco, Mr, Bray, Mr.
BrRINKLEY, Mr, BroyHILL of Virginia,
Mr. BucHANAN, Mr. BuUrTON, M.
CAREY of New York, Mr. CLEVELAND,
Mr. ConTE, Mr. CoTTER, Mr, CoUGH-
LI, Mr. Davis of Georgia, Mr. DEN-
HoLM, Mr. Dorn, and Mr. DRINAN) :

H. Res. 328. Resolution creating a select
committee of the House to conduct a full and
complete investigation of all aspects of the
energy resources of the United States; to the
Committee on Rules,

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee (for him-
self, Mr, Evans of Colorado, Mr.
FasceLL, Mr. FLowers, Mr. FuqQua,
Mr. GaALLAGHER, Mrs. Ggrasso, Mr.
HarrPerN, Mrs. HansEn of Washing-
ton, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. HATHAWAY,
Mr. Hays, Mrs. HECKLER of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. Hicks of Washing-
ton, Mrs. Hicks of Massachusetts,
Mr. Howarp, Mr. EASTENMEIR, Mr.
Lroyp, Mr. McCLoskEY, Mr. McEKIN-
NEY, Mr. MawmwxN, Mr. Mazzoni, Mr.,
Meeps, and Mr. MELCHER) :

H. Res, 320, Resolution creating a select
committee of the House to conduct a full and
complete investigation of all aspects of the
energy resources of the United States; to the
Committee on Rules,

By Mr, FULTON of Tennessee (for
himself, Mr. Migva, Mr, MoNTGOM~
ERY, Mr, OsEY, Mr. PriceE of Illinois,
Mr, Rees, Mr. RoBisoN of New York,
Mr, RoNcario, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr,
RyYAN, Mr. Sr Germary, Mr, SanDp-
MAN, Mr. STePHENS, Mr. STUBBLE-
¥rELn, Mr. BSruckey, Mr. TAYLOR,
Mr, TiErNawN, Mr, VANDER JaGT, Mr,
Vanik, Mr, WAGGONNER, Mr. WamP-
LER, Mr. CuArLEs H. Wmson, and
Mr, WoLFF) :

H. Res. 330. Resolution creating a select
committee of the House to conduct a full
and complete investigation of all aspects of
the energy resources of the United States;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. HARRINGTON:

H. Res. 331. Resolution providing for two
additlonal student congressional interns for
Members of the House of Representatives,
the Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico,
and the Delegate from the District of Co-
lumbia; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Mr. LONG of Loulsiana:

H. Res. 332. Resolution protesting the
showing of X-rated motion picture previews
at G and GP rated motion pictures; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. PERKINS (for himself, Mrs.
GRreEN of Oregon, Mr, THOMPSON of
New Jersey, Mr. DenT, Mr. PocIinN-
SKI, Mr. DantErs of New Jersey, Mr.
BrapEmas, and Mr, O'HARA):

H. Res. 333. Resolution to authorize addi-
tlonal Investigative authority to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. ROBISON of New York:

H. Res. 834. Resolution creating a select
committee of the House to conduct a full
and complete Investigation of all aspects of
the energy resources of the United States;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. VANIK (for himself, Mr.
MosHER, Mr. AsPIiN, Mr. Davis of
Georgla, and Mr, MCEKINNEY) :

H. Res, 335. A resolution: Mass transporta-
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tion—A natlonal priority; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADAMS (by request) :

H.R, 6447. A Dbill for the relief of Dionisio
Pajimola Almirol; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R. 6448. A bill for the rellef of Madonna

Cudjoe; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. DANIELSON:

H.R.6449. A bill for the relief of Maria

Lourdes Rios; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. DELANEY:

H.R. 6450. A bill for the rellef of Con-
stantin Andreopoulos; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 6451. A bill for the relief of Dr. Rafael
Arias; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. FISH:

H.R. 6452. A bill for the relief of Desanka
(nee Roglic) Haen; to the Committee on the
Judieclary,

By Mrs. GRASSO:

H.R. 6453. A bill for the rellef of Fran-
cesco and Gluseppa Daniele; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 6454. A bill for the rellef of Luls
Elkin Echavarria-Quintero; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. HAGAN:

H.R. 6455. A bill for the relief of William
M. Starrs; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R. 6456, A bill for the rellef of Dr. Cheng
Tsuau Su; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 6457. A bill for the relief of ToppSav,
Inc., formerly known as the Topp-Cola Co.;
to the Committee on the Judicliary.

H.R. 6458. A bill for the relief of Bak Hon
Woo; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. HELSTOSEI:

H.R. 6459. A bill for the relief of Rosario
Anzalone; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R, 6460. A bill for the relief of Angelo
Carusotto; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 6461. A Dbill for the relief of Giuseppe
Gugliotta; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 6462, A bill for the relief of Vitantonio
Presidio; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

HR. 6463, A bill for the rellef of Mrs.
Caterina Scafuro; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, McCLOSEKEY:

H.R. 6464. A bill for the relief of Edith C.
H., Yang and three children, Julla Chen,
Dorothy Chen, and Samuel Chen; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 6465, A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Elba
Engracia Davila-Martinez; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

H.F. 6466. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Pilar
Sartlaguda; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MEEDS:

H.R. 6467. A bill for the relief of Harold J.

Seaborg; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. ROUSSELOT:

H.R. 6468. A bill for the rellef of Angela
Buono Gallidoro; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 6469. A bill for the rellef of Pietro Gal-
lidoro; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. SHIPLEY:

H.R. 6470. A bill for the relief of Sullivan I.

Eite; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. ERLENBORN:

H. Res. 336. Resolution commemorating
the 100th anniversary of Elmhurst College
of Elmhurst, Ill.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,
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