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growing several times faster on farms
than in the rest of the economy, as it has
for many years, it is the disadvantaged
rural people who pay the price. Mechan-
ization, ever-increasing production, and
the slow disappearance of the small farms
have driven hundreds of thousands of
farmworkers to the cities seeking work.
Too frequently they do not find it, and
become welfare cases.

If we can offer the prospect of im-
proved opportunity in the rural areas,
this not only can stop the migration to
the large cities, but to some extent re-
verse it. The more attractive environ-
ment in the country will hold and attract
the people as residents, provided there is
employment, and for the young people
an expectation to be able to improve their
economic status—goals to strive for, with
a reasonable hope of achieving them by
hard work.

In my judgement, this bill offers rea-
soned and thoughtful solutions to the
problems that plague the rural country-
side. If the rural areas are revitalized, we
will have gone far toward solving some
of the urban ills that are becoming so
costly.

So, Mr. President, I am looking for-
ward to continued debate on the pending
bill. It has worked out well. Its basic
principles are sound. The need is evident
and has continued and will continue.

We have lost some time already in
providing this solution.

Thus, I urge that we go on and enact
the law in this field the best we possibly
can and put it in motion and learn from
experience. I believe that the fruits will
be certain. I believe that progress will be
rapid.

I strongly urge passage of the Rural
Development Act of 1972 and hope to take
part further in the debate and discussion
on this valuable bill which seeks to solve
this highly important and demanding
problem.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BENTSEN). On whose time?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time required for the
quorum call be equally allotted to both
sides.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll,

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for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the Senate will convene at 9:45 a.m. to-
morrow. After the two assistant leaders
have been recognized under the standing
order, the following Senators will be rec-
ognized, each for not to exceed 15 min-
utes and in the order stated: Senators
PROXMIRE, GRAVEL, BELLMON, JavITs, and
RoBerT C. Byrp, after which there will
be a period for the transaction of routine
morning business for not to exceed 30
minutes, with statements limited therein
to 3 minutes.

The resolution submitted by the Sena-
tor from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER), go-
ing over under the rule because of objec-
tion today to its immediate considera-
tion, will automatically come before the
Senate at the end of the morning busi-
ness on tomorrow. However, if debated
until the hour of 11:45 a.m., the resolu-
tion will automatically go on the regu-
lar calendar.

That being the case, the Senate will
then resume the consideration of the un-
finished business, S. 3462, a bill to pro-
vide for the development of rural areas.

Rollcall votes will occur on tomorrow,
especially on the Ellender amendment.
Also, rolleall votes may occur on other
amendments. A rollcall vote will un-
doubtedly occur on final passage of the
bill.

Due to the fact that there are time lim-
itations on the bhill and on all amend-
ments, final action is anticipated on to-
morrow. In that event, the Senate will
adjourn at the close of business until
Monday morning next.

There may be other items on the cal-
endar to be disposed of tomorrow, and
conference reports may, of course, be
called up if any are ready, but I know of
none.

It is urged that committees take ad-
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vantage of the opportunity on Friday to
meet in the hope that most of the ma-
jor Senate business can be disposed of
prior to the conventions,

ADJOURNMENT TO 9:45 AM.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the previous order, that the Sen-
ate stand in adjournment until 9:45 a.m.
tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and at 5:16
p.m. the Senate adjourned until tomor-
row, Thursday, April 20, 1972, at 9:45
a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate April 19, 1972:
DirLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Martin J. Hillenbrand, of Illinois, a For-
elgn Service officer of the class of career
minister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to the Federal Republic of Germany.

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

William R. Haley, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be a member of the National Trans-
portation Safety Board for the term expiring
December 31, 1976, vice Oscar M, Laurel, term
expired.

U.S. ApvisoRY COMMISSION ON INTERNATIONAL
EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL AFFAIRS

The following-named persons to be mem-
bers of the U.S. Advisory Commission on
International Educational and Cultural Af-
fairs for terms expiring May 11, 1975:

David R. Derge, of Indiana;

Jewel LaFontant, of Illinois;

Willlam C. Turner, of Arizona.

U.S. MARINE CORPS

The {following-named staff noncommis-
sloned officer for appointment to the grade
of first lieutenant in the Marine Corps, sub-
Jject to the qualifications therefor as provided
by law:

William D. Rusinak.

CONFIRMATION

Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate April 19, 1972:
NATIONAL COMMISSION ON MATERIALS PoLicy
Peter G. Peterson, of Illinois, to be a mem-
ber of the Natlonal Commission on Materi-
als Policy.
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The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Rabbi Kenneth Segel, Rodef Shalom
Temple, Pittsburgh, Pa., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

God of Life, Thy children seek Thy
help. These, Thy sons and daughters, are
charged with the awesome responsibility
of directing the affairs of our Nation. In-
spire them to rediscover that which is
truest and best in the American dream.
Help them to stand aside from the world’s
conspiracy of fear and hate. Aid them to
grasp once more the great monosyllables
of life: Faith, hope, and love.

May our country combat fear with
trust; hate with love; suspicion with
faith; and injustice with righteousness.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

May we so conduct ourselves that those
who know us will think of our country
not as the mightiest nation, but as the
freest; not as the wealthiest, but as the
most humane and generous; not as the
leader of the world but as the servant of
humanity and the steward of liberty for
all men. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAEKER. 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.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, ainounced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 8817. An act to further cooperative
forestry programs administered by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a joint resolution of
the following title, in which the con-
currence of the House is requested:

S.J. Res. 222, Joint resolution relating to
the furnishing of Secret Service protection
to major presidential and vice-presidential
candidates.
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PITTSBURGH RABBI GIVES TODAY'S
INVOCATION

(Mr. MOORHEAD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, it is
with the greatest honor that I inform
the House that today’s invocation was
given by a constituent of mine, Rabbi
EKenneth Segel of Rodef Shalom Tem-
ple in Pittsburgh.

He is assistant rabbi to one of the
largest Jewish congregations in the
United States.

I think we all were moved by his stir-
ring prayer and we thank him for seek-
ing for us God’s guidance and strength.

Rabbi Segel represents the new breed
of clergymen. He is very active in com-
munity and civic affairs in addition to
his role as religious leader to the Rodef
Shalom Congregation.

A graduate of the State University of
New York at Buffalo, Rabbi Segel re-
ceived his master of arts in Hebrew let-
ters from Hebrew Union.

He serves on numerous committees
and commissions including: Planned
Parenthood of Allegheny County; Al-
leghen;” County Concerned Clergymen’s
Committee; Recognize All Potential—
RAP; Clergymen Action Committee for
Neighborhood Cooperation, and others.

The rabbi was accompanied to Wash-
ington today by his wife, Sandra, and
his parents, Mr. and Mrs. David Segel,
of Buffalo, N.Y.

I want to thank and congratulate all
of them.

REPRESENTATIVE GIBBONS TO OF-
FER AMENDMENT TO AMEND-
MENT OFFERED IN DEMOCRATIC
CAUCUS BY REPRESENTATIVE
O'NEILL
(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I use my
time of 1 minute now to inform the Mem-
bers of the House, particularly the Dem-
ocratic Members, that on tomorrow dur-
ing the Democratic caucus when the
O’'Neill amendment is considered, I shall
take the opportunity to offer an amend-
ment to that amendment. That amend-
ment will read as follows:

That it is the sense of the Democratic
Caucus of the House of Representatives that
in the 82d Congress the House of Represent-
atives:

Should condemn the current military in-
vasion of South Vietnam by the forces of
North Vietnam;

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

Mr. GIBBONS. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. I think the gentle-
man's additional language to the O'Neill
amendment would certainly improve its
attractiveness to a great many members
of the Democratic caucus, and I am
very pleased to hear the gentleman say
that he intends to offer that amendment.
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It should be a part of any final expres-
sion by the caucus on this matter.

Mr. GIBBONS. I thank the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

THE NEED TO ELIMINATE
CROSS BUSING

(Mr. MIZELL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise at
this time to impress again on my col-
leagues, as I have done on many past oc-
casions, the urgency of passing meaning-
ful and effective legislation to deal with
the problem of cross busing to achieve
racial balance in our public schools.

Another school year will soon be com-
ing to a close, and yet another will fol-
low in a matter of a few weeks, but we
in the Congress will find ourselves en-
gulfed in a quagmire of debate and in-
decisiveness.

The American people are anything but
indecisive on this issue. The results of
the busing referendum held in conjunc-
tion with the Florida presidential pri-
mary showed heavy opposition to cross
busing in a State which has often been
called a microcosm of the Nation.

Recent Gallup polls registered opposi-
tion to busing at 76 percent nationwide,
and a recent poll conducted by the Na-
tional Institute of Student Opinion for
Scholastics magazine showed only 8 per-
cent support for busing among 34,000
high school students surveyed through-
out the country.

Public opinion against busing for racial
balance is so great that we will be abdi-
cating our responsibility if we do not
solve this problem once and for all in
this session of Congress, and the people
will know it. Commonsense and an un-
mistakable popular mandate demand
that we not even think of adjourning
this Congress until we settle the issue,

President Nixon has called for action
and recommended a possible solution;
the people continue to demand clear and
decisive action by their representatives
to deal with the situation; and many of
us have offered legislative measures de-
signed to deal effectively with this prob-
lem.

It is left to us to respond to the peo-
ple’s will, to the various initiatives sev-
eral of us have proposed, and to the clear
voice of commonsense by completely
eliminating this practice of cross busing
from the educational process in America.

POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr,
(GALLAGHER) ,

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
on a point of personal privilege.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state the point of personal privilege.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to answer charges involving a mat-
ter of personal privilege relating to an
indictment against me last week, stem-
ming from charges in certain publications
that bear upon my personal integrity. I
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will answer that today because it reflects
upon my integrity and my conduct in a
most reprehensible manner.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New Jersey is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr., GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I
read this statement at a news conference
on April 11, 1972:

This is a political indictment aimed
specifically at discrediting me at a time Con-
gressional redistricting is the major issue in
New Jersey. It is also directly related to the
terrible smears published in Life magazine,
which have been totally disproved. I have re-
tained Edward Bennett Willlams as my coun-
sel, and I believe I will be vindicated.

The indletment rests on the purchase of
bonds. In fact, bonds were purchased by the
Broadway National Bank for two men who
told me they were investing Hudson County
Democratic funds for future Party use. These
men were Mr. Thomas Flaherty, of the Jersey
City Party and Mr. Ben Schlossberg, formerly
the perennial campaign manager for the
County-wide Party.

At no time did I regard these as personal
funds or income. The indictment accuses me
of tax evasion, but since they were Party
i}mds. the Indictment rests on false allega-

ons.

I had no reason not to believe Mr. Flaherty
and Mr. Schlossberg. The Dembe brothers,
who actually purchased the bonds and who
owned the Bank, sald it was all perfectly
legal and proper,

These were never my funds, these were
never my bonds, and I never realized any per-
sonal benefit from them.

Mr. Schlossberg asked me, because of my
position at the Bank, to act as trustee and
custodian of bonds purchased at his request.
Mr. Schlossberg died while I was trustee. Due
to the disarray of the Hudson County
Democratic Party I voluntarily turned them
over to the United States Government when
I appeared before the Grand Jury. If I would
have considered them mine, I could have
paid income taxes and realized approximately
$200,000, free and clear. But they were not
mine; I was the trustee. I had Intended to
place the bonds with the court and interplead
the matter as any trustee would have done
under similar ecircumstances.

1:I am In fact being condemned for my hon-
esty.

‘What makes this case different is that this
is a political matter. All parties have funds
they need to invest.

If the same ground rules were in effect for
all political funds as those being used in Hud-
son County, I.T.T. would probably be under
an intensive Grand Jury investigation at this
moment. But these were Democratic Party
funds in Hudson County. I am accused of
knowing that the funds were not Party funds,
but I had no way to have such knowledge.

I Intend to speak out on the Floor of the
House in the very near future and disclose
the operations of a monolith which operates
totally free of any constitutional or cOongres-
sional restraint. What was done to me was
done by the total corruption at the highest
levels of the American secret police. I was
selected as a “target” because I opposed those
illegal and corrupt methods. A target is a
man who opposes unrestrained power and
the monolith then sets out to invent a crime
to smear the target and to punish him for
his opposition.

I am Informed that over $11 million in tax
payer dollars have been spent to destroy me.
I have undergone the most relentless investi-
gation in modern political history for nearly
four years, ever since leaked Federal raw
investigative files were handed to LIFE. Any
citizen—office holder, local policeman, any-
one—who disagrees with our new Caesars
will be the victim of this terrible repression.
I have spoken out against it for 9 years and
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for four years my family and friends have
been subjected to a terror equal only to the
oppression in Nazi Germany. In the days to
come, I shall speak out on this—I will name
names.

I expect to be re-elected, but perhaps more
important, I will lay out for the first time on
the punplic record the full story of the new
surveillance subculture and those who would
pervert democracy in the lust for uncon-
trolled power.

Mr. Speaker, I stand here today to
redeem that pledge. I will not comment
further today on the allegations of my
indictment. I believe I will be vindicated
and I await judgment in a court of law.

However, I would point out in reference
to my remark about the disarray of the
party in Hudson County that at least two
groups have now lodged a claim to the
bonds I voluntarily turned over to the
grand jury.

But I do intend to name names today
and I do intend to disclose exactly why
I was chosen as a target. To do that de-
mands a brief desecription of the actions
of my Privacy Subcommittee and it de-
mands an understanding of bureaucratic
infighting within the Department of Jus-
tice. I commend Victor Navasky's book
“Kennedy Justice” as a brilliant descrip-
tion of the competing forces at Justice. It
is invaluable background material on the
complex events I will allude to today.

I would also suggest that anyone seri-
ously interested in the framework of
what I will disclose today should read an
outstanding article by Richard Harris on
recent actions by the Department of Jus-
tice and the legislation it has succeeded
in having the Congress pass. This article
appeared in the March 25, 1972, issue of
the New Yorker and is reprinted on page
E3351 of the ConGrEssIONAL REcorp of
March 30, 1972, where it was inserted by
our perceptive colleague, Congressman
MicHAEL HARRINGTON.

Let me now begin my own story.

In 1963, I stimulated the Committee
on Government Operations to hold a se-
ries of hearings on the polygraph. These
hearings, held by the subcommittee of
Congressman Jonn Moss, were widely
reported as was my role in being their
instigator. I was also making statements
about other aspects of privacy, such as
trash snooping and mail covers. In 1964,
the privacy inquiry was formed by Chair-
man William Dawson and the press at
that time indicated that I would under-
take a detailed series of investigations
of the current erosion in America of hu-
man rights of its citizens.

The first inkling I had that this emerg-
ing focus on privacy had been noted in
the big leagues was when a Mr. Sid
Zageri came to my office. Mr. Zageri was
General Counsel and chief lobbyist for
the Teamsters Union at that time. Mr.
Zageri offered me a series of documents
detailing practices of the Internal Reve-
nue Service, and components of the De-
partment of Justice. Much of the mate-
rial referred to his contention that Rob-
ert Kennedy had railroaded Jimmy Hoffa
and Mr. Zageri requested I hold a hear-
ing with my Privacy Subcommittee on
this material.

I was surprised at the depth of the
research, and I was greatly shocked at
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the detailed allegations of improper be-
havior by Federal agencies. When I
questioned the validity of the docu-
ments, Mr. Zageri told me that they
were the work of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation and that since I was re-
garded as a friend of the FBI and a de-
fender of privacy, he wanted me to see
them first.

I flatly refused to hold such a hearing
or to get involved in the bureaucratic in-
fighting over Mr. Kennedy’s new idea
he advanced as Attorney General of a
total combined effort by all Federal
agencies and the more traditional, sepa-
rated approach advocated by the FBIL
These were things few in Congress
knew or understood and at that time I
found it hard to believe.

I put Mr. Zageri’s offer out of my mind
until I read of the sensational series of
hearings held by Senator Edward Long’s
Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on Ad-
ministrative Practices and Procedures in
February and March of 1965. Some of
the disclosures were quite similar to the
ones I had seen in the documents Mr.
Zageri brought me.

Three facts which emerged from those
hearings are relevant: First, the then
Senator Robert Kennedy was sharply
criticized; second, the charge was made
that information was leaked to Life
magazine in 1961 from the Department
of Justice which allegedly resulted in a
story critical of Jimmy Hoffa; third, Roy
Cohn testified about his personal and
professional harassment by the U.S. At-
torney for the Southern District of New
York.

In June 1965 my Privacy Subcommit-
tee held a widely reported hearing into
psychological testing and I was speaking
out frequently against what I regarded as
the erosion of the Bill of Rights. In ad-
dition, the preparations for my July 1966
hearings into the computer and invasion
of privacy had stimulated a great deal of
press interest. I was obviously being re-
garded as the leader in the House of
Representatives on the issue of privacy,
and my Privacy Subcommittee was re-
garded as a force to be reckoned with
in Washington.

In June of 1966 I came into my office
one day—it was a Monday—and my ad-
ministrative assistant, Mrs. Elizabeth
May, gave me a large batch of mail to
sign. But one particular letter caused
me quite a shock. Its contents were a re-
quest by me, as chairman of the Special
Subcommittee on Invasion of Privacy, to
then Attorney General Nicholas deB.
Katzenbach for copies of the authoriza-
tions for illezal bugging of Rev, Martin
Luther King and of the casinos in Las
Vegas.

I asked Mrs. May where that letter
had come from and she replied that she
thought I had known that the letter was
dictated to her by Mr. Roy Cohn several
days earlier. She said that Mr. Cohn had
told her that he would talk with me about
the letter over the weekend but, in point
of fact, Mr. Cohn had not talked to me.

I immediately got Mr. Cohn on the
phone and asked him what this letter
was all about. I was very unhappy that
he would think I would send out such a
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letter because no one except members
of my staff ever prepares letters for my
signature. He told me that he had been
trying to reach me to have dinner and
talk about it, but did not realize I had
already returned to Washington. He said
it was very important that I sign and
send the letter.

I asked him why it was so important.
He said that the man who signed the
authorizations for those two electronic
surveillances was Robert Kennedy when
he was Attorney General. I told Mr. Cohn
that I would not become involved in any
feud between him and Robert Kennedy.

He responded that this was not his
request. He stated that this letter was
written by Mr. Deke DeLoach, then No.
3 man at the FBI, with the specific ap-
proval of J. Edgar Hoover. He told me
that the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion would consider me a good friend if
I were to make public those authoriza-
tions. He told me that Mr. Hoover was
very upset about the statements being
made by Mr. Kennedy about widespread
illegal wiretapping, eavesdropping, and
bugging, and that Mr. Hoover was sick
and tired of being made the sole brunt
of that kind of criticism. He stated that
Robert Kennedy had authorized those
two activities by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation and that Mr. Hoover was
furious with Senator Kennedy who was
blaming it on Mr. Hoover.

I told Mr. Cohn again that I did not
want to get involved in the dispute be-
tween them and that, frankly, I opposed
the use of such methods, no matter who
had done it and that it was a disgrace
what they were doing to Reverend Martin
Luther King. Mr. Cohn then said that
this could be very important to my ca-
reer and that the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation, Mr. Hoover, and Mr. De-
Loach were extremely helpful. They re-
garded me as a friend.

I told Roy Cohn that I was their friend
and in point of fact I had been a loud
and vocal supporter of the FBI up until
that time. I opposed the proliferation of
police agencies within the Federal Gov-
ernment because of the lack of respon-
sibility which happened when other Fed-
eral agencies developed their own inves-
tigative capability. I thought that if other
Federal agencies needed investigators
that the FBI should contract its agents
to them for they were professional and
responsible men. If any agency needed
nonuniformed investigators, the FBI
should provide them rather than having
dozens of investigative forces developed
without centralized responsibility.

Up until that time, I was a believer in
and a supporter of the FBI and I said so
publicly on many occasions.

To continue, I told Mr. Cohn that I did
not want to get involved in this sort of
bureaucratic infighting and I recounted
to him my refusal to conduct the hearings
brought to me by Mr. Zageri. And I told
Mr. Cohn that I would not send out the
letter.

Mr. Cohn then said that he would ad-
vise me to do it. I said, “Come on, get off
it. What do you mean ‘advise me to do
it?’ " He said that if I was interested in
my own future that I should do it. I
asked: “Is it the practice of the FBI to
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threaten or blackmail a Member of the
Congress of the United States?”

He replied that he was only telling me
this as a personal friend and that if I
was not regarded as a friend of the FBI
it was his experience that you would be
regarded as an enemy. He said they
were dangerous people to have as en-
emies.

I replied that I had done nothing to be
regarded as an enemy, so why should I
worry about something like that. I added
that I was not totally sure that I be-
lieved him.

Mr. Cohn replied, “You'll be sorry.”

I said, “Is that another threat?”

“No,” he said. “That is advice and
counsel of a friend. I know how they
work.” He added “We can get someone
else to do it if you refuse. We have other
friends.”

I asked who would do such a thing and
he replied that either Senator Edward
Long or Senator Everett Dirkson—both
friends of the FBI—would do it. I re-
sponded that if either one of them
wanted to do something like that, that
was their business. I repeated that I
would not.

Several times shortly thereafter I met
Mr. Cohn or talked to him on the phone.
He clearly let me know that Deke De-
Loach had composed the letter with the
full knowledge and approval of J. Edgar
Hoover and that Mr. Cohn had been
specifically told to ask me to send it. Mr.
Cohn emphasized that the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation wanted my Special
Subcommittee on Invasion of Privacy to
be the vehicle through which Mr. Hoover
could relieve himself of the public eriti-
cism. He said they were very unhappy
that I would not send the letter.

It was very clear that I was expected
to use my position as chairman of the
Special Subcommittee and my position
as a Member of Congress to intervene
directly in the running feud between Mr.
Hoover and Mr. Kennedy. Mr. Cohn
made that point to me and I had no rea-
son to doubt that Mr. Cohn did speak for
the FBI, for I knew of his relationship
with them since the days of Senator
Joseph MecCarthy.

Nor did I have any reason to doubt
that Mr. Cohn was speaking to me as a
friend. I knew Roy Cohn long before I
came to the Congress. I first met him
when he was counsel to Union News and
American News, New York corporations.
When the board of directors and Mr.
Cohn were indicted in New Jersey, I rep-
resented them and won dismissal of the
case. I then began to represent those New
York corporations and Mr. Cohn and I
developed a professional and personal
relationship. We had dinner together
many times and on occasion, my wife and
I were guests at his home where we
would have dinner with his mother and
friends.

We never agreed politically, but we be-
came friends. There was a rapport be-
tween us and there was a basis for Mr,
Cohn to talk to me about confidential
matters.

After I made it very clear to Mr. Cohn
that I would not send the letter he had
transmitted to me from the Federal Bu-
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reau of Investigation, I held the pioneer-
ing and widely praised hearing into the
computer and invasion of privacy in July
of 1966. The FBI considered this hearing
a challenge because, unknown to me, they
were themselves developing large data
banks of their own information. I never
knew whether Senator Edward Long had
indeed sent out the letter, but ironically,
documents leaked by the Organized
Crime Division—at that time locked in
a titanic bureaucratic struggle with the
FBI—or some other group formed the
basis for a highly destructive article in
Life on him, Obviously, Senator Long’s
hearings had humiliated the Internal
Revenue Service and others connected
with the new concept of “strike forces"
within the Department of Justice. Retal-
iation was swift, hard, and resulted, I am
sad to say, in his defeat in the election of
1968.

Senator Edward Long was punished by
one branch of the competing bureau-
cratic forces for assisting the other, in
my judgment. I am sure that I soon found
myself in a similar position for the op-
posite reason: Senator Long was damned
because he did and I was soon to be
damned because I did not. It would have
been a bearable position for us both if
other Federal agencies had been involved
but with these agencies, competing for
the highest stakes, it was untenable. Both
of us had insulted agencies which have
had life-and-death power over public
men for far too long.

I tried to put the letter out of my mind,
and I continued to meet Mr. Cohn oc-
casionally. Interestingly, the only two
times I met Deke DeLoach, he was with
Mr. Cohn. Mr. DeLoach was No. 3 man
in the FBI, and considered the heir ap-
parent to Mr. Hoover. The former No. 2
man in the FBI, Mr. Lou Nichols, had
become chairman of the board of Schen-
ley Liquors and it was widely believed
that Mr, Cohn was responsible for get-
ting him that position. The point is that
they were all very close and Roy Cohn
was and is very well wired in to the FBI.
Mr. Cohn'’s credentials with the Bureau
had been very sound, ever since the Mec-
Carthy hearing days.

The first shot fired across my bow was
in 1967 when Life magazine tagged on
to the end of a story about organized
crime the allegation that I was a “tool
and collaborator” of a man who was re-
puted to be influential in the Mafia.
This, of course, was the real beginning
of “Mafiaism”—which has even greater
potential than MecCarthyism. They
charged that I had brunch or Sundays
with this man at a restaurant on the Saw
Mill River Parkway. They left it at that,
but it was quite sensational in my home-
town and needless to say, I was con-
siderably disturbed by it. I had never,
never even heard such a story. It was a
complete bolt out of the blue.

I immediately went to the corporate
offices of Life magazine to tell them that
I had never had brunch on the Saw Mill
River Parkway with the gentleman and
that I had never had any meal with him
in any place. In point of fact, I insisted,
I had never eaten a meal at a restaurant
along the Saw Mill River Parkway in my
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life. No one seemed very interested in
listening to me and I got the polite run
around. Finally, I barged into the office
of Mr. James Linen, president of Time-
Life, interrupting a conversation he was
having with Senator Jacob Javits. Mr.
Linen asked who I was, as I had made
quite a loud noise on my way into his
office, and I told him that I was Con-
gressman Gallagher and said, “your
magazine is telling lies about me.”

I tried to tell him my story but he said
that he did not know very much about
the editorial part of the magazine. But
he did take me to meet the publisher of
Life, a Mr. Hardy. I told Mr. Hardy
that what they had written was wrong.
As proof of my innocence. I offered to
drive with Mr. Hardy, or anyone else he
chose, to the Saw Mill River Parkway,
and since I did not even know what res-
taurant they were talking about, I would
take a chance on their integrity. They
could take me to the restaurant they
thought I brunched at and if one person
there said I was ever in the place be-
fore, I would give them the benefit of
the doubt.

Mr. Hardy said that sounded like a
very fair test and he said he thought
that should be done immediately. He
asked me to wait outside his office. Ten
minutes later he came out and said, “I'm
sorry but we are sticking by the story.”
“What about going up to the Saw Mill
River Parkway?" I asked

“I'm sorry, but we don’t do that,” Mr.
Hardy replied.

And that was that. That was the
courtesy a Member of the Congress of the
United States received from Life maga-
zine.

I can only speculate what happened
during those 10 minutes to change Mr.
Hardy's mind. Obviously, he called the
writers of the story, who checked their
sources. They undoubtedly received as-
surances that not only was the original
story true, but that there was much more
to it.

I protested loudly to Mr. Hardy and I
returned again to Life a couple of times
to continue my protests. I got nowhere.

I got less than nowhere in several in-
terviews with Life’s General Counsel John
Dowd. Mr. Dowd seemed to believe that
the Mafia was a monolithic international
conspiracy and to justify his belief, he
asked me if I could deny that I knew an
extraordinary number of Italians. I was
flabbergasted. Italian Americans com-
prise the largest single group in my 13th
District of New Jersey, exactly the same
as true statewide. I also tried to make
the point that Jesse James was an early
member of organized crime but that he
was not Italian.

Second, he asked me why I was against
bugging, eavesdropping, and wiretapping
if I had nothing to hide. Since he was obh-
viously quite proud of the large auto-
graphed picture of himself and Cardinal
Spellman which hung behind his desk, I
told him I would tell him a story which
had shocked Cardinal Spellman when I
told him.

I had received a letter from a girl in
New Jersey who informed me of a pervert
who sat in the Catholic church and di-
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rected a parabolic mike toward the con-
fessional. He had recordings of the con-
fessions by young women and compro-
mised them hy threatening to play the
tapes to their husbands or parents.

I explained to Mr. Dowd my belief that
the proliferation of surveillance and com-
puter techniques would soon eliminate
all privacy in the country. He disagreed.
I now understand why. It is obvious that
Life had publication rights to almost all
the illegal wiretaps gathered by the FBI
and others. It was profitable journalism,
free from libel suits, and Mr. Dowd was
doing an outstanding job for Life.

About a week later began a terrible
ordeal for me and my family. Life whis-
pered it about that I was to be the subject
of a full-scale, major exposé and
every day or so some new rumor would
float into my hometown of Bayonne.
Wherever I would go, I was told of a
fresh rumor. Life people visited news-
papers in Hudson County asking for in-
formation about my career. Photog-
raphers drove around my home with a
telescopic camera frightening my chil-
dren. The day after Senator Robert Ken-
nedy was shot, my youngest daughter
ran screaming into our house saying that
a man was pointing a rifle out of a car at
her. When I initiated congressional con-
sideration of credit bureaus with my Pri-
vacy Subcommittee, a Life photographer
was prominent in the audience. It was at
this hearing that the first disclosure
came about the incredible ease with
which FBI and IRS agents gained access
to consumer files. In almost all cases no
subpena was required to have this data
held by private companies become part of
FBI and IRS dossiers. Friends and ac-
quaintar.ces would tell me that reporters
from Life had been nosing around,
searching for derogatory information.

Four basic sources for the story Life
later published have emerged. First, and
foremost, is Harold “Kayo” Konigsberg
who, as a creature and a captive of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, was re-
sponsible for the most serious charges.
Second was Tom Quinn who wrote letters
to the FBI. Third was Cliff Koerkle who
also wrote many letters to Federal of-
ficials. Fourth was Salvatore Spezio, a
local John Birch Society leader.

I will discuss Mr. Konigsberg at length
later in this speech but I will not bring
myself to comment on the other three
today except to point out that Tom Quinn
ran against me in congressional cam-
paigns twice and that it was his letter, in
the possession of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, which made the charge
that I was a political “boss” in Bayonne
in spite of the fact that I never held any
office in Bayonne at any time. His letter—
all lies—sent to the FBI appeared in Life.

One extremely significant event oc-
curred after that first Life article in
1967. T received a telephone call from
Mr. Roy Cohn. Mr. Cohn told me that
he had called Deke DeLoach and told
him, “that was a pretty dirty trick the
Bureau did to Nem. GALLAGHER.”

“That's just like you, Roy,” Mr. De-
Loach responded, according to Mr. Cohn,

“always standing up for guys who don't
stand up for us.”
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Mr. Cohn obviously called me for one
of two reasons. Either he wanted to con-
firm absolutely that he was speaking for
the FBI when he talked to me originally
or else he wanted me to know that he
was disturbed by what had happened and
that he still considered himself my
friend.

In any event, the year between the
first story and the major story about me
in 1968 was one of the most terrible in
my experience up till that time. But it is
one thing to be treated that way by a
magazine and another to be treated that
way by your Government. It now seems
that 1967-68 was a vacation when com-
pared to 1968-72, when the full weight
of the awesome resources of the Federal
Government was brought to bear to
substantiate the story and destroy me.

On July 3, 1968, three reporters from
Life magazine came to my office and I
spoke with them for several hours. Also
at that meeting were Mr. Larry Weis-
man, my attorney and Mr. Charles Wit-
ter of my staff. That meeting convinced
me that there was nothing I could pos-
sibly do to prevent the terrible stories
from eventually being published and,
indeed, the August 9 issue of Life carried
an ineredible mixture of lies, innuendoes,
half-truths, and if it were not for the
New York Times against Sullivan and
subsequent cases, allegations which
would now be publicly branded as the
libel I know them to be.

People have always asked me why I
never sued Life. Of course, I could have
sued, but I would have become a “career
plaintiff,” the case would not have been
decided for years, and Supreme Court
decisions say you can lie about public
officials. I could sue, go broke, and find
that the court still holds that a public
official who has been libeled has no re-
course at law. A public official eannot
win, and so in the public mind, which is
not as sophisticated about libel law as
are attorneys for the media, the verdict
must mean that the attack was true.
I can only add that some protection
against libel must be restored to public
men.

To return to my case, a most important
event occurred in the month between
the interview with the Life reporters and
the publication of the story in August. I
have discussed this with very few people
and I am still reluctant to tell it to any-
one, much less my colleagues in the House
and the American people.

It was the most outrageous and ap-
palling thing that has ever happened
to me and had more impact than any
horror story I have ever read. And it was
done to me and my family by my Gov-
ernment, a Government I had served
honorably in war and peace, as an in-
fantryman and a Congressman.

And it was done to me by your FBI.

I tell the story reluctantly today be-
cause the magnitude of the lie sickens
and offends me still though almost 4
years have passed. But it should be part
of the public record now so that all will
know the corruption that exists at the
highest levels of your FBI.

Let me preface it by saying that the
major point in the Life article that most
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people remember relates to the alleged
removal of the dead body of Barney
O’Brien from my house by Harold “EKayo”
Konigsherg. Life devotes four full pages—
emphasized by a photograph of Mr.
Konigsberg with his most fearsome grim-
ace—to the “body in the basement” al-
legation.

Life came very close to calling me a
murderer. Though that innuendo was
there, it was hedged later by saying that
O’Brien had died of natural causes. I
was supposed to have panicked upon dis-
covering Barney O’Brien’s body and
called Harold Konigsberg to remove the
body. Mr. Konigsberg was supposed to
have checked with Joseph Zicarelli, al-
legedly the mob leader for whom Mr,
Konigsberg did unsavory jobs.

All this was written in the fictional
style for which Life has become so fa-
mous. Let me say now that neither Mr.
Konigsberg nor Mr. O'Brien were ever
in my house during the 27 years I lived
there, that no such phone calls were
ever made, and that even today, no law
enforcement agency actually knows
whether Barney O'Brien is alive or dead.

When the Life reporters asked me
about this in my office, I thought they
were joking. I had never heard this story
connected to me before, though through
the years at election time, a similar story
would always surface about some can-
didate but never with names. It was a
part of the folklore from olden times in
Hudson County politics.

In any event, shortly before the pub-
lication in August 1968 of the major
story about me in Life, my attorney,
Larry Weisman, called me from New
York and said that it was urgent that
we meet promptly. I flew to Newark Air-
port and Mr. Weisman and a mutual
friend, Mr. Neil Walsh, were waiting for
me.

Mr. Walsh was a very trusted friend
of mine, but when I asked Mr. Weisman
why the meeting was so important, he
said he could not talk in front of Mr.
Walsh. This was so important and of
such a personal nature that Mr. Weis-
man said he had to speak to me alone.
When we were alone, Mr. Weisman told
me that he had just come from New
York and that he had been with Mr. Roy
Cohn. While he was in Mr. Cohn'’s office,
Mr. Cohn had been on the phone with
Deke DeLoach. Mr. DeLoach said that
every expression and every word I had
used in the interview with the Life
writers was known to the FBI because
they rechecked the story, especially the
body story. While Mr. DeLoach was
telling Mr. Cohn about the interview,
he said:

If you still know that guy, you had better
get word to him to resign from Congress.
He's not going to last more than a week
after the story hits.

Mr. Del.oach continued that I would
resign from the Congress, that Mr. Cohn
would be doing me a favor by telling me
to do so, and that the end of GALLAGHER
was only days away.

Obviously the Life reporters were in
close contact with Mr, DeLoach all the
time and they must have told him that
I really believed that Mr. O'Brien was
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never in my house. The Life writers were
informed by Mr. DeLoach, just as Mr.
Cohn later relayed his words to Mr.
Weisman, of the following story:

My “family were nothing but pigs.”
Whether I believed it or not, the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation had “incontestable”
proof that Barney O'Brien died in my house.
Rather than allow the terrible scandal to
my family to become public, I would resign.
If I did not resign from the Congress, the
FBI and its captive writers were prepared
to go “beyond any story hinted at before.”

Deke DeLoach then said that Barney
O’Brien died in my own bed—

He had a heart attack while lying next
to Gallagher's wife” and that “when Galla-
gher learned of this, he rushed home from
‘Washington and called Konigsberg to remove
the body.

And Deke DeLoach added that if I
did not quit the Congress, this story
would appear in a future issue of Life
magazine.

Does not this incredible lie by the No.
3 man in the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation go far beyond anything we
public men have become accustomed to
in the rough-and-tumble world of poli-
tics? That outrageous, appalling state-
ment by Deke DeLoach is a greater lie
than any man has the right to whisper
about another. I had difficulty restrain-
ing myself from going after Mr. DeLoach
the second I heard it and I am just as
mad now as I was then.

If anyone found me overly emotional
or paranoid when I talked about these
matters before, I would ask them how
they would react to the burden of carry-
ing this dirty FBI lie around with them
for almost 4 years, when I know my
wife to be a wonderful and decent wom-
an. She has raised a splendid family and
we were all scurrilously slandered by
the FBI.

Was I overstating the case when I
spoke of Nazi Germany? I doubt if
even Goebbels had the terrible capacity
of a DeLoach to spread the big lie, nor
could Goebbels exceed the filthy mind of
a DeLoach.

It would seem to me that decent news-
papermen would have checked out the
“body in the basement” allegation, espe-
cially since it might go as far as the
Federal Bureau of Investigation was
pushing it. But it was only after the story
was in print that Sandy Smith, one of
Life’s writers, walked into the Bayonne
Police Station to even inquire about Mr.
O’'Brien, or to even look at a very thor-
ough file on his disappearance.

Life felt its “informed sources” were
unimpeachable because Mr. Del.oach was
speaking with the full authority of the
FBI, but the FBI's source was Harold
“Kayo” Konigsberg who, as I shall short-
1y show, was hardly reliable.

What went into the FBI's files as gar-
bage, came out as gospel. It was gospel
not only to Life, but to all to whom this
terrible smear was whispered.

The FBI was spreading the story that
Mr. O'Brien died in my bed while with
my wife. Mr. Cohn was to make me aware
of this and the FBI was convinced that
I would resign from the Congress and
that would write finis to the career of
Congressman GaLLAGHER. And I wonder
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how many other Members quietly left
this body from the same treatment and
how many Americans have suffered, as
I have, from their terrible lies and deeds.

The FBI told this to Life. The FBI told
this to Roy Cohn who told Mr. Weisman
to get in touch with me right away and
get GALLAGHER to quit. The FBI was
spreading this story through Deke De-
Loach.

All this was being spread around in
back-alley whispers by the chief investi-
gative arm of the Federal Government,
when in point of fact, it could never have
happened. This whole thing is one mon-
strous lie.

On a matter like this,’ Mr. DeLoach
must have had the approval of Mr.
Hoover and that alone is enough for Mr.
Hoover to resign. If Mr. Hoover did not
know of this, he is obviously incompetent
to run the Bureau and he should resign.

But where did this lie come from? It
came from Harold “Kayo” Konigsberg.
Konigsberg has on several occasions been
certified insane. Konigsberg has been
called the most brutal killer on the east-
ern seaboard, and Konigsberg was totally
a creature of the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation. For some time, he lived in
luxury, providing himself with steaks and
wor]r:xen by playing Scheherazade for the
FBI.

He would tell a new story every day,
and receive his reward every night. He
played exactly the same role in my case
that Boyd Douglas played in the Harris-
burg Seven case. These men are heroes
and voices of credibility at the top level
of the FBI. Remember Itkin of the Mar-
cus case?

This was the ultimate “informed
source” for both the FEI and for Life
magazine. The FBI had Mr. Konigsberg
in its possession. He is where the original
allegation about my being a “tool and
collaborator of the Mafia” came from. I
was supposed to have been blackmailed
by the Mafia because Kayo Konigsberg
said he removed Mr. O'Brien’s body from
my house. The only blackmail involved,
however, was the blackmail of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation and the
only body to be removed was the body
of GarracHER from the Congress of the
United States.

Aside from the fact that Mr. EKonigs-
berg or Mr. O'Brien were never in my
house in the 27 years my family has
lived there, let me make two additional
points about him.

First, Konigsberg himself said the body
in the basement story was false. He is
quoted in the New York Times of Au-
gust 18, 1968. Mr. Konigsberg's exact
quote is:

The whole thing was a lie anyway, because
I never removed O'Brien's body . . . I never
testified to a grand jury in my life, but I will
do it now in order to exonerate Gallagher,
even though I have no special love for him.
But the whole story of Barney O'Brien is a
phony.

And Mr. Konigsberg filed suit in New
York federal court on August 8, 1968, to
prevent Life from distributing the issue
containing the story about me.

Second, Life itself completely discred-
its its own witness. On June 25, 1971, Life
prints one of its misnamed “Investiga-
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tive Reports” entitled, “The Gorilla
Cowed His Keepers.” Life describes Mr.
Konigsberg’s stay at the U.S. Medical
Center for Federal Prisoners in Spring-
field, Mo., and tells how he was wild, ir-
rational, and disrupted the entire Federal
prison system. Several quotes are inter-
esting,

First. Once, through his lawyer, he even ap-
proached Life with a proposal to do a serles
of stories, a sort of “murder of the week”
serial which would run for 12 weeks. He
would be the source.

Life did not take the offer because it
would have cost them money. They
waited until Kayo could be the source for
FBI reports given to Life.

Second. Digging unearthed the remains of
two bodies and evidence of a third—Life.
August 9, 1968.

The arrogance of the parentheses
around Life, August 9, 1968, is really in-
credible, since that is the only reference
to the story about me. Here they im-
peach his story but omit saying he lied
about me. He may very well have known
where some bodies were hidden, but the
point is that Mr. Konigsberg did not re-
move Mr. O'Brien’s body from my house.

Third. The year before, while In an eastern
jail, he had approached the FBI with a prop-
osition: information in exchange for money
and freedom. An agent started “working"”
Kayo, and his reports went directly to J.
Edgar Hoover. The more Konigsberg talked,
the more excited the FBI became.

If any further proof of my charges
that Konigsberg was a creature and a
captive of the FBI are needed, I offer
that statement. Life has made a num-
ber of statements through the years
which are totally wrong but, since they
have such a close working relationship
with the FBI, I think we should believe
them on that one.

There is one more comment to make
about the phony “body in the basement”
story. A close examination of the Life
article on me in 1968 reveals that the
date when that fake event was supposed
to have occurred was October 14, 1962.
My wife and I were at a political dinner
that evening when I received the public
thanks of James Fair, a young black
men whose life I had saved by personally
interceding with the Governor of Geor-
gia. The Jersey Journal of August 21,
1968, presents indisputable evidence
which placed me in full view of hundreds
during that evening. I have here photo-
graphs of that night which include Mr.
Fair, my wife, dozens of other people, and
myself. We were all at this dinner at the
very hour when those terrible events
were supposed to be taking place. It
happened. It was one terrible hoax aimed
at discrediting my work and ruining my
career.

Life exposed Mr. Konigsberg. The New
York Times exposed Mr. Konigsberg, My
documented presence at the dinner
where I received the thanks of James
Fair exposed Mr. Konigsberg. Mr. Ko-
nigsberg himself exposed his own erratic
and unreliable behavior when he filed
suit to stop distribution of the issue of
Life where the story he had so charmed
Mr. Hoover with was being printed.

But just as Sandy Smith only checked
out the Barney O'Brien story after the
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story was printed, so dozens of news re-
ports now circulating accept the absurd-
ity of the “body in the basement.” I have
just shown four easily checkable items.
I hope and pray that one result of my
speech today will be to forever ban the
“body in the basement” story from pub-
lic print.

And every other part of the Life alle-
gations against me is equally false. The
fact that my indictment is not based on
anything remotely connected with the
Life story, even after every investigative
agency—Federal, State, and local—had
checked it, offers my final vindication
from Life's crude transmission of what
was given to them by the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation.

But that transmission served the
purpose. Federal agents swarmed about
me and I answered every question about
the Life stories. They began to joke with
me about how impossible it would be for
any sane man to believe it. But the
credibility of more than GALLAGHER was
at stake here, and the Life story served
as a springhoard for the investigations
which have eventually led to my indict-
ment on charges which, I am convinced,
will eventually be shown to be as false
as what Life printed.

But the essential point is that every
time I wanted to take the floor and
demolish the garbage in Life, Federal
agents said that my total vindication of
all allegations was just a week or so
away. That went on for 4 years, my
friends, until at long last the grand jury
took an action which freed all restraints
from me. For 4 years, the so-called crime
fighters could not let me off the hook
after they have spent $11 million to
keep me on the hook that Life baited.
And so a new attempt—a political in-
dictment—a new smear right before re-
districting in New Jersey and right
before my primary.

DE LOACH AND THE PRESS

In the world of journalists relying
on leaked documents and “informed
sources,” one of the rules of the game is
that the identity of the source remains
confidential. The fact that Federal doc-
uments and federally compiled raw
investigative files are supposed to be
confidential is less important than
maintaining the integrity of the source.

In addition to the proof I have dis-
closed earlier, however, I now offer two
published pieces of evidence, which show
that Mr. DeLoach has been the FBI's
conduit to the press on other occasions
as well,

Just last Sunday in The Philadelphia
Inquirer, Columnist Jim Bishop com-
plains about the public relations activi-
ties in behalf of the Bureau. His column,
in the form of a letter to Efrem Zimbal-
ist, Jr., contains the following para-
graph:

This letter comes from one who depended
upon J. Edgar Hoover and his lieutenants—
Lou Nichols, Cartha DeLoache (sic) and Tom
Bishop—{for guidance in researching several
books. Without violating security, they
cheerfully put me back on the rails every
time the research ran up a blind aley.

A far more serious exposure of Mr.
DeLoach’s role is found in a footnote
on page 35 of Victor S. Navasky's splen-
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did book, “Kennedy Justice,” Mr. Na-
vasky describes the terror the existence
of FBEI files creates in public men, par-
ticularly since those files can be leaked.
He says:

Perhaps the most blatant leaks were tapes
played for journalists by Cartha DeLoach in
connection with the alleged indiscretions of
Martin Luther King. Journalists were told
that if they attributed the tapes to De-
Loach, he would deny it.

It will be remembered that Mr. Hoover
had publicly called Dr. King a liar, and
here we see Mr. DeLoach again operating
in his customary role of confirming the
Director’s prejudices.

ONLY THE TIF OF THE ICEBERG

I have disclosed today how the No. 3
man in the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion spread monstrous lies about my own
wife. In this, Deke DeLoach must have
enjoyed the connivance or cooperation of
J. Edgar Hoover. I have shown how the
lies of a man who has been certified in-
sanc at various times and who is a con-
victed murderer were apparently be-
lieved at the highest levels of the FBI.
Kayo Konigsberg's fabrication was given
by Deke DeLoach to the editors of Life
magazine undoubtedly with the en-
couragement and cooperation of J. Edgar
Hoover. I have shown how Roy Cohn
acted as a conduit to bring the hideous
story of my wife to me.

This FBI corruption attempted to sub-
vert congressional responsibility. The
Federal Bureau of Investigation tried to
use my privacy subcommittee as a tool
in its running battle with Robert Ken-
nedy by delivering a hearing to me. The
FPI tried to subvert my position as chair-
man when Roy Cohn was the conduit for
a letter actually composed by Deke De-
Loach, for me to sign and send to then
Attorney General Nicholas deB. Katzen-
bach which would relieve J. Edgar Hoo-
ver of public eriticism.

This is corruption at the highest level
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation,
and when I would not cooperate, in re-
taliation, every possible filth was used
to force me from the Congress.

And, Mr. Speaker, this personal rec-
ord which I am now putting on the pub-
lic record for the first time is the tip of
the iceberg. I have referred to the ludi-
crous Harrisburg Seven case and the at-
tack on the Reverend Martin Luther
King—both conceived and carried out
by J. Edgar Hoover and his political
publicity arm. There is even more now
on the public record which corroborates
my charge that there is an emerging po-
lice state in this Nation and that for dis-
senters or for selected public figures who
deviate from blind obedience to the Bu-
reau or any of the secret police, repres-
sion is here today.

As g further example of corruption at
the highest level, the FBI has flatly de-
nied ever conducting bugging, wiretap-
ping, or eavesdropping on Members of
the House or Senate.

Who can deny that former Senator
Daniel Brewster was overheard by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation? Who
will deny that the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation outfitted an informer with an
electronic recording device when he vis-
ited the office of Congressman JoHN
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Dowpy? Can anyone deny the testimony
of Acting Attorney General Richard
Kleindienst in the Carson trial when he
swore, under. oath, that the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation was conducting
electronic surveillance in the office of
Senator Hiram FongG?

How else could so much evidence have
been gained on Speaker McCormack’s
assistant unless some form of electronic
surveillance was conducted in the office
of the Speaker of the U,S. House of Rep-
resentatives? John McCormack was a
man of unimpeachable integrity, he oc-
cupied the third highest office in this
land, and he was, in my judgment, one
of the greatest public servants in Amer-
ica’s history. During the time he was
Speaker, he was, in both a symbolic sense
and a very real sense, the House of Rep-
resentatives.

I am convinced that electronic surveil-
lance by the FBI was operating in the of-
fice of our Speaker and it is a fact that
much of the evidence used in later trials
was printed in Life magazine.

To follow this theme just a bit further,
Mr. Speaker, Senator Edward Long was
the pioneer in privacy in the Senate just
as I was in the House of Representatives.
Yet leaked documents were the basis for
the destruction of his career via a story
in Life magazine. And leaked documents
were the basis for a Life story which
ended the career of Senator Joseph
Tydings.

Deke DeLoach operated as J. Edgar
Hoover’s publicity arm to ruin or dis-
credit the Reverend Martin Luther King
in the same way he did in my case. The
publicity arm of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation began to work on the Har-
risburg Seven long before they were in-
dicted in exactly the same way as hap-
pened in my case. The “Media” papers
show that the same harassment, intimi-
dation, and corrupt methods were used
against thousands who opposed the war
or who spoke out against racism.

In support of my charge that the con-
gressional oversight function of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation has been
subverted, I remind my colleagues that
Joun Dowpy is a member of the House
Judiciary Committee and that Senators
Edward Long and Joseph Tydings served
on the Senate Judiciary Committee and
that Senator Hiram Fonc now sits on the
Senate Judiciary Committee.

In addition, it is known that the House
Appropriations Subcommittee with juris-
diction over the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation regularly employs FBI agents
as their own investigators. When one asks
the question: “Who will investigate the
investigators?” we find that the investi-
gators are investigating the investigators.

Along with the harassment of our
former Speaker, our current Majority
Leader Hale Boggs took the floor of the
House on April 22, 1971, to vividly and
eloquently describe his own harassment.

CONCLUSION

So, Mr. Speaker, my colleagues, and
my friends, this is the real Life story. I
have lived with this for over 4 years, al-
ways expecting that the investigations
would end and that I would be allowed
to go on with my life and career. But, of
course, they could never let it end and
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so persecution finally escalated to pros-
ecution.

And, in a strange way, I welcome the
indictment. Now I can speak freely, and
I shall continue to speak out before any
forum I can find. I will make additional
speeches on the floor and I will say, to-
day, off the floor what I have said on the
floor. I will be happy to appear before
any body and swear to the facts as I have
described them.

I am a candidate for reelection because
I love the House of Representatives, al-
though it saddens me to see that we have
become so irrelevant in these important
matters. I have described how our be-
havior has been conditioned by those
forces who should be subject to congres-
sional authority. In this area, we have
seen the total collapse of the checks and
balances which are vital to make our
Republic work. I believe there has never
been a finer, more dedicated and honest
group of men and women than those who
now sit in this body. But faceless men
intimidate us, precisely because what has
happened to me can happen to anyone.

And when we lose our power and our
authority, what happens to those who
have reposed their trust in us? Our con-
stituents are even more vulnerable than
we are, and many of them know it and
have felt the vicious lash of unbridled
power.

Why does this generation fight as hard
to stay out of society as my generation
fought to get in? In my judgment, it is
because they know America is no longer
the land of the second chance and for
those who choose to follow a path which
could harm the unelected elite, there
may be no real chance at all.

Mr. Speaker, this is corruption at its
worst and its central figure is J. Edgar
Hoover. It is he whose unchecked reign of
absolute power has intimidated this Con-
gress to the extent that a serious ques-
tion has not been asked about his man-
agement of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation for 10 years—maybe longer. He
has become the American Beria, destroy-
ing those who threaten his empire,
frightening those who should question
his authority, and terrorizing those who
dissent from his ancient and anachronis-
tic view of the world.

J. Edgar Hoover should resign. If he
will not he should be fired.

I know what I have said today will
shock a great many people. God knows,
I myself probably would not have said
it if at some point in the road, decency
and honesty would have intervened. Let
me make it clear that my quarrel is not
with the rank and file of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, for many of
them personally suffer from the same
scowl from Olympus. My quarrel is not
with the brave men who risk their lives
now as in the past to combat terrorists,
murderers, and those who owe allegiance
to a foreign enemy.

No, Mr. Speaker, my quarrel is with
the political arm of the FBI which re-
gards the decent American as the enemy.
I am talking about the FBI which intim-
idates Congress and dares Presidents to
try to control it.

I am talking about the FBI which em-
ploys swarms of informers, spies, and an
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ineredible array of sophisticated surveil-
lance devices—not to pursue enemies of
the United States but to destroy citizens
of the United States.

I am talking about the man who loudly
proclaims that he does not want a Fed-
eral police force, yet who through grants,
compatible computerized information
systems, and often sheer brute force or
fear is making every local police force
totally dependent on Federal good will,
financing, or often directly intervenes in
strictly local matters.

And I am talking about the surveil-
lance subculture and the police state
mentality which have set loose an in-
vestigative insanity that truly threatens
the ability of every elected official—Na-
ional, State, and local—to properly func-
tion.

And I am talking about the army of
investigators recruited from all the Fed-
eral agencies who band themselves to-
gether and so terrorize a local jurisdic-
tion that its elected officials cannot dis-
charge their responsibilities at a time
when our cities and counties need the
full attention of the best people we can
find.

Finally, I am talking about the per-
version of freedom and liberty and the
clear possibility, in my view, of a dicta-
torship in America. If we do not reverse
our course and if we do not live up to our
responsibilities in this Chamber, Mr.
Speaker, I am convinced that we will
earn the legitimate scorn of history and
the rightful contempt of our children.

REQUESTING CERTAIN INFORMA-
TION FROM THE PRESIDENT AND
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RELATIVE TO THE MILITARY IN-
VOLVEMENT OF THE UNITED
STATES IN INDOCHINA

Mr. HEBERT, from the Committee on
Armed Services, reported the following
privileged resolution (H. Res. 918, Rept.
No. 92-1003) which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed:

H. Res. 918

Resolved, That the President and the Secre-
tary of Defense be, and they are hereby,
directed to furnish the House of Representa-
tives, within ten days after the adoption of
this resolution, with full and complete in-
formation on the following—

(1) (a) The number of United States mili-
tary personnel in South Vietnam at the pres-
ent time;

(b) The number of these individuals who
are combat personnel;

(2) (&) The number of sorties flown by
United States military airplanes, for bomb-
ing purposes, in and over North Vietnam
during the first ten days of March 1972;

(b) The number of sorties flown by United
States military airplanes, for bombing pur-
poses, in and over North Vietnam during the
first ten days of April 1972;

(e) The number of sorties flown by United
States military airplanes, for bombing pur-
poses, in and over South Vietnam during
the first ten days of March 1972;

(d) The number of sorties lown by United
States military airplanes, for bombing pur-
poses, In and over South Vietnam during the
first ten days of April 1972;

(3) (a) The tonnage of bombs and shells
fired or dropped into North Vietnam by the
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United States during the first ten days of
March 1972;

(b) The tonnage of bombs and shells fired
or dropped into North Vietnam by the United
States during the first ten days of April 1972;

(c) The tonnage of bombs and shells fired
or dropped into South Vietnam by the United
States during the first ten days of March
1972;

(d) The tonnage of bombs and shells fired
or dropped into South Vietnam by the United
States during the first ten days of April
1972;

(5) (a) The cost of all bombing and shell-
ing carried on by the United States in or
over North Vietnam during the first ten
days of March 1972, including the costs of
bombs and shells, ships and alrplanes em-
ployed in the transportation and dropping or
firing of such bombs and shells, maintenance
of such ships and airplanes, salaries of Unit-
ed States military personnel involved in oper-
ating and maintaining such ships and air-
planes, and all other expenses attributable
to such bombing and shelling;

(b) The cost of all bombing and shelling
carried on by the United States in or over
North Vietnam during the first ten days of
April 1972, including the costs of bombs
and shells, ships and airplanes employed in
the transportation and dropping or firing of
such bombs and shells, maintenance of such
ships and airplanes, salaries of United States
miiltary personnel involved in operating and
maintaining such ships and airplanes, and all
other expenses attributable to such bombing
and shelling;

(c) The cost of all bombing and shelling
carried on by the United States in or over
South Vietnam during the first ten days of
March 1972, including the costs of bombs
and shells, ships and airplanes employed in
the transportation and dropping or firing
of such bombs and shells, maintenance of
such ships and alrplanes, salaries of United
States military personnel involved in oper-
ating and maintaining such ships and air-
planes, and all other expenses attributable to
such bombing and shelling;

(8) List separately the number of United
States military personnel (if any) killed.
wounded or reported missing in action dur-
ing (a) the first ten days of March 1972
and (b) the first ten days of April 1972,
specifying how many in each such category
were killed, wounded or reported missing in
action in or over South Vietnam and how
many in each such category were killed,
wounded or reported missing in action in
or over North Vietnam,;

(7) Whether there is a target date for the
achlevement by the Army of the Republic of
Vietnam of complete military independence
of United States air, naval, and ground sup-
port and participation and, if so, what date;

(8) Whether there has been any bombing
or shelling carried on by the United States in
or over Laos or Cambodia since January 1,
1972, and, if so, the number of sortles flown
by United States military airplanes, for
bombing purposes, in or over Laos or Cam-
bodia since that date, the tonnage of bombs
and shells fired or dropped by the United
States into or over Laos or Cambodia since
that date, and the cost of all bombing and
shelling carried on by the United States in
or over Laos or Cambodia since that date,
including the costs of bombs and shells,
ships and airplanes employed in the trans-
portation and dropping or firing of such
bombs and shells, maintenance of such ships
and airplanes, salaries of United States mili-
tary personnel involved In operating and
maintaining such ships and airplanes, and
all other expenses attributable to such bomb-
ing and shelling;

(9) Whether there has been an increase in
the movement of military airplanes, mili-
tary ships, other military equipment, mili-
tary supplies, or military personnel of the
United States to Southeast Asia, including
the islands of the South Pacific Ocean, since
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March 15, 1972 (relative to the thirty-day pe-
riod immediately preceding that date), and,
if so, the nature and extent of the increase
in each such category; and

(10) What actions, if any, have been taken
to comply with the provisions of section 601
of Public Law 92-156, approved November 17,
1971.

HOUSE RESOLUTION 918

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, in connec-
tion with the resolution which has just
been ordered to be printed, I have an
agreement with the gentlewoman from
New York who introduced the resolution
that I will not call it up until next Mon-
day or Tuesday when she will be on the
floor, and I wanted her to be so in-
formed. Under the normal procedure,
the 7 days arrives on Friday, but, by
agreement with her, I wiil not call it up
until she is on the floor.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
HR. 9212, FEDERAL COAL MINE
HEALTH AND SAFETY ACT

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 9212) to
amend the provisions of the Federal Coal
Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969 to
extend black lung benefits to orphans
whose fathers die of pneumoconiosis, and
for other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and request a conference
with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
PERKINS, DENT, PUCINSKI, BURTON, GAY-
pos, ERLENBORN, EscH, and STEIGER of
Wisconsin.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

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

[Roll No. 113]

Edwards, La.
Esch
Eshleman
Fountain

Abbitt Morgan
Poage
Reid
Riegle
Rosenthal
Rousselot
Baylor
Bcheuer
Shipley
Bisk

Smith, N.Y.
Springer
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V,
Btephens
Btokes
Stubblefield
Thompson, N.J.
Ware

Fulton
Galifianakis
Gettys
Griffin
Gubser
Hanna
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Eee

Eeith
Landrum
Long, La.
Long, Md.
MecCloskey
McEwen
Macdonald,

Mass.
Dwyer Mills, Ark.
Edmondson Moorhead

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 368
Members have answered to their names,
a gquorum,

Blackburn
Bray

Brown, Mich.
Carey, N.X.

Carney
Celler

Dickinson
Dow
Dowdy

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

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

HANOI INVASION OF SOUTH
VIETNAM CONDEMNED

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

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, it is
shocking to me and to the American peo-
ple that the Government of North Viet-
nam has seen fit to add a whole new di-
mension to the Indochina conflict. The
invasion by North Vietnamese regular
forces—indeed the commitment of vir-
tually all of the North Vietnamese com-
bat troops—is a marked setback for the
cause of peace, a goal toward which Pres-
ident Nixon has been working unceas-
ingly.

The invasion across the DMZ—as well
as the invasions from Laos and Cam-
bodia—with heavy arms, innumerable
tanks, and other sophisticated weapons
must shock every thoughtful and peace-
loving American.

Mr. Speaker, it seems appropriate to
me to condemn the North Vietnamese
political leaders who have directed the
launching of these attacks at a time when
the withdrawal of our American combat
troops is virtually completed.

Mr. Speaker, it seems also that the de-
cision of the President to authorize the.
bombing of military and other support
targets in the DMZ and around Hanoi
and Haiphong is essential to the protec-
tion of our American forces and to our
continued troop withdrawal, as well as to
advance our policy of Vietnamization. It
it my understanding that no American
forces have been involved in these mili-
tary actions in recent days. However, all
of our remaining forces there—most of
which are not in any combat role—would
be jeopardized unless we take steps to
prevent further military supplies, as well
as fuel and munitions, from reaching the
North Vietnamese combat divisions now
operating in South Vietnam.

Mr, Speaker, it is my hope that the
military invasions by North Vietnam will
be turned back and that the North Viet-
namese will come to realize that they
should negotiate seriously in Paris and
cooperate in the final termination of the
seemingly endless Vietnam conflict.

Mr. Speaker, I am confident that our
troop withdrawal will continue, and I am
hopeful that Vietnamization will succeed.
Furthermore, I hope and expect that the
invaders will be turned back and that the
Members of this Congress will rise in con-
demnation of this new and dangerous
military action. In addition, it is my hope
that the President’s continuing efforts
for peace will not be undermined by any
partisan attacks, but that the Members
of this Chamber may provide the encour-
agement and support upon which a fi-
nal resolution of the Vietnam conflict de-
pends. The flagrant escalation of the war
by North Vietnam must be denounced
and repelled so that the goal of peace in
Indochina and elsewhere may prevail.

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding
that my colleagues from Illinois, Mr.
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DerwiInNsKI, and from Louisiana, Mr.
WAGGONNER, propose to introduce a reso-
lution expressing the sense of the Con-
gress in a manner consistent with these
remarks. I intend to cosponsor that reso-
lution and to use my influence in what
I truly believe to be the most direct and
promising path to peace for this and fu-
ture generations.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF BILL FOR SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS, 1972

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I have two
unanimous-consent requests to make.

The House Appropriations Committee
will report on Monday two bills.

First, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that it may be in order on any
day after Tuesday of next week—and
that would be Wednesday or thereafter—
to consider a general appropriation bill
making supplemental appropriations for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and
for other purposes.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, may I ask the gentle-
man how it is proposed to handle these
bills, in the absence of a rule?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman from Iowa will yield, this is a
general supplemental appropriation bill
which would supply funds to many agen-
cies of the Government.

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I understand that.

Mr. MAHON. I understand, but per-
mit me to explain further. It covers
many agencies of Government. Most of
the additional money is the result of pay
increases which have been accorded by
or pursuant to law, It will be the plan of
the committee to call the bill up for gen-
eral debate with 2 hours of debate, to
be divided equally, and then under the
5-minute rule, as we usually do on appro-
priation bills.

This request is for the purpose of
bringing the bill up on Wednesday, if
possible.

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

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

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, would the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee inform us as to whether or not it
is contemplated that the supplemental
appropriation bill will include any money
for the military?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, the bill will include
several hundreds of millions of dollars
for pay increases for civilian and military
personnel, based on laws heretofore en-
acted.

It is now a matter of providing the ad-
ditional funds with which to make the
payments so authorized.

Mr. RYAN. For personnel?

Mr. MAHON. Yes.

Mr. RYAN. Will it include any money
for military operations in Southeast
Asia?

Mr. MAHON. No; this is not related to
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Southeast Asia. Of course, in a sense the
whole military program is related to
Southeast Asia and areas all over the
world. But the supplemental amounts
are not related directly to Southeast
Asia,

It does provide for pay of military per-
sonnel, of course.

Mr. RYAN. Does the bill itself, in addi-
tion to pay increases for civilian and
military personnel, contain any money
for military operations in Southeast
Asia?

Mr. MAHON. Not as such at all; no.

The whole objective here is to bring
the bill up on Wednesday rather than
Thursday in order to expedite the busi-
ness of the House.

Mr. RYAN. But there is no military
money involved, except for pay increases?

Mr. MAHON. Generally speaking, that
is correct. I would be perfectly happy for
the gentleman to look at the report
which is not in final form, but which is
available in draft form.

Mr. RYAN. I am concerned about the
chairman’s statement “generally speak-
ing.” Is there some other money, other
than for pay increases?

Mr. MAHON. No; not at all.

Of course, the House can work its will
on whatever it wishes to do with the bill
which will be before us next week.

I would say to the gentleman from New
York that it provides for the Depart-
ment of Defense—military, retirement
pay, and increased pay and retirement.
In respect to the Defense Department
and to a large extent otherwise, it is a
routine appropriation to supply supple-
mental funds for pay cost increases here-
tofore put into effect.

Mr. RYAN. In other words, the only
military funding is for the payment of
personnel, either pay increases or in-
creases in retirement pay?

Mr. MAHON, The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. RYAN. And there is no money for
procurement of weapons, or for conduct-
ing military operations?

Mr. MAHON. This did not provide
for the procurement of weapons or am-
munition.

Mr. RYAN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw by reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Tex-
as?

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, do I understand the
chairman to say that there will be a re-
port available on this supplemental?

Mr. MAHON. Yes, when the bill is re-
ported. It will be reported on Monday.

Mr. PICKLE. Would we be able to have
a copy of the report by Monday ?

Mr. MAHON. Yes; just as soon as the
committee reports it Monday afternoon.

Mr. PICKLE. And not before?

Mr. MAHON. Not before, because the
bill will not be approved before. The re-
port, in fact, is not yet finalized. If the
gentleman needs to know what is tenta-
tively in the bill, it can be provided; we
have a draft of the bill and report, but
the point is the whole committee has not
vet considered and voted on it. There
could be changes next Monday.
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Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. MaHON) ?

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF A JOINT RESOLUTION MAKING
A SPECIAL APPROPRIATION IN
RESPECT TO DOLLAR DEVALUA-
TION

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that it may be in order on
any day after Tuesday of next week to
consider a House joint resolution making
a special appropriation for the purpose
of carrying out the Par Value Modifica-
tion Act (Public Law 92-268) the dollar
devaluation bill.

This is a bill to provide for funds nec-
essary -as the result of the devaluation of
the dollar.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I assume this is com-
monly known as the maintenance of
value bill?

Mr. MAHON. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. And will the same provi-
sion for debate and consideration of this
bill apply as to the previous bill, with 2
hours of general debate?

Mr. MAHON. This would be a special
measure, but we would ask for ample
time—an hour to each side, and then the
5-minute rule.

Mr. GROSS. With that understand-
ing, Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reser-
vation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. MaHON) ?

There was no objection.

PUBLIC BUILDINGS AMENDMENTS
OF 1972

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 931 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 031

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move,
clause 27(d) (4) of rule XI to the contrary
notwithstanding, that the House resolve it-
self into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 10488) to amend
the Public Buildings Act of 1959, as amended,
to provide for financing the acquisition, con-
struction, alteration, maintenance, opera-
tion, and protection of public bulldings, and
for other purpcses. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed one hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Public Works, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule, It shall be in order to consider the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
recommended by the Committee on Public
Works now printed in the bill as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment under
the five-minute rule, and all points of order
against said substitute for failure to comply
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with the provisions of clause 7, rule XVI,
and clause 4, rule XXI, are hereby walved.
At the conclusion of such consideration, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and any Member may
demand a separate vote in the House on
any amendment adopted in the Committee
of the Whole to the bill or to the commit-
tee amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without in-
tervening motion except one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions. After
the passage of H.R. 10488, the Committee
on Public Works shall be discharged from
the further consideration of the bill, 8.
1736, and it shall then be in order in the
House to move to strike out all after the
enacting clause of the said Senate bill and
insert in lleu thereof the provisions con-
tained in H.R. 10488 as passed by the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. BorrLing) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. Larra), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is a rule that proves
how complicated a simple open rule pro-
viding for 1 hour of general debate can
be. It makes in order the committee sub-
stitute for consideration as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment. It
waives points of order for failure to com-
ply with the 3-day rule, but copies of the
report are available.

There are three sections of the bill
which are, in effect, reappropriations of
funds and, therefore, points of order had
to be waived against them for failure to
comply with clause 4 of rule XXI which
makes it against the rules to have ap-
propriations in authorizing bills.

Sections 7T and 9 of the substitute which
we make in order for consideration as an
original bill were not in the original bill
and there is some gquestion of germane-
ness. Therefore, points of order are
waived against that in order to comply
with clause 7 of rule XVI.

Then less unusual, we provide that
after the passage of the House bill, the
Committee on Public Works shall be dis-
charged from further consideration of
Senate 1736 and it shall be in order to
move to strike out all after the enacting
clause of the Senate bill and amend it
with the House passed language.

I believe that describes all the unusual
features of the rule.

I will say that there was no opposition
to the rule among witnesses before the
committee. I do understand there is some
controversy in the matter that will be
made in order by the rule and if my
friend from Iowa would like me to yield,
I will attempt to answer his questions.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I am not at all surprised that there
was no opposition to this rule from mem-
bers of the committee because this cer-
tainly accommodates them. I do not see
how they could ask for more—they got
all outdoors right along with the protec-
tive provisions they have in the bill.

Mr. BOLLING. The only thing I can
say to the gentleman is that we could
have waived all points of order without
pointing out what they were in detail.
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Mr. GROSS. I understand that.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LarTa) is recognized.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I agree with
the statement just made by the gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. BoLLING) con-
cerning the rule. I think it is a good rule.
I think it is the only thing the Committee
on Rules could do in this case.

H.R. 10488 amends both the Public
Buildings Act of 1959 and the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act
of 1949 in numerous respects.

A major purpose of the bill is to require
Government agencies using public build-
ings to budget and pay for the use of the
space they occupy. The receipts would
then be used by the General Services Ad-
ministration to finance its public build-
ings construction and operations, but
only after these funds have been appro-

__bropriated by Congress.

A second major purpose of the bill is
to authorize the Administrator to enter
into purchase contracts with independ-
ent contractors for the purchase of build-
ings, with payments to be made over a
period of from 10 to 30 years. This au-
thority would be valid for 3 years, and
would make it possible to construct some
of the 63 public buildings already author-
ized by the House and Senate Commit-
tees on Public Works, but not yet funded.
The committee report refers to this pro-
vision as a ‘‘stop-gap expedient, an at-
tempt to reconcile the urgent need for
new Federal facilities with present eco-
nomic conditions.” The bill would also, in
limited situations, permit the lease-con-
struction of Federal buildings authorized
but not funded. The committee report
describes lease construction as a “remote
alternative, available only when direct
Federal construection and purchase con-
tracting are not feasible.”

A third provision in the bill authorizes
$1,500,000 in fiscal year 1972 for pay-
ment of costs of the publicly related
functions of the memorial aspects of the
John F. Kennedy Center for the Per-
forming Arts. I oppose the inclusion of
this section to this bill.

In addition to the $1,500,000 for the
Kennedy Center, the committee report
shows the cost of this bill over the next
6 years as $1,430,800,000. However, the
cost figures in the committee report do
not take into consideration the fact that
the purchase contract arrangement, as-
suming 30-year contracts, will continue
to cost the taxpayers approximately
$100,000,000 per year until the contract
expires. These additional cost estimates
were provided by the GSA Office of the
Budget.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H.R. 10488) to amend the Public
Buildings Act of 1959, as amended, to

provide for financing the acquisitiony—

construction, alteration, maintenance,
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operation, and protection of public build-
ings, and for other purposes.

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

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 con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 10488, with
Mr. AsrINALL in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Gray) will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HarsHA) will
be recognized for 30 minutes. The gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. Gray) is
recognized.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mittee, your House Committee on Public
Works is privileged to bring before you
today for consideration the bill H.R.
10488 that would amend the Public
Buildings Act of 1959 to provide for fi-
nancing the acquisition, construction, al-
teration, maintenance, operation and
protection of public buildings in the
United States, Puerto Rico, and the Vir-
gin Islands.

Mr. Chairman, I can assure you that
this legislation is in the public interest
and in the long run will save many mil-
lions of dollars of the taxpayers funds.
There are five main provisions of the bill
before you.

First, HR. 10488 would substitute a
private entrepreneur method of financ-
ing public buildings known as purchase-
contracts for a short period of 3 years
only in place of direct Federal funding
in order to immediately construct 63
much needed Federal buildings in 37
States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Is-
lands, LIr. Chairman, most of these build-
ings have been authorized for many years
with no funds to construct them. While
these much needed facilities have been
on the shelf, inflation has increased their
aggregate cost by approximately $100
million per year. In addition, the Federal
Government has been leasing space from
private individuals with no equity ac-
cruing to the taxpayers other than the
space used. The General Services Admin-
istration estimates that by owning these
buildings and paying into equity we can
save a minimum of $71 millions per year.

“~Mr. Chairman, the second provision I

would like to explain will also affect great
savings to the taxpayers. It would au-
thorize establishment of a public build-
ings fund into which will be deposited
user charges or rents collected from all
Federal departments and agencies using
space in GSA operated buildings and
from which will be drawn the funds to
finance the construction and operation
of the new Government buildings. Under
present law, any agency of Government
can request as much space as they want
without having to request 1 cent in their
budget.

« 'We know for a fact that indiscriminate
requests have been made for space that

April 19, 1972

is now costing the taxpayers millions of
dollars per year. By requiring every
agency to pay for the space they use in
all Government owned or rented build-
ings for the first time in our history we
will know exactly what it is costing us
to provide this space. Second, we know
that agencies will be prone to consolidate
some of their far-flung operations and to
save millions of dollars by requesting
smaller amounts of money in their budg-
ets. The Appropriations Committees of
the House and Senate will approve these
appropriations which will continue to
give Congress full control over this new
revolving fund. The moneys collected in
the revolving fund then can go to pay
the purchase contract payments for the
63 new buildings and others that may be
approved later.

Third, this legislation would preserve
basic congressional controls over the
building authorization and spending
process while permitting necessary ad-
ministrative flexibility. The bill contem-
plates no change in the past requirement
that the House and Senate Public Works
Committees approve building prospec-
tuses. In addition, the General Services
Administration would be required, as at
present, to submit annual budget re-
quests to the House and Senate Appro-
priations Committees and such requests
would have to be approved by both
Houses before GSA could make any ex-
penditures from the fund. Thus, the Con-
gress would continue to approve con-
struction on a building-by-building basis
and to impose spending limitations.

Fourth, the bill would require the Ad-
ministrator of GSA to submit a prospec-
tus for approval by the House and Sen-
ate Public Works Committees wherever
he proposes to secure leased space for
which he pays an average annual rental
in excess of $500,000. This is a tightening
of congressional control over present
leasing laws. At the present time, Con-
gress has no control over leasing of pub-
lic buildings. We feel this should be
brought under control so we can monitor
the amount spent for leased space where
it is not feasible to construct a new
building,

Fiftl., lastly, the bill would authorize
$1.5 million for the nonperforming arts
functions at the John F. Kennedy Cen-
ter. Mr. Chairman, I want to make it
crystal clear that these funds are for
the security, maintenance, and other
necessary expenses in connection with
the memorial and not the performing
arts functions of the Center. Your com-
mittee on public works was requested to
provide several million dollars to pay
for cost overruns due to labor disputes,
inflation, and other factors. Those funds
are not in this bill. The $1.5 million is
to pay the National Park Service for
guard protection, to pay for electrical
and air-conditioning bills and other ex-
penses in connection with keeping the
Kennedy Center open to the general
public during daytime hours when the
performing arts part of the Center is
not in operation. This authorization ex-
pires at the end of this fiscal year with
no continuing authorization and it will
be our intention under the 5-minute rule
to offer an amendment giving the
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responsibility of providing security and
Maintenance at the Kennedy Center to
the National Park Service which is
charged with the responsibility of main-
taining all monuments in the Nation’s
Capital. This is where this responsibility
rightfully belongs. I am sure the Mem-
bers of the House and the other body
do not want to be saddled with this
obligation as the years go by. The Park
Service has agreed to accept the respon-
sibility and I again want to reiterate it
is only the responsibility and expense
connected with the daytime operation
of the nonperforming arts functions of
the Kennedy Memorial.

Mr. Chairman, at the present time,
there is an average of 8,000 to 10,000
persons per day visiting the Kennedy
Center, some holidays produce even
more. It is the second highest visitation
point at the present time of any monu-
ment or facility in Washington. It is
second only to the Capitol Building. The
monument was closed for more than 3
months which brought public clamor
from all over the United States. It was
reopened recently and if the authoriza-
tion you are being asked to support is
not adopted, the Board of Trustees will
have no alternative but to once again
close the Center during daylight hours.
To me, Mr. Chairman, this would be a
national disgrace. Since the bill before
you will save the taxpayers many mil-
lions of dollars, I am sure every Mem-
ber can justify voting for the entire bill
including this Kennedy Center amend-
ment, since the $1.5 million will be offset
by savings affected in other sections of
the bill.

Mr. Chairman, in closing let me tell
you that the American public deserves
good service from their Government
whether it be in the adjudication of a
social security claim or help from the
many other Federal agencies. This bill
will bring together all of these dispersed
offices under one roof in 63 communities,
catch up the 10-year backlog of public
building construction and make in order
the consideration of other projects in
other congressional districts as the need
arises. If we are to maintain a good court
system and provide good public service,
we can do no less than send this bill on
to the White House immediately in its
present form since it has already passed
the other body overwhelmingly.

In closing, I have been asked by the
gentleman from California (Mr. Bur-
ToN) whether or not the Social Security
Building in San Francisco could be
moved from that city under the terms
of this bill; the answer is “No.”

I shall be delighted now to yield to any
Member who might have any questions
concerning this measure.

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

Mr. GRAY. I am delighted to yield to
my friend from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

What is the total cost of this bill?

Mr. GRAY. In the present estimate of
the cost of the 63 buildings, it aggregates
approximately $1.4 billion. As I pointed
out in my statement earlier, many of
these projects have been authorized for
many years, and it has cost the Ameri-
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can taxpayer about $100 million per year
in inflation for these 63 projects.

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

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 2 additional minutes.

Putting it very simply, what we could
build today for $1.4 billion, if we waited
another year, would have a cost of $1.5
billion, and, at the present rate of infla-
tion, would have a cost of $1.7 billion
2 years from now, and so on.

Mr. GROSS. Is the total, as set forth
in the report, $1,430,800,000? Is that the
total cost of the bill, and does that take
into account the cost of the 61 buildings?

Mr. GRAY. The 63 buildings. That is
not the total cost.

We must remember that many of these
projects were approved as long as 9 years
ago. This is the best figure we could get
now from the General Services Adminis-
tration.

I certainly want to be fair and candid
for the Members, as I have always tried
to be. I believe we can say by going the
private entrepreneur route, a $10 million
building over a period of 30 years would
cost approximately double that, or $20
million. So we are really talking about a
cost of close to $2 billion over the next 10
years to 30 years.

There is a $71 million per year saving
by moving out of rented space, where
the taxpayer is getting no return for his
investment, and by going into Govern-
ment-owned buildings.

Add that up, and subtract it from the
$2 billion.

The best estimate I can give my friend
is to look at page 30, and to say that
when those buildings are finally owned
by the taxpayer they will cost us double.

Mr. GROSS. Is the figure of $1,430 mil-
lion limited to the 63 buildings?

Mr. GRAY. Yes, this is limited to the
63 buildings.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

In some cases it may be advantageous
to the Government to take as short as
a 10-year contract. We allow an escala-
tion of between 10 and 30 years for con-
tracts.

Putting it very simply, the figures are
what the building will cost. You have to
add what the costs of other goods and
services are, such as architectural and
engineering costs, and so forth. That is
why I am being candid in saying that it
will cost double.

The General Services Administration
is spending millions a year now for
leased space, and I think you have to add
that in, with nothing in return to the
taxpayer.

Mr. GROSS. Are there no other costs
expenditures other than $1.5 million for
that monstrosity down on the Potomac?

Mr. GRAY. That is the entire cost.
I understand the gentleman now, There
is no cost in here except the cost for the
63 buildings plus the $1.5 million for the
Kennedy Center, I am sorry I did not
understand the gentleman's question be-
fore.

Mr. LENNON. Will the gentleman

yield?
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Mr. GRAY. I yield to the gentleman,

Mr. LENNON. On page 25 of the com-
mittee report, as you describe the term
“public buildings,” beginning on line
13, where it describes it as “any other
building or construction project, the in-
clusion of which the President may
deem, from time to time hereafter, to be
justified in the public interest.” For the
purpose of precedent, is the annual
authorization bill or such authorization
bill as has been brought out by the Com-
mittee on Public Works relating to pub-
lic buildings giving the President of the
United States the authority to make the
selection of the site and then Congress
will fund whatever he says should be
built, whether it is a center in the Dis-
trict of Columbia for a sports arena or
not? Have we done this before?

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman has raised
a very important question. If you will
refer to the report, you will see the bill
you are being asked to vote on here today
does not authorize a single project be-
yond the 63 line items put in this re-
port on page 30.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

Mr, GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 5 additional minutes in order to
answer questions.

It does mnot authorize one single
project beyond the 63 enumerated in the
report. If any additional buildings are
required any place in the country,
whether in the gentleman’s congres-
sional district or mine or anyone else,
you would have to go through the regu-
lar procedure of the General Services
Administration making a survey of the
space needs and working up what is
known as a prospectus and submitting
this prospectus to the House Commitiee
on Public Works. It would then have to
be approved by the Senate Committee on
Public Works before any money could
be spent from the revolving fund for
any purpose for any type of building.

Mr. LENNON. I very much appreciate
the gentleman’s explicit and definitive
explanation, but I am concerned as to
why in your report you state as it is
used this term: “Public buildings,” and
then it goes on to say that a public
building is any building or construction
project the inclusion of which the Presi-
dent may deem from time to time here-
after to be in the public interest.

Why is that language used if you get
to stand in the well of the House and
say you are now authorized to build any
building the President may decide he
wants to build?

Mr. GRAY. Let me say, you may have
a parking facility or a warehouse or
something that does not fit into the gen-
eral category of a Federal office build-
ing. Therefore we have given him that
flexibility. But let me remind you it only
allows the President the authority to
request the Congress to do this. We will
still have to approve it by line item, as
any project that he deems to be in the
public interest.

Mr. LENNON. Let me call my dis-
tinguished friend’s attention in the
same paragraph to the place where you
define a public building as record cen-
ters, appraiser’'s stores, courthouses, wa-
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ter inspection facilities, warehouses, and
all of these other things.

Then, you conclude the definition of
a public building as any building that
the President decides should be built
in the public interest.

Are you saying to this House today,
sir, that there is nothing in here that
would authorize the construction of a
sports center or recreational center here
in the District of Columbia?

Mr. GRAY. I am stating emphatically
that any such request by the President
would have to be submitted to the House
and Senate Committees on Public
Works and approved by it on a line item
request.

Mr. LENNON. I say this because some
members of the Public Works Commit-
tee, although I am not a member of
that committee, are concerned about this
language.

Mr. GRAY. I am sure that any re-
quest would have to be approved by the
House and Senate Committees on Pub-
lic Works on a line item basis.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GRAY. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I no-
tice on page 30 there is included some 30
States and 54,000 square feet of build-
ings in the Virgin Islands.

Am I to assume that there are no ap-
proved projects in the State of West
Virginia contained in this bill?

Mr. GRAY. I would remind my friend
from West Virginia that the projects
that are contained in this bill are proj-
ects that have been authorized by the
House and Senate Committees on Pub-
lic Works for as long as 9 years ago.

The purpose of getting this bill passed
and getting these 63 projects out of the
way is in order that we can build addi-
tional facilities in West Virginia and in
other places instead of renting that
space for the use of social security of-
fices, draft boards and others which are
now operating in rented space where the
private investigator gets the equity and
it never accrues to the benefit of the
taxpayers.

I think it is time that we consolidated
these operations in West Virginia and
in other States in Federal buildings.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield
further, I certainly hope that the gen-
tleman and his committee would be sym-
pathetic next year toward the space
needs of our State.

Mr. GRAY. We are always sympa-
thetic.

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

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes. \

Mr. Chairman, the principal aim of any «
sound Government building program is
to assure that space authorizations are
attuned to space needs. Thus, when the
appropriate committees of Congress find
that a Government building is needed, it
should be constructed. If this is done, a
building program can keep apace with
space requirements and Government can
operate more efficiently and effectively in
the public interest.
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Unfortunately, the Federal building
program in recent years has not kept
abreast of agency requirements. Because
of funding limitations, much-needed
buildings located in 37 States through-
out the Nation, although authorized as
long as 9 years ago, have not been built.
This is not to be critical of anyone or
any committee because we have had pri-
ority problems and only so much money
with which to meet those problems.
However, this has posed a severe hard-
ship on those agencies whose space
needs have not been met. And it has
proven extremely costly to American
taxpayers. The inflation toll alone caused
by construction delays amounts to over
$100 million annually.

Presently, there is a backlog of 63
public buildings which have been au-
thorized but not built. Clearly, the time
has come to eliminate the backlog and
to put the Federal building program on
a sound budgetary basis.

H.R. 10488 is fashioned with this ob-
jective in mind. First, it would authorize
GSA to contract, over a 3-year period,
for the construction of the 63 backlog
buildings. The device used would be pur-
chase contract authority. Such authority
would enable GSA to enter into agree-
ments with independent contractors for
the purchase of buildings through pay-
ments spaced over a period of time up
to 30 years. At the conclusion of the con-
tract term, title would vest in the United
States. Throughout the contract term,
however, the buildings in question would
remain in private ownership, subject to
State and local taxation. This would
mean that the Federal presence in an
area would constitute a tax benefit rather
than a tax burden.

But I wish to stress that the lease
purchase authorization is a stopgap
measure. It is not our intention that this
type of funding arrangement become
permanent. What we are simply doing
is providing a mechanism which will
enable us to place the Federal building
program on & sound and financially re-
sponsible basis in the future.

A logical first step is the elimination of
the backlog which the lease-purchase or
contract purchase authorization over the
next 3 years would accomplish. Addi-
tionally this legislation establishes a Fed-
eral building fund into which user
charges would be paid by agencies oc-
cupying Federal office space. Each Fed-
eral agency would be required to pay into
the fund user charges equivalent to com-
mercial rates for the space and related
services received.

Since the user charges made would be
set at commercial equivalents, sufficient
funds would be generated to finance fu-
ture construction needs.

The General Services Administration
strongly endorses establishment of the
building fund. In a letter to the Speaker,
Assistant Administrator Harold S. Tim-
mer, Jr., declared:

Requiring all agencles to finance the cost
of the space they occupy is consistent with
the performance budgeting concept under
which total program costs are reflected in the
cost accounts of the program agency. Review
of agency budgets internally by review au-
thorities in the Executive Branch and by
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the Congress would be more realistic, This
would be a significant change in the method
of funding bullding operating and capital
costs, but would be both practical and busi-
nesslike.

The new budgeting approach would en-
hance the ability of General Services Admin-
istration to provide faster and better serv-
ice with respect to space needs of agencies,
both by new construction and lease. Pro-
vislon of funds for space would be directly
related to the programs involved. Authoriza-
tion would be based on better information
and costs estimates. Funds for specific proj-
ects would be provided at one time in lieu
of the present two or more budget requests
for the same project, each involving a full
cycle.

Let me make this clear, however. In
authorizing the establishment of a public
building fund, the Congress would not be
surrendering congressional control over
the building authorization and spending
process. The Committees on Public Works
of both House and Senate would still
approve individual building prospectuses.
What is more, GSA would continue to
submit annual budget requests to the
Appropriations Committees. Such re-
quests would have to be approved by both
Houses before any expenditures could be
made by GSA from the building fund.
Thus, Congress would maintain present
authorization and spending control over
Federal construction.

As an additional safeguard, H.R. 10488
would require the submission of a pro-
spectus to the Public Works Committees
whenever annual rentals for leased sparce
exceed $500,000.

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

Mr. HARSHA. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 10488, the Public
Buildings and Grounds amendments.

This bill allows the Federal Govern-
ment to authorize construction of Fed-
eral office buildings by private contrac-
tor, with the General Services Admin-
istration leasing the building for a spe-
cified period and applying the rent
toward the final purchase price. The
effect would be to allow the construction
of at least 63 public buildings already
authorized by the House and Senate
Committee on Public Works, but which
have been thus far unfunded and hence
unconstructed.

Included among these 63 proposals is
a new Federal Office Building for the
city of Albany in my congressional dis-
trict, the capital of New York State.

The design of this building was com-
pleted some time ago and site acquisition
will be completed as soon as this legisla-
tion is enacted. Although the prospectus
for this new Albany Federal Building was
approved by both Public Works Commit-
tees as far back as 1964, it is estimated
that by following present procedures it
could be another 10 years before the
Capital of New York State had its new
Federal office building.

The Administrator of the GSA informs
me, however, that when the bill before us
today is enacted into law, the GSA is pre-
pared to begin immediately the contract
award process for Albany with the build-
ing itself to be completed within 2 years.
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The purchase contract arrangement
provided for in the committee bill is, it
appears to me, a far superior method of
having Federal buildings constructed
than the present piecemeal method of
annual appropriations. By funding al-
ready authorized buildings on a one-shot
basis, the GSA could have the buildings
constructed over a relatively short term,

—and then gradually purchased them by
means of the rents collected from the-

tenant agencies. Until the Federal Gov-
ernment had paid the final purchase
price the buildings would be subject to
real estate taxes. At the same time a spe-
cial public building fund would be set
up, into which user charges, collected
from all Federal agencies using space in
GSA buildings, would be deposited.
Money from that fund could go toward
financing the construction and opera-
tion of still other Government buildings.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill so that we will at last have a real-
istic and finanecially workable means of
constructing new and much needed Fed-
eral office buildings, and so we can get
going at once on the construction of the
new Albany Federal Office Building.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may desire to the gentleman
from California (Mr. BURTON).

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished gentleman.

In our city of San Francisco, we have
a payment center for the Social Security
Administration. They employ some 1,700
people. A number of them are very highly
skilled, of course, but there are also a
great number of jobs that require some-
what less skill. This employment is very
vital to our city. I understand from the
remarks of the gentleman from Illinois
that there is nothing in this bill that
authorizes or encourages the removal of
that payment center from San Fran-
cisco; is that correct?

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

Mr. BURTON. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GRAY. Absoultely nothing—there
is absolutely mothing in this bill that
would cause the removal of the facility in
San Francisco.

Mr. BURTON. I would hope the gen-
tleman from Ilinois would agree with me
in view of the difficulty of employment in
the core cities—that a move of that sort
should not be taken without an over-
whelming case being made for the re-
moval of this kind of job opportunity
for the residents in our central city.

Mr. GRAY. I agree with the gentle-
man completely.

Mr, BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
my friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WALDIE) .

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding.

I just want to state to the gentleman,
he has my full support for this bill. The
bill has particular reference to my home
community where we are seeking the lo-
cation of a Federal social security pay-
ments faciilty for many of the same rea-
sons that my good friend and colleague
from San Francisco, the gentleman from
California (Mr. BurTon) has suggested.
We need to alleviate the unemployment
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problems in the Richmond area. We see
this bill as a major help in that direction
and we commend the gentleman and the
committee for moving in that direction.

Mr. GRAY. I thank the gentleman
from California and I assure the gentle-
man the committee will be sympathetic
to any request that is received.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may require to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr, GONZALEZ) .

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I also
rise to say I support fully the gentleman
in this legislation.

I just have one question along the line
that the first gentleman from California
(Mr. BurToN) inquired about, and it has
to do with the net impact of this legis-
lation.

My question is simply this. In my home
district of San Antonio, we have had au-
thorized and appropriated for a postal
facility for several years. This legislation
in no way would detrimentally affect
those plans; would it?

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

Mr. GONZALEZ, I yield to the gentle-

man.,
Mr, GRAY. I want to make it perfectly
clear that there is nothing in this bill
that would preclude an ongoing project
from continuing whether it is the GSA
o. the Postal Service.

Mr, GONZALEZ. I thank the gentle-

man.
Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from New York (Mr. GrROVER), the
ranking minority member on the sub-
committee who has done such outstand-
ing work on this legislation.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROVER. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN, Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of this legislation and
compliment the committee for the work
that they have done.

Mr, Chairman, I rise to express my
strong support for HR. 10488, a bill to
eliminate the backlog in the construc-
tion of public buildings authorized by
Congress.

As a member of the Committee on Pub-
lic Works, I can assure this body that
it is generally the position of our com-
mittee to fund the planning and con-
struction of Federal facilities directly
through appropriations and that by no
means is the committee attempting to
create a precedent for fundings these
projects.

However, flexibility of policy is urgent-
ly required in this instance if the Con-
gress is to be able to meet its commitment
to a backlog of over $1 billion in des-
perately needed Federal buildings. To do
s0 directly would require what most cer-
tainly would be borrowed funds. This
borrowing would add to an already im-
mense deficit and seriously strain the
competition for moneys in the lending
markets.

By adopting the course indicated by
this legislation, we can move rapidly to
complete the construction of these build-
ings in a way that will provide a strong
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shot-in-the-arm for the economy at a
time when the trend toward economic
strength is becoming clearer with each
passing day.

In addition, a key feature of the meas-
ure before us is that it provides a means
to construct Federal facilities without
depriving local government of vital por-
tions of its tax base, Traditionally, Fed-
eral installations do not pay property
taxes but H.R. 10488 leaves the property
in private hands under the purchase-
contract concept. Thus the property will
make the Federal presence in the com-
munity much easier to accept.

And finally, one of the most important
provisions in this bill is the assessment
of user charges against the budget of
those individual Federal agencies who oc-
cupy these buildings. The user fee as-
sessments will require each agency to
have to justify its space needs which will
permit better congressional oversight
both for the authorizing and appropria-
tion commiftees. These fees will also in-
vite the various agencies to reduce their
space needs to the minimum thereby
saving tax moneys.

On a national scale this bill will do
the job. On the local level it is also ex-
cellent legislation as I am aware from
the fact that one of the authorized build-
ings is in Santa Rosa, Calif., in my con-
gressional district.

The bill will escalate the timetable for
the construction of the Santa Rosa fa-
cility which is already long overdue. This
building will effectively meet a need for
part of the program of designing the city
designed for living.

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to join with my colleagues in expressing
support for this important bill. Over the
past decade, the Committee on Public
Works, acting under the Public Build-
ings Act of 1959, has considered and
approved buildings for construction
which it felt were vitally needed in the
public interest. Because of financial
constraints on the appropriation’s proc-
ess, the level of funding necessary to
construct all of these much-needed fa-
cilities has not been provided.

Although appropriations averaged
approximately $115 million per year, a
backlog of 63 buildings has been built
up. It is to accelerate construction of
these facilities that the purchase con-
tract authority contained in H.R. 10488
is directed.

Members of the committee are agreed
that direct Federal construction is de-
sirable. But we are facing a condition
here, a state of facts, and not a theory.
Approximately a billion dollars in Fed-
eral funding would be required to elim-
inate the construction backlog with
which we are now faced. That kind of
money is simply not available at the
present time. Other spending priorities
will not permit the immediate Federal
investment necessary to get the job
done.

It was to get the Federal building pro-
gram back on the track again that the
purchase contract program was devised.

In fashioning it, we have attempted to
overcome the weaknesses that plagued
its predecessor—the Lease-Purchase Act
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of the 1950’s. Interest rates determined
by market conditions assure that rates
will be reasonable. And present finan-
cial conditions assure healthy competi-
tion in the financing construction of
these 63 buildings.

Finally, the legislative authorization
will be for a period of only 3 years.
Thereafter, the new revolving fund con-
cept will become operative, making
lease-purchase types of contracts no
longer necessary.

Insofar as the new public building
fund is concerned, this new device holds
great promise. By imposing user charges
on Government agencies for the space
they occupy in GSA buildings, each Gov-
ernment agency will have an incentive
to make space demands equal space re-
quirements. The tendency would, there-
fore, be to promote the most efficient
and economical use of all Government
office and storage space.

The lack of sound business procedures
in the operation of Government has long
been a bitter refrain among critics. Au-
thorization of a public building fund in
which each agency would be charged the
equivalent of rent for the space occu-
pied makes sense, particularly since
commercial rates will be charged.
Moneys generated should be sufficient,
not only to operate the Federal Estab-
lishment, but also to provide funds for
future building needs. In the process,
substantial savings in space require-
ments and the funds needed to provide
them will be realized. If for no other
reason, the consequent savings to the
American taxpayer will, I believe, more
than justify passage of this bill.

I, therefore, urge approval of H.R.
10488. ‘

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

Mr. GROVER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. WYDLER. I rise in support of this
legislation, and I want to commend the
gentleman for the work that he has done
as a member of the committee consider-
ing this legislation. The largest single
project in the bill before us is located on
Long Island, which the gentleman and
myself both represent here in the Con-
gress. It is a Federal office building of a
large size, but one which is desperately
needed by the Federal Government and
by the citizens of that area. I know that
the gentleman in the well provided the
leadership in the committee which was
necessary to see that this particular
building was proven necessary for the
people in that area and to make it a
reality.

Mr. GROVER. If I may return the
compliment to the gentleman from New
York, I should like to point out that he,
himself, was the driving force on Long
Island which brought to the committee
and to the Congress the desperate need
for a center on Mitchell Field on Long
Island in the gentleman’s district.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. THOMSON) .

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in enthusiastic support
of this legislation. It is badly needed, not
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only in the 63 areas that have been men-
tioned, but in the removal of a backlog.
Removal of this backlog will facilitate
the orderly development of needed Fed-
eral facilities throughout the country.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is badly needed
and past overdue. If the other 61 cities
besides the one in my district which will
have their promised construction pro-
ceed under terms of this bill are in the
same situation as La Crosse, Wis., I can
only say that the Federal Government
has done a disservice to the residents of
these cities.

The La Crosse Post Office-Federal
Building was authorized in 1966, 6 years
ago. It is to be the central edifice in an
imposing, modern civic center in the
heart of downtown La Crosse. To prepare
for this civic center, the city of La Crosse
razed the existing city hall and built a
beautiful new structure. Similarly, the
county government tore down the old
courthouse building and erected a mod-
ern courthouse, architecturally blending
with the new city hall.

Amid this well-planned civic center
stands the city’s worst eyesore, the ar-
chaic Post Office Building and an adja-
cent vacant lot. This space has been ac-
quired for the construction of the new
Post Office-Federal Building promised 6
yvears ago. The architect assures that
planning for the building is complete.
But the vacant lot remains, a daily re-
minder to the citizens of La Crosse of
the broken promise made to them by the
Federal Government.

I cannot believe that anyone in this
Chamber can justify keeping people
waiting 6 to 10 years before the Federal
Government gets around to keeping its
promises. For La Crosse and 61 other
cities, the bill we are debating today is
the answer. Let us resolve to start
delivering on these promises made so
many years ago, promises which have
triggered enormous local investments,
and promises which have buoyed the
hope of local citizens for years. This year,
as political commentators tell us that the
people are losing faith in the effective-
ness of their Government and as his-
torians tell us that our social problems
are rooted in the unfulfilled promises of
the decade of the 1960’s, let us resolve
to move forward to fulfill our promises
and demonstrate our resolve to assist
these needy and long-postponed proj-
ects. Let us pass this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. GrAY) is recognized.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I intended
to ask the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GroveEr) to yield, but he left the
well before I had an opportunity to do
so. I wish to state publicly for the record
that he, as the ranking minority member
of the Subcommittee on Public Buildings
and Grounds, was of great help in writ-
ing this bill over the past several months,
as were also the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HarsHA) and the distin-
guished gentleman from Wisconsin who
just spoke (Mr. THoMson) . They have all
rendered valuable assistance, and I want
publicly to thank them for their support,
along with that of all Members on our
side of the aisle.

I yield such time as he may consume to
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the very distinguished gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. KLUCZYNSKI).

Mr. KELUCZYWSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman. I wish to compli-
ment the gentleman from Illinois for
bringing this much needed legislation to
the floor today so that we will be able to
vote on projects which have been pend-
ing for 8 or 9 years. Members know as
well as I do that erecting public build-

- ings is like the construction of highways.

If you do not build them this year, they
will cost you 10 or 11 percent more next
year. I want to thank the gentleman
from Illinois for bringing this legislation
to the floor today, legislation which will
save the taxpayers of this country mil-
lions and millions of dollars.

We have already heard a great deal
about the staggering backlog of congres-
sionally approved but unfunded Federal
building projects. Throughout the Na-
tion, the needs of our health, law en-
forcement, environmental, and other
Federal agencies for efficient, modern
facilities, are going unmet. Agencies con-
tinue to operate in inefficient and, in
some cases, obsolete buildings. To the
extent that they do, the taxpayer is
penalized many millions of dollars in
wasted employee time. He is also short-
changed in the delivery tc him of the
Government services he wants, needs,
and pays dearly for. In addition, each
passing day erodes the value of $13.6 mil-
lion he has invested in the purchase of
sites and $12.4 million he has invested in
designs for 50 buildings already approved
by the committee.

No city on earth knows the costs of
delay in Federal construction like Chi-
cago. At long last, the new Federal build-
ing, for years just a bhig hole in the
ground, is underway. Now the delay falls
heavily upon the GSA Federal Records
Center, which was first approved in 1966.
The GSA Records Center is currently
located in a leased building which is
filled to capacity and does not comply
with GSA's fire safety standards. It is
necessary to utilize temporary storage
space with inadequate cubic footage ca-
pacity at another Government-owned
location and to ship a considerable vol-
ume of records for processing and stor-
age to record centers in other States.
These deficiencies result in delay, in-
creased costs, and reduced operating
efficiency—to say nothing of inconveni-
ence to Chicagoans and, other mid-
westerners.

The building will be 185,600 square
feet. GSA is now leasing more than
102,000 square feet to house Federal rec-
ords in Chicago alone. So, there will be
a healthy saving in rents as soon as the
new center is completed. To get the
center completed, we need H.R. 10488.
Without this bill, that building could
wait another ‘6 years.

The history of GSA’s construction ap-
propriations since fiscal year 1959 shows
that GSA has been able to average only
$115 million per year for new construc-
tion. At that rate, if GSA were to work
exclusively on overcoming the present
backlog—giving no attention to new re-
quirements as they arose—it would take
10 years to construct buildings we have
already authorized.
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We need those buildings now. On the
other hand, we are in a period when
fiscal restraint is the order of the day,
and hope for appropriations in this or
the next few fiscal years would indeed
be wishful thinking.

The purchase-contract provisions of
H.R. 10488 are an attempt to reconcile
the urgent need for new Federal facili-
ties with today’s economic conditions.
We are being asked for purchase-con-
tracting of Federal buildings as a stop-
gap expedient. GSA is so convinced that
purchase-contracting will help eliminate
the backlog in a very short time that we
are asking for this authority for only 3
years. GSA has, in fact, pledged that it
can and will beat the backlog in that
move to full implementation of the pub-
lic buildings fund.

The purchase-contract authority pro-
posed in H.R. 10488 would permit GSA
to make regular payments over a period
of from 10 to 30 years to entrepreneurs
who would finance and construct build-
ings that meet GSA specifications. At the
end of the contract term, title to the
building would vest in the United States.
During the contract term, a purchase-
contract building would remain on the
local tax rolls, helping to ease the bur-
dens of the Federal presence upon the
local community.

There can be no doubt that purchase-
contracting for Federal construction
projects will increase the total dollars
GSA pays out for any specific building.
Nevertheless, an analysis of purchase-
contracting that takes into account the
present value of dollars expended, na-
tional spending priorities, and the ur-
gency of the need for these facilities con-
vinces me that any additional costs to
the Government, spread over a 10- to 30-
yvear period, would be reasonable and
warranted.

In weighing the total cost of home-
ownership under a mortgage, the pro-
spective home buyer considers many fac-
tors, including the amount of capital
available to him, alternative uses for his
capital—including the education of his
children, the purchase of health care,
transportation and other services, for his
family—and the urgency of his housing
needs. In the same way, I believe that
it is appropriate for the Federal Gov-
ernment to consider its overall needs in
finding a way to get our public building
projects underway now. I strongly sup-
port H.R. 10488 and hope that other
Members will join me in voting for this
sound approach to getting the job done
now.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time in order
to have the REcorp show that we thank
my distinguished friend, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. KLuczynski) who has
just spoken, who has rendered an in-
valuable service on this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HANLEY) .

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this legislation and commend
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the chairman and the fine committee
for their efforts in regard to this legis-
lation.

Mr. Chairman, I am quite pleased that
H.R. 10488 is under consideration to-
day. I earnestly urge its adoption which
will provide a procedure through which
a backlog of 63 Federal buildings will
be constructed. Most of these projects
have been on the back burner for quite
some time. Their need is great to provide
the necessary accommodations to our
citizens and the agencies which will
occupy them.

My home community, Syracuse, N.Y.,
is the site for one of the projects. A dire
need exists in that community as it does
in the 62 other locales.

The longrun effect will be the con-
venience of the accommodation as well
as the millions of dollars in savings to
be enjoyed by the taxpayers.

Again I urge adoption of H.R. 10488.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio for yielding.

I take this time for the purpose of ask-
ing a question. The city of San Jose in
my congressional district is very much in
need of a Federal office building. The
General Services Administration has sur-
veyed it. However, the priority is not suf-
ficiently high at this time for it to be in-
cluded in this list of 63 cities. My question
is, if San Jose achieves priority at some
time subsequent to the passage of this
bill, can the list of 63 cities be expended?

Mr. HARSHA. First, let me say that
this period of contract purchase is au-
thorized for 3 years. At any time during
that 3 years, any city which establishes
the necessary priority with the General
Services Administration can be included
in this method of obtaining a Federal
building for its community.

In addition, I would add for the gen-
tleman’'s information that the new re-
volving fund, if this bill becomes law, will,
even after the 3-year period, enable GSA
to go about its program of providing
needed office space on a much quicker
basis than in the past.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman. I think this is excellent
legislation. I shall support it.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE) .

Mr. McCLURE, Mr. Chairman, as a co-
sponsor of this legislation, I thank the
gentleman from Illinois and the gentle-
man from Ohio for their very great
courtesy to me over the months this
legislation has been under consideration,
and publicly express my satisfaction that
at last we are getting some House ap-
proval on a matter critical to every Mem-
ber of the Congress—not just to those
who happen to have buildings in their
districts. As has been pointed out, this re-
moves the backlog and allows an orderly
consideration of those construction proj-
ects which are not included in the list
included in this bill.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from Idaho
for his interest in this matter. He has
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very effectively pursued the interest of
the people of his congressional distriet.
He appeared before the committee in
support of this legislation and he has
conferred with me on several occasions on
this matter. He has most urgently acted
in pursuit of this legislation so that the
citizens of his district can finally realize
the benefits of a Federal office building
in his district.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. THONE),
a member of the committee, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. THONE. Mr. Chairman, I share
the interest of many of my colleagues
that the design of our public buildings
should be the finest examples of Ameri-
can architecture. I am very pleased that
the committee has adopted my amend-
ment requiring the Administrator of the
General Services Administration to give
thorough consideration to the excellence
of architecture and design during the de-
velopment of plans for all public build-
ings.

In this regard, I am hopeful that the
pending legislation will enable architects
and engineers to continue to work ef-
fectively on public building projects
without the possibility that their al-
legiance might be transferred away from
their true client, the General Services
Administration and the people of this
country. I believe the design professions
share this hope. It would be helpful if the
distinguished gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. Gray), the subcommittee chair-
man, would clarify a few points relating
to the pending bill.

Under the purchase contract author-
ity of H.R. 10488, will GSA retain title
to the drawings and specifications al-
ready prepared by the original design
architect for the 63 authorized but un-
funded projects?

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, will the dis-
tinguished gentleman yield?

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

Mr. GRAY. I am delighted to answer.
I have been informed by the acting GSA
Administrator, Mr. Rod Kreger, that the
answer is yes, they will retain title to the
architect’s drawings and specifications.

Mr. THONE. I thank the gentleman.

Will the original design architect be
retained for the administration and su-
pervision of construction of projects un-
der the purchase contract authority?

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

Mr. THONE. I yield further.

Mr. GRAY. The General Services Ad-
ministration has stated categorically that
it will establish procedures to have the
original architect provide inspection
services wherever possible. Although
GSA does not anticipate this occurring
frequently there may be cases where the
architect and the successful offeror are
incompatible for some reason; for ex-
ample, they might not be able to agree on
a fee. In those instances, GSA will insist
upon approving the architect to inspect
the project.

I am sure the gentleman will agree
with this. Wherever possible it will be
done, but if someone wants to charge an
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exorbitant fee on a project the GSA is
bound by law to seek out and find some-
one with a more acceptable fee.

Mr. THONE. I understand that, and
that is as it should be.

Under this legislation, would GSA be
prevented first, from maintaining a di-
rect contractural relationship with and
directly compensating the original de-
sign architect for any additional design
services and supervision services, or sec-
ond, from being reimbursed for that
compensation through a provision in the
agency’s contract with the successful
offeror.

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

Mr. THONE. I yield further,

Mr. GRAY. No. H.R. 10488 would not
prohibit GSA from taking either action
the gentleman has enumerated.

Mr. THONE. One final question. It is
my understanding that GSA has.re-
quested the purchase contract authority
due to the emergency need to pro-
vide long-required Federal office space
throughout the country. It is correct that
this is an emergency authority only and
will automatically go out of existence at
the end of 3 years when the Federal
buildings fund goes into effect?

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

Mr. THONE. I yield further.

Mr. GRAY. The answer is emphatically
“yes.” The law provides for the expira-
tion of the purchase contract authority
after the 3-year period and reverting
back to direct fund appropriations.

Mr. THONE. I thank the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. Chairman, accountability is the
most important aspect of the legislation
we are considering.

At present, various Federal depart-
ments and agencies are not held fiscally
responsible for the space they occupy.
Instead, money to pay for building ren-
tals, maintenance, and service is nearly
all appropriated to the General Services
Administration. In fiscal 1971, GSA was
appropriated $660 million to provide
more than 220 million square feet and
necessary services for 820,000 Federal
employes.

This proposed legislation, of which I
am a cosponsor, will change this situa-
tion. It will provide that each agency
will be accountable for the space it uses.
Each agency will pay user charges for
space. Governmental bureaus now may
insist to GSA that they need more space
than actually necessary. Each agency
will be less likely to ask for more space
than needed, when the cost of that space
will be reflected each year in its annual
appropriations request to Congress. Al-
location of these costs will also give Con-
gress, the President, and the general pub-
lic a truer picture of the cost of each
function of the Federal Government.

The user charges will provide a solu-
tion to a problem that has long troubled
Congress. All user charges will be put
into a GSA building fund. Operating
costs of buildings will come out of this
fund. As time goes by, the fund will have
in it sufficient moneys to pay for new
Federal buildings as they are needed.
Thus, we hope to end the position it is
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now in, with 63 new Federal buildings
authorized without funds being provided
for construction.

That brings me to the second impor-
tant aspect of this proposed legislation.
It will allow Congress to keep the prom-
ises this body has made to communities
all over America. Through authorization
acts of Congress, thesc cities have been
promised new Federal buildings. Citizens
in these areas are beginning to wonder if
Congress will ever keep these promises.
Some of the Federal buildings were au-
thorized 9 years ago and still have not
been funded for construction.

At the rate appropriations for Federal
buildings have been made over the past
dozen years, it would take at least until
1982 to fund the 63 buildings authorized
in 1969 and earlier.

In this bill, we have our solution.
Through purchase contracts the Federal
buildings already authorized by Congress
would be built. Entrepreneurs would pro-
vide the capital to build the buildings to
Government-approved plans and speci-
fications. At the end of the contracts,
the Government would own all these
buildings. Bear in mind that the pur-
chase contract phase of this legislation
/would only be in effect for 3 years. After

Vthat, the user charge fund should contain

money to pay for Federal buildings as
needed.

The effect of Federal building author-
ization without construction funding can
be devastating for a community. I can
speak firsthand for a city in my district,
Lincoln, Nebr. The Senate approved the
prospectus for a new Federal building in
Lincoln in 1965 and the House of Repre-
sentatives gave approval in 1966. The
land involved consists of two square
blocks in the heart of the central city
district of this community of 150,000. For
6 years, the buildings on this land have
been allowed to deteriorate. Some of this
land, which is valuable enough for much
higher use, has been used only for un-
paved parking lots.

Much development by private enter-
prise has not taken place because this
land has laid idle. If the Federal building
is begun in the near future, I am certain
that it will trigger much private develop-
ment nearby.

The community of Lincoln, Nebr., il-
lustrates another important factor that
this body should consider. The Federal
Government is now paying about $14 mil-
lion annually for rental space scattered
all over Lincoln. Some agencies are try-
ing to conduct business in at least 3
buildings. This payment of rent by the
Federal Government in Lincoln will be
ended, this scattering of agencies will be
ended, if the Lincoln Federal building is
constructed.

In Lincoln and in 62 other American
cities, we can stimulate employment and
business by passing this act. We can end
rental payments by constructing build-
ings that will be federally owned. We can
keep promises made to people all over the
Nation. We can make Government agen-
cies accountable for the office space they
use. We can provide a permanent solution
to the persistent and troublesome prob-
lem of funding Federal buildings for con-
struction. I urgently solicit your votes
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in favor of H.R. 10488, which is a com-
panion bill of one that I introduced in
this regard.

Mr. HARSHA, Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. WHALEN) .

Mr. WHALEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I rise in support of this measure. I can
testify from personal experience as to
the need for the new Federal building for
Dayton, Ohio, which is contained in this
measure.

At the present time the Federal of-
fices are located in a building which was
constructed in 1915. Architecturally, this
5T-year-old building is very beautiful.
However, it is extremely inefficient, inas-
much as it was built to house a post of-
fice rather than Federal offices. Too,
maintenance costs are extremely high.

Further, at the present time in the
Dayton area the Federal Government
rents approximately 41,000 square feet
at an annual rental of $205,000. All of
these offices will be consolidated in the
new Federal building once it is con-
structed. The land is available. The
architectural plans have been completed.
We are ready to go.

Passage of this bill certainly will save
at least 10 years in respect to correcting
the costly, wasteful Federal office op-
eration which presently exists in the
Dayton area. Therefore, I hope my col-
leagues will support this measure.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time, and I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Wyoming (Mr. Ron-
CALIO) .

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr.
shall use but a minute.

I want to observe that over the past
decade I have waited for the day when
I could look at a public works authoriza-
tion bill and find not 1 cent spent for
public office buildings in the District of
Columbia. I believe that is a great prec-
edent and a move in the right direction.

And lest some of my colleagues are
looking in the direction of the Rocky
Mountain States, there is not any item
for the great State of Wyoming, either,
or for the State of Colorado or Utah.
There must be an end to District of Co-
lumbia Federal construction—a breath-
ing spell.

I hope this is a landmark and a be-
ginning to that end.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the remaining time.

As I stated in my previous remarks,
this is an historic bill in many ways, be-
cause I think it will save millions of dol-

Chairman, I

lars of the taxpayers’ money in the long .

run by requiring Federal agencies to pay
for the space they use. We can look at
agencies all over the Nation and we can
see them sprawling out in all kinds of
ways in rented facilities. We think it is
time that that practice came to an end
and that they be held accountable. This
bill requires that type of accountability,
and we will take these savings in order to
build much-needed facilities in con-
gressional districts all over the Nation,
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I want to thank the members of the
House Committee on Public Works on
both sides of the aisle, because this is a
bipartisan measure which was reported
out unanimously. I want to single out
especially our very distinguished and able
chairman, the gentleman from Minne-
sota (Mr. BLATNIK) who is always sym-
pathetic and helpful, a man of compas-
sion. This kind of critical legislation that
comes from the Committee on Public
Works unanimously could not have been
brought here without his able assistance.
I also want to thank our chief counsel,
Mr. Sullivan, my able assistant, Mrs.
Naney Vitali, and the staff for their help.

Mr. BLATNIK. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GRAY. Of course I yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. BLATNIK. I appreciate the very
generous and certainly thoughtful com-
ments and references to the chairman
of the committee.

I would like to make a comment about
the work of the subcommittee chair-
man, Mr. Gray, and the cooperation re-
ceived from the minority side in toto
and the excellent staff work that has been
done there.

Let me say each one of these projects
represented a crying need in a given area.
Yet it would seem that each one of these
projects has some element of justifiable
and understandable difference of opin-
ion or judgment in it which could lead
to divisiveness. It could either be so be-
cause the needs of the local community
were opposed to the needs of a State
agency or because of a conflict between
one or more Federal agencies or because
there was a difference of opinion between
the members of the subcommittee. Each
one of these projects was systematically,
patiently, and considerately considered,
and each problem was constructively
worked out.

I want to commend the chairman of
the subcommittee and all of the mem-
bers of the subcommittee and the staff
for the thorough and responsible manner
in which they worked out this piece of
legislation. It enables us to come out
with a good solution to meet the needs of
many areas.

I urge that the bill be approved by this
full body as presented.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. McMILLAN, Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of the pending bill and would
like to state that in my opinion, it is one
of the most important bills that has been
considered in the Congress since the
Christmas holidays.

I am certain the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee and the chair-
man of the Independent Offices Subcom-
mittee of Appropriations will remember
that in 1968, approximately $5 million
was allocated for a Federal building in
my hometown of Florence, S.C. The Gen-
eral Services Administration, the Post
Office Department officials, and the U.S.
district judges in South Carolina had
decided on the type Federal building they
wanted at Florence. The Congress passed
the bill and the President added his sig-
nature; however, after the Federal Gov-
ernment had the plans for the new build-
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ing drawn up, and the structures cleared
from the lot which had been purchased
for the new building, the President issued
a freeze on all Federal buildings that had
not actually begun.

I am délighted that the Public Works
Committee Las authorized this building
in the pending bill and I hope the Mem-
bers of Congress will understand just how
badly we need this building since there
are approximately 200 postal employees
working in a temporary, abandoned, au-
tomgebile salesroom. There are also ap-
proximately 75 social security employees
in addition to the Labor Department in-
spectors and FBI agents who are waiting
to use this new building. The court offi-
cials tell me that they are in dire need
of a new courtroom as the one in the old
building is completely outmoded.

I sincerely hope the Members of Con-
gress will understand that this is, in
my opinion, emergency legislation which
should be enacted into law without fur-
ther delay.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I want
to express my strong support for this
legislation to provide for financing the
acquisition, construction, alteration,
maintenance operation, and protection
of public buildings.

This legislation, which was reported
out of the Public Works Subcommittee
on Public Buildings and Grounds, of
which I am a member, is a badly needed
bill and a very sensible one as well.

Under provisions of this legislation,
the Federal Government could authorize
construction of Federal buildings by pri-
vate contractors, and then lease the
buildings for a specified period, with the
rent payments being applied toward final
purchase of the buildings by the Govern-
ment.

When the lease expires, the Govern-
ment assumes full ownership, but, until
that date, the property and the building
would be subject to local taxation.

There are currently 63 Federal build-
ing projects throughout the country
which have been delayed for lack of
Government funds. The General Serv-
ices Administration is now required to
provide direct Federal funding for new
construction projects. The lack of suffi-
cient funds has resulted in an estimated
10-year backlog of projects.

Of particular interest to the people
of North Carolina's Fifth Congressional
District, which I represent, is the effect
this legislation would have on a proposed
new Federal building to be constructed
in Winston-Salem.

The Winston-Salem project was ap-
proved for construction 3 years ago, but
progress beyond the designing stage has
been stalled because of insufficient Fed-
eral funds. Estimated construction cost
for the 287,000-square-foot building is
$12.1 million.

The legislation we offer today will
significantly accelerate work on the pro-
posed Federal building in Winston-
Salem, possibly pushing the completion
date up by 10 years, and permitting
similar accelerated construction sched-
ules for other projects throughout the
Nation.
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I strongly recommend that my col-
leagues join me in voting for passage
of this legislation.

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. In accordance with
the rule, the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute printed in the
bill will be read by the Clerk as an origi-
nal bill for the purpose of amendment.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered
as read, printed in the Recorp, and open
to amendment at any point.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I would
suggest to the gentleman that the bill be
read by sections. This would require some
eight unanimous-consent requests for
t.lrxle reading of the sections, and I realize
this,

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw
my unanimous-consent request.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the *“Public Buildings
Amendments of 1972",

Sec. 2. The Public Buildings Act of 1959
(73 Stat. 479), as amended (40 U.S.C. 601 et
seq.). s amended as follows:

(1) strike out in subsection (b) of section
4 the figure “$200,000” and insert the figure
"$500,000" in lieu thereof;

(2) strike out in subsection (a) of section
12 the following: “as he determines neces-
SATy,”;

(3) Insert at the end of section 12(c) the
following sentence: “In developing plans
for such new buildings, the Administrator
shall give due consideration to excellence of
architecture and design.'"; and

(4) section 7 is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 7. (a) In order to insure the equita-
ble distribution of public bufldings through-
out the United States with due regard for
the comparative urgency of need for such
buildings, except as provided in section 4,
no appropriation shall be made to construct,
alter, purchase, or to acquire any building
to be used as a public building which in-
volves a total expenditure In excess of $500,-
000 if such construction, alteration, pur-
chase, or acquisition has not been approved
by resolutions adopted by the Committee on
Public Works of the Senate and House of
Representatives, respectively. No appropria-
tion shall be made to lease any space at an
average annual rental in excess of 2500,000
for use for public purposes if such lease has
not been approved by resolutions adopted by
the Committee on Public Works of the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives, respec-
tively. For the purpose of securing consider-
atlon for such approval, the Administrator
shall transmit to the Congress a prospectus
of the proposed facility, Including (but not
limited to)—

(1) a brilef description of the bullding
to be constructed, altered, purchased, ac-
quired, or the space to be leased under this
Act;

“(2) the location of the bullding or space
to be leased and an estimate of the maxi-
mum cost to the United States of the facility
to be constructed, altered, purchased, ac-
quired, or the space to be leased;

“(8) a comprehensive plan for providing
space for all Government officers and em-
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ployees in the locality of the proposed facil-
ity or the space to be leased, having due re-
gard for sultable space which may continue
to be available in existing Government-owned
or occupied buildings;

“(4) with respect to any project for the
construction, alteration, purchase, or acqui-
sition of any building, a statement by the
Administrator that suitable space owned by
the Government is not available and that
suitable rental space is not avallable at a
price commensurate with that to be afforded
through the proposed action; and

*“(5) a statement of rents and other hous-
ing costs currently being pald by the Gov-
ernment for Federal agencies to be housed
in the building to be constructed, altered,
purchased, acquired, or the space to be leased.

“{b) The estimated maximum cost of any
project approved under this section as set
forth in any prospectus may be increased
by an amount equal to the percentage in-
crease, if any, as determined by the Admin-
istrator, in construction or alteration costs,
as the case may be, from the date of trans-
mittal of such prospectus to Congress, but
in no event shall the increase authorized by
this subsection exceed 10 per centum of such
estimated maximum cost.

“(¢) In the case of any project approved
for construction, alteration, or acquisition by
the Committees on Public Works of the Sen-
ate and of the House of Representatives, re-
spectively, in accordance with subsection (a)
of this section, for which an appropriation
has not been made within one year after
the date of such approval, either the Com-
mittee on Public Works of the Senate or the
Committee on Public Works of the House
of Representatives, may rescind, by resolu-
tion, its approval of such project at any
time thereafter before such an appropriation
has been made.”

Mr. GRAY (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
section 2 be considered as read, printed

in the REcorp, and open to amendment
at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tllinois?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to be proposed to section
2? If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEc. 3. Subsection (f) of section 210 of the
Federal Property and Administrative Serv-
ifces Act of 1949, as amended (40 U.S.C.
490(f) ), is amended to read as follows:

“(f) (1) There iz hereby established in the
Treasury of the United States on such date
as may be determined by the Administrator,
a fund into which there shall be deposited
the following revenues and collections:

“(A) User charges made pursuant to sub-
section (j) of this section payable in advance
or otherwise,

“(B) Proceeds with respect to bullding
sites authorized to be leased pursuant to
subsection (a) of this section, and proceeds
with respect to building sites, plans, and
specifications authorized to be sold pursuant
to subsection (h) of this section.

“(C) Receipts for carriers and others for
loss of, or damage to, property belonging to
the fund.

*(2) Moneys deposited into the fund shall
be available for expenditure for real property
management and related activities in such
amounts as are specified in annual appro-
priations Acts without regard to fiscal year
limitations.

"“(3) There are hereby merged with the
fund established under this subsection, un-
expended balances of (A) the Bulldings
Management Fund (including any surplus
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therein), established pursuant to this sub-
section prior to its amendment by the Public
Bulldings Amendments of 1972; (B) the
Construction Services Fund, created by sec-
tion 9 of the Act of June 14, 1946 (60 Stat.
259), as amended; and (C) any funds appro-
priated to General Services Adrhinistration
under the headings ‘Repair and Improve-
ment of Public Buildings', ‘Construction,
Public Buildings Projects’, ‘Sites and Ex-
penses, Public Buildings Projects’, ‘Con-
struction, Federal Office Building Numbered
7, Washington, Distriect of Columbia’, and
‘Additional Court Facilities’, in any appro-
priation Acts for the years prior to the fiscal
year in which the fund becomes operational.
The fund shall assume all the labilities,
obligations, and commitments of the said
(1) Bulldings Management Fund, (2) Con-
struction Services Fund, and (3) the appro-
priations specified in (C) hereof.

“(4) In any fiscal year there may be de-
posited to miscellaneous receipts in the
Treasury of the United States such amount
as may be specified in appropriation Acts,

*(5) Nothing in this section shall preclude
the Administrator from providing special
services not included in the standard level
user charge on a reimbursable basis and
such relmbursements may be credited to the
fund established under this subsection.”

Mr. GROSS (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the remainder of the section be con-
sidered as read, printed in the REcorb,
and open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there cbjection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN., Are there any
amendments to be proposed to section 3?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask
the gentleman from Illinois, or some
other member of the committee, what is
proposed to be done specifically in this
bill with respect to a sports center in the
District of Columbia?

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

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

Mr. GRAY. I would be happy and de-
lighted to answer that question for my
friend.

If you will refer to page 30 of the re-
port, you will find a listing of all of the
buildings authorized by line item in this
bill. Then if you will refer to——

Mr. GROSS. Where on page 30 will I
find them?

Mr. GRAY. If the gentleman will bear
with me, I shall be glad to answer his
question. I know this is an important
matter.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. GROSS. Yes; I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. HARSHA. There is nothing con-
tained in the provisions of this bill that
actually authorizes a building known as
a sports arena or convention center.

Under the purchase contract author-
ity, conceivably such a building could be
built. However, first, it would have to
meet certain requirements; that is, the
President of the United States would
have to declare that that building is a
public building. Second, he would have
to come before the House and Senate
Public Works Committees and have the
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prospectus approved by those commit-
tees for the construction of the building.

Mr. GROSS. The President would have
to come before the committee?

Mr. HARSHA. No.

Mr. GROSS. Who would come before
the committee?

Mr. HARSHA. Representatives of the
General Services Administration would
come before the committee after the
President made a finding that that was
a public building and in the public in-
terest. Then, there would be an amend-
ment offered—and if it is not offered by
anyone else, I shall offer it—that no
building under this purchase contract
authority can be approved until it, first,
has been approved by both the Senate
and House Appropriation Committees.
So, you would have to get the authoriza-
tion from the Senate and House Public
Works Committees and then you would
have to get the funding by resolution
from the House and Senate Appropria-
tion Committees. So, there would be
three steps that would have to be fol-
lowed in order to build such a building.

Mr. GROSS. In the matter of the
construction of public buildings the
gentleman’s amendment would make a
lot of sense and restore some degree of
responsibility to the Congress that it has
not had in the matter of authorizing
buildings. Here, today, we are asked to
vote for 63 buildings.

What do we know about the need and
the necessity for them? They do not have
to be justified on an individual basis.
Complete authority has been delegated
to this committee.

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

Mr. GROSS. In just a minute.

And as was explained to me earlier in
the day in the matter of the 63 build-
ings, the Committee on Appropriations
will look these things over. And then
I heard from a veteran member of
the Committee on Appropriations, who
said, “We have already taken care of the
funds for these buildings. You can start
shoveling dirt almost the minute this
bill passes, because we have already
given our blessing to these 63 buildings.”

Now I yield to the gentleman from
Illinois.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, first, if I
could, I now have the precise language,
and I will read it to the gentleman, con-
cerning the sports arena and conven-
tion center.

On page 18 of the report it says:

Except for previously approved
prospectuses—

Meaning these 63 buildings—
referred to in (e) above, no purchase con-
tract shall be entered into pursuant to the
authority of this section until a prospectus
therefor has been submitted and approved
in accordance with section 8 of this Act.

So, I want to lay this perfectly clearly
on the table where you can all see it:
that, as far as the building of the sports
arena and convention center, there is
nothing in this bill to build the sports
arena and convention center.

Mr. GROSS. We have been duped
around here all too often with regard to
the stadium and the so-called cultural
center. We were told we were through
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financing that thing, and the gentleman
must admit——

Mr. GRAY. If the gentleman will yield
further, we are through financing it.

Mr. GROSS. What do you mean we are
through financing it? You have $1.5 mil-
lion for it in this bill.

Mr. GRAY. For security.

Mr. GROSS. We have been told that
before; that we had appropriated the last
of the money for the Kennedy Cultural
Center.

Mr. GRAY. For the construction. There
is nothing in here for the further con-
struction of the Kennedy Center, and
there is nothing in this bill for the per-
forming arts function of the Cultural
Center. But if you go down to the George
Washington Monument you can see that
that facility was started, and it went up
about 50 feet, and then for 60 years it
was allowed to lie dormant. Finally Con-
gress had to go in and finish it. You can
see that that is so because of the different
color in the stonework, and we have con-
tinued to maintain the security of that
monument, and that is all we are doing
to the monument for our deceased Presi-
dent, is to maintain the monument.

Mr. GROSS. Let me tell you something
else about the Washington Monument. It
took about 40 years to complete it. That
was back in the days when they gave
consideration to balanced budgets, and
had some consideration for financial san-
ity in the Federal Government.

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

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

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

Mr. GROSS. In just a minute. Yes, it
took about 40 years to finish the monu-
ment to George Washington, and yet
today it has to be instant salvation—
we have to have these 63 buildings right
now to take care of two things, more
bureaucrats and forced-draft spending
for employment. That is the story. In-
stead of doing what we ought to do, and
that is to cut down on this bureaucracy
so that we do not have to go out and
put up 63 more buildings. Instead of do-
ing the things that are sane and right
and reasonable, we are going to spend
money that we do not have for 63 more
buildings.

Mr. GRAY, If the gentleman will yield
further, I just want to say that when we
wrote this bill we had the distinguished
gentleman from Iowa in mind.

Mr. GROSS. If you really had me in
mind you would not have put $1.5 million
in this bill for that cultural palace in
Fogey Bottom.,

Mr. GRAY. I am talking about the gen-
eral provisions of the bill. That amend-
ment was added afterwards, but in the
bill itself we did have the gentleman from
Iowa in mind. Because this was tighten-
ing up of our procedure. But if the gentle-
man wants to know where the money is
coming from, it is out of the money that
we are now paying in rents. We think it
is time that we should stop paying rents,
and build some government-owned build-
ings so we will save money.

The gentleman from Iowa has been
tremendously helpful, and I would like to
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see one of these buildings built in the
gentleman from Iowa's district, and see
the name put on it, the H. R. Gross Build-
ing.

Mr. GROSS. Just spare me that, if you
will, please; just spare me in that.

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have, of course fre-
mendous affection for the members of
the committee. But, I disagree with this
bill as deeply as I can disagree with any-
thing. There is a provision in it—you
can go and get your chart out—yes, young
lady, get the chart out and show them
that in Indianapolis, Ind. there is a
new Federal building proposed. But save
the time of telling me about it because I
already know it. I want the building. But
I do not want Indianapolis Federal tax-
payers to have to pay for it three or four
times.

I would like to have it built with some
kind of what they used to call fiscal
responsibility.

It has already been acknowledged here
by one Member that direct financing is
the less expensive way to build., But we
cannot afford to do that—there is too big
a deficit in the Federal budget.

That is the same kind of shape that a
bum is in when he goes to a bank to
borrow money and they tell him—“You
already owe us $40 billion—we are not
going to lend you any money."” So he goes
out in the street and deals with sharpies.
“How much interest?” “Oh, 25 percent
or 30 percent—do not worry about it.
Someone else will pay it off anyway. You
can pay 25-percent or 30-percent interest
and we will let you have $5 to go out and
eat and have a good time this afternoon.”

Well, I dub this approach in this bill a
“hide the deficit bill.” What you are
going to do under this bill is take bor-
rowed money and use it to pay rent to
private contractors who borrowed money
and put that borrowing in the structure
of the rent that they charge.

So what you end up doing is borrow-
ing twice and paying interest twice.

We have a truth-in-lending law. Why
do we not have a truth-in-borrowing
law for the American people and make
it apply to the Congress and make it
apply to the Federal Government? Un-
der this bill which pretends we are not
borrowing to put up the buildings, we
end up borrowing more and paying
more in interest.

What happens after these private
people put up the building and each
agency pays its own rent? We stop pay-
ing rent to the private facilities in the
community that we are occupying now.
The only thing I can tell you is, that in
connection with this new library over
here, the Manson Library, they are pay-
ing $3 million rent now around town to
private places, and the interest on the
bonds or the interest on the money bor-
rowed to put up that building is going
to be $5 million a year. That is how you
save the taxpayers’ money. It is costing
them a net increase of $2 million per
year. And “them” includes Americans
yet unborn.

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

Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gentleman.
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Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is exactly
right. The lease-purchase building ar-
rangement certainly passes on to the
generation to come the mortgage debt
for these buildings. That is what we
are doing; handing on to the children
of today and tomorrow the obligations
this Government ought to assume today.

Mr. JACOBS. Yes.

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

Mr. JACOBRBS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GRAY. I know that the gentleman
is honest and sincere and I have great
respect for him. But let us look at the
hard, cold facts of this proposed Federal
building in Indianapolis, Ind.

Mr. JACOBS. That is what I was hop-
ing you would do.

Mr. GRAY. Would the gentleman ad-
vocate that we eliminate the Federal So-
cial Security Administration and the De-
partment of Agriculture and the
Department of the Interior and all of
the other agencies in Indianapolis?

Mr. JACOBS. That is irrelevant to
what I am talking about. What I am
talking about is that if there are needs
in this country, I am talking about meet-
ing them responsibly.

Mr. GRAY. All right. I asked the gen-
tleman a question—Do you see any pos-
sibility of eliminating them?

Mr. JACOBS. Why do not you ask me
what I am going to have for dinner to-
night? It is irrelevant. Of course, I do
not advocate the elimination of legiti-
mate needs of government in this coun-
try.
Mr. GRAY. That is the first part of
the question and if the gentleman will
yield further, I will answer the question
propounded by him.

Mr. JACOBS. I yield further fo the
gentleman.

Mr. GRAY. This method is not going
to cost the taxpayers more money. No.
1, we approved that building for
your city in 1964, 8 years ago. There has
been a 10-percent, and in some cases a
12-percent, escalation cost per year. That
building now is going to cost the tax-
payers double.

You will not have to pay an entrepre-
neur 100-percent interest when you bor-
row from him. If you wait any longer it
will cost your taxpayers much more than
the method provided in this bill.

By waiting the taxpayers of Indianap-
olis have already paid twice for that
building and they still do not have it.
That is being pennywise and dollar
foolish. Every year that these 63 projects
remain on the shelf results in another
$100 million extra cost to the taxpayers.
So we either eliminate the need for the
buildings or we build them now.

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

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

Mr. JACOBS. I thank the gentleman
for what he said just now, for it leads
me into my next point: The escalation
in the cost of building in Indianapolis.
That is precisely why the building was
not put up in 1965. The war in Vietnam
was escalated, and $30 billion was piled
on top of the Federal budget without a
penny of additional tax being secured
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or any fiscal responsibility shown—$30
billion was piled on top of the Federal
budget with no additional taxes at all.
After all, we were on a holy crusade and
the Lord would provide us with some
sort of alchemy through which we would
produce that $30 billion. We would not
have to tax for it.

I remember my father said at the time
that if they raised the taxes to pay for
this venture in the quicksands of Asia,
the war in Vietnam, it would stop two
things: It would stop the inflation and it
would stop the intervention.

Now, there are direct funds available
to back up the Penn Central loan and the
Lockheed business. There are plenty of
direct funds to pay wealthy farmers not
to farm. And I have filed a discharge pe-
tition here to get rid of the “big shot”
limousines the Federal Government pays
for. Why, you cannot even walk across
the street around the Capitol Building
because chauffeurs with their fancy uni-
forms are leaning up against these lim-
ousines after hauling bureaucrats down
here to tell us how to run the Govern-
ment.

There are two signatures on that dis-
charge petition, that of the gentleman
from California (Mr. RousserLoT) and
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. Ja-
coss). That is an interesting combina-
tion. There are direct funds available
for that purpose, but there are no direct
funds available for buildings that the
gentleman says we need, and in effect
must borrow two or three times to buy.

I say again, and I emphasize it: You
are passing here a new scheme to hide
the deficit, to borrow money twice, to pay
two interest rates on it, and to allow the
fellow who puts up the building to use a
little thing called depreciation that puts
him on easy street for the rest of his life,
and maybe for his descendants, too. So
some descendants are getting something
out of this.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to men-
tion the pork barrel end of the proposal.
Wonderful. Why, if you talk against this
approach, we will go out and tell them
you are against a new Federal building.

Go ahead and tell them. It is not true.
I am in favor of a Federal building of
some kind—with fiscal responsibility.
Tell the American people how you are
going to give them something they need.
But remember that line in the show tune
that “If you can give the baby a locket
from her daddy’s pocket you are a natu-
ral in politics.”

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

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

Mr. GRAY. I am sure the gentleman
would not want to leave the impression
that the Congress is losing control and
that there will be clever manipulations
downtown in this program.

Mr. JACOBS. What do you mean? I
just spent 8 minutes trying to leave that
impression. I am not implying it; I am
saying it directly.

Mr. GRAY. Then the gentleman does
not understand the bill. The bill charges
Federal agencies in your city for using
space, and puts the money into a re-
volving fund. That revolving fund is
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spent through the actions of the House
and the Senate Committees on Appro-
priation, and if they approve it, as we
approve direct appropriations, the money
goes to pay the developer of the building.
Tell me where there are any hidden
charges.

Mr. JACOBS. That revolving fund is
being held at the head of every taxpayer
and his descendants in this country.
That is where the hidden charges are.
If you want to find another place where
they are trying to do something about
inflation I suggest that you will find that
by going to a grocery store; they do not
even wait until the new stock comes in.
They put higher price tags on top of the
price tags. They change the prices before
they even sell their existing stock. If you
do not believe that, go and find out.

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

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

Mr. HARSHA. You talk about irrele-
vant arguments. The gentleman is now
stating an irrelevancy.

Mr. JACOBS. Does the gentleman
think the actions of the Federal Govern-
ment in this particular instance are ir-
relevant to the inflation that is killing
this country?

Mr. HARSHA. If the gentleman wants
a compromise, we will accommodate him.
The Indianapolis building is included
at $28 million. We will take it out of
there.

Mr. JACOBS. Oh, sure, so your farm
subsidies can take its place and your
limousines can take its place. Throw out
the waste in the budget and you can
build the Indianapolis facility and still
give the American public a tax cut.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Chairman, let me point out here
that if we went the direct appropriation
route, this $760 million would be added
to the national deficit. Recently the Fed-
eral Government borrowed money to
take care of the burden of the interest
rate and other operating costs on long-
term notes, and it paid 5.9 percent in-
terest. So any addition to that national
deficit—and the addition of $760 million,
if we went the direct appropriations
route, at an interest rate of 5.9 percent,
would be to add to that deficit until such
time as the national deficit is paid off—
and apparently it will not be paid off.

So we are not going out and incurring
a great deal of hidden charges. Rather,
in the most expeditious way and at the
least expense to the Government, we are
trying to get Government facilities for
needed services which people are de-
manding, which we are not able to pro-
vide under the direct appropriation proc-
ess. It will cost us only the differential
between what we have to pay to borrow
money at 5.9 percent and what we are
going to have to pay for these purchase
contracts. It has been estimated at 7.5
percent. So the true differential in cost
that is going to have to be assumed by
the taxpayers is the difference between
7.5 percent and 5.9 percent.

In addition to that, we can conserva-
tively suggest to the House that by this
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consolidation of office space throughout
the Government, we will save millions
of dollars annually, If each agency is
charged with the responsibility of financ-
ing, funding and defending its budget
requests for space before the Appropria-
tions Committee, it will be inclined to
conserve space, and that conservation of
space will save dollars for the American
taxpayer.

In addition to that, the space we are
presently renting all over the United
States to provide adequate space for Fed-
eral agencies, will no longer be needed.
We will no longer have to pay for the
cost of that space. In addition, the con-
solidation of agencies into one building
will save a great deal of time and lost ef-
fort of people going to and from the
various buildings and the cost of the
transportation of those individueals. That
will result in more efficient and effective
service to the taxpayer.

So, in the final analysis, this process
will in effect save money for the tax-
payers, contrary to what the gentleman
asserts.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I will say
to my friend, the gentleman from Ohio,
that the construction startup costs of a
billion dollars in this bill will have to
come from somewhere. Does not the gen-
tleman think we ought to reserve some-
thing for the day of financial collapse in
this country, because it is inevitable the
way we are going?

Mr. HARSHA. The startup costs will
not be a billion dollars to the Federal
Government. It will be considerably
less. In the committee’s report we showed
the startup costs and continuation costs
for a number of years.

I would hope the gentleman will still
feel we will have a balanced budget at
some time.

Mr. GROSS. Not with bills such as this
will we have balanced budgets.

Mr. HARSHA. I would hazard the
observation that if the gentleman con-
tinues his fine work of watchdogging the
Treasury, we will have a balanced budget.

Mr. GROSS. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 4, Section 210 of the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as
amended (40 U.S.C. 490), is amended by
adding two new subsections reading as fol-
lows:

“(j) The Administrator is authorized and
directed to charge anyone furnished services,
space, quarters maintenance, repair, or other
facilitles (hereinafter referred to as space
and services), at rates to be determined by
the Administrator from time to time and
provided for In regulations issued by him.
Such rates and charges shall approximate
commercial charges for comparable space
and services, except that with respect to
those bulldings for which the Administrator
of General Services is responsible for alter-
ations only (as the term ‘alter’ is defined in
section 13(5) of the Public Buildings Act of
1959 (73 SBtat. 479), as amended (40 U.S.C.
612(5) ), the rates charged the occupant for
such services shall be fixed by the Adminis-
trator so as to recover only the approximate
applicable cost incurred by him in provid-
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ing such alterations. The Administrator may
exempt anyone from the charges required
by this subsection. To the extent any such
exemption is granted, appropriations to the
General Services Administration are author-
ized to reimburse the fund for any loss of
revenue.

“(k) Any executive agency, other than the
General Services Aaministration, which pro-
vides to anyone space and services set forth
in subsection (j) of this section, is author-
ized to charge the occupant for such space
and services at rates approved by the Admin-
istrator and the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget. Moneys derived
by such executive agency from such rates or
fees shall be credited to the appropriation
or fund Initially charged for providing the
service, except that amounts which are ‘n
excess of actual operating and malntenance
costs of providing the service shall be
credited to miscellaneous receipts unless
otherwise authorized by law.”

Mr. GRAY (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
section 4 be considered as read, printed
in the Recorp, and open to amendment
at any point.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to be proposed? If not, the
Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 5 (a) Whenever the Administrator of
General BServices determines that the best
interests of the United States will be served
by taking action hereunder, he is authorized
to provide space by entering into purchase
contracts, the terms of which shall not be
more than thirty years and which shall pro-
vide in each case that title to the property
shall vest in the United States at or before
the expiration of the contract term and upon
fulfillment of the terms and conditions stipu-
lated in each of such purchase coniracts.
Such terms and conditions shall include pro-
vision for the application to the purchase
price agreed upon therein of installment pay-
ments made thereunder. Each purchase con-
tract authorized by this section shall be en-
tered into pursuant to the provisions of title
IIT of the Federal Property and Administra-
tive Bervices Act of 1940, as amended. If any
such contract is negotiated, the determina-
tion and findings supporting such negotia-
tion shall be promptly reported in writing to
the Committees on Public Works of the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives. Proposals
for purchase contracts shall be solicited from
the maximum number of qualified sources
consistent with the nature and requirements
of the facility to be procured.

() Each such purchase contract shall in-
clude such provisions as the Administrator
of General Services, in his discretion, shall
deem to be in the best interests of the United
States and appropriate to secure the perform-
ance of the obligations imposed upon the
party or parties that shall enter into such
agreement with the United States. No such
purchase contract shall provide for any pay-
ments to be made by the United States in
excess of the amount necessary, as deter-
mined by the Administrator, to—

(1) amortize the cost of construction of
improvements to be constructed plus the falr
market value, on the date of the agreement,
of the site, iIf not owned by the United States;
and

(2) provide a reasonable rate of interest on
the outstanding principal as determined
under paragraph (1) above; and

(3) reimburse the contractor for the cost
of any other obligations required of him
under the contract, including (but not
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limited to) payment of taxes, costs of carry-
ing appropriate insurance, and costs of re-
pair and maintenance if so required of the
contractor.

(¢) Punds avallable on the date of en-
actment of this subsection for the payment
of rent and related charges for premises,
whether appropriated directly to the General
Services Administration or to any other
agency of the Government and received by
sald Administration for such purpose, may
be utilized by the Administrator of General
Services to make payments becoming due
from time to time from the United States as
current charges in connection with agree-
ments entered into under authority of this
section.

(d) With respect to any interest in real
property acquired under the provisions of
this section, the same shall be subject to
State and lecal taxes until title to the same
shall pass to the Government of the United
States.

(e) For the purpose of purchase contracts
provided for in this section for the erection
by the contractor of buildings and improve-
ments for the use of the United States, the
Administrator is authorized to enter into
agreements with any person, copartnership,
corporation, or other public or private entity,
to effectuate any of the purposes of this
section; and is further authorized to bring
about the development and improvement of
any land owned by the United States and
under the control of the General Services
Administration including the demolition of
ohsolete and outmoded structures situated
thereon, by providing for the construction
thereon by others of such structures and
facilities as shall be the subject of the ap-
plicable purchase contracts, and by making
available such plans and specifications for
the contruction of a public building thereon
a3 the Government may possess. Projects
heretofore approved pursuant to the provi-
slons of the Public Bulldings Act of 1959, as
amended (40 U.8.C. 601 et seq.), may be
constructed under authority of this section
without further approval, and the prospec-
tuses submitted to obtain such approval shall
for all purposes, be considered as prospec-
tuses for the purchase of space, except that
any such project shall be subject to the re-
quirements of section T(b) of the Public
Bulldings Act of 1859, as amended, based
upon an estimated maximum cost increased
by not more than an average of 10 per
centum per year, exclusive of financing or
other costs attributable to the use of the
method of construction authorized by this
section.

(f) Except for previously approved pro-
spectuses referred to in (e) above, no pur-
chase contract shall be entered into pursuant
to the authority of this section until a pros-
pectus therefor has been submitted and ap-
proved in accordance with section 7 of the
Public Buildings Act of 1959, as amended,
and each such prospectus shall be limited to
public buildings generally suitable for office
or storage space or both and any other type
of public building that is specifically ap-
proved by resolution adopted by the Commit-
tee on Public Works of the Senate and the
House of Representatives for a purchase con-
tract under this section,

(g) No purchase contract shall be entered
into under the authority granted under this
section after the end of the third fiscal year
which begins after the date of enactment of
this section.

Mr. GRAY (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
section 5 be considered as read, printed
in the Recorp, and open to amendment
at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?
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There was no objection.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEED

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Steen: Page 24,
after line 13, insert the following:

“(h) No purchase contract shall be en-
tered into under this section until it has
been authorized by resolutions adopted by
the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and House of Representatives, respec-
tively.”

Mr. STEED. Mr, Chairman, the reason
why I offer this amendment is that I
believe it is an improvement in the bill
and it answers some of the concern which
some of the Members have had.

I believe it is fair to point out that
there are several stages we go through
in the process of construction of Federal
buildings. Since our subcommittee is
deeply involved in this whole process, it
is important that we have this amend-
ment to keep this whole program in an
orderly balance.

Mr. BOW. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. BOW. I should like to say to the
gentleman that I wholeheartedly sup-
port the amendment he has offered. I be-
lieve it is a great improvement in the
bill and will give us some oversight in
the Appropriations Committee.

Mr. STEED. I thank the gentleman.

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

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

Mr. GRAY. Certainly the Committee
on Public Works wants to continue its
cooperation with the Appropriations
Committee on the funding of public
buildings. This is one additional over-
sight provision the Appropriations Com-
mittee would have, and we on this side
are prepared to accept the gentleman's
amendment.

Mr. STEED. I thank the gentleman.

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

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

Mr. HARSHA. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. This is precisely the amend-
ment I had at the desk, and I believe it
more properly comes from the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee
of the Appropriations Committee. I be-
lieve it is proper to include oversight for
the Appropriations Committee, and we
are happy to accept it on this side of
the aisle.

Mr. STEED. I thank the gentleman.

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

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

Mr. WRIGHT. As I heard the gentle-
man’s amendment read, I believe it did
not have the same caveat that applies
in subsection (f) with respect to Public
Works Committee approvals, wherein it
says:

Except for previously approved pro-
spectuses referred to in (e) above, no pur-
chase contract shall be entered into.




13512

I wonder if the gentleman would agree
to that same sort of arrangement with
regard to his committee?

Mr. STEED. As I understand it, the
gentleman’s committee has to act first.
They work up a project, and then they
bring it to us in final form and we have
to act on it. This keeps it in balance with
other work in this field our committee
has to do.

I believe there would be no delay in
the program, and that this ought to be
approved.

I shall call attention to the fact that
in our bill our subcommittee handles we
are charged with the responsibility of
enabling the General Services Adminis-
tration to provide space throughout the
country which the Government has to
have to carry on its work. Our rent ac-
count is quite heavy. It is nearing the
half-billion dollar mark. A large part of
that rent account is dedicated to getting
space in these areas where these build-
ings are so badly needed. There is a very
high criteria on the justification for
erecting Federal buildings.

This bill provides a new tool, added to
what we have already, to proceed to get
the Government in the most economical
housing possible to be provided. With
this amendment in here I believe any ob-
jection I would have to the bill would be
eliminated, and I would support the bill
wholeheartedly.

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

Mr. STEED. I yield further.

Mr. WRIGHT. In order to achieve an
understanding between the two commit-
tees, I believe the gentleman’s amend-
ment by its terms would require these
projects already authorized by the Pub-
lic Works Committee to come to the Ap-
propriations Committee before they
could be constructed, for specific author-
izing resolutions from the Appropriations
Committee. I assume that the gentleman
from Oklahoma would be in a position to
say that the Appropriations Committee
would expect to act with some expedi-
tion upon those already approved proj-
ects which have been waiting so long.

Mr. STEED. Of course, as the gentle-
man knows, under the old system the
Public Works Committee had to author-
ize prospectuses before we had any au-
thority over it anyway. Having the rent
account and being under this pressure, I
can assure the gentleman that my sub-
committee is more concerned about get-
ting adequate space for Government
agencies, perhaps, than even his commit-
tee, because this is something we live
with, and it is getting to be a very siza-
ble burden, and we know a large part of
this rent is money that ought to be going
into paying for these buildings.

Mr. WRIGHT. I thank the gentleman
for his comments.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. STEED).

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. I move to strike
the last word, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to
address a request to the chairman of the
subcommittee in regard to a problem
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that our judges have encountered out in
San Diego.

San Diego, as you know, Mr. Chair-
man, is using a Federal building that was
built a year before I was born, which
gives you an idea of how very old and
used up it is at this point. We enjoy
high priority for a new building under
the terms of this legislation. As a matter
of fact, the last 2 years have been spent
by a leading firm of San Diego archi-
tects, preparing plans for a $43 million
building in which to house the court-
house complex and some 44 Federal agen-
cies at San Diego.

After completion of these plans, Mr.
Chairman, the National Judicial Confer-
ence ordered a new size courtroom to be
the standard courtroom throughout the
United States—a smaller, semidepressed
courtroom of a size 28 by 40 feet. Com-
pleted plans in San Diego provide court-
rooms 48 by 40 feet.

The ordered change is going to re-
quire redesigning the building—which
the architects say must be done with so
fundamental a change. This will result
in a delay of at least 6 months. That
redesign will increase the cost of the
building by the amount of architects’
fees in a sum of approximately $200,000.

The five judges of our Southern Dis-
trict Court in California—one Democrat,
the presiding judge, and four Republican
appointees—all feel strongly about this
matter. They told me if they are com-
pelled to take these new, smaller court-
rooms, they would prefer to stay right
where they are in the old, dilapidated
courthouse on F Street.

It seems to me that this could be a
very embarrassing thing to the Con-
gress, and to me personally, as well as
to the GSA and the National Judicial
Conference.

May I inquire of the subcommittee
chairman what advice we can give in
this regard?

Mr. GRAY. Will the gentleman yield
to me?

Mr, VAN DEERLIN. Of course.

Mr. GRAY. I say to my good friend
from California that this is a problem
attendant on almost all of these buildings
where it is a combination Federal build-
ing including the courts. Baltimore, Md.,
is one, and I could name many others in
the different cities that have this same
problem.

‘We have authorized a larger building,
to which the gentleman alluded, but the
Judicial Conference met at the request
of Chief Justice Burger, and for some
reason they asked them to consider re-
questing the GSA to have a smaller court
facility.

My own personal opinion is that this
is a case of being penny wise and dollar
foolish and that it will cost a lot more
money to redraw these plans and come
up with this smaller size than it would
be to go ahead and build the larger court-
room in the first place. As the judges
point out, they need the larger space.
Many of the trials are of national inter-
est, and they need a larger courtroom to
hold them.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN, We have many
multiple-defendant cases because of our
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proximity to the international border
with its immigration and narcotics prob-
lems.

Mr. GRAY. But in direct answer to
your question, the project as presently
authorized could be built exactly as the
judges want it. The judges should work
on the Judicial Conference and get them
to request the GSA not to scale down the
size because it requires no further legis-
lative action in this bill to build the
larger courtroom. So the problem is with
the Judicial Conference and the admin-
istrative office of the courts, because I
understand GSA, being the so-called real
estate agent for the Government, only
builds space at the request of an agency,
in this case the judiciary. So it is the ju-
diciary itself that has asked that it be
cut down. We are powerless to say here
that you should build the bigger one. The
problem rests with the judiciary.

I will be delighted to hold hearings
and bring in the people from the Gen-
eral Services Administration as well as
the people from the Judicial Conference,
if the gentleman requested it, but I think
time is of the essence and feel that the
judges should be doing their homework
on the Judicial Conference.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Does the gentle-
man not agree that the interest of the
local community in this matter is very
important, and in line with the senti-
ments expressed by the President in his
state of the Union message last year?
Mr. Nixon emphasized that, where pos-
sible and appropriate, we should leave
decisionmaking to people at the local
level.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. VAN DEER~
LIN was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, the answer is “Yes.”
I agree with the gentleman implicitly,
but I was trying to get the mechanics of
the problem of the Judiciary asking the
GSA to go ahead with the building plans
as authorized in the bill.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VAN DEERLIN, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Hawaii.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I am glad that the
gentleman from California has brought
this problem up because in Honolulu we
are suffering from the same bungling.
Plans for our new Federal building had
been drawn up and construction ready
to begin, pending appropriation of nec-
essary funds. Suddenly the postal depart-
ment altered its plans and the entire
building plans had to be redrawn at more
expense to the taxpayer. When the new
plans had been drawn and approved, and
construction once again ready to com-
mence, pending the appropriation of
funds, comes now the Judicial Confer-
ence, with its recommendation for a de-
crease in the size of the courtrooms pre-
sumably for economy reasons, and
threatens to require the redrawing of
plans again, at even greater cost to the
taxpayer.

The city of Honolulu,

Chairman,

with its ill-
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housed Federal courts and agencies is in
dire need of a new Federal building. Fur-
ther delays in its construction can only
mean higher costs. Plans which have
been drawn and approved should be al-
lowed to proceed without alteration.

If the chairman of the subcommittee
will lend his ear, I would like to say that
as a representative of one of the cities
being affected, I join with the gentleman
from California in begging him, if beg-
ging there must be, to exert the influence
of his office, as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Public Buildings, to cut out
the foolishness of costly replanning and
delays.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. I thank the gen-
tleman.

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

Mr. Chairman, let me say to my dis-
tinguished friend from Hawaii that he
never has to beg me for anything. We will
hold a hearing and try to help all of the
cities to correct similar situations as ex-
ists in Honolulu,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEc. 6. Bection 210 of the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as
amended (40 U.S.C. 490), is further amended
by renumbering section 210(h) (2) as sec-
tion 210(h) (3), and adding a new paragraph
(2) immediately after section 210(h) (1), as
follows:

“(2) In the case of lease agreements pro-
viding for the erection by the lessor of build-
ings and improvements for the use of the
United States, the Administrator may enter
into any such lease for a period not to exceed
thirty years and make the property of the
United Btates to be used as a site for a
public building (as defilned in section 14(l)
of the Public Buildings Act of 1959, as
amended) available by sale to the lessor in
such manner and upon such ferms as the
Administrator deems appropriate to the best
interest of the United States, together with
such plans and specificatlions for the con-
struction of a public building thereon as
the Government may possess. Projects here-
tofore approved pursuant to the provisions
of the Public Bulldings Act of 1959, as
amended (40 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), may be con-
structed under the authority of this section
210(h) without further approval, and the
prospectuses submited to obtain such ap-
proval shall, for all purposes, be considered
as prospectuses for the lease construction
of space, except that any such project shall
be subject to the requirements of section
7(b) of the Public Bulldings Act of 1959,
as amended, based upon an estimated max-
imum cost exclusive of financing or other
costs attributable to the use of the method
of construction authorized by this section. In
order to utilize the authority granted under
this paragraph (2) with respect to such pre-
viously approved projects, the Administrator
must find that direct Federal construction
and a purchase contract as provided for in
sectlon 65 of the Public Buildings Amend-
ments of 1972 is not a feasible means of
providing the required space. Sections 202
and 203 of the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949, as amended
(40 U.S.C, 483 and 484), shall not be appli-
cable to property made available under this
subsection. The authority granted under this
paragraph (2) shall be in effect for a period
of three full fiscal years from enactment and
not thereafter.”

Mr. GRAY (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
section 6 be considered as read, printed
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in the Recorp, and open to amendment
at any point.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HARSHA

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Harsuza: On
page 24, strike out line 14 and all that fol-
lows down through and including line 2 on
page 26. Renumber succeeding sections
accordingly.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, this is a
very simple amendment. It strikes out
section 6. That section authorizes GSA to
go out and lease public buildings for
periods of occupancy up to 30 years.

My objection to this section is that
at the end of the lease term, after paying
this lease fee, the entrepreneur or pri-
vate developers will still own the build-
ing. In other words, the Federal Govern-
ment is not obtaining any equity in the
building during this 30-year period.

I would hope that the chairman would
accept this amendment. It think it tight-
ens up the bill and strengthens it con-
siderably and strengthens congressional
oversight on the balance of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, if I might have the at-
tention of the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Gray), I would like to ask the gentle-
man if he is willing to accept the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. HARSHA. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I would be
delighted to accept the amendment on
this side

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HARSHA).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 7. (a) The following real property, and
any improvements located thereon, when
no longer required for occupancy by the
United States Postal Service, shall be trans-
ferred, without cost, to the General Services
Administration for disposal pursuant to the
provisions of the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949, as
amended:

(1) Post Office—South Main and East Port
Street, Saint Martinville, Louisiana,

(2) Post Office—1210 Park Street, Com-
merce, Texas,

(3) Post Office—34 West Street, Keene, New
Hampshire.

(4) Post Office—230 W. Main Street, Ville
Platte, Louisiana.

(6) Post Office—400 South Olive Avenue,
West Palm Beach, Florida.

(6) Post Office—53 W. Fourth Street, Mans-
field, Ohio.

(7) Post Office—114 N. Loraine Street, Mid-
land, Texas.

(8) Post Office—Court House—East Ford
Street, Augusta, Georgla.

(b) The provisions of section 204(c) of
the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 shall not preclude dis-
position of the properties referred to in sub-
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section (a) at less than their estimated fair
market value.

(c) The Postmaster General of the United
States Postal Service shall convey to the
city of Carbondale, Illinois, all right, title,
and interest of the United States and such
Postal Service, and in and to the real prop-
erty (including any improvements thereon)
in Carbondale, Illinois, bounded by old West
Main Street on the south, Glenview Drive on
the west, Iliinols Route 13 and access road
to Murdale Shopping Center on the north,
and by Texaco Service Station and residences
on the north, approximately 308 feet on the
east, 525 feet on the south, 420 feet on the
west and with an irregular boundary on the
north, a total area of approximately 191,100
square feet. The exact legal description of
the property shall be determined by the
Postmaster General, without cost to the city
of Carbondale, Illinois. Such conveyance
shall be made without payment of monetary
consideration and on condition that such
property shall be used solely for public park
purposes, and if it ever ceases to be used
for such purpose, the title thereto shall revert
to the United States which shall have the
right of immediate reentry thereon.

(d) The Postmaster General of the United
States Postal Service shall convey to the city
of New York, New York, all right, title, and
interest of the United States and such Postal
Service, in and to the real property (includ-
ing all improvements thereon) generally re-
ferred to as the Morgan Annex, one block
square between Ninth and Tenth Avenues,
and Twenty-eighth and Twenty-ninth
Streets, New York, New York. Such con-
veyance shall be made without payment of
monetary consideration and on condition
that such property shall be used solely for
publicly assisted housing and related pur-
poses, and if it ever ceases to be used for
such purposes, title thereto shall revert to
the United States which shall have the right
of immediate reentry thereon.

Mr. GRAY (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
section 7 be considered as read, printed
in the Recorp, and open to amendment
at any point.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CLEVELAND

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CLEVELAND:
Page 26, line 3, after “Sec. 7.” strike subsec-
tions (a) and (b)through and including line
4 on page 27.

Renumber succeeding subsections accord-
ingly.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment to H.R. 10488, as re-
ported which would strike from the bill
language which is no longer necessary.
The subsections I propose to strike calls
for a transfer of excess Postal Service
properties to the GSA for disposal pur-
suant to the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949, as
amended.

Late last year, when the committee was
considering this bill, I brought to the
committee’s attention what I considered
to0 be a very inequitable situation.
Through its Reorganization Act, the Pos-
tal Service had become a Government
corporation and had already gained in
the transfer, totally without cost, some
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1,200 buildings from GSA. In addition to
these buildings, new ones were under
construction by GSA which were de-
signed to replace some of the older build-
ings of the 1,200 transferred. Further,
the Postal Service was to receive these
new buildings at no cost, all the while
retaining the buildings which were pro-
grammed to be replaced. Such buildings
could then have been sold to the highest
bidder with all proceeds going to the
Postal Service.

This represented to me a windfall to
the Postal Service at the taxpayers’ ex-
pense and one which was not intended
under the Reorganization Act. I was par-
ticularly concerned about this practice
since one community in my own district,
long desirous of obtaining for school or
library purposes a postal building about
to be abandoned for new quarters, sud-
denly found they were no longer dealing
with GSA, but with a government cor-
poration more concerned with the sound
management of assets than disposition
of some Government property which had
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been paid for by the taxpayer in the first

place.

A survey of similar new postal build-
ings underway produced those you find
in section T(a) of the bill before you. I
introduced legislation to correct this in-
equity and the committee modified and
adopted it.

Subsequently, the Postal Service saw
the light and agreed with my position
and administratively offered these build-
ings to GSA, who in turn accepted, for
disposal as surplus under the Federal
Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949, as amended. With the ad-
ministrative transfer of these buildings,
sections 7 (a) and (b) of this bill become
unnecessary and so I offer an amend-
ment to strike them.

By consent obtained after we have re-
turned to full session of the House, I of-
fer correspondence between the Postal
Service and the General Services Admin-
istration in support of the fact that these
subsections are no longer needed.

(The material referred to follows:)

BUILDINGS DESCRIBED IN H.R. 10488 AS REPORTED

Estimated

Bill identity and location cost

Status of new building

Funded,
contract to
be awarded

Under

construction Notes

1) Saint Martinville, La

2) Commerce, Tex

3) Keene, NH..__.

4) Ville Platte, La

5) West Palm Beach, Fla_

;‘% Mansfield, Ohio
Midland, Tex

(8) Augusta, Ga.

__ Occup
Open I\'Iay 1972,
Now occupied.
- Open July 1972.
. Open December 1972,
908 . Open August 1973,

1Will be acquired by Post Office, and constructed by Corps of Engineers.

3 Acquired by Post Office, and constructed by Corps of Engineers.

SENIOR ASSISTANT POSTMASTER
GENERAL,
Marm. ProcessIiNG GROUP,
Washington, D.C., November 8, 1972.
Hon. RoBerT L. EUNZIG,
Administrator, General Services Adminisira-
tion, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. Eunzic: Some of the buildings
transferred to the Postal Service on July 1,
1971 had been programmed, since before en-
actment of the Postal Reorganization Act,
for donation upon completion of planned and
approved new multi-occupancy Federal of-
fice buildings and Post Office bulldings for
use in the States wherein they are located
for purposes of education, public health, park
and recreation, historic monument, or other
purposes, pursuant to the provisions of the
Federal Property and Administrative Serv-
ices Act of 1949, as amended, and related stat-
utes. Such buildings were not required by
the Postal Service except as temporary quar-
ters pending completion and occupancy of
planned new space. In addition, the Postal
Service has a postal facllity site which has
become excess to the Postal Service needs
due to the acquisition of a preferable site.

Accordingly, the Postal Service has deter-
mined that the following properties are ex-
cess to the needs of the Postal Service:

Carbondale, Illinois, postal facility site,
Northeast corner of Old West Main Street
and Glenview Drive, Carbondale, Illinois,
consisting of approximately 191,800 square
feet.

Commerce, Texas, Post Office, 1210 Park
Street, Commerce, Texas.

Eeene, New Hampshire, Post Office, 34 West
Street, Eeene, New Hampshire.

Mansfield, Ohio, Post Office, 53 West Fourth
Street, Mansfield, Ohlo.

Midland, Texas, Post Office, 114 North
Loraine Street, Midland, Texas.

Saint Martinville, Loulslana, Post Office,
South Main and East Port Street, Saint Mar-
tinville, Louisiana.

Ville Platte, Loulsiana, Post Office, 230
West Main Street, Ville Platte, Louislana.

West Palm Beach, Florida, Post Office, 400
South Olive Avenue, West Palm Beach, Flor-
ida.

These properties are hereby offered for im-
mediate transfer to the General Services
Administration for disposal as surplus prop-
erty in accordance with the provisions of
the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1849 and related statutes.
General Bervices Administration agrees to
permit the Postal Service to continue to
occupy the space the Postal Service presently
occuples in each building until such time
as the Postal Service moves into replacement
space in each respective location. The Postal
Service shall bear all costs and expenses of
these properties so long as they are occupied
by the Postal Service. The General Services
Administration further agrees to return to
the Postal Service the net proceeds, if any,
received from the disposal of these proper-
ties.

If this transfer is acceptable to you, please
so indicate by signing at the foot of this
letter.

Respectfully,
H. F. PAUGHT.

Accepted:

RoserT L. KUNZIG,
Administrator, General Services Ad-
ministration.
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SENIOR ASSISTANT POSTMASTER
GENERAL, MAIL PROCESSING GROUP,
Washington, D.C., November 8, 1971.
Hon. RoerT L. KUNZIG,
Administrator, General Services Administra-
tion, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. Kuwzia: This refers to your
October 28 letter to Mr. Blount concerning
the Postal Service's request for the transfer
to the Postal Service, without reimburse-
ment, of a portion of the Federal Center in
Bell, California, and also to the several
earlier letters written to the Postal Service
by the Public Bulldings Service requesting
the transfer to GSA, without reimbursement,
of buildings destined to be vacated by the
Postal Service upon completion of new
postal facilities in specified locations.

In your October 28 letter, you indicated
that you would recommend the relmburse-
ment-free transfer of the Bell property to
the Postal Service if a mutual understanding
were reached that, in return for transfer of
the Bell property, the Postal Service would
transfer to GSA excess properties in the
Postal Service inventory which would be
equal in value to that of the Bell property.
You stated that GSA has continuing needs
for these properties, either for dirct assign-
ment to Federal agencies or as a medium of
exchange for other properties.

The Postal Service has determined that
the following properties are excess to the
needs of the Postal Service:

Augusta, GQGeorgia, Post Office—court
House, East Ford Street, Augusta, Georgla.

Miami, Florida, Post Office—Court House,
300 N.E, First Avenue, Miami, Florida.

Rock Hill, South Carolina, Post Office—
Customs House, 201 East Main Street, Rock
Hill, South Carolina.

These properties are hereby offered for im-
mediate transfer to the General Services Ad-
ministration. The General Services Admin-
istration agrees to permit the Postal Service
to continue to occupy the space the Postal
Service presently occupies in each building
until such time as the Postal Service moves
into replacement space In each respective
location. The Postal Service shall bear all
costs and expenses of these properties so long
as they are occupled by the Postal Service.
The General Services Administration further
agrees to recommend to the Office of Manage~
ment and Budget that the appralsed fair
market value at the time of transfer of the
properties transferred pursuant to this agree-
ment be allowed as a credit to the Postal
Service against any relmbursement that may
be required from the Postal Service in return
for any lands or buildings transferred to the
Postal Service under 39 U.S.C. § 2002(d).

If this transfer is acceptable to you, please
so indicate by signing at the foot of this
letter.

Respectfully,
H. F, FAUGHT.

Accepted:

RoBERT L, KUNZIG,
Administrator, General
Services Administration.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, will ths
gentleman yield?

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, what we
were doing legislatively here has been
handled administratively, and we accept
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New Hampshire (Mr. CLEVE-
LAND) on this side.

Mr. CLEVELAND. I thank the gentle-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr. CLEVELAND).

The amendment was agreed to.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. UpALL: On page
27, beginning with line 24, strike out all of
subsection (d) of section 7 down through
line 11 on page 28 and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

“(d) (1) The United States Postal Service
shall grant to the City of New York, without
reimbursement, air rights for public housing
purposes above the postal facility to be con-
structed on the real property bounded by
Twenty-eijghth and Twenty-ninth Streets,
Ninth and Tenth Avenues, in the City of New
York (the Morgan Annex site), such facility
to be designed and constructed in such man-
ner as to permit the building by the City
of New York of a high-rise residential tower
thereon, provided that—

“({A) The City of New York shall grant
to the Postal Service without reimbursement
exclusive use of Twenty-ninth Street, be-
tween Ninth and Tenth Avenues in the City
of New York, such use to be irrevocable un-
less the Postal Service sells, leases, or other-
wise disposes of the Morgan Annex site; and

“(B) The City of New York shall agree
to reimburse the Postal Service for the addi-
tional cost of designing and constructing the
foundations of its facility so as to render
them capable of supporting a residential
tower above the facility, and shall issue any
permits, licenses, easements and other au-
thorizations which may be necessary or in-
cildent to the construction of the postal
facllity.

“(2) If within 24 months after the City
of New York has complied with the provi-
sions of paragraphs (A) and (B) of subsec-
tion (d) (1) of this section, the United States
Postal SBervice has not awarded a contract
for the construction of its facility, the Postal
Service shall convey to the City of New York,
without reimbursement, all right, title and
interest in and to the above-described real
property. Such conveyance shall be made on
the condition that such property shall be
used solely for public housing purposes, and
if public housing is not constructed on the
property within five years after title is con-
veyed to the City of New York or if there-
after the property ever ceases to be used
for such purposes, title thereto shall revert
to the Postal Service, which shall have the
right of immediate reentry thereon.”

Mr. UDALL (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the REcoRbD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, the U.S.
Postal Service owns a square block in
Manhattan called the Morgan Annex
site. This property was acquired in 1963
for the purpose of building a major new
postal facility. There has been a good
deal of controversy about the use of this
site. The city of New York now wants it
for a low-income public housing develop-
ment.

In the bill as reported by the commit-
tee this square block of very expensive
land is given to the city of New York,
without any reimbursement, for use as a
public housing facility.

The Postal Service still wants to build
a facility on this block, and now has plans
for a four-story major vehicle mainte-
nance facility.
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So that we have this conflict: The
Postal Department wants to use it for
postal facilities, and the committee has
said to give the land to the city of New
York, and have a public housing project
erected.

The amendment I am offering is a com-
promise. It would permit the Postal Serv-
ice to build on the lower four stories a
major vehicle maintenance facility. But
it would give air rights to the city of
New York so that a high-rise public hous-
ing project could be built on top of the
postal facility.

There would be no reimbursement
whatever by the city of New York except
that the amendment would require the
city to pay the cost of the additional
foundations because it would need larger
and heavier foundations if the air rights
were to be used for a housing facility on
top of the post office facility. It is esti-
mated the extra expense would be about
$2.7T million in costs to the city of New
York. Other than that, they would get
for nothing these very expensive air
rights for this housing project.

So, as I say, this is & compromise which
would permit substantial help to the city
of New York in this public housing proj-
ect, and still permit the Post Office De-
partment to build their facility on the
land it now owns.

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

Mr. UDALL. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr, HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
want to commend the gentleman from
Arizona for offering the amendment
which, as the gentleman says, is a com-
promise between the two positions. I be-
lieve this is fair and reasonable both to
the city of New York to meet their needs,
and to protect the intent of the Congress
in the creation of the Postal Service by
giving them the proper ownership to all
of the property, and yet at the same time
accommodating the needs of the city of
New York.

I am indeed happy to join with my col-
league, the gentleman from Arizona, in
urging support for his amendment.

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

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am always reluctant
to oppose the ranking member of the
great House Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, my friend Mr. UpaLL,
in offering this amendment. But if I
were to coin an old phrase, I would have
to say that the chickens are now com-
ing home to roost. How many of us
stood here in the well and debated
against giving away congressional au-
thority for this so-called Postal Service
to run the Post Office Department as they
see fit?

Let me tell you what happened in
New York in the district of the gentle-
women from New York (Mrs. Aszuag).
We took our subcommittee up there and
held public hearings on this matter so
I am completely familiar with it. What
happened was the Post Office Depart-
ment said to over 300 citizens in Man-
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hattan, “We are going to displace you
from your homes. We are going to get
rid of 33 business establishments in or-
der to build an annex to the Morgan
Street Station project in New York
City.”

After putting these low-income people
out of their homes—over 300 of them—
and after displacing over 30 business en-
terprises, they then abandoned the proj-
ect and went over to Secaucus, N.J.—
and the gentleman from Iowa who is
sitting here knows about that project.
If you want to talk about boondog-
gling—that is it. They now have esca-
lated that project up to approximately
$200 million. They could have built a
postal facility handling all foreign mail
and other postal operations in New York
City for about $50 million. But no—they
did not want to do that. They went to
New Jersey, as I said, and spent about
a quarter of a billion dollars of the tax-
payers’ money in a swamp.

Now they want to hang on to the old
site.

The committee bill before you says that
since we displaced the low income peo-
ple, we ought now to give them the land
back for public housing. That is what the
bill does.

But the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona says no, we do not
want to do that. We want to go ahead
and build another garage for the post
office and then allow the public housing
to be used over the air rights so they will
have all the fumes coming from those
trucks that will be so bad and with all
the noise from the garage.

My friends, we had people testify that
some of these people have been displaced
in Manhattan in New York City—16 to
18 of them are living in one and two room
apartments because they cannot find de-
cent housing.

That is what we did when we gave
away the congressional control of the
Postal Service.

Now here I find my very good friend,
the distinguished gentleman from Ari-
zona, offering the last straw trying to
break the back of the low income people
in New York, and saying OK we took
this away from you, but we are not going
to give it back. For God's sake and for
humanities’ sake, I ask you to vote down
this amendment. Give these low income
people of New York City their land back
that we took from them and which we
did not use.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

The Morgan Annex property was ac-
quired to build the Morgan Annex Post
Office nearly 9 years ago. The gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. Gray) has indi-
cated what the extensive hearings re-
vealed—dislocation for tenants and for
businesses, and loss of income to the
city of New York.

There were statements made time and
time again—not only before the Com-
mittees on Public Works and Post Office,
before and during the time I have been
a Member of Congress—but to officials of
the New York City Housing and De-
velopment Administration and the mayor
of New York that this property would be
declared excess as soon as the bulk mail
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facility had been constructed in Secau-
cus, N.J.

Two hundred million dollars of the
taxpayers’ money has been spent to build
this New Jersey Post Office bulk facility.
All this time, the Post Office authorities
were saying that as soon as the New Jer-
sey facility was built the Morgan Annex
land, where they originally intended to
have the facility, would become excess
and would be returned to the city of New
York as a site for much-needed housing.
Before the Post Office took over this
land, there was housing on it. That
housing was torn down by them, and
many poor and working people were
compelled to relocate.

When the Post Office became an in-
dependent corporation, it decided that
the Morgan Annex site was valuable land
which would be able to produce a profit.
So, postal officials suddenly decided that
they had to park trucks there. They
are asking to park trucks instead of al-
lowing the land to be used for desper-
ately needed housing. One thousand
units of low and moderate income hous-
ing can be built on this site, but, no,
the Post Office needs it to park trucks.

The Postal Service proposed a four-
story VMPF, two floors above ground and
two below, with walls and foundations
sufficiently reinforced to allow construec-
tion of 20 stories of housing above the
garage. For the reinforcement, the Postal
Service would require $2.7 million from
the city of New York.

This proposal was met with virtu-
ally unanimous disapproval from -city
officials. The Economic Development

Administration, the Housing and De-

velopment Administration, the City
Planning Commission and the Depart-
ment of Air Resources.

Senator Jacoe JaviTs expressed con-
cern and telegrams from Borough Pres-
ident Percy E. Sutton and from Com-
munity Planning Board No. 4, located
in the Chelsea neighborhood, were also
sent.

These individuals and organizations
gave the following reasons for concern:

The site was promised repeatedly for
housing.

The area is residential and so zoned
as to forbid such a facility as the Postal
Service proposes. It is, however, zoned
for housing.

No explanation has been given as to
why the Secaucus facility will not re-
move the trucks from Manhattan as
promised.

Trucks of such number and size are
a health and safety hazard to residents
of the surrounding neighborhood.

Pollution from the trucks will severely
damage air quality levels in mid-Man-
hattan, according to deputy director of
the department of air resources of the
city of New York.

Traffic patterns in the area would be
disrupted and gross congestion would
inerease in the already crowded garment
district.

In response to these objections, Senior
Assistant Postmaster General H. F.
Faught, testifying before thc¢ Subcom-
mittee on Postal Facilities and Mail on
February 9, 1972, declared that the
promises of the Postal Services between
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June of 1970 and July of 1971 were “un-
fortunate” since they did not tally with
the results of a subsequent study of
Postal Service future needs. No further
defense of the shattered agreements was
made.

Mr. Faught further declared that the
Army Corps of Engineers feasibility
study of the Morgan Annex site as pro-
jected by the Postal Service—with hous-
ing over the truck facility—would deal
more fully with the questions of traffic
hazard and congestion, zoning, and rein-
forcement and insulation costs. As
planned, he said, traffic danger would be
reduced by provision of separate en-
trances for people and for trucks on op-
posite sides of the building.

Mr. Faught stated that in his own per-
sonal experience, the sentiment of Chel-
sea community residents was favorable
to the proposal. This was despite the fact
that community opposition to anything
but housing on the site was expressed in
strong terms earlier in the year in tele-
grams, letters, and public demonstrations
at the May 14 hearing.

The most telling objection to the pres-
ence of the Postal Service at Morgan
Annex, however, is that an eminently
satisfactory alternative site for the
needed truck facility is available nearby.
It is a full block, half owned by the city
and half by the Sharp Development
Corp., at 30th Street and 12th Avenue. It
possesses all the advantages the Postal
Service cites for Morgan Annex: A lower
Manhattan location, available space, and
reasonable financing. In addition, the site
would not interfere with existing traffic
patterns, would not disrupt a residen-
tial area and would aid in revitalizing
the 12th Avenue area for commerce.

However, the Post Office initially gave
the Sharp site only cursory attention and
dismissed it as financially unworkable on
grounds a VMF there would cost $73.5
million while the same facility at the
Morgan site would cost only $5.1 mil-
lion—a $68 million difference. The Sharp
site was not even included in the feasi-
bility study the Postal Service commis-
sioned from the Army Corps of Engi-
neers.

However, a General Accounting Office
report commissioned by Congresswoman
ABzUG revealed that the Postal Service's
cost analysis had been prepared from
preliminary data in 1 day. It further
showed that according to standard GAO
accounting methods, the cost differential
between the two sites was not $68 million
but only $2.1 million.

The Sharp Development Corp., work-
ing with the New York Economic Devel-
opment Administration, has since made
another offer te the Postal Service that
would provide the full block and would be
even less costly, thus tipping the eco-
niomic balance in favor of the Sharp
site.

Senator Javits and Senator BuckLEY,
my friends on the other side of the aisle,
have been working with me in proving to
the Post Office that this alternate site is
a place where trucks can be parked with-
out creating traffic congestion, without
creating noise pollution, without depriv-
ing people of housing.

The Sharp proposal has been drawn up
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by the city and includes concessions
which would make it a cheaper facility
than the one they now seek to build in
the Morgan area. At Morgan, the Post
Office would not only have to pay more
but would be depriving people of decent
low- and moderate-income housing.

There is no justification for the Post
Office to take the Morgan Annex land for
the parking of trucks when there is an
alternate site available at a lower cost.

Has the Post Office something else in
mind? This is a square city block which
might be a very valuable piece of prop-
erty and which could make it appear that
the Post Office is in the black instead of
in the red. Is it going to be utilized for
the purpose of being sold rather than for
the purpose they claim here?

There is unanimous disapproval from
the people and authorities of the city of
New York for the Postal Service proposal.
Additionally, it seems incredible that the
city is now being asked to pay $3 million
for the site. That is, the Postal Service
says it must have $2.7 million from the
city in order to strengthen the founda-
tions of its truck facility so that they
will support housing. From the city’s
point of view this is the same as being
asked to pay the Postal Service that
money for the land. And if that were to
happen, the cost of each apartment
would increase by at least $3,000. That is
not the land cost for low- or moderate-
income housing; that much money goes
for luxury housing sites. It means the
city could never build low- and moder-
ate-income housing on the facility. We
have a crying need for housing in that
area, and for low- and moderate-income
housing especially. We have been de-
prived of this housing by the Post Office
for no reason.

Postal authorities now tell us they must
have millions of dollars in compensation
for the land. First, they ignore the com-
mitment they made to provide the land
at no cost, during the time that that sort
of action was commonplace. The Postal
Service should have fulfilled its commit-
ments when those commitments were
made. It is unthinkable that now the
city should reward them for breaking
those promises. In addition, the Post Of-
fice has been incredibly compensated al-
ready by being granted the Secaucus,
N.J., facility—where it has spent $200
million in public money. What has the
city received in return? Nothing—no
land, no revenues, just hardship and
broken promises.

It goes against any human logic to pay
the Post Office for its shattered com-
mitments, for the suffering of those peo-
ple who were displaced without cause and
for the continual uncertainty the city has
experienced because of the Postal Serv-
ice’s bad faith.

There are those who will say that we
must be practical, that money is money,
that the city has no right to get some-
thing for nothing. But let us also con-
sider the precedent such an action would
set. If we now reward the Postal Service
for breaking its word, what faith can we
have in future Postal Service promises?
Is not the strength of an agreement the
cardinal rule of our law? We must con-
sider the money, but we must also con-
sider the human consequences.
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We understand the need for the mails
to continue. We are prepared to see that
the trucks deliver the mail. We have gone
out of our way, working with Senator
Javits and Senator BuckLEY, to create
a facility where these trucks can be
housed. A letter has been sent by both
Senator Javirs and Senator BUCKLEY
and my office to the Board of Governors
of the Postal Service, which has not yet
acted on the truck facility proposal for
the Morgan site.

I make a fervent plea to the House that
there be an opportunity for us to have
this housing, of which the people of the
city of New York have long been de-
prived, and I urge that this amendment
be defeated.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, GROSS TO THE
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross to the
amendment offered by Mr. UpALL: on page 2,
line 6, strike out the words “without reim-
bursement” and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing “at the fair market value™.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, let me
read the second paragraph of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. UparLL). It states:

If within 24 months after the City of New
York has complied with the provisions of
paragraphs (a) and (b) of subsection (d) (1)
of this section, the United States Postal
Service has not awarded a contract for the
construction of its facility, the Postal Serv-
ice shall convey to the City of New York
without reimbursement—

Without reimbursement—

of the right, title and interest to the above-
described real property.

And so forth. My amendment would
merely strike out “without reimburse-
ment”’ and insert the words “at the fair
market value.”

Members of the House, we are dealing
with a fair market value, I am told, of
approximately $7 million. This is not
exactly chicken feed. It may be even
higher than $7 million, but it is at least
that much.

If the Udall amendment is adopted
and for some reason the Post Office De~
partment does not come to terms with
the city of New York in 24 months or the
city does not perform in 5 years, this
property could go as a gift to the city of
New York.

I have always contended in the House
of Representatives that there should be
the fair market value for any land that
is disposed of by the Federal Govern-
ment unless that land was a gift to the
Government in the first place.

Moreover, the Postal Service in this
instance, if and when it should turn this
property over to the city of New York
as a gift, would be relinquishing $7 mil-
lion in capital assets. Let me point out
that to replace those capital assets would
contribute to the necessity for an in-
crease in postal rates, and I am not
about to saddle upon the users of the
mail throughout this country, Iowa in-
cluded, any part of a rate increase to
give New York $7 million worth of
property.
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Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I understand
that on this property there would be
built a 1,000-unit, high-rise apartment.
Does the gentleman know who is going
to pay for it?

Mr. GROSS. I do not know who is
going to pay for it, but I suspect the
money will come from the usual source.

Mr. BOW. As I understand, this is pub-
lic housing under 236, and the Federal
Government will pay for it, and in addi-
tion to the $7 million, the land we are
providing now, for the building of a
1,000-unit high-rise.

Mr. GROSS. I think the city of New
York, if it does obtain title to this prop-
erty, ought to pay for it just as other
States and municipalities would have to
do.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. To my regret, I cannot
support the gentleman’s amendment to
my amendment, but it does pinpoint the
compromise in the nature of the amend-
ment I offered. We are giving away the
air rights and the public land the Fed-
eral Government bought and paid for in
order that this public housing can be
built upon it. I simply suggest my amend-
ment was a very generous compromise
offered to the people of the city of New
York, I thought.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment to the amend-
ment. I think something is being over-
looked. The Postal Service condemned
this property and displaced these low-
income people. Most of them did not own
their property. In most cases, they got
no relocation costs. The Government did
not use that property for the purposes
intended. Do we not owe those same peo-
ple something in the way of providing
public housing for them? That is num-
ber one.

No. 2, we paid only $3 million when
we took it. There have been no improve-
ments made on it. How can it now be
worth $7 million?

Third, the public housing, as the gen-
tleman from Ohio has pointed out, is
subsidized by the Federal Government.
This committee bill does not authorize
the construction of high-rise housing. It
merely says when the low rent housing
is built, it will be built on that site.

This does not constitute any type of
housing authorization. I want to make it
perfectly clear.

But in equity, do we owe those people
something? We kicked them off their
property and did not use it for the pur-
pose intended. That is what the commit-
tee bill says. We say they can have it
back, but when they want to build public
housing, it will be built there. It cannot
be taken by the city of New York and sold
and the money put in its coffers. It is
only for the low-cost housing for those
displaced and hurt by the Government.
So I simply suggest we vote down the
amendment to the amendment and the
amendment.
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Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GRAY. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Chairman, there
is one thing I do not understand about
this whole proposition, which is why we
are handling this particular matter in
such a unique fashion. We have laws
which apply to all surplus Government
property matters and which are applied
throughout the country to dispose of
property the Government no Ilonger
needs.

There are surplus property disposal
procedures where in the normal course of
events the city would get an opportunity
to acquire the property. Here we are leg-
islating a special rule for this one parcel
of land, and I do not understand why.

Mr. GRAY. I am delighted to answer,
in two parts.

No. 1, it was our committee which au-
thorized the taking of that property in
the first place, in 1966. We were deceived
by the Postal Service. They did not use
it for the purposes intended. We gave
them the authority, and they went over
to New Jersey, and instead of spending
the $50 million authorized they went over
and bought additional land at the ex-
pense of the taxpayers, and spent a quar-
ter billion dollars.

No. 2, as I said earlier, we gave away
the committee's authority. We would not
be here today if we had not given away
that authority.

That is water down the stream. We
are back here, because the Postal Serv-
ice administratively usurped the prerog-
atives of this committee.

Mr. WYDLER. The point is that we
are trying, it seems to me, to punish the
Postal authority for not doing what we
wanted them to do, but we are not really
punishing them much at all. We are
really going to punish the whole Federal
establishment by making this particular
site available for other needs of the Fed-
eral Government, which might very well
exist and be valid.

What I say is that we have established
Government procedures for the disposing
of surplus Federal property. That is sup-
posed to give the Federal Government
an opportuntiy to use it, for what it
needs, and the localities an opportunity
to acquire it if it is surplus to the Gov-
ernment needs.

In this particular case we look at a
particular piece of property and say that
we are going to legislate it into the hands
of one particular person.

Mr. GRAY. I want to make clear to
my friend from New York that the Sur-
plus Property Act does not now apply to
this private corporation downtown. We
gave away that authority. We have no
control under the Surplus Property Act.
There is no criterion for this. We have to
legislate it.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the committee bill and in opposition to
the amendment with a certain amount
of knowledge about this site. It is true
it is not directly in my district, but it is
just a block away from my district, and
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I have worked with the tenants in this
area and I know the site well.

It is in an area called Chelsea. It is a
marvelous integrated area of low, mod-
erate, middle, and “‘posh” housing.

It is an area which suffered tremen-
dously when this particular site was
taken by the Post Office. If it had been
used for the purpose intended—while we
did not think the Post Office should actu-
ally use a site in that particular area—so
be it, if they had built the building we
would have accepted it. But they did
not do that. People were thrown off their
property. The area suffered.

Now we find the Post Office has de-
cided they really cannot use the prop-
erty. It is going to build elsewhere. We
applaud that decision.

The community went to work with the
mayor and with the low-income housing
authority and with all the people there.
I know, for I worked very closely with
them. They went to work to get housing
built.

I do not have to tell the Members how
desperate the housing situation is, and
not just in that particular area, though
it is an area which requires housing
desperately. In the whole city of New
York we have slums that are just not
describable, where people are living in
rat-infested apartments.

Apartments could be built on this site.
But if we tack on an expense of, let us
say, $7 million, which the gentleman
from Iowa suggests, as the fair market
value, if we add an expenditure for this
property which could only, under the
committee bill, be used to erect low-

income housing, we are going to make
the low-income housing impossible to
build.

That is the problem, There are limi-

tations on low- and moderate-income
costs. I serve on the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee out of which low-in-
come and moderate-income housing
comes. There are limitations on what ex-
penses can be entailed in building low-
and moderate-income housing. The
building costs in New York have become
very high. There are a host of reasons,
one of which includes the cost of the
land.

What we are asking you to do with
this particular piece of property, and
what we are asking you to do for the
city of New York, is something that we
do not ask for very often, but is what you
do so often in your own districts. If there
are rivers to be channeled, the Congress
provides the money for it. If there are
farm subsidies that are required in order
to help you with your crops, you do not
have any hesitation to come here and
ask for and get them. Well, we do not
grow crops or channel rivers, but we have
people to house. We are asking you to do
a certain amount of equity. The Public
Works Committee did equity, and I hope
you will support the bill,

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KOCH. Of course. I am delighted
to yield.

Mr. GROSS. The Federal Government
bought this property. It was paid for by
the Government. Are you now standing
there and saying that the city of New
York ought not to pay the fair market
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value for this land? On top of that New
York will be getting a 235 low-income
housing unit to get these people above
the rats you are talking about.

Mr. KOCH. The gentleman is incor-
rect when he refers to 236 money in this
bill. There is no housing money in the
bill.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. KOCH. I decline to yield further.

What I said to the gentleman and the
Members of the House is we have a cry-
ing need for housing in the city of New
York. We cannot build it because, for
one thing, the 236 money and the low-
income money is not available, and when
it is available the costs of the property
on which the structures have to be built
are too high for us to build low- and mod-
erate-income housing. We are asking you
to do for us what you do so often for
your own district’s needs—give us a
break.

Mr. RUTH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEOCH. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. RUTH. Will the gentleman ex-
plain to me why you put low-income
housing on a $7 million piece of prop-
erty?

Mr. KOCH. Why we what?

Mr. RUTH. Why would you put it on a
$7 million piece of property?

Mr. KOCH. I will explain to you why
it is. In the city of New York we have
problems where property that you would
not consider desirable because of its lo-
cation costs a lot of money. The island
of Manhattan is a very small place. Every
piece of real property is very expensive.
We do not want the island of Manhat-
tan to be a place just for the very rich.
We think we have a successful island
because it has low-income people and
moderate-income people and middle-
income and posh people, and we do not
want to change that.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
committee bill and against the two pend-
ing amendments.

Let me say this: when this proposition
was brought to the attention of the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service the
committee decided that we should turn
the matter over to Congressman Nrix, the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Postal
Facilities. He held some independent
hearings in connection with this very
matter before the committee.

Interestingly enough—and I am sure
it was pointed out before—as late as No-
vember 1971 Mr. Reynolds, the congres-
sional liaison officer of the Postal Service,
indicated that there would be no need for
this particular facility and its uses as it
relates to the Postal Service organization.
Thereafter he flip-flopped and changed
his mind, after the cily of New York
made preparations to use this land for
low-income and moderate-income hous-
ing.

Also and interestingly enough, as a re-
sult of the hearings Mr. N1xx had it was
disclosed that this is not an unusual sit-
uation, because eight separate properties
were declared excess and turned over to
local governments in separate letters
dated November 8, 1971.
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And, as a resulf, postal facilities were
turned over to local governments located
in Augusta, Ga.; Miami, Fla.; Rock Hill,
S.C.; Carbondale, Ill.; Commerce, Tex.;
Keene, N.H.; Mansfield, Ohio; Midland,
Tex.; Saint Martinville, La.; Ville Platte,
La., and West Palm Beach, Fla.

Now, after all of these facilities were
turned over to those local governments,
we are only asking that the same kind of
consideration be given to the city of New
York in order for it to cope with a very
critical problem. The need for housing.

I am not here, my friends, to recrimi-
nate with anyone about some of the ob-
servations that have been made about the
cost of this property, that in fact that if
there is low-income housing to be built
here, the Federal Government would have
to be involved with the expenditure of
236 funds.

Sometimes I think we talk about this
money as if it were our own money. This
is taxpayers’ money and we use it as
Members of Congress for multipurposes
all across the land. I have voted for the
expenditure of taxpayers’ money to be
used for many purposes such as irriga-
tion, watersheds, and highways, and, in
fact, for all types of purposes related
to the needs of citizens across our coun-
try.
The city of New York has taxpayers
also who contribute to these projects. All
we are asking for now is some consid-
erafion in this very same manner.

I think some day we really have to
learn to swim together or otherwise we
will drown together.

Mr. Chairman, this is a problem that
we have in New York. I am asking my
friends to give it their very serious con-
sideration.

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

Mr. BRASCO. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. WYDLER. I am very sympathetic
to what the gentleman has said, but I
think what you just said supports the
point I am trying to make. You are going
about this particular case in the wrong
way. Whatever happened with reference
to the Post Office Department is one
thing. However, we are not here today
to talk about one department of the
Government. We have to consider the en-
tire Federal Government. These other
properties that you talk about were not
turned over to local governments. They
were turned over to the Administrator of
the General Services Administration to
be disposed of according to law and ac-
cording to their rules and regulations to
whomever should get it.

I agree with the gentleman. I would
like to see the same thing done with ref-
erence to this property that we are doing
with reference to other properties and
that is turn this property over to the
GSA to dispose of under the surplus prop-
erty law and rules and regulations.

Mr. BRASCO. As the gentleman knows,
we are talking about the opportune time
to do something. Those properties, as I
understand it, went back to the local
governments. Therefore, this is the op-
portune time to do it for New York. The
theory is the same, although the vehicle
may be a little different. I subscribe to
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what my friend from Illinois indicated,
the chairman of the subcommittee (Mr.
Gray). We threshed this business out
very thoroughly when we discussed the
Postal Reorganization Act and he was
very correct in his observations that he
made at that time and today in this
Chamber.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
Gross).

I would like to make inquiry from the
distinguished chairman of the subcom-
mittee as to what is the situation with
reference to this property. What is going
to be built on this property? Am I cor-
rect in the assumption that there is a
1,000-unit high rise housing project go-
ing to be built on it?

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I would say to my dis-
tinguished friend from Ohio that we do
not in the legislation now pending before
us stipulate what type of building will be
put there. We merely limit the use of it
to public housing through normal chan-
nels, if such a project is authorized. We
merely state that it has to be used for
the purpose it was primarily used for
low-income or medium housing when it
was taken. We want merely to try to have
equity here. Let us go back to the origi-
nal use of that property. We are saying
that we are giving it to them but it has
got to be used for public housing. IHow-
ever, we do not authorize that housing.
I hope that answers the question.

Mr. BOW. I thank the gentleman for
his answer, but it seems to me very ob-
vious that in addition to the giving back
of the piece of property which I am ad-
vised is worth something over $7 million,
that if a 1,000-unit high-rise is to be
built, the information I have is that it
would be built out of 236 funds. So, ac-
tually the Federal Government would
not only lose $7 million, but would be
called upon to make some payment for
this 1,000-unit high-rise.

Also, the argument has been made
here that this high-rise is to make a
place for the displaced people who have
lost housing. I also find here in the files
that actually there were 300 families,
and not 1,000 families, who were dis-
placed, that you are going to build the
high-rise for. So it seems to me we
should give real consideration to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. Gross) and not only
find the Federal Government giving
away $7 million, but also getting them-
selves in a position where they are going
to have to pay for a 1,000-unit high-
rise, and the cost of that high-rise I do
not know what it would be—I have no
idea, but certainly it will run into mil-
lions and millions of dollars.

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

Mr. BOW. I will first yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa, and then I will yield
to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.
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A letter of November 8, 1971, from the
Post Office Department of the Honorable
Robert L. Kunzig of the General Services
Administration, it lists several post of-
fices that are surplus to the needs of the
postal service. One of them is in Carbon-
dale, IlI, I suspect the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. Gray) understands where
Carbondale, Ill., is, and that post office is
going to be disposed of.

This letter states among other things
that:

The General Services Administration fur-
ther agrees to return to the Postal Service
the net proceeds, if any, received from the
disposal of these propertles.

So it is the established policy to return
these proceeds to the Post Office Depart-
ment rather than dissipate the capital
assets of the Post Office Department, and
then insist that those capital assets be
restored through increased postal rates
that would be loaded on all the citizens
of the country.

Mr. BOW. I agree with the gentleman.
I think he is absolutely right.

Now I will be happy to yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. GRAY. Mr, Chairman, I know my
friend, the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
Gross) is laboring under the assumption
that this proposed amendment will be
helping the Postal Service, but let me
remind my friend that in all of the cities
alluded to by the gentleman from New
York a moment ago in the case of New
York and Carbondale, that the gentle-
man has just mentioned, that money
goes to the GSA, and not to the Postal
Service if any is collected. When the
Postal Service gives that property to the
GSA, then they kiss it goodby forever.
Not one dime will go in the operation
of the Postal Service, and it will not have
any effect upon the postal rates.

I am sure the gentleman does not
want to leave the wrong impression with
the House.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
vield further, does the gentleman from
Illinois deny the authenticity of the let-
ter which states exactly contrary to
what the gentleman from Illinois says?

Mr. GRAY. I do. The Postal Service
has told us 15 different stories. I can
show you three letters from Assistant
Postmaster General Lehne stating they
are going to give the property back to
New York City. I held hearings in New
York, and I talked to the regional direc-
tor, and I said:

Are you not going to uphold the promise
given by the Asslstant Postmaster General
to give this property back?

He said:
I can't answer that question.

He took the fifth amendment before
our congressional committee.

Mr. BOW. I think what the gentle-
man is saying is virtually correct, if the
property is sold; that is, property owned
by the Post Office Department, the
money will go into the Postal Depart-
ment, into the private corporation.
These other items that you have in this
bill have been declared surplus, and
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turned over to the GSA, and for that
reason that would not happen, but if
you have property, and it is sold; that is,
Postal Service property, and it is sold
for $7 million, that money would go
into the Post Office Department, and
would not be money that is taken away,
as the gentleman has suggested,
because——

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

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

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me for a clarifica-
tion?

Mr. BOW. Certainly I will yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. GRAY. I would say to my friend,
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross)
that under the Property Disposal Act
these properties are given by the Post
Office to the GSA, and the first sereen-
ing is for other Federal agencies to have
the right to come in and ask for them.
The second screening is that the cities
and States have a right to take that
property for public use such as housing
needs in that city.

Now, do you know of any city that is
offered a site that is not going to take it
for nothing? So where is the money go-
ing to come from?

Mr. BOW. I agree with the gentleman
that if it is surplus property it goes
back to the GSA. This has not been
declared surplus property, it is still Post
Office property. If it is sold for $7 mil-
lion, then the money will go back to the
Post Office Department.

Mr. GRAY. I have two letters stating
that they did intend to declare it sur-
plus. Is not the word of an Assistant
Postmater General worth anything?

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the committee bill and in op-
position to both the Gross amendment
and the Udall amendment.

The gentleman from Ilinois (Mr.
Gray) stated very ably the equitable
case for the committee position.

Section T(d) of H.R. 10488 provides
that the Postmaster General shall con-
vey to New York City the real property
known as the Morgan Annex—a square
block between Ninth and 10th Avenues,
and 28th and 29th Streets—without
monetary consideration and upon condi-
tion that the real property is used for
publicly assisted housing.

The committee adopted this provision
after very thorough consideration and
after reviewing the history of the U.S.
Postal Service's behavior toward the
Chelsea community.

This site was acquired and cleared for
the construction of a postal facility. Sev-
eral hundred families were uprooted and
displaced from their homes. Then the
Postal Service changed its mind and de-
cided not to build the facility.

The land lies vacant; the people have
been scattered; and the community has
been disrupted. In an effort to make
amends, the committee bill would make
the site available for housing—housing
which the site tenants and neighborhood
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people can afford. That is only fair and
equitable.

To require New York City to pay the
fair market value would be to insure that
low- and moderate-income housing could
not be built. The cost of the land, in
addition to escalating construction costs,
would make it economically unfeasible.
The effect of adopting the Gross amend-
ment would be to deprive the local com-
munity of desperately needed housing.

It is specious and misleading to argue,
as the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Bow)
did, that the conveyance of this site will
result in the Federal Government paying
for 1,000 units of housing which other-
wise would not be contracted for.

In the first place, there is no housing
money authorized or appropriated in this
bill.

Second, Federal money in the form of
annual contributions to local public hous-
ing agencies and for section 236 interest
subsidies is allocated by HUD. HUD
determines how much money is to be
provided to New York City for new hous-
ing starts in each fiscal year.

So whether there are a thousand units
at this site or a thousand units at an-
other site, the number of housing units
will be the same. The committee bill will
not result in the Federal Government
financing an additional 1,000 units. How-
ever, it will provide a site where new
housing can be built without the dis-
placement and relocation of people, and
that is eritically important to us in New
York City where there is a severe short-
age of decent housing and some 135,000
families are on the waiting list for public
housing,

As far as the Udall amendment is con-
cerned, the Postal Service has played fast
and loose with the community on this is-
sue for too long. It has not used the site.
It should not be permitted to use it for
parking purposes. The community needs
it for long promised housing.

Simple justice dictates a return of this
land to provide housing for the poor peo-
ple who have been displaced and others
in the Chelsea community which has al-
ready suffered through torture for 6 or
7 years.

I urge my colleagues to vote down the
amendments and to support the bill as
reported out by the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. Gross) to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. UpALL).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Gray), there
were—ayes 39, noes 32.

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers with clerks.

Tellers with clerks were ordered; and
the Chairman appointed as tellers Mrs.
ABzZUG and Messrs. Gross, Gray, and
UbALL,

The Committee divided, and the tell-
ers reported that there were—ayes 196,
noes 170, not voting 67, as follows:

[Roll No. 114]
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[Recorded Teller Vote]

Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Ashbrook
Baker
Baring
Belcher
Bennett
Betts
Bevill
Biester
Bow
Bray
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrnes, Wis,
Byron
Camp
Carlson
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conte
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Va.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Downing
Duncan
du Pont
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fisher
Flowers
Flynt
Ford, Gerald R,
Forsythe
Frenzel
Frey
Fugua

Abourezk
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Annunzio
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Barrett
Begich
Bell
Bergland
Blaggl
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Buchanan
Burke, Mass,
Burton
Cabell

AYES—196
Gibbons
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Haley
Hall
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hansen, Idaho
Harvey
Hastings
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Hillis
Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Hull
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Jonas
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Eeating
Keith
Eemp
King
Kuykendall
Kyl
Landgrebe
Latta
Lennon
Lent
Lloyd
Lujan
McClory
McClure
MecCollister
MecCulloch
McDade
MecDonald,

Mich.
McEwen
McEKevitt
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mayne
Mazzoll
Michel
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Md.
Minshall
Mizell
Montgomery
Mpyers
Natcher
Nelsen

NOES—170

Caffery
Casey, Tex.
Celler
Chisholm
Collins, I11.
Conyers
Corman
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn

Dow
Drinan
Dulski
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Esch

Fish

Flood

Nichols
Obey
O'Hara
O’Konski
Passman
Pelly

Pettis
Pirnie

Poff

Powell
Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Robinson, Va.
Roush
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth

St Germain
Sandman
Satterfield
Scherle
Schmitz
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Skubitz
Snyder
Spence
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stuckey
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler
Whalley
Whitten
Widnall
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wyatt
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Zablockl
Zion

Zwach

Frelinghuysen
Fulton
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gilalmo
Gonzalez
Grasso

Gray

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Halpern
Hanley
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Helstoskl
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hollfield
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Roybal
Ryan
Sarbanes

Howard
Hungate
Johnson, Calif.
Earth
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Kluczynski
Eoch
Leggett
Link

Long, Md.
McCloskey
McCormack
McFall
McEay
McEKinney
Madden
Mahon
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan

Mosher
Moss
Murphy, T11.
Murphy, N.Y¥. Selberling
Nedzi Shipley
O'Neill Sisk

Patten Slack
Perkins Smith, Iowa
Peyser Steed
Pickle Stratton
Pike Sullivan
Podell Symington
Preyer, N.C. Thompson, N.J.
Price, I11. Tiernan
Pryor, Ark. Udall
Purcell Van Deerlin
Rangel Vanik

Rees Vigorito
Reid Waldie
Reuss Whalen
Roberts White
Robison, N.Y. Wiggins
Rodino Wilson,

Roe Charles H.
Rogers Wolfl
Roncalio Wright
Rooney, N.Y. Wydler
Rooney, Pa. Yates
Rosenthal Yatron
Rostenkowski Young, Tex.
Roy

NOT VOTING—67

Eshleman Nix
Evins, Tenn. Patman
Fountain Pepper
Galifianakis Poage
Gallagher Pucinski
Gettys Riegle
Goldwater Saylor
Griffin Scheuer
Hagan Smith, Calif.
Hanna Smith, N.¥.
Hébert Springer
Henderson Staggers
Johnson, Pa. Stanton,
Jones, Ala. J. William
Kee Stanton,
Kyros James V.
Landrum Stephens
Long, La. Stokes
MeMillan Stubblefield
Macdonald, Teague, Tex.
Mass. Ullman
Mills, Ark. Ware
Dwyer Mollohan Whitehurst
Edwards, La. Morse

So the amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now
occurs on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr, UbpaLL) as
amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN., The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEc. 8. To carry out the provisions of the
Public Buildings Amendments of 1972, the
Administrator of General Services shall is-
sue such regulations as he deems necessary.
Such regulations shall be coordinated with
the Office of Management and Budget, and
the rates established by the Administrator of
General Services pursuant to section 210(1)
of the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1040, as amended, shall be
approved by the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GRAY

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gray: Page 28,
after line 20, insert the following:

Sec. 9. (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the House Office Building Com-
mission is authorized (1) to use, to such ex-
tent as it may deem necessary, for the pur-
pose of providing office and other accommo-
dations for the House of Representatives, tne
building, known as the Congressional Hotel,
acquired by the Government in 1957 as part
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of Lot 20 in Square 692 in the District of Co-
lumbia under authority of the Additional
House Office Bullding Act of 1955 and (2) to
direct the Architect of the Capitol to lease,
for such other use and under such terms and
conditicns and to such parties as such Com-
mission may authorize, any space: in such
building not required for the aforesaid pur-
ose.
5 (b) Any space in such building used for
office and other accommodations for the
House of Representatives shall be deemed to
be a part of the “House Office Buildings” and,
as such, shall be subject to the laws, rules,
and regulations applicable to those buildings.
Renumber succeeding sectlons accord-
ingly.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman and Mem-
bers of the House, I apologize for bring-
ing this amendment up at this late hour,
but it is very important.

EXPLANATION OF LEGISLATION RELATING TO THE

CONGRESSIONAL HOTEL BUILDING BY MR. GRAY,

TO THE FOLLOWING AMENDMENTS

The purpose of this legislation is to
grant authority to the House Office
Building Commission to use, in whole or
in part, for the purpose of providing
office and other accommodations for the
House of Representatives, the Congres-
sional Hotel, now defined as part of the
Capitol Grounds, and to bring any space
so used within the purview of the laws,
rules, and regulations governing the
House Office Buildings and of those pro-
visions of the Capitol Grounds law, such
as pertain to security and policing, now
applicable to the Capitol Buildings.

The further purpose of the legislation
is to authorize the Commission to direct
the Architect of the Capitol to lease any
space in the hotel building, not required
for immediate use by the House, for such
other use, including residential use, and
under such terms and conditions and to
such parties as the Commission may au-
thorize and to render the provisions of
sections 431 and 432 of title 18 of the
United States Code relating to contracts
with Members inapplicable to leases or
subleases entered into, so that Members
of Congress may not be excluded from
occupying any rooms made available for
residential occupancy. The language
“notwithstanding any other provision of
law” has been included in the legisla-
tion to cover this objective. Any space
so leased will be a source or rental income
to the Government, pending Government
use of the entire building.

The hotel structure contains a total
of eight floors and basement. Excluding
the basement—occupied by a garage,
storage and similar facilities—the eight
floors contain a total of 200 rooms hav-
ing a gross square foot floor area of ap-
proximately 105,000 square feet.

Since 1958, the building has been op-
erated as a hotel by the Knott Hotels
Corp., under a lease with the Govern-
ment. At the direction of the House Office
Building Commission, the lease with the
Knott Hotels Corp., has been formally
terminated, effective at the close of busi-
ness May 31, 1972.

There is dire need for use of space in
the Congressional Hotel building to pro-
vide some measure of relief for present
needs of the House of Representatives.
Following surrender of possession of the
premises by the Knott Hotels Corp., on
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May 31, 1972, it is proposed, as soon
thereafter as feasible, to utilize approxi-
mately 75 percent of the rooms in the
building for office and other accommoda-
tions for the House of Representa-
tives—floors two through seven—and to
temporarily lease the remainder of the
rooms in the building—floors one and
eight—for residential and other private
use, until such time as the House Office
Building Commission deems it necessary
to take over such rooms for official use
by the House.

Long-term use of the hotel building is
not contemplated. Its use by the House
is proposed as an expedient to provide
much-needed additional temporary quar-
ters for House activities.

Need for this legislation is further ex-
plained, as follows:

The Congressional Hotel, located at 300
New Jersey Avenue SE. was acquired,
as part of lot 20 in square 692 in the
District of Columbia, by the Architect of
the Capitol in 1957, at the direction of
the House Office Building ~ommission,
through condemnation, under authority
of the Additional House Office Building
Act of 1955. The condemnation complaint
stated the purpose of the acquisition to be
for the public use “as a site for an addi-
tional office building for use by the House
of Representatives of the United States
and for additions to the U.S. Capitol
Grounds.”

October 17, 1967, pursuant to the re-
quirements of the 1955 act, the House
Office Building Commission promulgated
a formal order defining for purposes of
law the status of all properties ac-
quired under the 1955 act. Eight squares
were acquired in all. The Commission’s
authority was limited by the 1955 act to
defining as “House Office Buildings” only
those structures and facilities con-
structed on such property under author-
ity of the 1955 act. All other areas were
required to be defined as ‘Capitol
Grounds.”

Accordingly, the Commission’s order
declared the following properties to be
“House Office Buildings,” effective Octo-
ber 17, 1967:

The Rayburn House Office Building, the
subway connecting such building to the
Capitol Building, the pedestrian tunnels con-
necting such buflding to the Longworth
House Office Bullding, the underground ga-
rages in Squares 637 and 691 and the tun-
nels connecting these garages to the House
Office Bulldings, are hereby declared to be
House Office Bulldings and, as such, are here-
by made subject to those provisions of the
Act of July 31, 1946 (40 U.S.C., secs. 193a—
193m, 212a, and 212b), including any amend-
ments to such Act, which are applicable to
the Capitol Buildings, and to the Act of Mar,
4, 1907 (40 U.S.C. 175).

The order further declared the status
of all other real property acquired under
the 1955 act to be “Capitol Grounds,”
as follows:

All other real property acquired by the
Architect of the Capitol under authority of
the Additional House Office Building Act is

" hereby declared to be part of the United

States Capitol Grounds and is hereby made
subject to the Act of July 31, 1946 (40 US.C.,

secs. 193a-183m, 212a, and 212b), including
any amendments to such Act.
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Under the provisions of the October 17,
1967 order, the Congressional Hote! is
now a part of the U.S. Capitol Grounds,
and not a part of the House Office Build-
ings.

In order for the Congressional Hotel,
now defined as “‘Capitol Grounds,” to be
used, in whole or in part, as part of the
“House Office Buildings” complex, sub-
ject to laws, rules, and regulations gov-
erning the “House Office Buildings,” in-
cluding assignment of rooms, and the se-
curity and police provisions of the Capi-
tol Grounds law applicable to the “Capi-
tol Buildings,” and subject also to the
use of maintenance funds available for
maintenance and operation of the House
Office Buildings, it is necessary that ac-
tion be taken to bring the hotel, in whole
or in part, within the statutory definition
of the term “House Office Buildings.”

With respect to the security and police
provisions of the Capitol Grounds law
applicable to the “Capitol Buildings,”
Public Law 90-108, approved October 20,
1967, under section 16 (a), has defined
the term “Capitol Buildings,” as follows:

Sec. 16 (a) As Used in this Act—

(1) The term *“Capitol Buildings" means
the United States Capitol, the Senate and
House Office Buildings and garages, the Capi-
tol Power Plant, all subways and enclosed
passages connecting two or more of such
structures, and the real property underlying
and enclosed by any such structure,

The House Office Building Commission
unanimously endorsed enactment of this
legislation at its meeting of April 10,
1972.

I am sure Mr. Gross and Mr, HaLL and
the others who are always looking for
ways to bring in revenue will be in sup-
port of this measure.

Mr. HALL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GRAY. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
the gentleman yielding to me and I ap-
preciate his thoughtful consideration
about what my friend from Iowa and I
are always seeking insofar as the tax-
payers’ money is concerned.

I wonder if he would explain the tech-
nique just a little bit more, first of all as
to history. I understand, of course, we
want to take over the Madison Library
for additional office buildings.

That was chopped down early in this
Congress with the “help” of the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings, and I use the
word “help” in quotes. But now I also
understand—and I am thoroughly in
agreement that we ought to grandfather
clause in those who have residence at the
hotel if, indeed, all the space is not
needed and if, indeed, the building will
hold up all the things, the machinery
and other items that would be placed
into it. However, I do not think we ought
to have a sweetheart clause in here under
some fiduciary organization or other ar-
rangement.

I wonder if the distinguished chairman
of the subcommittee would explain to the
House just a little bit further what is in-
volved insofar as sweetheart clauses
through some group or fiduciary or third
party interspersed insofar as its opera-
tion is concerned that might yield back

in kind, if not in rent, additional benefits
to the group?
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Mr. GRAY. There will be no sweetheart
clauses. There will also be no grand-
father clauses.

What we are seeking to do here is to
take administrative jurisdiction over the
Congressional Hotel, similar to any oth-
er public building that is on the Capitol
Hill complex which includes the House
Office Buildings. However, the Architect
of the Capitol does not feel that under
present law and regulations he would be
allowed to rent space on a monthly or
yearly basis and that he needs this leg-
islative authority. However, I assure the
gentleman from Missouri that no one
will have any separate rights other than
on a contract basis.

Mr. HALL. Is it not true, if the gentle-
man will yield further, that the plan is,
according to rumors floating rampant
around here, that the Architect not be-
ing able to do this and the Building Com-
mittee 1.0t desiring to do it, intends now
to use a fiduciary such as the so-called
Democratic Hill Club or whatever the
name is, which is at present leasing space
over there and they in turn would sub-
lease to individual Members, which
would mean in effect that there would
be a subsidization to them in the form of
equipment and space?

I am simply asking this question for
information.

I think we ought to get this out on the
table.

I am not sure that there is anything
wrong with it, but there is a third party
intervening here between the Building
Committee, between this subcommittee
or the Committee on Public Works as a
whole by those who will be renting space.

I think we nught to know what values
are going to accrue with referencc to the
grandfather or sweetheart clauses. I
would say to the gentleman that I am in
favor of the grandfather part of it but
I do not think I am in favor of the sweet-
heart clause——

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I move fo
strike the requisite number of words.

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

Mr. HALL, I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. GRAY, First, let me say to the gen-
tleman from Missouri that this request
came from the House Office Building
Commission. We have the very distin-
guished dean of the House here who
serves with great distinction on that
committee and also the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Public
Works is also a member of that commit-
tee.

I would ask the gentleman from Mis-
souri to yield to the distinguished dean
to answer that question.

Mr, HALL. I would be glad to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. CELLER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

The Building Commission unani-
mously voted for this project upon the
strong recommendation of the Architect
of the Capitol.

Mr. HALL, Mr. Chairman, I am inter-
ested and I am glad to know that it is
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unanimous, but what I want to know is
what is the “arrangement” and/or what
is the proposed contract involving how it
is the third party.

Mr. CELLER. There are no so-called
sweetheart, if I may use that term, pro-
posals in this arrangement whatsoever.
These Members are older Members, sen-
ior Members, and would occupy the top
story and at the end of their stay they
can be ousted any time by the House or
by the Building Commission. They have
no preemptive rights whatsoever. They
are there at the suffierance of the House
and the Commission.

Mr. HALL. Does the gentleman mean
to imply to me that they will pay rent
to the Architect of the Capitol, or the
Building Committee?

Mr., CELLER. I cannot answer the
gentleman.

Mr. HARSHA. Will the gentleman
yield to me so that I may answer his
inquiry?

Mr. HALL. I will be glad to yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HARSHA. I can answer the gentle-
man that uneaquivocally those Members
who are permitted to stay there will pay
rent, and they will pay that rent at the
going commercial rate.

Mr, HALL. To whom will they pay the
rent?

Mr. HARSHA. They will pay it to the
lessee, or the people who contract to rent
part of this building that we will not use
for congressional office space or com-
mittee space., We do not know who is
going to be the third party as yet. There
are negotiations going on, and those ne-
gotiations are for a normal commercial
rate of around $4.20 per square foof. So
that whoever rents this property from
the House Office Building Commission
then will have to pay the going commer-
cial rate.

Mr. HALL. Will the gentleman agree
that by voting for this amendment we
would be giving tacit approval to the
fact that there will be a third party be-
tween either the House Building Com-
mission or the Architect of the Capitol,
and those who occupy the space under
this clause?

Mr. HARSHA. That is right, and that
is because we cannot now legally contract
with Members of Congress.

Mr. HALL. Nor could they pay directly
to the Congress, or recoup directly into
the Treasury, so there must be a third
party,

Mr. HARSHA. That is correct.

Mr. HALL. Do I understand from the
gentleman’s reply, as cloaked as it is,
that there are persons under considera-
tion who might contract to be the third
party, or the intervening fiduciary be-
tween these two people?

Mr. HARSHA. The Architect of the
Capitol is making these negotiations now.
Of course, they would have to be ap-
proved by the House Building Commis-
sion, and just who the third party that
would involve would be, I do not know
at this stage of the game. But any agree-
ment that is made will have to be ap-
proved by the House Building Commis-
sion.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, under that
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circumstance I would like to ask either
the chairman handling the bill or my
friend, the ranking minority member, if
they have that authority, and if they
are going to make a contract, why do
we have this amendment unless it is to
legalize some such action they obviously
have the power to do in the first place?

Mr. HARSHA. The gentleman has an-
swered his own question. It is to legalize
the occupancy of some of these rooms
that are not needed, by Members of Con-
gress who have been living there for a
number of years, and who have no other
place to go. But as the law now exists
the Congress cannot enter into contracts
with Members of Congress, either direct-
1y or indirectly.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I will say,
that this should be watched in the future
with a great deal of interest. I am aware
of bills that have been run up, not by
current or extant Members who occupy
any portion of the Congressional Hotel,
but other Members who have left from
there in the past owing great bills to the
EKnott Hotel Corp., some of which may
have been forgiven.

So I think the House should concern
itself with how this matter is handled.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say, in
view of the collcquy between the gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. HaLL) and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. CELLER)
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Harsua) that this matter came to us on
a recommendation from the Architect
of the Capitol. There was some question
as to whether the Architect had the
legal authority to proceed, and in order
to make sure of that, this amendment
was recommended.

The gentleman understands that we
are now in the process of taking over the
Congressional Hotel, and for those
Members of the Congress who happen
to stay there, it is necessary that ar-
rangements be worked out, as the gentle-
man from Ohio has said. It is our under-
standing that they will pay the going
rent, but not less than what they have
been paying to the Knott Hotel Corp.,
for comparable space and services.

We believe that even though the
House starts immediately taking over
the floors from between the first floor
and the top floor, the Government will
still probably receive as much, if not
more, net income than it has been get-
ting from the Knott Hotel Corp. The
reason for taking over the hotel is that
we have found it necessary, because of
the pressures from committees, sub-
committees, and other groups who have
the right to occupy space in the House
Office Building for office space. We need
the extra space.

Eventually, of course, I am sure we
will take over the entire hotel, and will
probably have to rebuild at some time
down the line, but in the meantime this
enables us to take over those parts that
we need immediately; to remodel them,
or to let the Architect of the Capitol
remodel them in the manner that will
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accommodate the needs of the House of
Representatives. At the same time, there
are Members who have been living there,
and we do not need all of the space
immediately. So the Architect will nego-
tiate and try to find a lessee who can
operate a part of the hotel for the vari-
ous tenants—and a nonprofit organiza-
tion is contemplated. The total net
proceeds will go into the Treasury of
the United States as receipts.

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

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

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, in addi-
tion to what the distinguished Speaker
has said, I would like to point out that
this is not limited just to Members of
Congress, but any space we do not im-
mediately need could be utilized, and the
Architect will, because he is involved,
have the right to lease that space out so
that we can receive reimbursement for
it, so that ultimately there will be money
going back into the Treasury, because the
lessee is going to have to pay for all the
space he uses.

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

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
distinguished Speaker for his statement.
I believe we have not yet gotten to the
real nitty-gritty of the problem, but per-
haps my purpose has been served in alert-
ing the House to the problem.

I am not one of the ones who agrees
that if we would eliminate the political
groups and the other organizations from
the existing Capitol and House Office
Buildings that we would need additional
space, That is up to the decision being
made, unless the Congress wants to re-
coup that unto itself, but, be that as it
may, I repeat, I am in favor of those who
live there and have a need to live close
to the Capitol, being provided this space
if indeed we do not need it, and I doubt
that we do.

Additionally, I will be very interested
in following the arrangements that will
be made, and I am reassured by the
Speaker’s statement, as Chairman of the
Building Committee, of course, that there
will be no less income and, indeed, may
be enough to defray some of the ex-
penses of the rest of the building. I would
hope that the Architect, in his wisdom,
and the Building Committee in their ap-
proval, search well for an intervener who
is going to handle this, and to whom the
occupants will pay their rents.

Mr. ALBERT. I hope that what the
gentleman suggests will be true. However,
I cannot guarantee it, but again I say I
hope it will be true.

I think the gentleman from Missouri
has served a useful purpose in pointing
up these facts.
~ Mr. HALL. T usually do.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to reiterate
my support of this ammendment and
urge its adoption.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GROSS TO THE
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GRAY

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross to the
amendment offered by Mr. Gray: After “the
Architect of the Capitol to lease' Insert “at
fair market value”.

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

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

Mr. GRAY. It is getting lafe. In a spirit
of friendship and cooperation I accept
the amendment.

Mr. GROSS. I was sure that the House,
having adopted a “fair market value”
provision as applied to New York, would
want to regulate its own affairs on that
basis. So I am delighted with the state-
ment of the gentleman.

I would like to ask the gentleman a
question or two concerning the contract
for the operation of this hotel. Are the
rentals in the building going to be posted
with the Rent Control Agency?

Mr. GRAY. As the gentleman knows,
the buildings in the Capitol Hill Complex
are not part of the wage and price freeze
of the President.

Mr. GROSS. Why not?

Mr. GRAY. Why not?

Mr. GROSS. Yes.

Mr. GRAY. Well, when I went to
school, I learned that there were three
separate and distinct branches of the
Government: Legislative, executive, and
judicial. This happens to be the legisla-
tive branch, and I do not think we need
anyone imposing any restrictions on us.

Mr. GROSS. Do you mean to say that
while in Northern Virginia I am getting
rent increases every few months, the ten-
ants are not getting them at this Govern-
ment-owned hotel?

Mr. GRAY. There is certainly a differ-
ence. We are not a profit-making agency.
We are here to legislate on the Nation's
business.

Mr. GROSS. How soon are you going
to have an apartment open? I want to
move in. If that is a sanctuary against
rent increases, I have been missing out
on something. I want to move in.

Tell me something else. Who is going
to provide the janitorial services and
how will they be paid for, and who is
going to provide the security, and how
is that going to be paid for?

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

Mr. GROSS. Yes, of course.

Mr. GRAY. The House Office Building
Commission, as the gentleman knows, is
in charge of all the Capitol Hill Com-
plex. This will be handled in the same
manner as the other buildings. It will be
under contract. That is why the Speaker
wants to get back as much money as he
can into the Treasury so we can pay
some of these costs. When you look at
the contract we now have with the hotel,
you see it is a sweetheart contract. We
are not getting back a fair return. I
think we can take care of the janitorial
services and other expenses and still save
money.
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Mr. GROSS, When the gentleman
from Missouri was talking about sweet-
heart contracts a few minutes ago, I did
not understand that he was getting any
affirmative responses. Now we have it
on the line. This hotel is operated with
sweetheart contracts, and I assume the
clubs in that building will continue to
be treated on the same basis. I wonder
if the membership in those clubs will be
open to all comers?

The C. . The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa to the amendment offer-
ed by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
GRAY) .

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. Gray) as amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Bec. 9. SBectlon 8 of the John F. Kennedy
Center Act, as amended (72 Stat, 1969) is
amended by inserting *(a)" Immediately af-
ter “Sec. 8” and by adding at the end there=-
of the following new subsection:

“(b) There is hereby authorized to be ap=-
propriated to the Board not to exceed $1,500,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972,
for the public costs of maintaining and op-
erating the nonperforming arts functions of
the John F. Kennedy Center for the Per-
forming Arts.,”

Mr. GRAY (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
section 9 be considered as read, printed
in the REcorp, and open to amendment
at any point.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GRAY

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gray: On page
29, after line 4, add the following new sec-
tion:

“Sec. 10. Section 6 of the John F. Kennedy
Center Act, as amended (72 Stat. 1968), is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“*‘(e) The Secretary of the Interior, act=-
ing through the National Park Service, shall
provide malintenance, security, information,
interpretation, janitorial and all other serv-
ices necessary to the non-performing arts
function of the John F. Kennedy Center
for the Performing Arts. There is hereby
authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973, to the Secretary
of the Interior such sums as may be neces-
sary for carrying out this subsection.'”

Renumber the succeeding section accord-
ingly.

Mr. GRAY. Mr, Chairman and col-
leagues, I assure the Members that this
is the last committee amendment. I
apologize for the delay. I would like to
explain about the John F. Kennedy Cen-
ter. As you know, this has been a project
that has been participated in by several
countries around the world. Not only
have the people of the United States
contributed more than $38 million of
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their own money to build the Kennedy
Center, but we have also used taxpayers’
money in making this into a national
monument to the late President Ken-
nedy and also a theater in memory of
former President Eisenhower. We have
spoonfed the construction of the Ken-
nedy Center, as it were.

We bottlefed the Kennedy Center, as
it were. We hope now it is growing out
of its stages of adolescence and becoming
a full-grown adult that will provide the
services originally intended by the con-
gressional act. For that reason, the
Committee on Public Works is offering
an amendment that will let us, once and
for all, give the maintenance and secu-
rity of this national monument to the
National Park Service where it belongs.

Every year there is some argument
taking place on the floor about the fur-
ther needs of the Kennedy Center. We
feel that the National Park Service,
since it has jurisdiction over the Wash-
ington Monument, the Jefferson Memo-~
rial, the Lincoln Memorial, and all other
national monuments throughout this
city and this country, should rightfully
come to the Congress and justify each
year, in its line item appropriations re-
quest, the money to maintain the non-
performing arts functions of the Ken-
nedy Center.

This amendment will not allow one
cent to be spent on the performing arts
functions at the Kennedy Center, and it
would not allow one cent to be spent on
the building construction per se, but
merely to be spent for the security and
maintenance of keeping the building
open to the general public during the
daylight hours as a national monument.

If some Members were not here earlier
when I spoke in general debate, I pointed
out the Kennedy Center is second only to
the Capitol Building in the number of
visitors. Between 8,000 to 12,000 people a
day are going there, including school-
children and others, to see this beautiful
national monument. We feel it should not
be the responsibility of the Congress
every year to come up with an authoriza-
tion bill. All this says is the National
Park Service shall assume the responsi-
bility of providing protection and main-
tenance for this national monument, and
then it shall come each year to the Ap-
propriations Committee and justify the
amounts needed, as it does for similar
memorials.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a favorable
vote.

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

Mr., GRAY. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, has the
committee ever given any consideration
to charging admission to this palace over
on the Potomac River?

Mr. GRAY. I would say to my distin-
guished friend, the gentleman from Iowa,
if anyone has ever gone to the Kennedy
Center for an evening performance, he
has had to pay an admission of $8 for
some of the performances there. If he
goes to some, he pays even more. But the
part that is going to be open in the day-
light hours is a monument for the people
of the country to see, and I think it would
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be highly inappropriate for us to charge
people to come in to the Kennedy Center,
as it would be if we were to charge them
to come into Arlington Cemetery to see
Kennedy's grave, or to see the Thomas
Jefferson Memorial, or to see the other
monuments. This is only to pay the cost
of the care and the maintenance and the
security of the monument.

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

Mr., GRAY. I yield further to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. What does the gentleman
estimate it is going to cost per annum
if administered through the Department
of the Interior?

Mr. GRAY. We have not had a full
yvear of operation. We cannot give any
more than an estimate, but I can give
the figures of what it cost to secure other
Washington memorials. It is $512,000 for
the Washington Monument, and $317,000
for the Lincoln Memorial. It will be a
little more here, because it is a bigger
building, and there will be a requirement
for more people with increased visitors.

Mr. GROSS. Maybe it will be $2 mil-
lion or $2.5 million or $3 million?

Mr. GRAY. I think that would be a
little high. I would say somewhere be-
tween $1 million and $2 million. It is a
guesstimate. As I said, we have not had
one full year of operation in order to
tell, but let me remind my friend, the
gentleman from Iowa, that the gentle-
woman from Washington (Mrs., HANSEN)
is handling the budget for the National
Park Service, and I can assure the gen-
tleman that the gentlewoman requires a
full justification of all money spent for
the National Park Service, and she will
carefully consider this matter likewise.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this simply is an effort
to get the operation and maintenance
and security and the guide service of the
nonperforming arts section of the Ken-
nedy Center away from the management
that has abused that privilege and serv-
ice up until now. We feel that, with this
amendment, we will put that service into
the Park Service and the Department of
the Interior, and we expect the same
kind of exemplary service they have
given over the years in other kinds of
service, such as at the Washington Mon-
ument and the Jefferson Memorial, and
50 on. :

So, Mr. Chairman, I support this
amendment and urge its adoption.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. Is it not true that admis-
sion is charged to the home of former
President Washington at Mount Vernon?
Is it not true that there is a charge to
ride the elevator to the top of the Wash-
ington Mounment? Is it not true that
there is an admission charge to see the
Lee Mansion in Arlington Cemetery?

Mr. HARSHA. The home at Mount
Vernon is operated by a historical
society.

Mr. GROSS. Still, there is a charge.

Mr. HARSHA. That is right, but that
is not the Park Service operation. There
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is no charge by the Park Service either
to the Jefferson Memorial or the Lincoln
Memorial that I am aware of.

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask another ques-
tion. What about the leasing of the park-
ing at this cultural center? Who gets the
“gravy’” from that? It that operated by
IT.&T.?

Mr. HARSHA. No. It is operated to pay
off bonds issued to finance construction
of the garage.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr, GraY) to answer
that question.

Mr. GRAY. I would be delighted to an-
swer my friend’s question.

First let me state that Mount Vernon
is not owned by the Federal Government,
but is owned by a group of ladies.

Seconc the money being collected in
parking fees goes to retire the bonds, and
as soon as the bonds are amortized the
Kennedy Center Board of Trustees—and
we have Members of Congress serving on
that board—if they want, can have free
parking. The fee being charged now is to
retire the bonds.

Mr. GROSS. How many hundreds of
years of parking will it take to retire the
bonds?

Mr. GRAY. I believe they are 20-year
bonds, and I am sure the gentleman will
agree that the Kennedy Center was built
to last several hundred years.

Mr. GROSS. Will that get us our $56
million back in behalf of the taxpayers
of this country?

Mr. GRAY. It will recoup the under-
writing of the bonds, yes.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman will not
live long enough to see it.

Mr. GRAY. I hope so.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.
Mr. Chairman, I will try to be brief.

One thing the chairman of the sub-
committee said was that once and for all
we will be finished with payments to the
Kennedy Center. I was not privileged to
be in the Congress at the time the au-
thorization legislation for the Kennedy
Center passed, but I know that today
there is in excess of $4.5 million still
owed on construction costs on that
center.

I have a particular interest in this
matter since one of the major industries
in my own district in New York is owed a
substantial amount of money by the
Eennedy Center.

It was my understanding at first—and
I must admit it was a misunderstand-
ing—that the legislation today was go-
ing to be directed toward paying these
contracts off, that were used in the con-
struction, that people entered into in
good faith in constructing the Kennedy
Center.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I
thank the gentleman.

I was the original author of the legis-
lation which brought about the Kennedy
Center and I served as a trustee, along
with the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN) the gentleman




April 19, 1972

from Wyoming (Mr. RONCALIO)
others.

The question of the moneys not owing
but in dispute to which the gentleman
refers is not at all relevant to this, and
nowhere in this legislation is there pro-
vision for payment ofsthose disputed con-
tracts. It is highly likely that there might
be some litigation with respect to them.

Mr. PEYSER. I thank the gentleman
for his comments.

I am aware that this legislation evi-
dently does not speak to this, but when
we say we are not going to be putting
additional moneys into this it should be
noted that there is more than $1,435,000
owed under the original contracts for the
construction of the center.

There are over $3 million owed in
delayed claims under these contracts.
All T am saying is that the U.S. Gov-
ernment was involved in this con-
struction and this represents, to many
industries who in good faith went ahead
with these contracts and completed
them, a substantial amount that they
are not now being paid.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. If the
gentleman will yield, no one questions
the good faith of those contracts the
payment for which is in dispute. It is
not a question as to whether the contrac-
tor is an honest person or not, but it is
a question as to whether or not he ful-
filled his contract. Those which have
been fulfilled have been paid; those which
are in dispute are as yet unpaid and are
the subject of negotiation and possible
litigation.

Mr. PEYSER. I do not mean to dis-
agree with the gentleman, but I am say-
ing the $1,435,000 is not in dispute in this
question. The areas being disputed in-
volve $3 million. But does the gentleman
know where this money will come from
if it does not come from the Congress?

Mr., HARSHA. Will the gentleman
yield to me?

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HARSHA. Any money in this bill
is not—and I repeat “is not”"—for the
retirement of construction obligations.
The only money in this bill is for the
reimbursement of expenses incurred in
providing guide services, security, and
maintenance to that portion of the Ken-
nedy Center that is a national monu-
ment; that portion which is related to
the nonperforming arts. What anybody
has told you or your clients with respect
to being paid on a construction contract
has no bearing as to what is in this leg-
islation.

Mr. PEYSER. I thank the gentleman.
I agree with the gentleman, and I am
merely saying that I think the Congress
also ought to realize that it should pay
off these honest debts that were in-
curred.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. I would like
to ask the gentleman from New Jersey,
the author of the legislation, if he could
expound just briefly on what he refers
to as possible litigation. As a member
of the board of trustees, could he eluci-

and
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date on this and tell us wherein there
are disputes over the payment of obliga-
tions and where will they get the money
from to pay what might be a contested
contract?

Mr, THOMPSON of New Jersey. If the
gentleman will yield, that question can-
not be answered until the disputes
arising out of the contracts are settled.
No one questions the good faith of the
contractors. There are, however, and
there have been, however, poor perform-
ances and poor construction and other
matters which the trustees have yet to
settle. The trustees are represented by
counsel. Counsel is negotiating, and I
just anticipate in the final analysis that
there may be some litigation.

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike the penultimate word.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the
amendment is to provide for the opera-
tion of the nonperforming arts aspects
of the John F. Eennedy Center. These
include maintenance, security, informa~-
tion, interpretation, janitorial and other
similar services.

When the Center opened last year, it
quickly became apparent that the provi-
sions which had been made for providing
the nonperforming arts functions were
inadequate. The magnificence of the
Center made it a stellar attraction for
Americans visiting the Nation’s Capitol.

Crowds far exceeded estimates. Not
surprisingly, therefore, provisions made
for policing and security, as well as for
maintenance and other services proved
inadequate.

I want to stress that what we are talk-
ing about here is those functions of the
Center related to its role as a national
memorial. Performing arts activities
would naturally be paid for by perform-
ance admission charges.

As a stopgap measure, H.R. 10488 pro-
vides $1.5 million for the public costs of
maintaining and operating the nonper-
forming arts functions of the Center.
The authorization is for fiscal 1972 only,
however. Clearly, if the John F. Kennedy
Center is to keep its doors open to the
visiting public in the future, additional
assistance must be provided.

That such financial assistance should
be contemplated is not unreasonable.
Other memorials located in the Nation’s
Capitol such as the Washington Monu-
ment and the Lincoln and Jefferson Me-
morials receive aid. The nonperforming
arts functions of the John F. Kennedy
Center fall into the same category. They
are publicly related. They arise from the
operation of the Center as a national me-
morial to President John Fitzgerald Ken-
nedy.

The authorization provided for in this
amendment is for a single fiscal year.
During that period, it is my understand-
ing, the Committee on Public Works plans
an indepth study of the operations of
the Center. From that study, hopefully
will emerge a plan for assuring effective
managerial controls and operating effi-
ciencies in the years ahead.

During the intervening period, we must
provide the moneys necessary to carry
out the nonperforming arts national me-
morial functions of the Kennedy Center.
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That is the sole purpose of my amend-
ment.

I urge its approval.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. GRAY).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk started to read section 10.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HALL

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment applicable to the original
section 9 as printed in the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Section 9 has been
read. The Clerk will read the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Harn: On page
28, line 21, strike out all of section 9 through
line 4 on page 29 and renumber the follow-
ing sections accordingly.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I regret-
fully rise to make a point of order against
the amendment. We have already passed
section 9.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from
Illinois is correct. The amendment fol-
lows section 9. Section 9, accordingly,
has been approved.

Mr. HALL, Mr, Chairman, I submit in
arguing the point of order that I was on
my feet and standing in the well. The
amendment has been on the Clerk’s desk
involving section 9.

Obviously, the Chair recognized the
chairman of the committee handling the
bill. T am not a member of the commit~
tee, but I am an elected Member of this
House and I have the right in view of
the fact that I was standing to offer an
amendment to section 9.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not
wish to disagree with his friend from
Missouri. The Chair only wishes to state
that in accordance with the parliamen-
tary procedures the Gray amendment
added a new section 10. Because of that,
of course, under the procedures, section
9 has been passed and taken care of.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HALL. Is it not true that the gen-
tleman from Illinois who is handling the
bill asked unanimous consent that the
entire bill be considered as read and open
for amendment at any point?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
to the gentleman from Missouri that the
gentleman from Illinois requested that
section 9 be considered as read and open
for amendment at any place, and this
was done. Then he immediately proposed
a new amendment which is section 10 to
the bill.

There is only one way that the Chair
can honor the request of the gentleman
from Missouri and that is if the gentle-
man can get unanimous consent to offer
his amendment. The Chair would be glad
to honor that request.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, in view of
the fact that I was ready to offer this
amendment which deals with section 9
as printed, I ask unanimous consent that
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we revert to that position and that my
amendment be accepted by the Chair.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I reluc-
tantly object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 10. This Act shall become effective
upon enactment. The effective date of apply-
ing the rates to be charged pursuant to the
regulations to be lssued under subsections
(j) and (k) of section 210 of the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1940, as amended, shall be as determined by
the Administrator of General Services but in
any event shall not be later than the begin-
ing of the third full fiscal year subsequent
to the enactment thereof.

Mr. GRAY (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the remainder of the bill be considered as
read, printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point,

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

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, reserving the
right to object may I make a parliamen-
tary inquiry as to whether under the
chairman’s now posed unanimous-con-
sent request it would be in order to sub-
mit an amendment to the original section
9, particularly in view of the fact that
the gentleman from Illinois’ amendment
having to do with the Department of the
Interior after June 30, 1973, is labeled
and was read by the Clerk as section 10
on page 29?

The CHAIRMAN. In answer to the
parliamentary inquiry, the Chair reluc-
tantly holds that it would not be in order
to go back to section 9.

If the gentleman from Missouri wishes,
and if he has a new amendment, it would
be in order to propose that to section 11
of the bill. We are now on section 11.

Mr. HALL. I thank the Chairman, and
I withdraw my reservation.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now
occurs on the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr. AspiNaLL, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill

(H.R. 10488) to amend the Public Build-
ings Act of 1959, as amended, to provide
for financing the acquisition, construe-
tion, alteration, maintenance, operation,
and protection of public buildings, and
for other purposes, pursuant to House
Resolution 931, he reported the bill back
to the House with an amendment
adopted by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote de-
manded on any amendment to the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute adopted in the Committee of

the Whole? If not, the questior. is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the

third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the

passage of the bill.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 331, nays 40, not voting 62,

as follows:

Abourezk
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander

Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Anderson,

Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Arends
Aspin
Aspinall
Baker
Baring
Barrett
Begich
Belcher
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Betts
Blaggl
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bow
Brademas
Brasco
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Caffery
Carlson
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 5.C.
Davis, Wis.
de 1a Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums

[Roll No. 115]

YEAS—331

Denholm
Derwinski
Devine

Diggs

Dingell
Donochue
Dorn

Dow
Downing
Drinan
Dulski

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch

Evans, Colo,
Fascell
PFindley
Fish

Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt

Foley

Jarman
Johnson, Callf.
Jonas

Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.,
Karth
Eastenmeler
Eazen

Eeating

Keith

M
Ford, Gerald R.

Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Fuqua
Garmatz
Giaimo
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Halpern
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W, Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helnz
Helstoskl
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis

Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hungate
Hunt

Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio

Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O'Hara
O'Konskl
O'Neill
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis

Peyser
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Pickle

Pike

Pirnle
Podell

Poft

Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, IIl.
Pryor, Ark.
Purcell

Quie
Rallsback
Randall
Rangel

Rees

Reid

Reuss
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncallo
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Runnels

Abzug
Archer
Ashbrook
Biester
Bray
Brinkley

Abbitt
Abernethy
Ashley
Badillo
Bevill
Bingham
Blackburn
Brooks
Brown, Mich.
Byrne, Pa.
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Clark

Clay
Colmer
Culver
Curlin
Dent
Dickinson
Dowdy
Dwyer
Edwards, La.

April 19, 1972

Ruppe

8t Germain
Sandman
Barbanes
Satterfield
Bchneebell
Schwengel
Scott
Selbefling
Shipley
Bhoup
Shriver
Sikes

Sisk
Bkubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Springer
Steed

Bteele
Btratton
Stuckey
Sullivan
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone

NAYS—40

Hall
Hutchinson
Jacobs

Kyl
Landgrebe
Lennon
McClory
Martin
Mathis, Ga.
Michel
Montgomery
Pelly

Price, Tex.
Quillen

Eshleman
Evins, Tenn,
Fountain
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gettys
Griffin
Hanna
Harvey
Hébert
Henderson
Hull
Ichord
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala,
Kee
Kyros
Landrum
Long, La.
MecMillan
Macdonald,
Mass.

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced

pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Dent for, with Mr. Henderson against.
Mr. Evins of Tennessee for, with Mr. Foun-

tain agalinst.

Until further notice:
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Smith of

California.

Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
Whalen
Whalley
White
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

Zwach

Rarick
Rousselot
Ruth

Ryan
Scherle
Schmitz
Sebelius
Spence
Steiger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis.
Teague, Callf.
Young, Fla.

NOT VOTING—62

Mills, Ark.
Nix

Patman
Poage =
Pucinski
Riegle
Saylor
Scheuer
Smith, Calif.
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Btanton,

James V.,
Stephens
Stokes
Stubblefield
Symington
Ware
Whitehurst
Wilson,

Charles H.

the following

Mr, Staggers with Mr. Whitehurst.
Mr. Hébert with Mr. Dickinson.
Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Blackburn.
Mr. Stokes with Mr. Riegle.
Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Gali-

flanakis,

Mr. Kyros with Mr, Griffin.
Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mrs.

Dwyer.

Mr. Nix with Mr. Eshleman.
Mr. Pucinski with Mr. Patman.

Mr. Gettys with Mr. Mills of Arkansas.
Mr. Clark with Mr. Saylor.
Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr. Ware.
Mr. Brooks with Mr. McMillan.
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Mr. Bevill with Mr. Johnson of Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr, Hanna with Mr. Hull.

Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. J. Willlam
Stanton.

Mr, Stubblefield with Mr. Ichord.

Mr. Landrum with Mr, Eee,

Mr. Carey with Mr, Colmer.

Mr. Ashley with Mr. Brown of Michigan.

Mr. Culver with Mr. Clay.

Mr. Carney with Mr. Badillo.

Mr, Symington with Mr. Scheuer.

Mr, Long of Louisiana with Mr. Dowdy.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Curlin,

Mr. Bingham with Mr. Abbitt.

Mr. Harvey with Mr. Stephens.

Mrs. ABZUG changed her vote from
Hyea” bo ‘lnay."

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of House Resolution 931, the
Committee on Public Works is discharged
from further consideration of the bill
S. 1736.
bm’I‘he Clerk read the title of the Senate

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. GRAY

i Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
on.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Geay moves to strike out all after the
enacting clause of 8. 1736 and to insert in
lieu thereof the provisions of H.R. 10488, as
passed, as follows:

That this Act may be cited as the “Public
Bulldings Amendments of 1972".

Segc. 2, The Public Buildings Act of 1959
(73 Stat. 479), as amended (40 U.S.C. 601 et
geq.), s amended as follows:

(1) strike out in subsection (b) of section
4 the figure “$200,000" and insert the figure
“$500,000” in lieu thereof;

(2) strike out in subsection (a) of section
12 the following: “as he determines neces-
sary,”;

(3) insert at the end of section 12(c) the
following sentence: "In developing plans for
such new buildings, the Administrator shall
give due consideration to excellence of archi-
tecture and design.”; and

(4) section 7 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“Sec. 7. (a) In order to insure the equitable
distribution of public bulldings throughout
the United States with due regard for the
comparative urgency of need for such build-
ings, except as provided in section 4, no ap-
propriation shall be made to construct, alter,
purchase, or to acquire any building to be
used as a public building which involves a
total expenditure in excess of $500,000 if
such construction, alteration, purchase, or
acquisition has not been approved by resolu-
tions adopted by the Committee on Public
Works of the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives, respectively. No appropriation
shall be made to lease any space at an aver=
age annual rental In excess of $500,000 for
use for public purposes if such lease has not
been approved by resolutions adopted by the
Committee on Public Works of the Senate
and House of Representatives, respectively.
For the purpose of securing consideration for
such approval, the Administrator shall trans-
mit to the Congress a prospectus of the pro-
posed facility, including (but not limited
to)—

“(1) a brief description of the building to
be constructed, altered, purchased, acquired,
or the space to be leased under this Act;

“(2) the locatlon of the building or space
to be leased and an estimate of the maximum
cost to the United States of the facllity to
be constructed, altered, purchased, acquired,
or the space to be leased;

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

“(3) a comprehensive plan for providing
space for all Government officers and em-
ployees in the locality of the proposed fa-
cility or the space to be leased, having due
regard for suitable space which may continue
to be avallable in existing Government-
owned or occupled buildings;

“(4) with respect to any project for the
construction, alteration, purchase, or acquisi-
tion of any building, a statement by the
Administrator that suitable space owned by
the Government is not avallable and that
suitable rental space is not avallable at a
price commensurate with that to be afforded
through the proposed actlon; and

*“(6) a statement of rents and other hous-
ing costs currently being paid by the Gov-
ernment for Federal agencles to be housed
in the building to be constructed, altered,
purchased, acquired, or the space to be
leased.

“(b) The estimated maximum cost of any
project approved under this section as set
forth in any prospectus may be increased by
an amount equal to the percentage increase,
if any, as determined by the Administrator,
in construction or alteration costs, as the
case may be, from the date of transmittal of
such prospectus to Congress, but in no event
shall the increase authorized by this sub-
section exceed 10 per centum of such esti-
mated maximum cost.

“(e) In the case of any project approved
for construction, alteration, or acquisition
by the Committees on Public Works of the
Senate and of the House of Representatives,
respectively, in accordance with subsection
(a) of this section, for which an appropria=
tion has not been made within one year after
the date of such approval, either the Com-
mittee on Public Works of the Senate or the
Committee on Public Works of the House of
Representatives, may rescind, by resolution,
its approval of such project at any time
thereafter before such an appropriation has
been made."

Sec. 3. Subsection (f) of section 210 of the
Federal Property and Administrative Serv-
ices Act of 1949, as amended (40 U.S.C. 490
(f)), is amended to read as follows:

*{f) (1) There is hereby established in the
Treasury of the United States on such date
as may be determined by the Administrator,
a fund into which there shall be deposited
the following revenues and collections:

“(A) User charges made pursuant to sub-
section (j) of this section payable in ad-
vance or otherwise.

“(B) Proceeds with respect to bullding sites
authorized to be leased pursuant to subsec-
tion (a) of this section, and proceeds with
respect to bullding sites, plans, and specifi-
cations authorized to be sold pursuant to
subsection (h) of this section.

“(C) Recelpts from carrlers and others
for loss of, or damage to, property belonging
to the fund.

“(2) Moneys deposited into the fund shall
be avallable for expenditure for real property
management and related activities in such
amounts as are specified in annual appropri-
ations Acts without regard to fiscal year
limitations.

“(8) There are hereby merged with the
fund established under this subsection, un-
expended balances of (A) the Buildings
Management Fund (including any surplus
therein), established pursuant to this sub-
section prior to its amendment by the Pub-
lic Buildings Amendments of 1972; (B) the
Construction Services Fund, created by sec-
tion 9 of the Act of June 14, 1946 (60 Stat.
259), as amended; and (C) any funds ap-
propriated to General Services Administra-
tion under the headings ‘Repalr and Improve-
ment of Public Buildings', ‘Construction,
Public Buildings Projects’, ‘Sites and Ex-
penses, Public Buildings Projects’, ‘Con-
struction, Federal Office Bullding Numbered
7, Washington, District of Columbia’, and
*Additional Court Facilitles’, in any appro-
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priation Acts for the years prior to the fiscal
year in which the fund becomes operational.
The fund shall assume all the liabilities, ob-
ligations, and commitments of the sald (1)
Builldngs Management Fund, (2) Construc-
tion Services Fund, and (3) the appropria-
tions specified in (C) hereof.

“(4) In any fiscal year there may be de-
posited to miscellaneous recipts in the Treas-
ury of the United States such amount as
may be specified in appropriation Acts.

*“(6) Nothing in this section shall preclude
the Administrator from providing special
services not included in the standard level
user charge on a reimbursable basis and such
reimbursements may be credited to the fund
established under this subsection.”

Sec. 4. Section 210 of the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1948, as
amended (40 U.8.C. 490), is amended by add-
ing two new subsections reading as follows:

“*{}) The Administrator is authorized and
directed to charge anyone furnished services,
space, quarters, maintenance, repair, or other
facilities (hereinafter referred to as space
and services), at rates to be determined by
the Administrator from time to time and
provided for in regulations issued by him.
Buch rates and charges shall approximate
commercial charges for comparable space
and services, except that with respect to
those buildings for which the Administrator
of General Services as responsible for alter-
ations only (as the term ‘alter’ is defined in
section 13(5) of the Public Buildings Act
of 19590 (73 Stat. 479), as amended (40 U.S.C.
612(5) ), the rates charged the occupant for
such services shall be fixed by the Admin-
istrator so as to recover only the approxi-
mate applicable cost incurred by him in pro-
viding such alterations. The Administrator
may exempt anyone from the charges re-
quired by this subsection. To the extent any
such exemption is granted, appropriations
to the General Services Administration are
authorized to reimburse the fund for any
loss of revenue.

“(k) Any executive agency, other than the
General Services Administration, which pro-
vides to anyone space and services set forth
in subsection (j) of this section, is au-
thorized to charge the occupant for such
space and services at rates approved by the
Administrator and the Director of the Office
of Management and Budget. Moneys de-
rived by such executive agency from such
rates or fees shall be credited to the appro-
priation or fund initially charged for pro-
viding the services, except that amounts
which are in excess of actual operating and
maintenance costs of providing the service
shall be credited to miscellaneous receipts
unless otherwise authorized by law.”

Sec. 6. (a) Whenever the Administrator
of General Services determines that the best
interests of the United States will be serveud
by taking action hereunder, he is authorizea
to provide space by entering into purchase
contracts, the terms of which shall not be
more than thirty years and which shall
provide in each case that title to the prop-
erty shall vest in the United States at or
before the expiration of the contract term and
upon fulfillment of the terms and condi-
tions stipulated in each of such purchase
contracts. Such terms and conditions shall
include provision for the application to the
purchase price agreed upon therein of in-
stallment payments made thersunder. Each
purchase contract authorized by this sec-
tion shall be entered into pursuant to the
provisions of title ITII of the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of
1949, as amended. If any such contract is
negotiated, the determination and findings
supporting such negotiation shall be
promptly reported in writing to the Com-
mittees on Public Works of the Senate and
House of Representatives. Proposals for pur-
chase contracts shall be sollicited from the
maximum number of qualified sources con-
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sistent with the nature and requirements
of the facility to be procured.

(b) Each such purchase contract shall in-
clude such provisions as the Administrator
of General Services, in his discretion, shall
deem to be In the best Interests of the
United States and appropriate to secure the
performance of the obligations imposed upon
the party or parties that shall enter into
such agreement with the United States. No
such purchase contract shall provide for any
payments to be made by the United States
in excess of the amount necessary, as de-
termined by the Administrator, to—

(1) amortize the cost of construction of
improvements to be constructed plus the
fair market value, on the date of the agree-
ment, of the site, if not owned by the United
States; and

(2) provide a reasonable rate of interest
on the outstanding principal as determined
under paragraph (1) above; and

(8) reimburse the contractor for the cost
of any other obligations required of him
under the contract, including (but not lim-
ited to) payment of taxes, costs of carrying
appropriate insurance, and costs of repair
and maintenance if so required of the con-
tractor.

(c) Funds available on the date of enact-
ment of this subsection for the payment of
rent and related charges for premises, wheth-
er appropriated directly to the General Serv-
ices Administration or to any other agency
of the Government and received by said
Administration for such purpose, may be uti-
lized by the Administrator of General Serv-
ices to make payments becoming due from
time to time from the United States as cur-
rent charges in connection with agreements
entered into under authority of this section.

(d) With respect to any interest in real
property acquired under the provisions of
this section, the same shall be subject to
State and local taxes until title to the same
shall pass to the Government of the United
States.

(e) For the purpose of purchase contracts
provided for in this section for the erection
by the contractor of buildings and improve-
ments for the use of the United States, the
Administrator is authorized to enter into
agreements with any person, copartnership,
corporation, or other public or private entity,
to effectuate any of the purposes of this
section; and it further authorized to bring
about the development and improvement of
any land owned by the United States and un-
der the control of the General Services Ad-
ministration including the demolition of ob-
solete and outmoded structures situated
thereon, by providing for the construction
thereon by others of such structures and fa-
cilities as shall be the subject of the ap-
plicable purchase contracts, and by making
available such plans and specifications for the
construction of a public building thereon as
the Government may possess. Projects here-
tofore approved pursuant to the provisions
of the Public Buildings Act of 1959, as amend-
ed (40 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) , may be constructed
under authority of this section without fur-
ther approval, and the prospectuses submit-
ted to obtain such approval shall for all pur-
poses, be considered as prospectuses for the
purchase of space, except that any such proj-
ect shall be subject to the requirements of
section T(b) of the Public Buildings Act of
1959, as amended, based upon an estimated
maximum cost increased by not more than
an average of 10 per centum per year, ex-
clusive of financing or other costs attribu-
table to the use of the method of construc-
tion authorized by this section.

(f) Except for previously approved pros-
pectuses referred to in (e) above, no pur-
chase contract shall be entered into pursuant
to the authority of this section until a pros-
pectus therefor has been submitted and ap-
proved in accordance with section 7 of the
Public Bulldings Act of 1959, as amended,
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and each such prospectus shall be limited to
public bulldings generally suitable for office
or storage space or both and any other type
of public building that is specifically ap-
proved by resolution adopted by the Commit-
tee on Public Works of the Senate and the
House of Representatives for a purchase con-
tract under this section.

(g) No purchase contract shall be entered
into under the authority granted under this
section after the end of the third fiscal year
which begins after the date of enactment of
this section.

(h) No purchase contract shall be entered
into under this section until it has been au-
thorized by resolutions adopted by the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the Senate and
House of Representatives, respectively.

Bec. 6. (a) The Postmaster General of the
United States Postal Service shall convey to
the city of Carbondale, Illinois, all right,
title, and Interest of the United States and
such Postal Service, in and to the real prop-
erty (including any improvements thereon)
in Carbondale, Illinois, bounded by old West
Main Street on the south, Glenview Drive
on the west, Illinois Route 13 and access road
to Murdale Shopping Center on the north,
and by Texaco Service Station and residences
on the north, approximately 308 feet on the
east, 5256 feet on the south, 420 feet on the
west and with an Irregular boundary on the
north, a total area of approximately 191,100
square feet. The exact legal description of
the property shall be determined by the Post-
master General, without cost to the city of
Carbondale, Tllinois. Such conveyance shall
be made without payment of monetary con-
sideration and on condition that such prop-
erty shall be used solely for public park pur-
poses, and if it ever ceases to be used for
such purpose, the title thereto shall revert
to the United States which shall have the
right of immediate reentry thereon.

(b) (1) The United States Postal Service
shall grant the city of New York, without
reimbursement, air rights for public housing
purposes above the postal facility to be con-
structed on the real property bounded by
Twenty-eighth and Twenty-ninth Streets,
Ninth and Tenth Avenues, in the city of
New York (the Morgan Annex site), such
facility to be designed and constructed in
such manner as to permit the bullding by
the city of New York of a high-rise residen-
tial tower thereon, provided that—

(A) The city of New York shall grant to
the Postal Service without reimbursement
exclusive use of Twenty-ninth Street, be-
tween Ninth and Tenth Avenues in the city
of New York, such use to be irrevocable un-
less the Postal Service sells, leases, or other-
wise disposes of the Morgan Annex site; and

(B) The city of New York shall agree to
reimburse the Postal Service for the addi-
tional cost of designing and constructing the
foundations of its facility so as to render
them capable of supporting a residential tow-
er above the facility, and shall issue any
permits, licenses, easements and other au-
thorizations which may be necessary or inci-
dent to the construction of the postal fa-
cility.

(2) If within 24 months after the city of
New York has complied with the provisions
of paragraphs (A) and (B) of subsection
(d) (1) of this section, the United States
Postal Service has not awarded a contract
for the construction of its facility, the Postal
Service shall convey to the city of New York,
at the fair market value, all right, title and
interest in and to the above-described real
property. Such conveyance shall be made on
the condition that such property shall be
used solely for public housing purposes, and
if public housing is not constructed on the
property within five years after title is con-
veyed to the city of New York or if there-
after the property ever ceases to be used for
such purposes, title thereto shall revert to
the Postal Service, which shall have the right
of immediate reentry thereon.

April 19, 1972

Sec. 7. To carry out the provisions of the
Public Buildings Amendments of 1972, the
Administrator of General Services shall Issue
such regulations as he deems necessary, Such
regulations shall be coordinated with the
Office of Management and Budget, and the
rates established by the Administrator of
General Services pursuant to section 210(j)
of the Federal Property and Administrative
Bervices Act of 1949, as amended, shall be
approved by the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget.

SEec. 8. (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the House Office Bullding
Commission is authorized (1) to use, to such
extent as it may deem necessary, for the pur-
pose of providing office and other accom-
modations for the House of Representatives,
the building, known as the Congressional
Hotel, acquired by the Government In 1957
as part of Lot 20 in Square 692 in the Dis-
trict of Columbia under authority of the Ad-
ditional House Office Building Act of 1955 and
(2) to direct the Architect of the Capitol to
lease, at fair market value, for such other use
and under such terms and conditions and to
such parties as such Commission may au-
thorize, any space in such building not re-
quired for the aforesaid purpose.

(b) Any space in such bullding used for
office and other accommodations for the
House of Representatives shall be deemed to
be a part of the “House Office Bulldings"
and, as such, shall be subject to the laws,
rules, and regulations applicable to those
buildings.

Sec. 9. Section 8 of the John F. Kennedy
Center Act, as amended (72 Stat. 1069) Is
amended by inserting “(a)” immediately af-
after “Sec. 8” and by adding at the end there-
of the following new subsection:

“(b) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Board not to exceed $1,-
500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1972, for the public costs of maintaining
and operating the nonperforming arts func-
tions of the John F. Kennedy Center for the
Performing Arts.”

Sec. 10. Section 6 of the John F. Kennedy
Center Act, as amended, (72 Stat. 1068) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(e) The Secretary of the Interior, acting
through the National Park Service, shall pro-
vide maintenance, security, information, in-
terpretation, janitorial and all other services
necessary to the non-performing arts func-
tions of the John F. Kennedy Center for the
Performing Arts. There ls hereby authorized
to be appropriated for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, to the Secretary of the Interior
such sums as may be necessary for carrying
out this subsection."”

Sec. 11, This Act shall become effective
upon enactment. The effective date of apply-
ing the rates to be charged pursuant to the
regulations to be issued under subsectlons
(}) and (k) of section 210 of the PFederal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949, as amended, shall be as determined by
the Administrator of General Services but in
any event shall not be later than the be-
ginning of the third full fiscal year subse-
quent to the enactment thereof.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate bill was ordered to be read
a third time, and was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 10488) was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
meous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days during which to ex-
tend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous matter on the bill just passed.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Il-
linois?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I was in
my office seeing constituents and missed
rollcall 114, Had I been present, I would
have voted “nay.”

COMMUTER TAX UNDER THE GUISE
OF POLLUTION CONTROL

(Mr. SCOTT 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. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
the District of Columbia City Council
proposed another commuter tax under
the guise of pollution control. You will
recall a few years ago the city proposed
a payroll tax. Congress refused to ap-
prove it. Then they proposed a similar
measure but called it a reciprocal tax.
Congress did not approve that either.
Now the council proposes to bypass the
Congress by using a subterfuge—an al-
leged air pollution regulation which will
cost 50 cents for each car parked for a
given period of time on commercial
parking lots, with the warning that it
will soon be raised to $1. This is still a
commuter tax, meant to tax the persons
who live in the suburbs but work in the
city. Mr. Speaker, parked cars do not
pollute. There is no tax suggested for
cars which drive around the city all day
polluting the atmosphere but they are
taxed when they are parked with the
motors turned off. It could be a chal-
lenge to the exclusive jurisdiction of
the Congress over the District of Co-
lumbia or it could be an effort to pres-
sure the Congress into increasing the
Federal payment but regardless of the
purpose, it raises a question of whether
the interest of the city is served by an-
tagonizing the suburban areas rather
than attempting to work with suburban
Marvland and Virginia. There is no ques-
tion in my mind that this is a revenue
measure rather than a tax for the pur-
pose of regulating air pollution.

In a Washington Star editorial on
March 31, retiring Chairman Gilbert
Hahn, who apparently is pushing this
matter stated: First, it will raise $38 mil-
lion a year—this figure apparently was
predicated on a $l-per-day tax; second,
it will discourage daily automobile com-
muting and, third, it will tap some of
those pesky suburban commuters who
work downtown. The chairman does not
appear to be talking about a tax imposed
for the purpose of reducing air pollution
but a revenue measure and Congress still
has exclusive legislative jurisdiction over
the District of Columbia.

It is my understanding that the busi-
ness community of the District of Co-
lumbia is opposed to this tax and again,
quoting from the Washington Star of
April 5, many businessmen have indi-
cated that their leases in the District of
Columbia will not be renewed if this tax
is imposed. The business community also
contends that the council does not have
the power to enact such a tax. Of course,
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the city council has only approved the
matter at its first reading and it may be
that final approval will not be given until
a new chairman of the city council is
confirmed by the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, in my opinion, this is
clearly a prerogative of the Congress and
the city council is flaunting this preroga-
tive. Anticipating the possibility of such
an event occurring, last week I intro-
duced a measure, HR. 14340—the text
of which is inserted in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks—which would
remove all doubt regarding the authority
gf the District of Columbia to levy this

ax.

All of us are concerned, Mr. Speaker,
about traffic congestion in the District of
Columbia. Work has been underway for
a period of time to construct a much
needed subway system. The use of buses
and rail transportation should be en-
couraged but until some substitute is
found, people are going to have to con-
tinue to use their automobiles to get to
and from work. Whether or not there
should be a commuter tax rests with the
Congress. Of course, I am strongly op-
posed to such a measure. The Congress
should not permit an assumption of its
perogative by the District of Columbia
Council under the guise of reducing pol-
lution in the city. Therefore, I have today
talked with the chairman of the District
of Columbia Committee and also for-
mally called my bill to his attention and
requested a prompt hearing.

All of the Members from Virginia and
Maryland have strongly opposed the con-
cept of a commuter tax, because our con-
stituents pay local, State, and Federal
taxes where they live. I would hope that
this matter can be resolved, however,
within the District of Columbia Com-
mittee and that the Congress will work its
will rather than to permit a decision af-
fecting the Members of this House, its
staff, and the employees of the Govern-
ment to be determined without legislative
authorization.

The text of H.R. 14340 follows:

H.R. 14340
A bill to limit the authority of the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia with
respect to the levylng and collecting of
certain taxes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the
District of Columbia Council shall not—

(1) change the rate or application of any
existing tax, license, or other fee imposed in
the District of Columbla; or

(2) impose any new tax, license, or other
fee in the District of Columbia;
if a primary purpose of such tax, license, or
other fee is, or the effect of the imposition of
such tax, license, or other fee could reason-
ably have been foreseen to result in, the reg-
ulation of the flow or use of motor vehicles in
the District of Columbia.

REMOVING BARRIERS TO LOW- AND
MODERATE-INCOME HOUSING
(Mr, BADILLO asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1

minute, to revise and extend his remarks

and to include extraneous matter.)
Mr. BADILLO. Mr, Speaker, I am in-

troducing today a bill whose purpose is
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to give substance to the promise of equal

housing opportunity which has been

repeatedly enacted into law by the

Congress.

This bill has two main thrusts: it pro-
hibits the use of zoning, subdivision con-
trols, or building codes to prevent de-
velopment of low- and moderate-income
housing outside the core cities, and it
directs the Department of Housing and
Urban Development and other Federal
agencies to give top priority in award-
ing Federal grants and loans to those
communities having comprehensive de-
velopment plans for such housing.

I offer this legislation as a direct chal-
lenge to the administration and to those
in the Congress who support its so-called
emergency moratorium on school bus-
ing. If they really believe in integrated
education, and oppose busing on other
grounds, then they should support this
bill, because it will remove thosz housing
barriers that have prevented the inte-
gration of our schools. It is my hope that
the leadership of the House and the
leadership of the appropriate commit-
tees will schedule this bill for action so
that we may have a record vote on both
bills on the same day.

In this way, Mr. Speaker, we can dem-
onstrate to the American people and to
the nations of the world whether or not
racism is involved in the busing dis-
pute, whether or not the Congress in-
tends to keep the poor locked into urban
ghettos, and whether or not the Con-
gress will live up to its promises for equal
housing opportunity.

I am prepared to offer this bill as an
amendment to the administration's bus-
ing moratorium legislation, should that
be brought before the House, and I am
also prepared to offer it as an amend-
ment to the omnibus housing bill now
before the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

Should it become necessary, I am also
prepared to seek a direct discharge of
this legislation and should that come
about, it will be interesting to see wheth-
er those who signed the discharge peti-
tion on the antibusing constitutional
amendment will also sign a discharge
petition in behalf of equal housing op-
portunity.

I present for inclusion in the REecorp
the text of my bill, which will be circu-
lated among my colleagues for cospon-
sorship:

HR.—

A bill to prohibit States and political sub-
divisions from discriminating against low
and moderate income housing, and to give
a priority in determining eligibility for as-
slstance under various Federal programs
to political subdivisions which submit
plans for the inclusion of low and moderate
income housing in their development
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That (a) no

State or general or special purpose unit of

local government (or other agency having

official jurisdiction over one or more regions
or subareas within a State or States) shall,
in the exercise of powers with respect to
planning, z2oning, subdivision controls,
building codes or permits, or other matters
affecting land use, prevent the reasonable
provision of low and moderate income hous-
ing in undeveloped or predominantly unde-
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veloped parts of any community within a
metropolitan area as defined in subsection
(b), or discriminate in any other way (on the
basis of amount, type, location, or other-
wise) against low or moderate income hous-
ing in any such community.

(b) For purposes of this section, the term
“metropolitan area” means any ecity or mu-
nicipality having a population of 100,000 or
more (as determined on the basis of the most
recent decennial census), together with all
general ox special purpose units of local gov-
ernment located within a 50-mile radius of
such ecity or municipality (whether or not
located within the same State).

(c¢)(1) If the Attorney General of the
United States, after consultation with the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, believes that the provisions of subsec-
tion (a) have been or are being violated, he
may bring a civil action in any appropriate
United States district court to enforce com-
pliance with such provisions.

(2) Any person who would be assisted
(financially or otherwise) in obtaining suit-
able housing, or would derive any other
benefit, direct or indirect, by or from the
provision of low or moderate income housing
(or additional low or moderate income hous-
ing) in any community within a metropoli-
tan area as defined in subsection (b), and
who believes that the provisions of subsec-
tion (a) have been or are being violated with
respect to such community in a way which
effectively deprives him of such assistance
or benefit, may bring a civil action in any
appropriate United States district court with-
out regard to the amount in controversy, or
in any appropriate State or local court of
general jurisdiction, to enforce compliance
with such provisions or obtain other equita-
ble or preventive relief under this section,
and may request such rellef in any court
whenever relevant in connection with a de-
fense to any suit or action brought against
such person in that court.

Bec, 2. (a) In the administration of any
Federal program providing assistance (in the
form of loans, grants, or otherwise) to assist
in the construction or development of hous-
ing, or in carrying out open-space or urban
development projects, or for the planning or
construction of hospitals, airports, libraries,
water supply or distribution facilities, sewer-
age facilities or waste treatment works, high-
Ways, rtation facilities, law enforce-
ment facilities, or water development or land
conservation projects, or elementary and sec-
ondary schools, colleges and universities,
pre-school and day care facilities, and in the
administration of the Federal programs of
mortgage insurance and loan guarantees un-
der the Natlonal Housing Act and under
chapter 37 of title 38, United States Code, a
priority shall be given (as provided in sub-
section (b)) to applications made with re-
spect to property located within the juris-
diction or boundaries of any general or spe-
clal purpose unit of local government in a
metropolitan area as defined in subsection
(d) (or other agency having official juris-
diction over one or more reglons or subareas,
including at least one metropolitan area as
80 defined, within a State or States) which
has drawn up, submitted, and had approved
by the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, or which is subject to the juris-
diction of an areawide agency that exercises
powers with respect to planning, zoning,
subdivision controls, bullding codes or per-
mits, or other matters affecting land use in
the area which such unit or agency repre-
sents and has drawn up, submitted, and had
approved by the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development, a plan or plans—

(1) specifically providing for the inclusion
of low and moderate income housing in the
areas within the jurisdiction of such unit or
agency that are undeveloped or predomi-
nantly undeveloped but that are in the path
of dovelopment, in a manner consistent with
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any local comprehensive or master planning
for such areas; and

(2) providing, with respect to the areas
within the jurisdictlon of such unit or
agency in which little or no vacant land is
available for low and moderate income hous-
ing because of existing density and land use,
for compensatory arrangements with other
localities within the same metropolitan area
still having available vacant land for the
consfruction of low and moderate income
housing in those localities, so that no metro-
politan area (as defined in subsection (d))
will be left without a proportionate and
well-distributed number of units of low and
moderate income housing.

Any plan or compensatory arrangement
described in the preceding sentence shall be
designed to avoid the concentration of low
and moderate income housing within any
fixed geographical boundaries in any metro-
politan area; and any unit or agency which
enters into a compensatory arrangement
with another locality or localities for the pro-
vision of low and moderate income housing
because its current density and land use
precludes the construction of additional low
and moderate Income housing within its
boundaries shall, when currently-used sites
become vacant, make every effort to include
such housing within its boundaries.

(b) Each unit or agency which draws up
& plan or enters into an arrangement under
subsection (a) shall submit such plan or
arrangement to the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development for his approval.
Upon such approval, all officers and agen-
cies of the United States shall give priority,
including all possible special consideration
and preference, to any applications sub-
mitted by such unit or agency for assistance
under any Federal law or program in con-
nection with the construction or develop-
ment of housing, the carrying out of open-
space or urban development projects, the
planning or construction of hospitals, air-
port, libraries, water supply or distribution
facilities, sewerage facilities or waste treat-
ment works, highways, transportation fa-
cilities, law enforcement facilities, or water
development or land conservation projects,
or the planning or carrying out of any other
urban or areawide development programs
or projects, with emphasis upon the develop-
ment of a sufficiently stable neighborhood
possessing an adequate level of amenities
for all residents of the area or areas involved.

(e) (1) No plan described in subsection (a)
shall be approved by the Secretary unless
it 1s accompanied by satisfactory assurances
that all low and moderate income housing
constructed in accordance therewith, other
than housing which (under applicable State
or local law) is specifically exempt from tax
or subject to tax only in reduced amounts
or at reduced rates, will pay its full share
of any local real estates taxes which are gen-
erally applicable to housing of the type in-
volved.

(2) Where any of the housing involved is
low-rent public housing which is exempt
from real and personal property taxes levied
or imposed by the State, city, county, or
other political subdivision in which the proj-
ect is located, the plan may be approved only
if the public housing agency having juris-
diction over the project is required to make
payments in lieu of taxes with respect to the
project and the amount of such payments
is increased by not less than 10 per centum
each year until such time (not later than 10
years after the first such increased payment)
as the amount of such payments equals the
full amount of such taxes which would be
paid with respect to the project except for
the exemption. Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary may cause or
permit any contract for annual contribu-
tions which may be outstanding with re-
spect to the project to be amended in order
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to conform with the provisions of this para-
graph, and, if conformity with such provi-
sions would require an increase in the an-
nual contributions payable with respect to
the project, may provide for such increase
in the amendment.

(d) For purposes of this section, the term
“metropolitan area' means any city or mu-
nicipality having a population of 100,000 or
more (as determined on the basis of the most
recent decennial census), together with all
general or special purpose units of local
government located within a 50-mile radius
of such city or municipality (whether or not
located within the same State).

(e) The Secretary shall upon request pro-
vide appropriate technical assistance to any
unit or agency developing a plan or entering
into an arrangement as described in sub-
section (a).

(f) (1) For purposes of this Act, income
levels and the definition of low and moderate
income housing shall be determined by the
Becretary on the basis of low and moderate
income budgets published for the respec-
tive areas involved by the Bureau of Labor
Btatistics in the Department of Labor, with
such adjustments as the Secretary may con-
sider necessary in order to allow for vari-
ations and special circumstances within
such areas.

(2) The determination of what may con-
stitute a proportionate number of units of
low and moderate income housing for any
area shall be made by the Secretary on the
basis of figures developed by the Bureau of
the Census showing the number of low and
moderate income familles within such area
and shall take into consideration the housing
presently available within such area for such
families.

NADER'S CONGRESSIONAL
INVESTIGATION

(Mr. DEVINE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous material.)

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, Ralph
Nader’s investigation of congressional
offices involves many areas, and the
Members are undoubtedly interested in
the questions to be asked, and instruec-
tions given by Mr. Nader to his investiga-
tors. I am submitting these in the Rec-
orp so that all Members may have an
opportunity to know what to expect:

VII. DisTRICT OFFICE INTERVIEW
INTRODUCTION

1. Call “"Directory Assistance” for the larg-
est city in the Congressional district and ask
if they have these listings:

a. Under the heading of U.S. Government,
is there any listing for the Member of Con-
gress or his/her district office? Yes or no.

b. Under the Member of Congress' name,
is there a telephone listing? Yes or no,

c¢. Are the telephone number and address
of a district office listed? Yes or no.

If you are unable to locate the district
office, call the Member's personal phone num-=
ber if listed and ask for the address and
phone number of the district office.
You may also look in your local library or
call the reference section of the largest pub=-
lic library nearby and ask them to look in
the most recent Congressional Staff Directory
for the telephone number and address of the
Member of Congress’ district office. Or call
the political reporter of a local newspaper.

Explain how you finally located the dis-
trict office(s) :

2. List below the address(es) and phone
number(s) of the district office(s) :

Address and telephone number.

3. Using the enclosed map of your Con-
gressional district, determine whether the
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district offices are within the boundaries of
the district, Put a star beside the offices
listed above that are outside the district.
Then mark on the enclosed map the approxi-
mate locations of the district offices, using
the letters assigned above.

4, If there is more than one office, call one
and ask which is the largest district office.
Call the largest office and ask when you will
be able to talk in person with the Mem-
ber's main staff representative there. Make
an appointment if necessary.

5. When you visit the office, or if you make
an appointment on the telephone, give your
name and identify yourself as a researcher
for the Ralph Nader Congress study which is
running a standard survey of all district of-
fices in the country. Explain that you have a
few questions as part of a nationwide survey
that will take a short while. If there is ab-
solutely no way that you will be able to inter-
view the main staff representative, then try
to see the person next in line who is familiar
with the operations of this district office.
If you can’t interview anyone in any office,
call our office for further instructions.

The district office may want you to speak
directly to the Member of Congress instead
of talking with the main district staff rep-
resentative. If this happens, explain that the
Congress Project's professional staff plans to
request an interview with the Member later
in Washington, D.C., but that we would like
to learn about the district office from the
perspective of the staff members who rep-
resent the Member in the district. If the
office insists that you talk only with the
Member, then do so, making it clear that
this should not preempt a later interview in
Washington, D.C.

The staff may want to know more about
you or about the Congress Project before
consenting to an interview. If so, show them
the enclosed “Description of the Project”
and answer their questions if you can. Please
do not give them coples of the questionnaire;
it is for your use. You may be given only a
short time for the interview; if it looks as
though you will not be able to complete it
in the allotted time, ask the circled questions
first and go back to the remaining questions
later if time permits. You may have to make
more than one visit to the office to complete
the interview. You may also need to talk with
several staff members, if the main representa-
tive does not know about certaln parts of
the office operations (such as casework or
press relations). If you talk with more than
one person, indicate clearly who answered
each question,

8. Once you have arranged for the inter-
view, conduct it in a businesslike and cour-
teous manner. Please use a pen to fill in the
answers. Ask every question and fill in all
the blanks. If a question is not applicable to
your situation, mark N/A and indicate
clearly why it is not applicable. If you were
not given a response to a question, mark
“I Don’t Know” or “No Response” and add
any additional comments that were made.

7. After you have finished the interview,
transfer the answers from your working copy
to your final copy. Please print clearly mak-
ing sure that you have correctly transcribed
all of the answers. Mail the fina] copy to us:
Jacqueline Jelley, Field Coordinator, Ralph
Nader Congress Project, 1832 M Street, N.W.,
Suite 101, Washington, D.C. 200386.

Please keep your working copy in case we
need to call you.

INTERVIEW AT THE DISTRICT OFFICE
Name of the Member of Congress.
Address of the major district office,
Name of person interviewed.

Title or dutles.

Ask the following questions and fill in all
BNSWErs.

My name is and I'm working with
Ralph Nader's nationwide Project on Con-
gress. We are doing a standard survey of the
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district offices of each Member of Congress.
We think you would know most about the
dally workings of the Member's local offices
in this district, and we are interested in your
experiences and ldeas.

1. How many other official offices does the
Member of Congress have in this district?

[If there is more than one district office,
explain the differences among offices: |

We are Interested in the Member's work
in the district as carried out through the
district offices. Therefore, my questions are
intended to apply to all of your district of-
fices. Please let me know as we go along if
any of your answers apply to only one office.
[|Please note in the margin if any answer
applies to only one office and which one.]

2. What is the purpose of your district
offices?

3. About how many letters would you esti-
mate the offices receive in an average week?

About how many phone calls?

About how many visits?

4. We have a list of some kinds of letters,
calls, and visits that district offices often re-
ceive; would you rank in order of frequency
the items on this list:

Requests for help in solving personal prob-
lems with the federal government

Requests for help in solving personal prob-
lems related to the state and local govern-
ment (such as sewage backup, voting rights,
highway location)

Requests for general information or mate-
rials

Complaints about product failures, repairs
and safety

Requests for a formal investigation into
some general problem area

Expressions of opinion on a pending plece
of legislation

Requests for private bills or relief legisia-
tion

Other major kinds of communication you
receive [Specify]

5. You ranked first. What per-
centage of the letters, calls, and visits would
you estimate deal with this category?

6. About how many letters or cards a
month on the average do the district of-
ficers send out regarding the following mat-
ters:

Letters of congratulations or greetings.
Please describe:

Letters explaining a legislative position.
Please describe:

Letters asking for political support. Flease
describe:

Casework letters (responses to requests for
help).

vghat other kinds of letters do you reg-
ularly send? [Specify]

How many of each kind do you send per
year? [Specify]

We're interested in how the district offices
learn about the opinions of their constitu-
ents on specific issues.

7. Has the Member developed any meth-
ods for finding out the view of the constitu-
ents? [Explain]

8. Over the past two years have you admin-
istered any questionnalre to constituents?

[If yes] How many?

How much did they cost in total?

[If no] Why not?

Do you go to every family in the district?
[If no] Who recelved them, how many re-
celved them, and why were these people
chosen?

Generally, what percentage of those ques-
tionnaires sent out are answered and re-
turned?

What impact have the responses had on
the Member's voting record?

9. Have you ever used any of the following
ways of discovering district opinion? [Check
it yes]

Taking a poll on the streets? (When?)

Counting up letters and calls taking sides
on an issue? (When?)
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Mobile district offices? (When?)

Fact-finding trips? (When?)

Hearings or open community discussions
or “town meetings?” (When?)

Going door-to-door? (When?)

If you have ever used any of these meth-
ods, please tell me what issues were covered,
what information was exchanged, and which
constituents were consulted? [Explain]

10. Which method of discovering constitu-
ent opinions has aroused the most interest?

11, Has the Member initiated any new
forums or proposals for citizen participation
and communication on public issues?

12, To your knowledge, how often has con-
stituent opinion prompted the Member to
vote differently than he/she otherwise would
have in the past two years?

Can you give me an example?

13. What would you say are the most
pressing problems that people living in this
district face? [Do not offer examples—if the
interviewee asks for clarification, simply re-
state the question as it 1s given here.]

14. Which specific people, groups, or busi-
nesses would you rate as most active in ex-
pressing their views or advice to the district
offices? [Mark below. Seek specifics: Not
“Labor,” for example, but “Garment Work-
ers Union, Local #43"] About how many
times a month does each of these communi-
cate with your office?

15. What would you say was this office’s
greatest crisis or controversy over the past
five years?

[If none] What incident required the most
activity or work in this office within the last
five years?

16, What innovations have been adopted
by your office which should be imitated by
others?

17. What do you think are the three best
accomplishments the Member has achieved
for the district?

18. What major federal benefits has the
Member helped to bring to the Congressional
distriet? For example, what federal money
through jobs, contracts and federal grants,
or public works (highways, dams, and mili-
tary bases) has the Member helped to bring
to this district? [List below] What years
were those benefits brought to the district?
[List below] Can you identify the constitu-
ent groups or individuals who suggested or
helped the Member get these projects? [List
below] Who opposed the projects? [List
below]

19. We're interested in learning about the
Member’s activities in the district. About
how many days in a year is the Member
usually in the district?

20. When in the Congressional distriet,
about what percentage of time is normally
spent on the duties of being a Member of
Congress?

Of this time, how would you rank the fol-
lowing activities in terms of time spent?

Holding public office hours in the district
office or elsewhere in the district

Giving speeches or talking before the pub-
lic and press

Consulting with community and political
leaders

Are there other things that the Member
frequently does here? [Specify]

21. Could you tell me the four to six groups
or organizations before which the Member
has spoken or appeared most frequently in
the past year?

22. What organizations does the Member
visit most frequently? (For example, social,
religlous, recreational, cultural and political
clubs)

MEMBER OF CONGRESS

23. What awards or honors has the Mem-
ber received over the past two years?

24, Has the Member engaged in any public
debates in the Congressional district during
the past two years?

[If yes] About how many?

When were they held?
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Who first proposed the meetings?

Who were the opponents in the debates?

Were they televised?

Were they broadcast [i.e., radio]?

Do you have articles on, or transcripts of,
the debates that you could give me?

[If yes, collect them.]

[If no] Where could I obtaln them?

25, Does this office have a copy of the Mem-
ber’s voting and attendance record avallable
for review?

[If no] Where in the Congressional district
is the Member’'s voting record for the period
since January of 1970 available?

26. Are you familiar with the daily schedule
of the Member and of important events in
the D.C. office, in case a constituent calls to
ask about a scheduled event in the D.C.
office?

[If yes] What is your procedure for learn-
ing this information?

27. In your own opinion, what was the
major emphasis of the Member's legislative
activity in Washington, D.C, this term?

28, What new ideas has the Member pro-
posed recently of which he/she is especially
proud?

20. Is there a minority group in significant
numbers in the district?

[If yes] Are there members of the district
office staff from this minority group?

[If yes again] How many?

STAFF

We are studying how Congressional offices
in each district divide up their staffs’ time
and what various tasks are accomplished?

30. Could you briefly summarize the job of
each person who works in the District Office
and about how much of the time of each
(None, !, %%, 34, All) is spent on clerical
work, casework, community and press rela-
tions, studying and preparing reports for
legislative guidance, preparing for the cam-
paign?

31. What has been your turnover in staff
in the last two years?

Number left.

Number hired.

32. Could you please list any major studies
of problems affecting the district written by
district office staff since January of 1970:

33. Do any groups or organizations (such
as schools, companies, or labor unions) ever
supply volunteers to help your offices?

[If yes] About how many have worked
since 1970?

Which organization, union,
supplies the most volunteers?

34. Have any consultants or researchers or
other stafil members ever been employed or
paid by someone else and used by the Mem-
ber or the district office?

[If yes, identify]

35. How many hours a week are the district
offices open to the public?

36. How many of these hours are after 5
p.m. or on weekends?

37. Are any of the district offices rented
with money other than the government al-
lowance?

[If yes, identify]

38. Are any of the district offices not in
federal buildings?

[If yes] Do you know who owns the non-
government buildings?

[If yes again] Please identify these owners.

30. Does the Member ever supplement the
office budget with his/her personal income
or savings?

40. Do you ever find that special services
or discounts are available to a Congressional
district office?

[If yes] Can you please give me some ex-
amples?

Do any persons or groups ever help with
printing or mailings by glving labor, mate-
rials, discounts, or other assistance?

[If yes] Please explain:

Were any of the supplies and equipment
for the offices donated or sold to the offices at
a discount price?

or business
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[If yes] Please give detalls.

Does anyone ever provide a car, alrplane,
or other form of transportation for the
Member?

[If yes] Who?

PRESS

We're also interested in the work of the
local press.

41. How often would you estimate that
news of the Member's activities in Wash-
ington, D.C. appears in the local papers, TV,
or radio, not including the three months just
before an election?

42, Does the Member have a regular local
radio or TV program?

|If yes] How often?

On what stations?

Who sponsors 1t?

43. Does the Member have a regular news-
paper column?

[If yes] How often does it appear?

In what newspaper?

44. No public official can please everyone
all the time. Has any unfavorable publicity
about the Member been carried in the local
press in the last two years?

|If yes] Could you give me a brief sum-
mary of the publicity and the approximate
time of the coverage?

What did the Member do about the un-
favorable publicity?

45. Have any blographical sketches or
articles been written about the Member or
about the Congressional district in the last
several years either in public or private pub-
lications, such as newspapers, books, trade
journals, and union or business newsletters?

[If yes] What were the titles and authors,
and where can I obtain copies?

46. Has the Member written any books or
major articles in the last five years?

[If yes] Please list them:

CASEWORK

47, Which three or four problems of your
constituents dominate most of the casework
load in your district offices?

48. About what percentage of the prob-
lems that people bring to the district offices
are related to their business?

What types of business problems are they?

49, About what percentage of the casework
does the Member personally handle?

50. Do the offices ever give the Member &
report on the numbers and type of problems
brought to each of the district offices?

|If yes] How often does the Member receive
such a summary?

Do you regularly include how the prob-
lems were solved or suggestions for possible
legislative solutions?

51. What other methods does the Member
use to become familiarized with the district
officers’ casework?

52. Over the past five years, has the Mem-
ber or the staff in Washington, D.C. or in
the district written, sponsored, or caused
to be introduced In Congress legislation
which was designed to eliminate some prob-
lem brought to light by district office case-
work?

[If yes] Please describe all of that legis-
lation.

[If no] Why not?

53. Has the Member helped to establish
complaining centers in the agencies of gov-
ernment most complained about?

ELECTION CAMPAIGN

Were any of the following materials or
services donated, loaned, or sold at a dis-
count to the Member’'s campaign? [Check the
appropriate item(s) and transfer the num-
ber(s) of the item(s) to the answer space(s).

-- 1. cars, airplanes or airplane space,
pilots, drivers

-- 2. credit card

-- 8. security for loans

-- 4. paper, printing, stamps or postage
meter

-- 5. copy or speech writers

-- 6. public relations experts
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7. campaign organizers
8. computer time
8. automatic typewriters
10. billboard space
11, opinion polls
12, campailgn dinners or events
13. campalgn headquarters
14. telephone line or credit card
. sound or TV taping facilities
. lists of registered voters or mailing

[For each item checked above] Who spe-
cifically loaned, donated, or sold it to the
campaign and what are their corporate or
organizational affiliations?

Are there any other ways in which the
Member's campaign was aided by donations
of commodities or labor?

55. From which groups or individuals in
the district did the Member get endorse-
ments in the last election? Please list them:
56. Which segments of the district popula-
tilon (such as blacks, youth, blue-collar
workers) gave the Member the greatest sup-
port in the last election?

67. From what groups or individuals did
the Member's opponents in the last election
get the most votes? [List)

The most financial support?

58. Why do you think they favored the
opponent?

59. What major issues were raised by the
Member and the opponents in the last cam-
paign?

60. What campaign promises did the Mem-
ber make? [List]

Have they each been carried out?

61. What would you say was the Member's
major difficulty in conducting the 1970 cam-
paign?

62. Who was the Member's campaign man-
ager?

Present Occupation:

63. Who was the campaign treasurer?

Present Occupation:

64. Did the Member have to borrow money
to fund the latest election campaign?

[If yes] From whom was it borrowed?

Has it been repayed?

685. Who were the three largest individual
or organizational contributors to the Mem-
ber’s 1970 campaign fund? Could you also
tell me their corporate, assoclation, or union
affiliations if they have any? Can you esti-
mate the value of their contributions?

ELECTION CAMPAIGN

66. Have any contributors requested as-
sistance from your office since the last elec-
tion?

[If yes] Flease give details:

67. Where is the 1972 campaign office?

Who is the 1972 campaign manager?

Manager's occupation?

‘Who is the 1972 treasurer?

Treasurer's occupation?

68. What factors were most important in
the Member's successful campaigns (primary
and general) in 1970? [Circle the number(s)
representing the interviewee's response(s)
and transfer the number(s) to the answer
space.]

Primary General

No opponent 13
Established reputation ... 14
Opponent unknown 15
Opponents’ mistakes 16
Partisan voters 17
Redistricting 18
Strong campaigning 10
Endorsements: politiclans;

union; newspaper 20
Vote split among 3 or more 21
Consistent attention to

constituent needs 22
Strong financial support__ 23
Other: [Specify] 24
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the Member endorse in the 1970 campaign?
OCCUPATION

70. What was the Member’s main occupa-
tion before running for political office?

71. In what ways is the Member still con-
nected with that occupation?

72. If the Member practiced law, is he/she
still associated with a firm in name or in
practice?

[If yes] Name the firm:

Who are the firm’s biggest clients? [List]

Which clients does the Member himself
(herself) handle? [List]

73. What other employment or business
positions (Board of Directors, partnership,
ownership) does the Member currently have
outside Congress? [Describe]

T74. About how often do the Member's for-
mer or current occupational associates con-
tact the district offices on a business matter?

75. When customers or cllents of the Mem-
ber's business or former business contact this
office on a business matter, do you as a com-
mon practice?

Refer them back to the firm or business?

Refer them to the Washington, D.C. office?

Refer them elsewhere? [Specify where]

Handle the matter yourselves?

[If none of the above, specify what is
done:]

76. Are you familiar with the Member's
financial holdings, (real estate, stock) both
locally and otherwise?

[If yes| Describe holding and amount:

T7. Does the Member plan to retire from
office soon?

[If yes] What will the Member do after
leaving office?

78. Has the membership on any committee
proved advantageous or disadvantageous for
the Member in the district?

[If yes] Explain:

79. Who are the top ten community leaders
the Member goes to when seeking the pulse
of the community? What parts of the com-
munity does each represent?

80. Could you describe the requirements
in this district for registering to vote? [List]

Is an effort made by your office to encourage
and help people to register?

c. |If yes, describe]

Is it more difficult in any way for minori-
ties, poor people or young people to register?

[If yes, describe]

DOCUMENTS

81. Finally, there are different policies on
the public availability of documents. To sur-
vey these differences, we have a list of docu-
ments sometimes found in district offices. We
would like to read this list and check off
those you have and those this particular
office makes publie.

A, Which of these documents do you have
in this office? [Read the list on the next page
and check the appropriate space]

B. Where else are they kept? [Mark on
next page]

C. Which, if any, of these documents are
available to the public? [Mark on next page]

D. I would like to inspect the following
documents, please. [List whichever docu-
ments are in this office and are available to
the public. Note the ones which are not pro-
duced for your inspection and ask for the ex-
act reason for each denial. Ask for clarifica-
tion: “I thought you said that these docu-
ments are open to the public?"]

E. [Collect any of these documents or
coples of them (except for No. 5, files) that
the office will give you.]

[If the office charges a fee for copying,
please note the cost in column E. Please do
not pay for copies unless you are willing to
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bear the cost yourself as a contribution to
the project.]

Date:

Your Name:

District number:

State:

(NoTreE.—Each category was divided into the
following categories: A. In District offices;
B. Elsewhere (specify); C. Avallable to Pub-
lic Yes/No/Reasons; D. May I see? Yes/No/
Reasons; E. Coples Yes/No/Reason Cost.)

1. Payroll records.

2. The calendar or appointment book of
the Member and his/her district representa-
tive.

3. The form letters or guides for standard
answers to common inquiries.

4. An index of the office files.

5. The office’s files, including all corre-
spondence except that which has specifically
asked for confidentiality and where there
would be retaliation by employers or others.

6. A record of the office’s casework over
the past 6 months,

7. All newspaper clippings concerning the
Member especially from May to Nov. 1970.

8. All newsletters of the Member for the
past 6 years.

9. Copies of questionnaires and the results
obtained for the past two years.

10. Major campaign materials, especially
for 1870, including mailings, pamphlets, leaf-
lets, and major ads.

11, Treasurer's statements or records of the
Member’s campaign finances for the last elec-
tion.

12, Disclosure statement of the Member's
complete financial holdings (if any).

13. Copies of any of the Member’s lectures,
speeches, TV and radio transcripts, and other
materials written by the Member.

END OF INTERVIEW

[Ask for other comments. You might say,
“That finishes all the specific guestions I
have. Do you have any other comments, or
is there anything else that you want to add
about the district office or the Member's ac-
tivities here in the Congressional district?"]

[Nore.—Don’t forget to complete the post-
interview forms attached.]

IS INFLATION REALLY ON THE
WANE?

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

Mr. ROUSH, Mr. Speaker, today we
are continually confronted with facts
and statistics, sometimes conflicting, of-
ten confusing; and with projections con-
cerning the present and future state of
the economy.

One hardly knows if inflation is really
on the wane, or if purchasing power is
simply absent. And it is hard to tell just
where the unemployment curve is when
to really understand it we are told to
exclude millions of unemployed women
and youths first.

Despite all of this, in this world of un-
certainty, I have come upon a comfort-
ing discovery; one I would like to share
with my colleagues. Were you so fortu-
nate as to be traveling through Indiana
in the near future, you would find, as I
have, outstanding and specific evidence
of the success of the President’s Phase
II. I wanted to call this to your attention
and point it out to the administration
because I know the administration is
hard pressed to find credible evidence
that Phase IT of the NEP is working.

Well, in Topeka, Ind., it certainly is
and I would like you to know that Tur-
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ner's Pharmacy there still offers a cup
of coffee for 5 cents. Now, any of you
who wishes to rush out to Topeka, let me
advise you that this town is located in
La Grange County, 2 miles east of In-
diana State Highway 5 and about a mile
Eorth of the La Grange-Nobel County
ne.

But I must exercise a word of caution
to you and tell you that the 5-cent cup of
coffee is not a widespread practice in In-
diana. In fact that cup of coffee, which I
thoroughly enjoyed and which buoyed
my spirits, was the only evidence of suc-
cess of the program I found in miles of
travel throughout my district during the
Easter recess.

Small as this is, it is significant. Such
a discovery gives one hope. It is some-
thing like finding the first crocus of
spring and one feels impelled to murmur
with the poet: “O, Wind, if Winter comes,
can Spring be far behind?” Does this
nickel cup of coffee make promise for the
future, or does it only reflect the nos-
talgia of the past?

LAWYERS COMMITTEE ON AMERI-
CAN POLICY TOWARD VIETNAM
MEMORANDUM OF LAW ON IM-
PEACHMENT

(Mr, DELLUMS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, if noth-
ing else, the Nixon administration’s esca-
lation of American adventurism in Viet-
nam should point out clearly that a small
cadre of policymakers are able to flaunt
the will of the people and the rule of law
when given the “opportunity” to suit
their fancy.

At this point it becomes meaningless to
sit back and criticize the bombing stepup
because that escalation shows that we in
the Congress have not—I repeat, have
not—demonstrated our willingness to
change or stop this madness.

Where it leads, I think, is to a serious
consideration of the rights and powers
of both the President and the Congress
in the maintenance and escalation of
U.S. offensive capabilities and operations
in Southeast Asia.

One group of distinguished lawyers,
the Lawyers Committee on American
Policy Toward Vietnam, has recently
completed and endorsed a major study
of the history and precedents of the im-
peachment mechanism as it relates to
the American stance in Indochina. This
serious study deserves close scrutiny by
the Members of the Congress and by the
public at large because it indicates that
there are clear and sufficient existing
grounds today for this body to have
brought before it a bill of impeachment
against Richard M. Nixon.

For myself, I deem it capricious for a
solitary Representative to stand before
you and call for impeachment—even if
such clear grounds for impeachment are
in evidence, Impeachment has to be—
must be—a broad, national action, one
supported by widespread public backing.

Therefore, while I personally feel there
are overwhelming grounds for impeach-
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ment of Richard M. Nixon, all I ask today
is for my colleagues to study this impor-
tant document and to use it as a guide
not only for the critical action of im-
peachment, but also as a framework for
the control and determination of policy
by the Congress.
The study follows:
LAWYERS COMMITTEE ON AMERICAN POLICY
TowARD VIETNAM

MEMORANDUM OF LAW ON IMPEACHMENT

The conduct of Presldent Richard M.

Nixon, since the adoption of the “National
Commitment Resolution” of June 25, 1969,
and since the repeal of the Gulf of Tonkin
Resolution on December 31, 1970 as well as
the continued prosecution of the Southeast
Asian war in utter disregard of the govern-
ing Nuremburg Principles affecting the con-
duct of war, made President Nixon culpably
guilty of “high crimes and misdemeanors”
warranting the presentation of a bill of im-
peachment by the members of the 92nd Con-
gress.
The members of the 92nd Congress, and
particularly the new generation of Congress-
men who harbor such a close kinship for
the families of the 45,000 casualties, the more
than 300,000 wounded and, yes, the 35,000
drug addicts, have an opportunity to render
their country a service which only mem-
bers of the House of Representatives can
render.

The members of the House of Represent-
atives of the 92nd Congress must disassoci-
ate themselves from the commitments of the
Congresses that immediately preceded them.
All appropriations that are voted on by them
and all amendments to the Selective Service
Act must be made with the stipulation and
vhe condition that the action is taken only
for the purpose of bringing the war to an
end. Clarifying amendments should be in-
troduced to avold any inference that their
voting for appropriations or extensions of the
draft constitute a ratification of the exist-
ing military activities.

Judge John F. Dooling, Jr., in his decision
in the Orlando v. Laird case in the U.S. Dis-
trict Court for the Eastern District, recited
the many instances in the past that Congress,
by passing “the repeated amendments to the
Selective Service Act,” and laws affecting
Veterans’ Benefits for the “perlod of the
war” and finally concluded: “But it is idle to
suggest that the Congress is so little ingeni-
ous or so inappreciative of its powers, includ-
ing the power of impeachment, that it cannot
selze policy and action initiatives at will,
and halt courses of action from which
it wishes the national power to be
withdrawn. ...

“That, however, is simply a charge of Con-
gressional pusillanimity , ., .

“The Constitution presents the Congress
with the oportunity for it, but it cannot
compel the making of unpopular decisions
by the members of Congress.” 1! (emphasis
supplied)

Some members of Congress have alread
begun to despair. Some have among t.l:nen:ts-r
selves, reflected on the issue of impeach-
ment. Still others have given expression to
the extant power vested in the House of Rep-
resentatives to discipline officials guilty of
political crimes.

Under our Constitutional his the House
of Representatives—the pop;ﬁzly elected
branch of government—is the last rampart in
the defense of the rights of the people.

Persons subject to impeachment are
set forth in Article IT Section 4 of the
Constitution. It provides that *“The Pres-
ident, Vice President and all civil officers
of the United States shall be removed from
Office on Impeachment for, or Conviction

Footnotes at end of article.
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of Treason, Bribery or other high Crimes
and Misdemeanors.”

Between 1787 and 1936 eleven impeach-
ment trials were conducted to final deci-
sions., The two most important ones were
that of Assoclate Justice of the Supreme
Court, Samuel Chase (1805), and that of
President Andrew Johnson (1868), the re-
maining nine were United BStates Federal
Judges, one senator and a Secretary of War.
In the case of the senator no action was
taken because he was not subject to im-
peachment. The final decisions in the re-
maining ten impeachment trials were six
acquittals and four convictions.?

“HIGH CRIMES AND MISDEMEANORS"

(As considered at the Philadelphia Con-
stitutional Convention of 1787)*

The fifty-five members who wrote the
Constitution, met in Philadelphia in secret
sessions between May and September 1787T.
The records of their deliberations that did
come down are sparse and the discussions
by them of the section dealing with the “re-
moval of officials” is quite limited. It was
a fact, however, that the delegates met after
& long war which ended the abuses of a
tyrannical king and the need of avolding
the return of a “king” was prominent in
their minds and hearts.

What follows is a day by day discussion
of the section dealing with the conditions
for impeaching a government official.

On May 29, 1787, a draft for a “Plan for
a Federal Constitution” was presented by
Charles Pickney. Article VIII of this plan
provided that the President “shall be re-
moved from his office on impeachment by the
House of Delegates, and conviction in the
Supreme Court, of treason, bribery or
corruption.” (p.131)

On June 2, during the debate on that sec-
tion, Mr. Dickinson moved “that the execu-
tive be made removable by the national
legislature, on the request of a majority
of the legislatures of the individual states.”
*“The happiness of this country, in his opin-
ion, required that considerable powers be
left in the hands of the states.” Mr. Sherman
contended, “that the national legislature
should have the power to remove the execu-
tive at pleasure.” (p.147)

On June 13, 1787, this summary power of
removal was rejected and a motion was made
to substitute the following language “and
to be removable on impeachment and con-
vietion of mal-practice or neglect of duty.”
(p. 180)

On July 20, 1787, during the debate, it
was observed by Col. Mason that “No point
is of more importance than that the right
of impeachment should be continued.” (p.
340) Dr. Franklin was for retaining the
clause...it would be the best way, there-
fore, to provide in the constitution for the
regular punishment of the executive, where
his mis-conduct should deserve it, and for
his honorable acquittal, where he should
be unjustly accused.” (pp.340-41)

James Madison immediately added to Dr.
Franklin’s conclusion that he “thought it
indispensable that some provision should be
made for defending the community against
the ‘incapacity, negligence, or perfidy of the
Chief Magistrate'” (p. 341).

“Mr. Gerry (at the same session), urged
the necessity of impeachments. A good mag-
istrate will not fear them. A bad one ought
to be kept in fear of them. He hoped that
the maxim would never be adopted here
that the chief magistrate could do no
wrong.” (p. 341)

“Mr. Randolph” observed, ““the propriety
of impeachment was a favorite principle
with him. Guilt, wherever found, ought to
be punished. The executive will have great
opportunities of abusing his power, partic-
ularly in time of war, when the military
force, and in some respects the public mon-
ey, will be in his hands. Should no regular
punishment be provided, it will be irregu-
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larly inflicted by tumults and insurrec-
tlons.” (p. 342)

On August 6, 1787, the report of the Com-
mittee of detall was submitted and a printed
copy at the same time furnished to each
member. Article 9, Section II concerned it-
self with the duties, powers and responsi-
bilities of the President of the United States
of America and provided in part that “He
shall be removed from his office on im-
peachment by the House of Representatives,
and conviction, in the Supreme Court, of
treason, bribery, or corruption.” (p. 380)

On September 4, 1787, as the Convention
was drawing to a close, a Committee of Elev-
en was created to whom sundry resolutions
were referred for additions and alterations,
This Committee inserted in the section deal-
ing with impeachment the following change.
“The Senate of the United States shall have
power to try all impeachments, but no per-
son shall be convicted without the concur-
rence of two thirds of the members present.”
But this Committee of Eleven made a fur-
ther alteration to wit “He shall be removed
from office on impeachment by the House
of Representatives and conviction by the
Senate for treason or bribery.” (p. 507T)

On September 8, 1787, the Committee of
Eleven resumed its work. The clause re-
ferring to the Senate, the trial of impeach-
ment against the President, was taken up.
Col. Mason observed "Why is the provision
restrained to treason and bribery only? Trea-
son, as defined by the Constitution, will
not reach many great and dangerous of-
fenses. . . . Attempts to subvert the Con-
stitution may not be treason as above de-
fined . . . it is more necessary to extend the
power of impeachment.” Col. Mason moved
to add after “bribery” or “maladministra-
tion.” This was seconded by Mr. Gerry. Mr.
Madison then observed, ‘“So vague a term
will be equivalent to tenure during the
pleasure of the Senate.” Col. Mason there-
upon withdrew “maladministration” and
submitted “other high crimes and misde-
meanors against the State.” On the ques-
tion thus altered the vote was Ay 8 No 3. (p.
528) The delegates to the Convention signed
the Constitution on September 17, 1787.

What constitutes “high crimes” has elud-
ed most authorities on constitutional law
and the English Common Law. Pollock and
Maitland, in their definitive “History of
English Law"” (Vols. I and II) devote a
chapter (Crime and Torts), of more than
one hundred pages, to an inquiry into
crimes. There is much consideration of “pet-
ty treason"” and “high treason". High treason
covers forgeries, the making of counterfeit
money and clipping of coin (Vol. IT p. 511).
But what constitutes *“high crimes” has
eluded these writers.?

During the trial of Supreme Court Justice
Samuel Chase for impeachment, a reference
was made to Blackstone’s commentaries: at
one point in the argument it was urged,
“Let us try judge Chase by this test, A crime
or misdemeanor’ (says judge Blackstone)
‘is an act committed or omitted, in violation
of a public law elther forbidding or com-
manding it." This general definition compre-
hends both crimes and misdemeanors, which,
properly speaking, are mere synonymous
terms." 4

The writers of commentaries, historians
and text writers on the comstitution, have,
each in his own way, attempted to answer
the inquiry “what are impeachable offenses”.

Kent In his Commentaries concluded that
“The president, as well as all other officers
of the United States, may be impeached by
the house of representatives for treason,
bribery, and other high crimes and mis-
demeanors . . .” If then “the president will
use the authority of his station to violate
the constitution or law of the land, the house
of representatives can arrest him in his ca-
reer by resorting to the power of impeach-
ment."” &
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Story, in his treatise On the Constitution,
answered the inquiry of what are impeach-
able offenses as follows: “The only practical
question is, what are to be deemed high
crimes and misdemeanors? Now, neither the
Constitution nor any statute of the United
States has in any manner defined any crimes,
except treason and bribery, to be high crimes
and misdemeanors, and as such impeach-
able.” ¢

“Congress have unhesitatingly adopted the
conclusion that no previous statute is neces-
sary to authorize an impeachment for any
official misconduct . . . It seems, then, to be
the settled doctrine of the high court of im-
peachment that, though the common law
cannot be a foundation of a jurisdiction not
given by the Constitution or laws, that ju-
risdiction, when given, attaches, and is to be
exercised according to the rules of the com-
mon law; and that what are and what are
not high erimes and misdemeanors is to be
ascertained by a recurrence to that great
basis of Amerlean jurisprudence (see Jeffer-
son's Manual, See. 53, title, Impeachment,
pPp. 29 to 31) 7

Cooley, in his Principles of Constitutional
Law, defines impeachable offenses as follows:
“The offenses for which the President or any
other officer may be impeached are any such
as in the opinion of the House are deserving
of punishment under that process. They are
not necessarily offences against the general
laws. . . . It is often found that offences of
a very serlous nature by high officers are not
offences against the criminal code, but con-
sist in abuses or betrayals of trust, or inex-
cusable neglects of duty. . . ."#

Pomeroy, in his treatise “Constitutional
Law, discusses the grounds of an impeach-
ment at some length, In essence his estimate
is that the President or Vice President who
has “knowingly and intentionally violated
the express terms of the Constitution, or of
a statute which charged him with an official
duty . . ."” is impeachable.

He then lists specific instances which make
the President culpable. The following two
instances have direct bearing on President
Nixon's culpability:

(1) The “President has the sole power to
carry on negotiations with foreign govern-
ments. Congress may not dictate to him, or
restrain him, much less make any kind of
diplomatic intercourse on his part an in-
dictable offense. But by a rash, headstrong,
wilful course of negotiation carried on against
the best and plainest interests of the country,
although without any traitorous design, he
might plunge the nation into a most un-
necessary and disastrous war, For such an
act he would be impeachable.”

(2) The “President as Commander-in-
Chief has the sole power to wage war. Con-
gress may not dictate to him the campaigns,
marches, sieges, battles, retreats, much less
make any method of conducting the actual
hostilities an indictable offense. But if his
conduct was something more than a mere
mistake in the exercise of his discretion,
although not an adhering to the enemies of
the United States giving them aid and com-
fort, he might, by a stubborn and wilful
persistence In his plans after their failure
had demonstrated their futiltiy, bring defeat,
disgrace, and ruin upon his country. For such
an act he would be impeachable, Many more
instances might be given, but these are suf-
ficient for illustration.”?®

Pomeroy in discussing the grounds of an
impeachment makes the pointed observation
that “Narrow the scope of impeachment, and
the restraint over the acts of rules is less-
ened.” He concludes his observations in the
following significant language: “The phrase
‘high crimes and misdemeanors’ seems to

have been left purposely vague; the words
point out the general character of the acts

Footnotes at end of article.
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as unlawful; the context and the whole
design of the impeachment clauses show that
these acts were to be officlal, and the unlaw-
fulness was to consist in a violation of pub-
lic duty which might or might not have been
made an ordinary indictable offence’” In
Pomeroy's estimate the grounds for im-
peachment is that “The importance of the
impeaching power consists, not in its effects
upon subordinate ministerial officers, but in
the check which it places upon the President
and the judges,” ' (emphasis supplied)

THE IMPEACHMENT OF PRESIDENT ANDREW
JOHNSON

President Abraham Lincoln, even before
his death, had approached "Reconstruction”
in a constitutional and charitable manner.
President Lincoln was prepared to recognize
a seceded state when 10% of the population
had taken an oath to uphold the Constitu-
tion. The radicals in Congress were opposed
to this procedure and when President John-
son attempted to enforce Lincoln's policy of
reconciliation, they organized their opposi-
tion.

Pursuing the Lincoln policy, President
Johnson granted general amnesty to all par-
ticipants in the rebellion who took an oath
of allegiance to the United States. Soon after
the reorganization of the Southern States,
under Lincoln and Johnson, they enacted the
“Black Codes.” Under these codes, Negroes
could be held as vagrants and in assign-
ing them to the highest bidder to work off
the fines, a new form of slavery was being
reestablished. The reaction in the North to
the “Black Codes” was crystallized by Hor-
ace Greeley who sald that the South would
not “stop short of the extermination of
the black race” and the “Chicago Tribune”
wrote, “that men of the North will con-
vert the State of Mississippi into a frog-
pond before they will allow any such laws
to disgrace one foot of soil in which the
bones of our soldiers sleep and over which
the flag of freedom waves,” 11

After the 1866 midterm election, the strug-
gle between the Radical Republicans in Con-
gress and President Johnson became acute.
A series of Reconstruction Acts were passed;
and all were passed over President Johnson's
veto. Finally, in March 1867, Congress passed
the Tenure of Office Act which prohibited the
President from removing office-holders except
with the consent of the Senate,

President Johnson thereupon removed Sec-
retary of War, Edwin Stanton. Secretary
Stanton refused to resign, the radicals claim-
ing that Stanton’s removal was without the
consent of the Senate. On March 2, 1868,
the House of Representatives adopted a res-
olution impeaching President Johnson,
charging him, in eleven articles, of “high
crimes and misdemeanors.” The first nine
charges were concerned with President John-
son’s violation of the Tenure of Office Act.
The tenth charge accused him of attack-
ing Congress with “inflammatory and scan-
dalous harangues” and with intent “to bring
into disgrace, ridicule, hatred, and contempt
the Congress of the United States.”

President Johnson escaped impeachment
by a single vote. But by the filing of the
bill of impeachment, the crisis that con-
fronted the country at that time was over-
come. The Radicals regained control of the
legislative and the executive branches. The
Reconstruction program in the South was
reconstituted. The “Black Codes" were elim-
inated. The Fourteenth Amendment was
adopted and the civil rights of Negroes, for
at least a decade, were assured (1868-1877).

Of the eleven impeachments that went
to trial and which are referred to above,
the impeachments of President Andrew
Johnson and Assoclate Supreme Court Jus-
tice Samuel Chase are the only trials—be-
cause of the very nature of the offices held
by them—that have bearing upon the con-
templated impeachment of President Rich-
ard M. Nixon. Brief reference, therefore,
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must be made to the impeachment proceed-
ings that involved Associate Justice Samuel
Chase.

Justice Chase was one of the 42 justices
who were designated by President John
Adams during the last week of this tenure,
under an act passed just prior to his re-
tirement. Soon after President Thomas Jef-
ferson took office, an act was passed repeal-
ing the Adams act under which Justice
Samuel Chase was appointed; but, under
the Constitution, Associate Justice Samuel
Chase could only be removed by way of im-
peachment.

The struggle between the Federalist ori-
ented Judiciary of 1801-1805 and the Jef-
fersonian Republicans was such that a bill
of impeachment was finally resorted to by
the House of Representatives in 1805 to ef-
fect the removal of Justice Chase.

The Articles of Impeachment charged
Justice Chase with conducting himself “in
8 manner highly arbitrary, opposite and
unjust”; that he was prompted by a “spirit
of persecution and injustice”; that he con-
ducted another case “with an indecent so-
licitude”; “with an intent to oppress and
procure the conviction” and finally with,
“delivery to the said grand jury an intemper-
ate and inflammatory political harangue with
intent to excite the fears and resentment of
the said grand jury.”

The charges set out in the Bill in Impeach~-
ment in the opinion of the House of Repre~
sentatives of 1805, were inadequate to bring
Associate Justice Chase to trial. Although the
effort to impeach Justice Chase “ended in an
acquittal by a narrow margin? one his-
torian attributed it to the dominance of the
Senate by Federalists.

THE IMPEACHMENT OF PRESIDENT RICHARD M.
NIXON

The publication of the Pentagon Papers
by the New York Times and the Washington
Post have already demonstrated the condi-
tlons under which the United States became
involved in the Southeast Asia war and we
will not burden this memorandum with more
than reference to it.

The “Nixon Edition” of the Pentagon Pa-
pers, we must assume, will expose the pres-
ent Administration’s shortcomings and ir-
regularities but in this section we will ad-
dress ourselves to the specific grounds for
the impeachment of President Richard M.
Nixon.

The 9lst Congress, soon after President
Nixon's inauguration (on Feb. 4, 1969) began
consideration of the “National Commitment
Resolution” introduced on that day by Sen-
ator Willlam J. Fulbright. This resolution
was agreed to on June 25, 1969. It reads in
part: “Resolved, That (1) a national com-
mitment for the purpose of this resolu-
tion means the use of the Armed Forces
of the United States on foreign territory, or
a promise to assist a foreign country, gov-
ernment, or people by the use of the Armed
Forces or financial resources of the United
States, either immediately or upon the hap-
Pening of certain events, and (2) it is the
sense of the Senate that a national commit-
ment by the United States results only from
affirmative action taken by the executive
and legislative branch of the United States
Government by means of a treaty, statute, or
concurrent resolution of both Houses of Con-
gress specifically providing for such com-
mitment." 12

In the face of this clear mandate of Con-
gress, on the evening of April 30, 1970, Pres-
ident Nixon informed the American people
that “in order to avold” a wider war and
keep down the “casualties of our brave men
in Vietnam" he ordered American troops to
invade Cambodia. In that same address, he
declared that the invasion of Cambodia was
indispensable to the withdrawal of our troops
and that if we escalated our efforts in Cam-
bodia, it would ald our program of Viet-
namization.
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In commenting on the Cambodian in-
vasion, former BSecretary of Defense Clark
Clifford stated, “How unfortunate it is that
President Nixon did not heed the congres-
sional testimony of Secretary of State Wil-
liam P. Rogers when he testified on April
23, just one week before the President spoke.
Secretary Rogers said: “We have no inclina-
tion to escalate. Our whole inclination is to
de-escalate. We recognize that If we esca-
late and get involved in Cambodia with our
ground troops, that our whole program (Viet-
namization) is defeated.'' 1

The Cambodian invasion, constituted a
“high crime” warranting impeachment. His
action was personal in character since it is
clear that his own Secretary of State was
unaware of his plans for the invasion of
Cambodia and the act was a high crime be-
cause it constituted a commitment “of the
Armed Forces of the United States on for-
eign territory”* without the approval of
Congress.

The second “high crime” of which Pres-
ident Nixon is guilty, is the Invasion of
Laos. The Gulf of Tonkin Resolution was
passed on December 31, 1970, and signed by
President Nixon on January 12, 1971. This
act of Congress terminated the war-making
authority of the President. Laos was invaded
in February, 1971. President Nixon, in sign-
ing the repeal of the Gulf of Tonkin Res-
olution, was aware that his powers to de-
clare war without the approval of Congress
would constitute a high crime. But the com-
mitment of air power in support of the South
Vietnamese forces without the approval of
Congress was also a "high crime” because
the “Natlonal Commitment Resolution” for-
bids the commitment of "“Armed Forces".

The U.S. participation with unlimited air
support constituted a “high crime" justify-
ing impeachment.

Finally, in light of the Nuremberg and
Tokyo trials, “there are reasonable grounds
of regarding Mr. Nixon as responsible for

criminal conduct under each” of the three
categories of offenses charged to the de-
fendants In those trials: to wit, Crimes
against Peace, War Crimes and Crimes
against Humanity. Professor Richard A. Falk,
Milbank Professor of International Law at
Princeton University, has arrived at these
conclusions in his article entitled, “Why
Impeachment." 19

Professor Falk asserts that “Mr, Nixon has
been in my judgment and in the judgment
of other international law experts, gullty of
continuing wars of aggression in Vietnam
and Laos and of initiating an aggressive war
against Cambodia (1970). The periodic re-
sumption of bombardment against North
Vietnam since Nixon took office in situations
other than self-defense is a direct violation
of the UN Charter. . . .” In urging President
Nixon's gulilt, Professor Falk declares "It is
worth recalling that the Nuremberg Judg-
ment emphasized Crimes against Peace as
the fundamental offense: 'To Initiate a war
of aggression, therefore, is not only an in-
ternational crime it is the supreme interna-
tional crime differing only from other war
crimes in that it contains within itself the
accumulated evil of the whale,” "

In considering President Nixon’s guilt of
“War Crimes"”, Professor Falk resolved that
“Specifically Mr. Nixon has relied upon sat-
uration bombing by B-52 bombers against
undefended villages and inhabited areas, has
employed antipersonnel weapons, toxic
chemicals and napalm, . . ."

Professor Falk concludes his “Why Im-

hment' theses with the affirmation that,
“Some might argue that ‘international
crimes’ are not the sort of ‘high crimes’ that
the Constitution contemplated as forming
the basis of impeachment proceedings. But
surely the Constitution is flexible enough to
embrace a range of actiivties that endanger
national, even human, survival and have long
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been reduced to legal form. International
law has been developing on this subject over
the life of the Constitution, largely, as I
have indicated, at American initiative. Our
domestic courts since the last century have
applied international law to domestic con-
troversies.” Professors Kent, Story, Cooley
and Pomeroy have been quoted above on
the question of High Crimes and Mis-
demeanors, and it seems clear that in their
opinion the Constitution envisaged the acts
of President Nixon as high crimes under
Article II, Sec. 4.

THE PROJECTED BILL OF IMPEACHMENT OF
PRESIDENT NIXON

The mere filing of the Petition for the
Impeachment of President Richard M. Nixon
will in itself establish the power and respon-
sibility of the members of the House of Rep-
resentatives to act in behalf of the people
when the Judiciary and the Executive have
been found derelict and delinquent in the
fulfillment of their responsibilities. The
American people are now confronted by the
continuance of an illegal war in Indochina
by an Executive no longer empowered by
Congress to do so (repeal of the Gulf of Ton-
kin Resolution) on the pretext that our
security compels such participation,

The members of the 92nd Congress con-
stitute a free and unfettered body of spokes-
men for the people at this moment in his-
tory. Whatever self-imposed limitation fet-
tered the 91st and 90th Congresses, the
members of the 82nd Congress are to be sure,
free of it. The election of freshman Con-
gressmen displacing old and entrenched
members of the House of Representatives is
particularly conspicuous in the 92nd Con-
gress. Thirteen women were elected and the
young Congressmen who replaced House
members of long standing, points directly to
the changes that have taken place during
the b-year Vietnam war period. The en-
trenched Democratic “Club"” in Congress,
must see the signs ahead. Congressman Paul
N. McCloskey Jr. has adverted, in an address
in the floor of the House, to “Impeachment
as a check on the Presidential abuse of pow-
er.”
Judge John F, Dooling Jr., in his declsion
quoted above in the Orlando vs. Laird case,
refers to “Congressional pusillanimity” and
that Congress is not “inappreciative of its
powers, including the power of impeach-
ment.”

It is also important to note that the grass
roots do not shy away from the use of im-
peachment as a means to terminate Presi-
dent Richard M. Nixon's abuse of power. In
April, 1971, more than 400 student presi-
dents and college editors, representing
schools as disparate as Harvard and Grace
Bible Institute; Dartmouth and Central
Bible College in Missourl, signed an open
letter to President Nixon condemning his
policies in Vietnam and charging that the
administration “seriously misinterprets the
mood of both the campus and the country-
side . . .” and that “changing the color of the
corpses does not end the war.” (The New
York Times, April 2, 1971) The Harvard Law
Record of May 6, 1971 reports that “a peti-
tion' asking for the impeachment of Presi-
dent Nixon be introduced in Congress as a
bill. The petition was signed by more that
four hundred students and three faculty
members, Vern Countryman, Charles R. Nes-
son and Derrick A. Bell Jr.”

In May, 1971, the Americans for Democratic
Actlon, at its 24th Annual Convention, urged
the impeachment of President Nixon for
“high crimes” in Indochina. The impeach-
ment call was contained in a convention re-
solution. The A.D.A. convention of 1970 asked
that Mr. Nixon be impeached because of the
invasion of Cambodia. (The New York Times,
May 2, 1971)

Our examination of the original records of
the Philadelphia Constitutional Convention
records procedure anent the removal for
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“high crimes and misdemeanors” as well as
the original records of the Justice Samuel
Chase and President Johnson impeachment
proceedings disclose that offenses with which
Justice Chase and President Johnson were
charged were essentially of a minor char-
acter—Justice Chase was charged In the
main, with “intemperate and inflammatory"
political harangues to grand juries and with
conduct on the bench with manifest injus-
tice and with partiality. President Johnson
was charged with violation of a Tenure of
Office Act, in removing Secretary of War Stan-
ton; an act, whose constitutionality President
Johnson intended to test and further because
President Johnson had made speeches “with
intent to bring into disgrace, ridicule, hatred,
contempt and reproach the Congress of the
United States.”

It is submitted that if Congress was jus-
tified in filing a bill of impeachment against
Justice Chase in 1805 and President Johnson
in 1869, then the members of the 92nd Con-
gress are not only justified in filing a Bill of
impeachment against President Nixon, but
would actually be obliged to do so. Whereas
Justice Chase and President Johnson were
essentially chargeable with misdemeanors,
FPresident Richard M. Nixon is chargeable
with “high crimes” in a more positive way.
The invasion of Cambodia in violation of the
National Commitment Resolution and the
spending of American lives in that venture
constituted a “high crime"” of a most serious
kind warranting removal. President Nixon
also “wasted” the lives of scores of members
of the Air Force when he committed air-mili-
tary support in the invasion of Laos without
the consent of Congress, also in violation of
the National Commitment Resolution,

But there are still other reasons for the
filing of a petition for impeachment and that
is his manifest abuse of power of the office
of the Presidency. President Nixon in his
commitment of Armed Forces in Cambodia
unmasked a distorted concept of his office.
His subjectivity in the exercise of personal
power was unveiled when he allowed Secre-
tary of State William P. Rogers to tell Con-
gress on April 23, 1970 that “We have no
incentive to escalate . .. We recognize that
if we escalate and get involved in Cambodia
with our ground troops, that our whole pro-
gram is corrupted . . .,” and seven days later,
April 30, 1970, invades Cambodia. Such con-
duct on the part of President Nixon verges
on base deception. It unsealed personal traits
unworthy of the head of any government. It
cannot be that on April 23, President Nixon
did not know of his plans to invade Cam-
bodia.

The members of the 92nd Congress must
be persuaded that the fillng of a Bill of Im-
peachment against President Nixon, even if
it does not bring him to trial, will establish
a precedent vis-a-vis the powers of Congress
to check an untrustworthy President.

The 82nd Congress, by employing the wea-
pon of impeachment will tend to check the
abuse of presidential power which has been
menacing due process and democratic gov-
ernment during recent years.

WiLriaM L. STANDARD,
Co-chairman, Lawyers Committee on
American Policy Towards Vietnam,
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RETIREMENT OF KENNETH WIL-
LIAMSON, REPRESENTATIVE OF
THE AMERICAN HOSPITAL AS-
SOCIATION

(Mr. NELSEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
ﬁarks and to include extraneous mat-

r.)

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I learned
today with deep regret that Kenneth
Williamson, the longtime Washington
representative of the American Hospi-
tal Association had decided to retire.

It has been my real privilege to have
known and worked with Ken William-
son for many years on matters coming
before the Health Subcommittee. He was
always available to the committee and
to the Members of Congress and having
spent his whole life in the health field
was a veritable fount of knowledge to be
tapped in connection with health leg-
islation. Ken has played a key part in
practically every major health bill en-
acted since World War II. The Members
of Congress and all of the citizens of this
Nation owe Ken Williamson a debt of
gratitude for his many contributions to
the betterment of health care in this
country.

I call attention of the membership to
the official release by the American Hos-
pital Association which I include as a
part of my remarks.

I take consolation in the statements
that while Ken is retiring from the day
to day activities of the American Hos-
pital Association, he will continue to be
available to the association on a con-
sultant basis. For your information, he
has assured me that he will also con-
tinue to be available to our Health Com-
mittee and to the Members of the Con-
gress.

AMERICAN HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION RELEASE

WasHiNGTON, D.C., March 21 —Eenneth
Williamson, deputy director of the Amerl-
can Hospltal Assoclation and director of its
Wa.shlngton Service Bureau, announced to-
day that he will retire from the Association
staff on June 1, 1972, His early retirement
at age 60 follows 25 years of service to the
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Association, the last 18 of which have been
spent in the direction of the AHA's Wash-
ington activities. .

Wiliamson sald, however, that he will con-
tinue to work with the Assoclation in a con-
sulting capacity for an Indefinite period.
His decision to retire, he explained, follows
the recent death (February 20th) of his col-
league, Edwin L. Crosby, M.D., the Assocla-
tion's executive president.

“I feel that it is for the good of the Asso-
ciation’s future, and particularly important
for Dr. Crosby's successor that I step aside
after these many years and assist the As-
sociation’s officers and staffl during the diffi-
cult transition perlod, not through a line
responsibility, but from the vantage point
of someone able to be objective about the
AHA's Increasing concerns for the develop-
ment of a better health care system. It is
an organization that I love and care about,
and I feel that this move is consistent with
my feelings about the Association's prog-
ress,” Willilamson said.

Willlamson’s announcement was made at
a staff meeting of the Washington Bervice
Bureau attended by the Assoclation’s presi-
dent officers. Stephen M. Morris, AHA presi-
dent, speaking in behalf of the officers and
staff, sald that “the Association has moved
ahead in these last two decades largely
through the efforts and leadership of Dr.
Crosby and EKenneth Willlamson. While we
regret Mr. Williamson's decislon to retire
early, we respect it, and will be calling on
him frequently for his judgment and help
in this cruclal time in the AHA's history.
Few have served the Assoclation for so long
and so well.”

“Many of the Assoclation's most imagina-
tive and innovative programs, and especially
its policies in the public interest, are the di-
rect result of Mr, Willlamson's tireless efforts
and drive,” Morris said.

Willlamson first joined the Association staff
at its Chicago headquarters in December
1943, following several years in hospital ad-
ministration and after having served as as-
sistant director of the Blue Cross Plan in
Southern California, as director of the Asso-
ciation of California Hospitals, and executive
director of the Association of Western Hos-
pitals, Following the formative years of the
Assoclation as an organization representing
all of the nation's hospitals, he left the AHA
in 1950 to become executive vice president of
the Health Information Foundation in New
York City, but rejoined the Assoclation staff
in 1954 to direct its Washington Service Bu-
reau.

Willlamson has served as secretary of the
AHA Council on Legislation and is widely
known in the health field as a speaker on
health legislation. He has been instrumental
in developing the Association’s basic philo-
sophy of meeting public needs. Among his
many interests have been legislation for the
modernization of hospital facilities as a logi-
cal area of expenditure of government funds;
federal subsidies on interest rates on capital
borrowed by hospitals for modernization and
expansion; and, in recent years, the Asso-
ciation's efforts in cooperation with Congres-
sional committees in developing Medicare
legislation.

Willlamson originated the AHA journal,
Trustee, and organized a nationwide move-
ment for hospital auxiliaries In behalf of
AHA, He is an honorary fellow of the Amer-
ican College of Hospital Administrators, and
a fellow of the American Public Health As-
soclation.

CLEARING THE AIR ON HIGH
MEAT PRICES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Lank). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from South Dakota
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(Mr. ABOUREZK), is recognized for 60
minutes.

(Mr. ABOUREZK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
1;11:11-1):3, and include extraneous mate-

Mr. ABOUREZEKE. Mr. Speaker, under a
special order, we have set aside an hour
today to clear the air on high meat
prices.

The House already owes a debt of
gratitude to Congressman GraHAM PUR-
CELL, chairman of the House Agriculture
Subcommittee on Livestock and Grains,
for his leadership in bringing light to
this subject.

There has been altogether too much
blameful fingerpointing in this contro-
versey, a situation which has not been
much helped by the White House send-
ing one wounded steer to placate the con-
sumers while sending another to placate
the farmers.

Consumers seem to have focused their
anger on farmers—reading that farm
prices and supermarket prices went up at
the same time—while supermarkets and
the large retail food chains have been
anxious to shift the focus away from
themselves.

It is true that the price paid to farmers
for beef did increase when consumer out-
trfge became an item of national atten-

on.

It is true that retailers and processors,
likewise, increased their margins during
that same period.

And it is true that processors, were al-
lowed, under phase II guidelines, to pass
increased meat prices directly to the con-
sumer, tacking on their normal profit
margin along the way.

First, a word about the farmers.

The long-term record demonstrates
beyond the slightest possible doubt that
farmers and ranchers are not getting the
kind of return for their labor which they
deserve.

While the meat price controversy was
raging, in fact, we learned that the farm
parity ratio had dropped another few
points—to T2 percent.

‘While the meat price controversy was
raging, the farmer’s share of the con-
sumer food dollar decreased.

A crisis atmosphere has surrounded
beef prices, but during its short-term
hysteria, the fact remains that over the
years and across the board, farmers and
ranchers have consistently gotten the
short end of the stick.

While wages and profits have soared
in nonfarm sectors, prices received by
farmers have risen little or not at all for
the past 20 years. Now, when prices for
one product, beef, go up for just a few
months, we hear loud demands for price
controls.

The fact, gentlemen, are the middle-
men, not farmers are making the money.

The facts are that beef prices are now
going down on the farm, and even when
they were up they only approached the
same level they were at 20 years ago.

The facts are that farm families have
been driven from the land by the mil-
lions because their return has fallen
farther and farther behind that received
by practically every other segment of the
American economy.
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I ask you, in light of this record, how
we can possibly entertain the idea of con-
trolling raw agricultural prices. I ask you
how can we talk of flooding the country
with beef imports to drive down live cat-
tle prices. I do not think we can, for one
simple reason: That controls must be
applied where they are needed or they
will not work.

Mr. Speaker, I think it right and
proper that we focus our attention on the
profit margins and the pricing practices
of retailers and processors.

I have been disturbed for some time
by indications that meat prices—and
other food prices as well—seem to be
moving into the realm of so-called ad-
ministered prices—prices set less by
market forces than by administrative
decisions made by a few large food re-
tailing and processing firms.

When it takes only a dozen super-
market executives to convince the Nation
that prices are declining at a time when
processors are allowed by phase II to
abandon the usual practice of tempo-
rarily absorbing beef price increases,
then adding their normal profit margin
to those increases, it leads me to think
that food prices, indeed, are entering the
realm of administered prices.

I have been warning all along that the
invasion of large corporations into the
food industry would end up depressing
the farm economy at the expense of the
average grocery huyer.

In this entire meat price episode, we
learned at least this much: That con-
sumer food prices are to some extent
able to travel according to political sensi~
tivity. To ‘he extent that that much is
true, it is also clearly implied that food
prices are subject to more than market
forces. To that same extent, food prices
are “administered prices,” a development
which is logically in concert with price
behavior in any industry which is moving
toward oligopolistic control.

Mr, Speaker, if I am correct in assert-
ing that large corporations are moving
to get a stranglehold on the Nation’s
food supply, I feel entirely confident in
predicting that this latest episode is only
a foreboding of what lies ahead.

If the Nation's food industry continues
its trend toward fewer and fewer pro-
ducers, ever larger and fewer middlemen
corporations, and larger and fewer retail
outlets, we can safely anticipate the day
when a few men will determine food
prices according to their estimate of the
maximum high consumers are able to
pay.

Another factor reinforcing this con-
viction is that fact that costs are declin-
ing with respect to disposable personal
income.

Mr. Speaker, when the Government
designs policies which foree millions of
farmers off the land, it is accelerating the
trend toward bigness in control of the
food industry. Our best hope, and the
farmers’ fondest dream, is a nation with
millions of small producers.

If you force more of them off the land,
and if you do nothing to stop the con-
glomerate invasion of agriculture, you
only hasten the day when a handful of
men sit in a room and say, “All right,
gentlemen, what is the price we are going
to fix today at the supermarket?”
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There is enough evidence to suggest
that that is the direction we are moving.
We know that during the recent meat
price controversy, producers and retailers
not only increased their prices, they in-
creased their share of the consumer food
dollar as well.

The Department of Agriculture re-
ported late in March that price spreads—
the difference between what is paid to
the farmer and what the consumer
pays—“increased substantially for beef,
pork, and some fresh vegetables.” The re-
lease adds that food cost increases from
January to February were ‘‘due primarily
to increased costs of marketing.”

According to a further USDA source,
about 45 percent of the beef price in-
crease during phase II was added by re-
tailers.

So not only did they pass on their di-
rect price increase caused by the upswing
in live cattle prices, not only did they
tack their normal profit margin on to
that increase, they also increased the
proportionate size of their margin.

Hopefully these trends are nothing
more than a temporary creature of the
economic stabilization program, a result
of the closed-door decision to exempt
meat processors from the strictest phase
II guidelines. But it seems more likely
that something in the nature of basic
realinement of the food industry has
been taking place, bringing structural
changes in the economic process that
brings food from the field to the con-
sumer.

We felt the impact of that realinement
even before President Nixon took office,
and we are likely to be living with it for
some time to come. My educated guess is
that phase II only brought its worst as-
pects to the immediate surface, and that
the forces of increasing economic power
centralized in a few hands not respon-
sible to the public continue in the food
industry, thrive in it, and eventually will
conquer it.

We must move to decentralize the mar-
ket place. The best way to do that is to
insure that millions of hard-working
families have access to adequate credit
and the ability to make a decent living on
a farm.

The real question we face, then, is
whether we want to maintain a viable
agricultural system in America. If we do
not, then we had better be prepared to
accept the empty countryside, the never-
ending flow of rural refugees into the
cities, and the specter of a nation’s food
supply controlled by a handful of oli-
gopolies.

Mr. Speaker, I insert at this point in
the Recorp some of the writings of my
good friend Homer Ayres of Sturgis,
S. Dak., an informed and provocative
commentator on farm and ranch affairs.
Also an article from the Livestock Re-
porter by Patrick K. Goggins, publisher,
and a list of beef prices contained in “A
Report to the Consumer Direct From the
Cattle Industry.”

ISA NEWEBLETTER

HeREFORD, 8. DAaE.—In a joint letter to
President Nixonw two South Dakota farm-
ranch leaders have offered their help with
suggestions in regard to soaring food prices
as they relate to beef and cattle.
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In a 700 word letter Jerry Wurnig, presi-
dent of the South Dakota branch of the
Independent Stockgrowers of America and
George Levin, president, District Five, South
Dakota Farmers Union, both of Hereford,
told the President that the middlemen who
handle beef are the big supermarket food
chains, which according to the National
Commission on Food Marketing investigation
in 1965, sell about 85 percent of the dressed
beef, and had great control over prices to
consumers, but also the prices of livestock
because of this great economic power.

They suggested that the President use the
power of the government to bring repre-
sentatives or the big food chains, along with
their records, into some committee to set the
record straight, and learn first hand who
gets the various parts of the consumer’s beef
dollar,

The two members said it was not only
unfair to blame farmers for the higher beef
prices but ridiculous. “Historically farmers
and ranchers,” they said, “never have priced
their products, but asked the buyer, ‘how
much will you give me, please’? And when
they bought operating supplies or equipment
they asked, 'how much do I have to pay you,
please’?”

They went on to say that retallers and
food processors reaped “a whopping 23 per-
cent profit, while the average farm-ranch
profit was only 1.1 percent.”

“But most ranchers have not done this
well, and as a result have been forced into
bankruptecy,” they said.

They included a butcher’s cutout chart in
their letter, showing the percent of each
retail cut to the whole carcass, a chart that
would enable anyone to determine the price
spread between wholesale and retail by check
ing the prices in the meat counters, and
the wholesale price of U.S. Choice beef. The
latest USDA price spread report they said
was $20 per hundred, or $120 for a 600-pound
carcass.

They pointed out that in September 1968,
Gene Cervi, publisher of the Rocky Mountain
Journal, Denver, charged food chains with
making an “unbelievable net profit per 600-
pound carcass of up to $156, for beef on
which the average feeder may make from $10
to $30 a head live weight of a 1,150-pound
animal he has kept for 120-150 days.”

The ranchers told the President that a
proposed Federal Trade Commission investi-
gation in 1964 was turned into a “study” of
the changes from the farm to the consumer,
80 a group of ranchers had to file a civil
antitrust actlon against the country’s three
main food chains in 1968 charging them with
inflicting losses on ranchers because of their
violation of the antitrust laws. And due to the
sluggishness of the courts in California
a decision has not been reached.

They asked the President to act Immedi-
ately to bring the gullty to justice after an
investigation or an FTC action looking into
the buying and selling practices of the super-
markets.

“A sharp drop in livestock prices would be
a8 disaster, what with the commitments
ranchers have now,” they said.

“What they really need is price floors on
livestock pegged at full parity as figured on
the 1910-1914 basis,” they said. "So they can
operate, pay debts and taxes., educate their
children, renew their equipment and build-
ings—and continue to furnish the citizens
with some of the best food mankind ever
ate.”

The full text of the letter follows:
President Nixow,

The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. PResIDENT: This letter relates to
the statement you made recently to the efTect
that soaring food prices should be blamed on
the middlemen, not the farmers. We believe
what we have to say in connection with beef
and livestock can be very helpful. because
beef constitutes quite an amount in the food
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budget—and cattle production is a very large
item in the income of farmers and ranchers.

The middlemen who handle the beef are
the big supermarket food chains, which ac-
cording to the National Commission on Food
Marketing sell around 85 percent of the food
consumed. As long ago as 1962, or perhaps
before, it was evident that the big chains had
a great control, not only of beef prices to
consumers but also the prices of livestock
because of their great economic power.

A Federal Trade Commission investigation
launched by the Senate Committee on Com-
merce intended to look into the role the
chains played in the beef-cattle complex, to
learn if the chains were in violation of the
antitrust laws, was headed off after a few
days of hearings in March 1964. And it turned
into a “study” by a National Commission on
Food Marketing, that would study the
changes in the food industry “from the farm
to the consumer.” So the problem of the tre-
mendous spread between the wholesale price
of carcass beef and the retail sales price is
still haunting us. The latest USDA price
spread published showed a spread of $20 per
hundred, which would amount to $120 on a
600-pound carcass, U.B. Cholce.

With the power of the Federal Government
we think you would be able to bring repre-
sentatives of the giant food chalns into some
committee, along with their records and
learn first hand who gets the various portions
of the consumer's beef dollar.

But with the following percentage sched-
ule, used by meat cutters In stores, then
finding out the quality and wholesale price
of beef, anybody familiar with beef cuts can
determine the gross markup from the whole-
saler (or packer) to the consumer. It is very
easy to determine the net profit after this.
A very similar cutting percentage sheet
worked out by the USDA can be found in its
Consumer and Marketing Service Bulletin,
No, 45, issued in July 1968.

In 1967 a group in Denver, guided by Cervi's
Rocky Mountain Journal took the above
schedule, and learned that the markup on a
600-pound carcass was $188 for the Denver
area. The group suggested the gross profit
was 459%, with a net of 259 on a carcass,
relationships that gave the stores a tremen-
dous amount for a commodity that turned
over every two days.

Cut out
by per-
centages

Selling
price per

Items pound

Pot roast, round bone and

—

e NGO L0 NEO B EOLO, OO OID00

0.62
.35

Neck bone, meat on__

Navel (whole bone in)

6-rib standing roast, o

raady. ... ___

Bone-in sirloin steak.
T-bones and short cut:

Flank steaks__......

Round steak._.._.._.

Pikes Peak roast.___.
Bone-in rump roast.________
Sirloin tip roast or steak. ..
Ground beef lean trimmings. _
Shortribs. - o ool
Hind shank, meaton_______
Edible fat

Waste_...

Bones___.
Cutting loss

WIJEOI? beaf (100 percent):

BRSO RaODROSOD &AO

gggggamhmm-—«muww mmg

3147

1 Based on the market value of 37-38 cents a pound (1967);
1 whole beef approximates 600# at $0.3147; $188.80 per beef,
which equals 45 percent gross profit.

Although the National Commission on
Food Marketing did learn that the big food
chains “marched in lock step” when it came

to buying meat wholesale, nothing was done
by the government. And in September 1969,
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the late Gene Cervi, publisher of the Rocky
Mountain Journal, from his sick bed, charged
that the food chains were making “an un-
believable net profit of $156, for beef on
which the average feeder may make from
$10 to 30 a head for live weight of a 1,150~
pound animal which he has kept for 120-150
days . . . and have been making that in-
credible net profit on each carcass since 1958
by their own admission and by the evidence
of Safeway's own cutout sheet."

For a long, long time the cow-calf men
on the range produced feeder calves at below
cost of production, operating by borrowing
money on the appreciated value of their
land.

Feeder cattle and fat cattle have risen
somewhat in price in the past few months,
like everything else, but they are, relatively
speaking, not nearly as high as cuts of beef.
Some retail cuts are now selling for 200%
of their selling price 20 years ago, even
though beef on the hoof is only 96% of its
1952 selling price 20 years ago. And this with
production costs doubled or tripled on items
ranchers must buy.

For anybody, anywhere to blame cattle-
men for rising beef prices to consumers is
not only unfair, but ridiculous. Historically
farmers and ranchers have never priced their
products, always asking the buyer, “what
will you give me, please?” And when they
bought operating supplies or equipment they
asked, “how much do I have to pay you,
please?”

The profits of retailers and food proces-
sors was a whopping 23%, according to fig-
ures quoted by farm leaders all over the coun-
try last summer, and the average farm-ranch
profit was only 1.1%—so this gives one a
pretty good picture of the relationships in-
volved. But most ranchers have not done this
well, and as a result have been forced into
bankruptcy. It is a tragedy that today, when
some of the ranchers are beginning to see
& little daylight over the cliff, that there
should be a massive effort to beat them back.
And it is particularly galling to find the
supermarket industry among the attackers,
an industry seemingly a law unto itself. And
which boosted their profit margins from §14
per hundred in 1965, when the Food Market-
ing Commission was holding hearings to over
$23 in December 1970,

The Independent Stockgrowers of Amer-
ica was one of the main ranch organiza-
tions that helped launch an antitrust civil
action against the country’s three main food
chains in 1968, charging them with inflict-
ing losses on ranchers because of their viola-
tion of the antitrust laws. And due to the
sluggishness of the courts in California,
where the case was filed, a decision has not
been reached.

We hope Mr. President you not only set
the whole record straight, but also that you
can, after an Iinvestigation previously sug-
gested, or an FTC investigation of the buy-
ing and selling practices of the supermarkets,
charge the Department of Justice with
bringing the guilty to justice. We urge you
to act immediately.

A sharp drop in livestock prices would be
disastrous, what with the commitments the
ranchers have. What they really need are
price floors on livestock pegged at full par-
ity as figured on the 1910-1914 basls, so
they can operate, pay debts and taxes, edu-
cate their children, renew their equipment
and buildings—and continue to furnish the
citizens with some of the best food man-
kind ever ate.

Yours very sincerely,
JErRRY WURNIG,
President, South Dakota Branch, In-
dependent Stockgrowers of America.
GEORGE LEVIN,
President, District Five, South Dakota
Farmers Union.
HEREFORD, 8. DAK.
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[From the Western Livestock Reporter, Bill-
ings, Mont., Apr. 8, 1972]

THE TRUTH ABOUT BEEF PRICES: RETURN PER
DAY oF OWNERSHIP

(By Patrick K. Goggins, publisher)
Bruuings, MoNT.—Everyone in the United
States understands a profit or a loss. Most
business people and ranchers understand
return on investment but the livestock in-
dustry, the rancher, and the feeder, the
packer and the retaller must look at their in-
vestment on a per day basis. You do business
each and every day. The decisions you make
that day surely can affect you years ahead,
but you make that investment and that de-
cision in any given day. Declsion making
time is here for the livestock industry. Read
and study if you will how the consumers

beef dollar is divided by the Industry:

Gross RETURN Per Heap PErR DAY OF
OWNERSHIP **

* The rancher receives 48 cents/day (540
days); a total of $260.54¢ (700 1b. steer at
$37.22. This is for all expenses of raising the
steer. This was the avg. gross yearling price
for a steer in Jan. 1972, Please note that this
is not the average of the last ten years or
even last year.)

* The feeder receives 69 cents/day (150
days); a total of $103.51 (This for 400 lbs.
of gain with high grain rations. About &
months time required in the feedlot).

* The packer receives $5.89/day (7 days);
a total of §41.27 (491.3 lbs, at 8.4 cents in-
cludes slaughtering, preparing the carcass for
retailer.)

* The retailer receives $35.62/day (4 days);
a total of $142.48 (491.3 1bs. at 20 cents covers
such items as cutting, wrapping & displaying
for self service.)

* The consumer pays a total of $547.80
(491.3 1bs. retail cuts at an average price of
$1.11 per pound.)

As you study this chart you will notice
that the rancher with nearly $800 to $1,200
per cow unit investment receives on any
given 700 pound yearling steer a total of 48
cents per day return if he can sell his steers
for $37.22 a hundred weight. This at the out-
set of this argument is giving the industry
the benefit of the doubt.

The feeder in a high cost operating posi-
tion with a lot of expensive feed and mate-
rials and help receives but 69 cents per head
per day. This is a close margin but you will
note that he keeps the animal about five
months compared to 18 months for the
rancher.

Then there's the packer, who in this ex-
ample is owning this carcass for seven days.
National figures will show that this is near-
ly 3 days longer that the average, Most pack~-
ers will have him on the truck and gone in
three days but at the seven day level he is
able to get a return of $5.89 per head per
day of ownership.

Then there is the retall chain store. Please
note that under four days of ownership of
this carcass, and this by the way could be
double from the national average because
chains don't want their money tied up that
long but again giving the retailer the bene-
fit of the doubt, for four days of ownership,
his gross return per day is $35.62,

Now, if you want to put a caleculator or a
pencil to the return on investment per day,
can you please notice the situation that the
rancher 1s in, and yes, the feeder too. This re-

* The rancher, feeder, packer and retailer
above information based on figures of USDA
supplement to marketing and transportation
situation January 1972.

*+* Figures based on average days of owner-
ship of one yearling steer coming off grass
starting at the rancher.

(These are educated industry time esti-
mates that could vary somewhat to economic
conditions.)
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taller i1s making 604.7 per cent more gross
return per head per day of ownership than
the packer. He's making 5,162.3 per cent
more gross return per head per day of owner~
ship than the feeder and this retailer is mak-
ing 7420.8 per cent more gross return per
head per day of ownership than the rancher.

Profits are made by the amount of time
it takes to turn your money over, You in the
ranching business are owning this 700 pound
steer for an average of 18 months compared
to this chain store retailer who owns that fat
steer for four days or even two days, that’s
the difference in return on investment. Those
in the ranching business and in the feeding
business aren't even in the same ballpark
with the food retail chains.

The food chains aren't all bad as through
their advertising and promotion to a great
degree, beef consumption has doubled in
twenty years but so have their profits and
more.

The retall price spread of $142.48 as shown
in this example is not justified by the serv-
ices rendered by their industry. As pointed
out by the Nebraska Livestock Association,
consumers should take a long hard look at
this figure and not unfairly blame the cattle
industry for the bulge in beef prices.

The cattlemans portion of the consumers
beef dollar is much, much smaller than it
should be. Beef takes 2.6 per cent of dis-
posable personal income. This is less than
for any time in history anywhere.

The insults and accusations that the chain
stores have brought to the American public
about the beef industry appear libelous and
totally unfounded. They are an insult to
every thinking American -cattleman and
feeder.

Not touched upon here yet are expenses.
And yes, the retailer with his vast mer-
chandising and advertising campalign, has
tremendous expenses. They have elaborate,
well lighted beautiful stores.

The packer has a high wage scale to meet,
He has a guaranteed kill to meet. He has ex-
pensive machinery and he does operate on a
low margin business.

The feeder, with his 69 cent gross return
per head per day out of this steer, has ex-
penses and costly feeds to buy, labor to pay,
machinery to keep up, feeding equipment
to buy and feed mills and scales to repair.
His is a low margin business but all of these
people turn their product over so much more
quickly than the rancher,

The rancher with 540 days or 18 months,
tied up in this steer on a return of 48 cent
gross return per head per day of ownership
has expenses too. A pickup that used to cost
82,800 now costs $4,800. A good hired man
that used to cost $250 now costs $§450 or
$500 per month. Land that used to cost $8.00
an acre now costs $40.00 an acre. Taxes that
used to cost $300 a year now are $3,000 a
year. Cows that used to cost $25 a year to
run now are $110 per head per year to run.

It's time that the livestock industry com-
pared their gross return per head per day
of ownership with their friendly enemies
who receive and use their stock to and
through the consumer.

BEEF PRICES—A REPORT TO THE CONSUMER
DirecT FROM THE CATTLE INDUSTRY

The consumer's beef dollar—how it is di-
vided by the beef industry. Example—1,100~
pound choice steer dressing 63 percent yields
a 693-pound carcass of beef—401.3 pounds
less trimming waste.

The rancher receives $260.54. (700 pound
feeder steer at $37.22, This for all expenses
of raising the steer.)

The feeder receives $103.51. (This for 400
pounds of gain with high grain rations.
About five months time required in the
feedlot.)

The packer receives §41.27. (491.3 pounds at
B84 cents. This Included slaughtering and
preparing the carcass for the retailer.)
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The retaller recelves $142.38 (491.3 pounds
at 29 cents. This covers such items as cut-
ting, wrapping and displaying for self serv-
ice.)

The consumer pays $547.80. (491.3 pounds
retall cuts at an average price of $1.115.)

(The above information based on figures
from USDA—Supplement to Marketing and
Transportation Situation—January 1972.
Also USDA Eansas City feeder cattle data.)

The retall price spread of $142.48 is defi-
nitely not justified by services rendered.
Consumers should take a long hard look at
this figure and not unfairly blame the cattle
industry for the bulge in meat prices. Sir-
loin steak sold in Omaha 20 years ago for T9¢
to 90c a pound and ground beef 57c¢ to 65¢c a
pound, when cattle prices were higher than
they are now. The cattleman’s portion of the
consumer beef dollar is much smaller now
than at that time.

Beef is costing only 2.5 percent of dis-
posable personal income. This is less than
for any time in past history and much less
than for any foreign country. (Comments
from Stanton County Livestock Feeders Asso-
cilation, Stanton, Nebraska.)

The amount received for the feeder steer,
$260.54, is for 365 days work, taxes, interest,
operating costs. The $142 the retaller receives
is for a two-day period he has the carcass
in the store, as beef turns over on an average
of every two days. We suggest a gross of
twice as much as the net. This would make
the net $71 each two days for a carcass.

The retaller paid nothing for the carcass
until he was paid for it by the consumer, as
bills come in after the meat truck drives
away. He has no capital outlay.

To get the $260.54 the rancher must have
a capital outlay of about £300 for each cow
on which Interest must be figured.

The net the retailer gets in a year amounts
to 180 times $71, or $11,780, if he handles
one carcass each two days. This annual net
is clear, because we have figured the other
$71 for expenses, salaries, rent, labor, adver-
tising, and to carry part of the burden on
articles that remain in the store much long-
er before they turn. The $11,780 on each
carcass annually would go to stockholders.

Let the rancher figure out what he gets
annually on the above basls.

(Mr. ABOUREZK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank the gentleman for bringing
this to the attention of the American
public. I think it is a very important mat-
ter. I agree with many of the things the
gentleman has said.

However, at the outset of your remarks,
and I think the record must be cleared,
the President of the United States has
said very clearly that the American farm-
er and the rancher is not the one who is
to be held to blame for prices being
what they are and Secretary Butz has
also said very emphatically that it is not
the American farmer who is upping the
prices. It is the middleman. It is the
retailer as you said in your remarks.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. ABOUREZK. I thank the gentle-
man from Texas. I agree with what the
gentleman says except that the President
and his Secretary of Agriculture came in
a great deal later after the outery from
rural Members of Congress. They have
now seen the light and I am very happy
that they have.
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Mr. ZWACH., Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ABOUREZK. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague for yielding.

I thank my neighbor, Mr. ABOUREZK of
South Dakota, for yielding and I want to
commend him for doing the initial work
for a farm urban forum.

I think it is a very valuable discussion
and it is a chance for us to try to improve
our relationship with our urban people. I
think it is especially timely that we have
this discussion because we know what has
happened recently with regard to the
discussions on meat.

‘We know, for instance, there have been
very deceptive and misleading ads in-
serted in the Washington newspapers
trying to place the blame for meat prices
upon the producers with a type of state-
ment that there are no ceilings on pro-
ducers at the source and that there have
been skyrocketing prices at the source.

This was all very, very deceptive and
I think it is important that urban peo-
ple and our consumers know that it is not
the producer that is gouging the
consumer, The producer’s prices on meat
almost reached the point where they
were 20 years ago. We know that no one
wants to back up to where they were 20
years ago.

The wholesale prices when those ads
were run had already started down for
several weeks. Yet, these deceptive ads—
and Mrs. Petersen particularly ought to
have known better—were trying to put
upon the producers the onus of those in-
creases in meat prices.

You know, I think it is basically a
fundamental truth that producers are
the victims of inflation and are not re-
sponsible for inflation.

I am very pleased to join with my col-
leagues of the urban-rural forum and
with other Members of the House in
discussing food prices. Now that the ini-
tial furor has died down a bit, we have a
big job ahead of us in informing all seg-
ments of our country as to how food
prices are determined, and why retail
food products cost what they do.

When the economic stabilization pro-
gram was first formulized, I agreed and
still do believe that because of their sea-
sonal fluctuation in price, and a market
system in which supply and demand de-
termines the price, raw agricultural
products should be exempt from any
price controls, at least until they are at
least 100 percent of parity.

Now that this normal fluctuation has
brought increased prices to the farmer,
we hear the retail merchants calling for
price controls on raw food, especially
beef, because the consumer is paying too
much for food. Our first mission is to rec-
ognize where this increase in food prices
is. A frequently overlooked and nonpub-
licized fact is that livestock and meat
prices go down as well as up. The up
movement promotes headlines. The down
movement is seldom given a second
glance by the national news media or
consumer spokesmen.

We recently read headlines proclaim-
ing that “Cattle Prices Are at a 20-Year
high.” What this means is that cattle
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prices, after fluctuating up and down for
20 years have finally gone up to where
they were 20 years ago.

Who else or what other segment of this
economy is forced to take prices, or
wages or other forms of benefits com-
parable to 20 years ago?

General wage rates are 2.4 times
higher. Hourly wages of production
workers in manufacturing are 2.3 times
higher. Hourly wages of food marketing
employees are 2.5 times higher. Hourly
rates of contract construction workers
are nearly three times as high. Farm
machinery prices are double what they
were 20 years ago. Farm production ex-
penses have doubled. The farm debt is
five times what it was 20 years ago. Per
capita disposable income is 2.4 times as
high. And, while farmers are reaching
20-year ago levels, their output per man
has increased 3.3 times; more than
double that of industry.

Twenty years ago, the average con-
sumer spent $896 per year for food. Of
that amount, $448 went to the producer
and $448 went to the processor-retailer.
The producer got 50 percent of the food
dollar and the processor-retailer 50
percent.

Today, the average expenditure is
$1,224. Of that total, the producer now
gets only $447, a dollar less than he got
20 years ago, but the processor-retailer
share has increased to $767. The latter
gets 62 percent of the food dollar and
the producer only 38 percent.

Over the last 20 years, the consumer
has been increasingly willing to pay
more in order to buy more frozen, pre-
cooked, premixed, prepeeled and pre-
pared foods. Add to this the increased
costs for shipping, container costs, and
labor costs and it is not hard to recog-
nize why retail food prices have in-
creased.

But even with these added costs to
raw agricultural products, this year,
U.S. consumers will spend only 15.6 per-
cent of their take-home pay for food,
including both that prepared at home
and that eaten away from home, com-
pared to over 16 percent last year and
23 percent 20 years ago. If that same
proportion of disposable income was
now being spent for food as was spent
20 years ago, consumers would be
paying $286 more per person this year.
Interestingly, this 15.6 percent compares
with 20 percent in Canada, 30 percent
in England, 37 percent in Italy, 43 per-
cent in Spain, 50 percent in the Soviet
Union, and still more in India and the
Far East.

Recently national attention was called
to rising food prices and especially the
high cost of beef. Enough attention to
warrant the Price Commission and our
Agriculture Subcommittee to announce
hearing schedules barely 2 weeks after
food prices appeared in the headlines.

It is especially interesting to note the
Price Commission’s concern in this area.
During the base period, 30 days prior
to the wage-price freeze, choice fed
steers at Omaha averaged approximately
$33 per hundredweight. For the week
ending March 25, 1972, the figure was
$34.68, only 5 percent over the base
period. During the base period, choice
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steer beef at Chicago averaged approxi-
mately $53.40 per hundredweight com-
pared to $53.75 for the week ending
March 25, or an increase of less than 1
percent. Wholesale prices for Iowa beef
carcasses were 1 percent less than last
August 13 before the wage-price freeze
went into effect.

Wage rate increases have a much more
serious impact on inflation than in-
creases in cattle and beef prices because
they are lasting increases and they only
go in one direction, namely up; while
cattle and beef price increases are un-
stable and also go down.

With a noninflationary record such
as this for the American farmer, the cost
of raw agricultural products is not to be
blamed for high retail prices of food. In-
stead of all the misplaced blame, the
American farmer should be getting the
thanks of the U.S. consumer for his high
production and his low rate of return,
and for producing a high quality product.

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

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

Mr. ABOUREZEK. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Dakota.

Mr. LINK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from South Dakota for taking
this time on this important issue. We
need to clear up a mistaken impression
that the farmer is responsible for rising
food costs.

Nothing could be further from the
truth. In the past 20 years, the prices
the farmer receives for his products have
increased 6 percent, while his production
costs have risen 100 percent. These fig-
ures prove that the farmer is a victim
of inflation—not a cause. It is true that
in the past 20 years, consumer prices
have gone up 43 percent, but the farmer’s
share of that increase has been micro-
scopic.

In North Dakota, our chief crop is
wheat. Twenty years ago, the consumer
paid 16 cents for a loaf of bread; the
wheat farmer’s share was 2.6 cents. To-
day the wheat farmer’s share is exactly
the same: 2.6 cents. Beef production also
ranks high in my State. The cattle pro-
ducer is receiving about the same prices
today as he did 20 years ago, while meat
prices in supermarkets have doubled.

For all foods, the farmer receives only
38 cents of the consumer dollar. That
compares with 49 cents 20 years ago.

The farmer's problem is that he is ex-
pected to compete on free enterprise
terms, while his suppliers operate under
different rules.

Because of their economic power, sup-
pliers are able to tell the farmer what
he must pay for his farm machinery, fer-
tilizer, seed, and other essential supplies.
And buyers of farm commodities are able
to tell the farmer what they will pay for
the products of his labor.

The farmer sells wholesale, buys at re-
tail and pays the freight both ways. He
is engaged in an unequal contest. And he
is losing out. Four million farmers, to-
gether with their families, have left the
land since 1935, and the trend is con-
finuing until we now have fewer than 3
million farmers in the United States.
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Most of those who left the soil migrated
to the large cities of the Nation.

A depressed agriculture, still the Na-
tion’s largest single industry, infects the
entire U.S. economy. Farmers purchase
$60 billion worth of goods and services
each year. Weak farm purchasing power
is one reason why the national unem-
ployment rate is so high.

The basic requirement for rural re-
newal is a sound agricultural policy. The
present Agricultural Act is not adequate
to the task of protecting farm income,
because it fails to give proper recogni-
tion to the independent owner-operator
farm.

A fair price for farm products will have
practically no effect on consumer prices
and it will create new enterprise and job
opportunities in our small towns and
countryside. It will make possible fuller
utilization of the public service plant of
rural America. And it will relieve the
pressure on public services in large cities.

8o, we must separate the question of
economic justice for farmers from the
high cost of groceries, since there is very
little relationship.

Additional facts have been presented
to the House Subcommittee on Livestock
and Feed Grains, of which I am a mem-
ber, in the past 10 days of hearings on
the structure and present level of beef
prices. From these hearings, I think it
already is clear that it is definitely not
the cattle producer who is profiting from
the rising price of meat in grocery stores.

Several letters from my constituents in
North Dakota state clearly the serious
economic plight of the cattle producer.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that three of these
letters be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

The first is from Darrel Meyer, Figure
Four Ranch, Watford City, N. Dak.

The second is from Jewel Roningen,
president, Union Stockyards Co. of Fargo,
West Fargo, N. Dak,

The third is from George T. “Skip"”
Duemeland, Patterson Herefords, Bis-
marck, N. Dak.

The letters follow:

Wartrorp Crry, N. DAK., April 7, 1972.
House of Representatives,
Commitiee on Agriculture,
Washington, D.C.

DEeaRr Sies: As active rancher's and farmer's
we feel the prices we are now receiving for
our work are still under the national average.
Our costs have steadily risen during twenty
years while the price received for meat during

that time has fluctuated greatly and that of
grain has declined.

While the price for live cattle at the Omaha
central livestock market, for example, did
reach the highest price in 21 years recently
at $38.50; it should also be understood that
just a few years ago the price for 1964’s av-
erage was $18.10 and many producers were
driven out of business. The price of meat
across the counter has not changed down-
ward when the producer’s income has
dropped.

At the present time we are getting back
up to the price we received twenty years ago;
but we are paying triple the amount for a
grazing lease that we paid then; double the
amount for interest; triple for equipment
and repairs. We are paying an eighteen year
old boy double the wage that we received
as a married couple working on a farm
twenty five years ago.

We are also consumers and checking our
grocery purchases find a great deal of the
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added expense comes from our desire for
convenience foods. Two instances: a hotdish
filler known as Hamburger helper, consisting
mainly of potatoes cost .65 for 7 ounces; two
frozen piecrusts (unfilled and uncooked)
cost .49. Also consider the many pressure
cans containing everything from shortening
and whipped cream to all kinds of cleaners.
These items raise our grocery bills consider-
ably.

The price of meat, when measured as a
percentage of take-home pay, rather than
by dollars and cents, has consistently be-
come smaller as average family income has
moved upward. Even in terms of dollars and
cents, average retail price of meat has ad-
vanced about 35% in the past twenty years
while personal disposable income of our U.S.
Consumers has increased, on the average,
by more than 100% in the same period.

Twenty five years ago 6% of that income
wags spent for meat, now it is 5%.

Thank you for your consideration,
DARREL MEYER,
Figure Four Ranch.
PATTERSON HEREFORDS,
Bismarck, N. Dak. April 5, 1972.
Hon. ArT LINK,
1610 House Office Bldg.,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. Link: The big thing that we
think is important and should be brought
out is that the cattlemen should appreciate
the fact that the chain stores and super
markets at the present time are moving beef
In quantities never before heard of. Not a
wheel is turning until a product is sold and
production can be increased to meet the
demand and many times easily over the de-
mand and so the big job of moving and
selling beef is being done by super markets
and chain stores. For this reason the rancher
should love the super market for the job
they are presently doing.

The consideration of putting a price re-
straint on one agricultural commodity is
extremely important because ranching con-
cerns are making an average profit in only
one or two years out of ten and in those
cases maybe only 114 %. True, their holdings
are appreclating much like an apartment
but this doesn't pay the bills, The average
return of all farms and ranches in the
United States is 114 % according to the Wall
Street Journal in a headline story last year,
At the present time our costs for last month
in certain divisions were up considerably and
to be exact our costs are currently running
approximately 6% more than they were last
year, Unless we receive a return commensur-
ate with our expenses, we certainly will not
continue to be in the agricultural business.
We will switch to apartment houses, nursing
homes that are currently returning 8% cash
flow, 8% tax savings, 29% appreciation, and
8% return on equity giving a return around
28% or even higher. Many businesses are in
for the investment and return. Ranches ob-
viously at 115 % do it because it is a way of
life that they enjoy. To further restrict their
profits at times like these is not in line and
would only serve the price to inflat higher
afterwards because of reduced production
and no incentive to produce, Prices are now
the same as they were twenty years ago and
has caused a 6% increase in the replace-
ments and this will soon be reflected by 6%
more cattle on the market and is already
being reflected by the downtrend in cattle
prices.

It is a strange thing but when cattle prices
go up the rancher retains his females to
meet the future demand so he can hopefully
make more return on his investment. During
this period of time the replacement females
are not golng to slaughter and as a result
the price tends to rise higher than would
normally be Iindicated. Conversely when
prices are down he tends to sell more of
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his replacement females and poor producers
and, as a result, tends to depress the price
faster than what is normal. Currently we are
probably at about a turning point and the
rancher in the years ahead is looking to
tightening up his belt and looking for tough
times and yet at this time price restraints
are being considered for raw agricultural
commodities. Not only that he spends an
enormous amount of money only to be har-
vested one day and if that one day doesn’t
come in due to a hail storm or disease and
with the new virus and abortions he just
isn't able to pay those bills and it is for this
reason we will be violently opposed to any
price restraints on raw agricultural com-
modities.
Yours very truly,
Geo. T, “Skrr” DUEMELAND.

To: House of Representatives.

Livestock and Grains Subcommittee of the
House Committee on Agriculture, Washing-
ton, D.C.—For Hearing on the Structure and
Present Level of Beef Prices—April 10, 11,
1972.

Statement of Jewel E. Roningen, President
and General Manager Union Stockyards Com-
pany of Fargo, West Fargo, North Dakota
58078.

There is nothing inflationary about £38
cattle or $25 hogs on the hoof. In my reason-
ing such a price means that the American
livestock producers have finally realized an
opportunity to earn a reasonable profit.

It is my sincere view that ranchers and
farmers should keep control of agriculture—
Price restraints on raw agriculture products
would be a grave mistake. Livestock pro-
ducers in the past 20 years have not realized
excessive profits in any one year. Take a look
at, for example, several yearly averages for
beef prices during the period: 1951 £35.45,
1952 $24.30, 1953 $16.30, 1956 £14.90, 1957
$17.20, and not getting above $22.60 for the
entire decade of 1858-1968, (dropping to as
low as $18.10 in 1964). Since this time beef
has moved up gradually to $31.62 in 1971
and up to around $35-$38 in February 1972,
So overall the average is still pretty low.
(Source National Livestock and Meat Board,
Volume V, No. 5, March 13, 1972).

It looks like beef producers are lagging
behind about 20 years from the rest of the
economy. The 1952 figures that I read indi-
cate that in the United States a worker spent
23 percent of his income for food. In 1971 he
spent 16 to 17 percent.

We note that in the past 20 years wages
have increased around 2.3 times when money
for wage supplements and fringe benefits
have increased 7 times; when dividends in-
creased 3 times; and when farm prices were
going up a big 6%.

If consumers are to be assured an adequate
beef or red meat supply, then the consumer
needs to be educated to the fact that there
is a satisfactory reasonable plateau of
prices he will be paying if he is going to
enjoy his good steaks.

Reasonable cannot be defined as a price
which we used to pay 5 to 10 or 20 years ago,
but prices which fit today's scene.

It should be mentioned also that all the
headlines over the recent prices leap is not
today, April 6, 1872. Today beef prices are
lower that a month and a half ago; so are
wholesale beef and pork prices, The index
of prices received by North Dakota farmers
for all farm products was down 2 points from
the previous month. (March 15, 1872)
(North Dakota Crop and Livestock Report-
ing Service April 3, 1972.)

Look at it another way—why is it we do
not see headlines about sky-rocketing prices
that have been clocked up during the past
20 years—on cars—machinery—vacations—
houses—hospital care, or for that matter,
& page of advertising in a newspaper and
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finally are many of these workers getting
like today's cattle producers, only 11.3%
more for their work time and labor than they
did 20 years ago.

In North Dakota feeding cattle for
slaughter grade has decreased considerably.
The record received from the North Dakota
crop and Livestock Reporting Service in
Fargo on the number of fed cattle marketed
per year from 1960 through 1871 is:

CATTLE MARKETED NORTH DAKOTA

Year: Head

1960—no figure or estimate by
Crop and Livestock Reporting
Service.

It is true, however, that more cattle were
fed for slaughter in the United States in
1971 than in 1960. If this beef product
which has doubled in consumption in the
United States in the past 20 years under an
uncontrolled system is to continue to pro-
vide the beef that the American housewife
wants, slapping restrictive controls on the
price of the product is a certain way to dry
up the source of supply real quick., What
needs to be done is let the American con-
sumer know what really makes beef prices
go up. (Charges for transportation, as-
sembly, distribution, and packaging.)

Why should the beef producer be blamed
for a natural economic consequence of de-
mand exceeding supply? The American
rancher and farmer are not the parties
which should be blamed for increased costs
of living.

To be fair the writer is of the opinion
that those who have helped cause the infla-
tion bulge in food prices should be set forth,
(for example, the costs added to beef be-
tween the feedlot and the consumer).

J. E. RONINGEN,
President & General Manager,
Union Stockyards Co. of Fargo.

Mr. ABOUREZK, I thank the gentle-
man from North Dakota.

I yield to the gentleman from Montana
(Mr. MELCHER) .

Mr. MELCHER. Mr, Speaker, I want to
commend my colleague from South
Dakota for taking this special order to-
day so the House may better understand
what is—and what is not—involved in
all of this furor over meat prices, and in
particular, beef prices.

This is a subject being explored by the
House Livestock and Grains Subcommit-
tee on which I serve, and by the Price
Commission. And a New York City grand
jury is investigating to see whether orga-
nized crime is getting a piece of the ac-
tion, thus forcing up beef prices.

Earlier today I made a statement on
the House floor concerning the possi-
bility of racketeering in east coast beef
prices and inserted in the REcorp copies
of newspaper articles by Lacey Fosburgh,
of the New York Times, and William
Procktor, of the New York Daily News,
which discuss the grand jury investiga-
tion in Manhattan of a possible con-
spiracy between organized crime and
other groups to skim illegal profits from
meats, forcing consumers to pay high
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prices. Congress and Federal investiga-
tive agencies need to look into other
areas in the United States to see whether
there are indications that price gouging
from racketeering is being forced on the
public.

Then, on another side of the coin, is
the question of tightening up our inspec-
tion of foreign meat imports because
there has been a clamor to help meat
consumers by increasing these imports.

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that to increase
meat imports amounts to a cruel, dirty
joke.

It is cruel because imported meat is
not cheap. The prices generally run
wholesale from 63 cents to more than $1
per pound, and this translates into even
higher amounts over the retail counter.

It is dirty because the inspection for
sanitation and wholesomeness of the im-
ported meat is haphazard and incom-
plete.

It is a joke because the restrictions on
meat imports are like a sieve. Last year
there was 1.8 billion pounds of meat im-
ported into this country.

The imported meat prices are high and
Yyou cannot be certain that these imports
are wholesome, sanitary, and have no
harmful chemical residues. This was fully
documented by a GAO report released in
February which I discussed at length be-
fore the House.

I testified before the Price Commission
on April 12, Mr, Speaker, and I submit
that statement at this time because it
provides more facts on meat prices in
general and foreign imported meats in
particular.

The picture is a many-sided one, to be
sure, and we cannot leave any stone un-
turned in our efforts to provide the pro-
ducing and consuming public with the
complete answers,

The statement follows:

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN MELCHER,
OF MONTANA, BEFORE THE PRICE COMMISSION
HEARING ON MEAT PRICES
The failure to include on this Commission

8 representative from agriculture now dram-
atlzes the shortcomings and the limitations
of the effectiveness of this Commission. Many
of us who voted in Congress for the authoriz-
ing legislation granting the power of the
President to set up this panel to help in the
fight to control inflation were extremely dis-
appointed at the time of the President’s
appointment of the Price Commission mem-
bers that our most basic industry, agricul-
ture, was completely forgotten and ignored.
The chickens are coming home to roost now
as 1s evidenced by the controversy over beef
prices and the confiicting statements of
administration officials resulting in calling
of hearings by this Commission to look into
the matter.

I have come here today to offer testimony
as one who has some knowledge of agricul-
ture in general and livestock in particular and
8s one who also shares the concern of Amer-
ican agriculture that consumers get a fair
and honest deal and are made cognizant of
the facts of costs with resulting prices for the
food that they purchase In their grocery
stores,

The format of your hearing allows me only
five minutes to testify with the invitation to
leave as much additional printed matter as I
choose. I hope that the additional material
that I leave for your reading later will draw
your attention. I shall, of course, abide by
this limited gag rule of five minutes, under-
standing that you do have a vast number of
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people to near representing a great array of
interests and viewpoints.

Actually I would strongly suggest that the
Commission be enlarged to give agriculture
proper representation and the panel the bal=
ance it needs.

But in the meantime your disadvantage of
not having this agricultural repersentation
must be overcome if fairness is to be your
guiding doctrine by listening closely to those
who do appear before you representing agri-
cultural producers. I say this, Mr. Chairman,
because that is where the food starts—
whether it is milk, meats, cereals, fruits or
vegetables—it starts from the hands and toil
of the producers on the land.

There are some people in this country, how-
ever, who are turning their eyes toward other
lands to provide meat for the American table.
But the clamor to help meat consumers by in-
creasing meat imports is a cruel, dirty joke,

It's cruel because Imported meat 1s not
cheap. The prices generally run wholesale
from 63 cents to more than one dollar per
pound,

It's dirty because the inspection for sanita-
tion and wholesomeness of the imported
meat is haphazard and incomplete.

It’s a Jjoke because the restrictions on
meat Ilmports are like a sieve. Last year
there was 1.8 billion pounds of meat im-
ported into this country. This includes 1.1
billion pounds of low-grade manufacturing
meat under quota which has been suspended
for three years in a row. Last year's volun-
tary restraint level in fresh, frozen or chilled
beef and mutton was not fully used. The
other 700 million pounds of canned or
cooked meats come in with no restrictions
and were limited only by the willingness of
American buyers to pay the price.

In any of these cases, however, the price
is high. Here are some examples, on whole-
sale price basis.

The 1970 average of frozen, cooked beef
and veal Imports from Argentina was 67
cents per pound. It had risen to 89 cents In
1971 and was 98 cents this January.

Shoulder clods, canners and cutters, were
671 cents on August 12, 1971, 72 cents last
February 24, and 73 cents on March 20.

Imported cow meat, 90 percent, was 6034
cents on August 12, 1971, 64 cents on Febru-
ary 24 and 66-661; cents on March 20.

These price quotations, Mr. Chalrman,
came from the Customs Bureau, the Nation-
al Provisioner, and USDA Market News.

The picture is discouraging, to say the
least, when you combine the fact that con-
sumers cannot be certain that these imports
are wholesome, sanitary and have no harm-
ful chemical residues with the other fact
that their cost exceeds much of the domestic
product of known quality and wholesome-
ness.

I must ask you: how could an Increase in
meat imports—and red meat quotas recently
were raised 10 per cent over last year's im-
ports—be any answer to the price problem?

Speaking as both a veterinarian and a
member of Congress, Mr. Chairman, I must
say that the inadequacy of the inspection
system for imported meats was dramatically
underscored by a comprehensive report from
the General Accounting Office released in
February.

The Agriculture Department, when it
comes to the inspection of imported meats
for wholesomeness and sanitation, has falled
to keep its own house in order. The 1967
Wholesome Meat Act specifically directs the
Department to extend to imported meat
products the same high standard of inspec-
tion that it is responsible for in relation to
meat products in this country. The GAO
report, citing in-depth studies of 80 of the
900 plus foreign meat packing plants that
are approved to process meat for sale in this
country, reveals the high percentage of for-
elgn meat packing plants that cannot meet
sanitation standards required by our law

13543

and yet are busily engaged in processing
and selling their unsatisfactory meat prod-
ucts in this country.

Remember the prices I mentioned earlier
about Imported Argentine beef and veal?

Well, there were 10 Argentine plants re-
viewed In the GAO report and this is a coun=-
try from which we imported 88 million
pounds of beef in 1971. Only cooked meat
either wrapped or canned is allowed to be
Imported from countries where there is hoof
and mouth disease such as Argentina. None
of the 10 plants reviewed were delisted al-
though 9 of them showed some deficlencles.
While Argentine inspectors at one of these
plants condemned large numbers of organs
because of tuberculosis, few carcasses of the
animals with diseased organs were con-
demned. The meat of tubercular animals
was thus being processed.

This same GAO report showed that we
admitted 11 million pounds of meat last
year from just 7 Australian plants which
were found to be unfit to ship to the United
States after the determination of unfitness
had been made.

I know that many times this amount was
admitted from such substandard plants
abroad before they were delisted or cleaned
up because the review staff is just too small
to get around but about once a year. Other
figures show that more pesticide residues,
on a percentage basis, have been found in
samples of imported meats than in domestic
meats.

And, if you wonder what conditions were In
the delisted plants in Australia, judge for
yourself by what the GAO had to say about
the one allowed to continue in operation.

The GAO tells us:

“The (U.S.) Consumer and Marketing Serv-
ice forelgn programs officer reported that the
(Australian) inpectors at this plant:

“—did not require that grossly contam-
inated carcasses be trimmed before going
to the coolers or boning rooms.

“—did not require that carcasses be dressed
in a sanitary manner.

“—in performing examinations on beef
heads, passed heads even though there were
big balls of ingesta in the mouths.

“—falled to detect a diseased head which
should have been condemned and should
have served as the basis for a more complete
inspection of the carcass. When the foreign
programs officer pointed out the condition to
the Australlan inspection officlals, the car-
cass was inspected further and the car-
cass and parts were condemned.

“The foreign programs officer reported also
that the preoperative sanitation inspection
of the plant showed that almost all equip-
ment looked at was dirty and that the filth
on some equipment was obviously of many
days duration. He stated that the Australian
ins; ted some of the same equip-
ment but took no action to have the equip-
ment cleaned before operations started. The
foreign programs officer reported further that
he found slaughtering operations in process
about 1 hour after the preoperative inspec-
tion, that he rechecked some of the equip=-
ment and found it to be still dirty and that
the Australlan inspector permitted the
slaughtering operations to continue,

“Desplite the above-cited deficiencies, and
the fact that no action was taken at the
time of the review, C&MS gave Australian
inspection officials the option of correcting
the deficiences or delisting the plants. C&MS
officials told us they did not require the
plant to be delisted because the deficiencies
pertained mainly to Improper inspection by
Australian inspectors and could be readily
corrected.

“A C&MS forelgn programs officer's review
of the plant about 214 months later, in
July, 1870, showed that deficlencies still
existed. The plant was delisted at that time,
and as of November, 1972, it had not been
recertified for exporting to the United States.
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Until it was delisted, the plant remained
eligible to export meat products to the
United States even though it was not In
compliance with U. S. requirements.

“C&MS records relating to plants in Aus-
tralia showed that C&MS had not always re-
quired inspection officials to correct promptly
certain deficlencies in the Australian inspec-
tion system or in approved plants . . ."”

As you wrestle with these problems, Mr.
Chairman, you must take these things into
consideration and you also must remember
that it is not the farmers and ranchers who
are causing inflation. To the contrary, they
are the goats of inflatlon which has not
been controlled.

And, as I told the House Livestock and
Grains Subcommittee on Monday, an ex-
planation is needed for the hodge-podge of
prices on retall beef cuts which rise sharply
as the bheef moves to the populous Eastern
seaboard from meat producing areas of the
nation. These differences cannot be explained
by freight costs, labor costs, big city distri-
bution costs or high farm prices. At this
point, I include in my remarks the testimony
which I delivered before that Subcommittee
to back up and support this brief digest.

Thank you.

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Montana.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, much has
been said here in Congress, by the ad-
ministration and in the news media re-
garding the high cost of providing three
square meals a day for one’s family. In
fact, in many cases the three squares
have dwindled to two and the size and
quality dropped even more so.

I am not going to stand here and
argue for or against the farmer or for
or against the consumer. Each has a
valid position. But I am going to state
uncategorically that food prices are
much too high for a time when strict
controls are placed on the wage earners’
income.

If we are going to have wage and price
controls then all segments of the econ-
omy must be controlled. Most of my con-
stituents have seen their salary increases
held to 5 or 6 percent, while their rents
have gone up 20 or 30 percent or more.
They have seen their phone bill go up 29
percent. They have seen their utilities go
up and their taxes go up. On top of all
this, they have had to pay the highest
prices for meat and many other food
products in recent years.

These are the facts. When you are try-
ing to stretch a small paycheck or pen-
sion payment, it is no consolation to know
that according to statistics, consumers
are paying less than 16 cents for food
out of each take-home dollar, compared
with 23 cents 20 years ago.

The course of action, as I see it, is to
control the margin of profit of those who
process and distribute food and eliminate
all controls affecting raw agricultural
products. I must exempt the farmer from
controls, because his income is 25 per-
cent less than nonfarm workers and he
is only just now making a recovery from
the relatively low farm prices of recent
years.

However, the meat packers, the food
processers, the food distributors and the
retail supermarkets have all been in for
their share of the consumer dollar—a
share that has increased as the farmers’
share has decreased.

Moreover, there appears to be evidence
that supermarkets are practicing price
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discrimination against the big cities in
the Northeast. The wholesale price of beef
in Chicago is the same as it is in New
York with the exception of a 1-cent per
pound freight charge. Yet the New York-
er pays an average of 40 percent more for
his beef than does his fellow Chicagoan.

The inequities are evident. The facts
have been there for some time, but the
administration has failed to act. I would
like to suggest today that this Nation
take four steps to rectify the imbalance
in our food pricing system.

First, the Congress should eliminate
all crop subsidies which cost the Amer-
ican taxpayer approximately $5 billion
a year. It is this and other price rigging
systems—which should also be elim-
nated—that keep the price of food so
high.

To carry out our public policy of pro-
viding the farmer a decent return for
his labors, part of the $5 billion saved
can be applied to income supports paid
directly to the farmers to make up for
losses in income as a result of lower prices
for agricultural products.

Unlike the subsidy program, we would
be paying a farmer to work. As far as
I am concerned, there is no difference be-
tween paying a person on welfare who
could be out working and paying a
farmer who could be out growing crops.

Any excess food that might be grown
as a result of this policy could be distrib-
uted to the poor nations of the world
or the poor people right here in this
country.

The cost of transportation will in no
way match the cost of the subsidy pro-
gram as it is today.

Second, the President should suspend
all meat import quotas and all negotia-
tions with foreign suppliers on the quan-
tity of meat entering the country. Con-
gress should at the same time move to
repeal the Meat Import Quota Act of
1964. This would help provide meat in the
quantities needed to feed America and
at the prices people can afford. At the
same time all other agricultural quotas
and restrictions should be eliminated.

Third, the Price Commission should
immediately institute price controls over
the processors, distributors and retailers
of food products. There is no difference
between a manufacturing firm engaged
in producing food products and a firm
engaged in making vacuum cleaners—
both should be controlled.

Fourth, with the elimination of arbi-
trary controls on the supply and demand
for farm products the prices for raw ag-
ricultural goods should be allowed to find
their own lower levels in the market
place. This is truly the American way of
free enterprise.

If these steps are taken, the cost of a
bag of groceries will return to more re-
alistic levels. Families will once again be
able to enjoy good cuts of meat and
three solid meals a day. The farmer will
be assured a living wage for a good day’s
work. And numerous bureaucrats will be
off finding new jobs since controls on
agricultural products will be no more.

The net result is a savings to the tax-
payer, a savings to the consumer and an
improved way of life for the farmer. It
just might prevent the day when people
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will rent a piece of cooked steak just to
give their children an idea what it smells
and looks like.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleagues in the urban-rural
forum for inviting me to join in this
Special Order.

I would like to bring certain facts to
the attention of the House regarding the
increase in food costs.

It is a fact that consumers this year
will pay less than 16 cents for food out
of each dollar of take-home pay, com-
pared with 23 cents 20 years ago. This is
much less than almost any other coun-
try on earth. Quite frankly, if food costs
had gone up in proportion to take-home
pay during the last 20 years, consumers
would pay an average of $286 more per
person for food this year.

Wages to workers in other industries
have more than doubled in the past 20
years, and the cost of most everything a
consumer buys has more than doubled
during the same period. The beef pro-
ducers' costs have risen nearly 100 per-
cent in 20 years, but the structure of live
cattle prices remains essentially the
same,

The fact is, Mr. Speaker, that every-
one connected with retail beef is collect-
ing a higher portion of the consumer’s
dollar except the man who raises the
beef.

The American farmer is the most effi-
cient food producer in the world. One
farmer produces enough food and fiber
for nearly 50 persons. In spite of this
efficiency, the farmer still receives a
smaller reward for his investment and
his labors than any other segment of
American business. For example, farm
assets in this Nation total $307 billion,
almost two-thirds the value of all U.S.
corporations. The average farmer has an
investment of more than $150,000, but
he shows a net cash return of much less
than the average laborer. Few other in-
dustries today would remain in business
with that kind of profit picture.

For 1-hour’s labor, 1.7 pounds of beef
could be purchased in 1951. For that
same hour’s labor in 1972, 3.3 pounds of
beef can be purchased. In 1951, U.S. com~
mercial beef production was 8,549 mil-
lion pounds. In 1971, producers had in-
creased production to 21,690 million
pounds. Expressed in per capita con-
sumption, we were eating only 56.1
pounds of beef per person in 1951, while
in 1971, we ate 114 pounds per person.
This increase in per capita consumption
came about because the domestic beef
cattle industry continually wants to
satisfy the consumers of the United
States who have displayed a strong pref-
erence for beef.

Mr. Speaker, these facts must be re-
layed to the American consumer. One
cattle rancher stated recently that he
has “no more control over what I get for
my cattle when I sell it than the house-
wife does when she pays for it.”

Mr. Speaker, one of my constituents,
Mr. Dick Coon, of the Bar U Ranch
Co. in Washtucna, Wash., has invited
all those who doubt the role of the
farmer-rancher in the rising cost of food
to visit his ranch. He has offered these
visitors complete access to his record so
that he might show them in facts and
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figures how a ranch with approximately
400 head of cattle is run, what its profit
and loss figures are, and so forth. The
text of Mr. Coon’s letter, written to a
New England Congressman, is as follows:
WasHTUCNA, WASH., March 27, 1972.

DeAR REPRESENTATIVE: I read in Saturday's
Spokane, Washington's Spokesman-Review a
report that you had suggested a limited na-
tlon-wide boycott of meat as a protest against
rising prices.

Bupposedly, in a letter to your constituents,
the suggestion was made to establish two
meatless days each week and form the nu-
cleus of a nation-wide boycott of meat
products.

As a cattleman and meat producer, I was
initially quite disturbed that such drastic
action could be advocated which could have
such a severe impact on my livelihood.

Further analysis, as well as the fact that
I was born and raised in your neighboring
state of Massachusetts, impressed me that
you could not be acquainted with all the
facts and/or figures that affect my business;
that the plight and circumstances of the
beef producer are not fully known to you.

With this in mind, I would like to extend
an invitation to you for a visit to our ranch
here in Washington State. I would be happy
to show you the records of the ranch, our
dollar return on our investment, the risks
involved, as well as any other information
you might request.

Since we depend on the cow and calf as our
sole source of income—we have no other
crop—and, therefore, the price per pound
for what we sell represents our only basis for
return, the picture would remain unclouded
by outside factors.

We are a family corporation with a herd of
400 cows approximately. I would imagine
that you would find such a visit informative,
educational and enlightening.

Sincerely yours,
Dice Coon,
Secretary, Bar U Ranch Co.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I am
glad to have this opportunity to join my
colleagues today in this discussion of ris-
ing food prices. This is a complaint which
we ‘hear repeatedly. It is a complaint
which must not be ignored. And, I be-
lieve, that it is a complaint for which
simplistic answers are neither accurate,
adequate nor proper.

Most recently the fault for rising food
prices has been laid at the gates of the
farmers. Then when that allegation
proved less than correct, the guilt was
placed on the shoulders of the middle-
men—the processors, the food brokers,
the grocery store operators. Now that the
middlemen have risen in defense of
themselves, a deeper search for answers
has gotten underway.

I would not presume to say that I have
all the answers. But, I would like to dis-
cuss some statistics which may point to
the reasons for the increases in food
costs. It may be useful here to point out
that while the consumer paid 23 cents of
each of his dollars for food 20 years ago,
he paid only 16 cents of each dollar for
food in 1971.

Between 1951 and 1971 the prices paid
to farmers for food products rose 6 per-
cent. The wholesale food prices went up
20 percent and the retail prices rose 43
percent. During that same period the Na-
tion’s wage levels increased an average
of more than 6 percent each year, for a
total increase of 130 percent.

At the farm end of this food marketing
chain, the cost to the producer of all the
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products he purchases has risen nearly
50 percent. The farmers production costs
have nearly doubled. In that same peri-
od, the farmer has increased his produc-
tivity per man-hour of work by 330 per-
cent. This compares with an increase in
the industrial man-hour productivity of
only 160 percent.

It would seem reasonable, in view of
these statistics, to say that while the
farmer has goften more money for his
products, his profit level has not in-
creased comparably.

Now, let us take a brief look at the so-
called middlemen. I have said that their
food prices rose 20 and 43 percent respec-
tively. Is this all cost-free profit? I think
not. Between the farm fields and grazing
lands and the family table, there are a
number of cost-producing operations
carried out.

These include transportation, process-
ing, distribution, and sales promotion.
Labor and equipment is required for each
operation. And, further down the chain
of our complex way of living, other men
and machines are needed for producing
the materials and services used in the
iood production and distribution indus-

Iy.

It is fair and just that the demand of
nonfarm management and labor for an
equitable share of the Nation’s afluence
be satisfied.

By the same token though, it is, I be-
lieve, unconscionable for the farm fam-
ily to be denied its proper place in the
Nation's financial system. This group of
Americans is dedicated to helping clothe
and feed the Nation. Their contribution
to our society is of such a magnitude that
I cannot believe the farm family’s place
is at the bottom of the economic ladder.
They should not be forced to bear the
whole burden in national efforts to keep
down food costs to the consumers.

Instead of criticism, the American
farmer deserves the gratitude of every
consumer for providing to our Nation the
best standard of living at the cheapest
possible cost.

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to join in this urban-rural forum recog-
nition and wish to associate myself with
those members of the House who sought
to examine the common interests of our
cities, small towns, farms and ranches.
History has taught us that when class
is set against class, it is the nation that
loses, but that when we work together,
great achievements are possible.

There is no need for me to explain the
need for understanding. Certainly it be-
labors the obvious if I were to express
concern over those people of limited vi-
sion who look at problems from a narrow
perspective. I do want to take time, how-
ever, to be very specific about an exam-
ple of urban-rural cooperation reported
to me just yesterday, when more than a
dozen leaders of south Texas called on
me.

Their purpose in coming to Washing-
ton was for the national conference of
rural electrification co-ops. I am proud to
say that they told me they knew that I
understood and supported the REA pro-
gram so they did not feel they had to edu-
cate me. But they informed me of a new
effort which six south Texas REA co-ops
made just last week, They held a meet-
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ing in Houston, in a big hotel ballroom, to
report to those REA members who live
in that bustling urban area and who were
new to REA. The co-op leaders, in other
words, proposed to report to members
who were served by REA power lines and
paid REA bills, but had little personal
experience with their fellow members.

The attendance was almost 2,000. The
crowd was three times what had been
expected. There were no big-name speak-
ers to draw a crowd, no banquet, simply
a report to the memberships of those co-
ops. I want to salute the managers and
directors who planned the meeting, but
I also want to salute those members in-
terested enough to attend. I think this is
a fine example of the feeling across this
country—a feeling that had been slow
to develop, but now is mounting in
strength and importance—that urban-
rural cooperation can help all of us.

REA does serve urban and rural resi-
dents. So do other programs. I also wel-
come the mounting recognition that
programs do not have to range across
geographical lines to spread wide bene-
fits. If life on a farm or a small town is
rewarding enough to hold residents there
and bring their sons and daughters back
home, some city has fewer people to
crowd its streets, its schools and too
often its unemployment relief lines. The
folks on the farms benefit when the cities
prosper, too, so that urban families can
buy the food and fiber produced on the
land.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that urban-rural
cooperation is absolutely essential if we
are to continue to have the land of the
free and the home of the brave.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin., Mr.
Speaker, as a Member of the House rep=
resenting a mixed rural and urban dis-
triet in America’s Dairyland, and a mem-
ber of the urban rural forum, I think it
is valuable to discuss at length the prob-
lems faced by both the American farmer
and the consumers. There seems to be
many misconceptions concerning who is
responsible. The farmer appears to be
bearing the brunt of this attack. This is
not fair and I fear that many problems
faced by farmers are overlooked by those
who are critical of farm programs and
farmers.

Consumer food prices have been re-
ceiving a great deal of attention recent-
ly. Secretary of Agriculture Earl Butz
has been criticized by C. Jackson Gray-
son, chairman of the President’s Price
Commission, for his encouragement of
high food prices. And a large grocery
chain, Giant Foods, has discouraged its
customers from buying meat because of
its cost.

Overlooked in this controversy, how-
ever, is a disquieting fact: the family
farmer is gaining nothing from the in-
creased prices found at the grocery store.

A report released by the U.S, Depart-
ment of Agriculture—DOA—indicates
the difficult economic position of the av-
erage farmer today. DOA figures show
that while wholesale food prices went up
20 percent and retail food prices rose 43
percent in the past 20 years, prices re-
ceived by farmers increased only 6 per-
cent. During this same period, the
farmer’s share of the food dollars has
dropped from 49 cents to 38 cents.
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Although farm income has risen
slightly in those 20 years, total produc-
tion costs have nearly doubled, wages
for hired help have increased 2.3 times,
property taxes per acre have nearly
quadrupled, and farm debt has grown
five times larger.

Before we blame farmers for increased
food costs we should first ponder these
statistics. While a number of people have
pointed out that the skyrocketing price
of food is the result of the middlemen—
the processors and wholesalers—few peo-
ple are genuinely aware of that fact.

Meanwhile, the only way farmers sur-
vive the ever-spiraling production costs is
to increase productivity and efficiency.
Their success in doing this has been out-
standing.

Output per man-hour on farms since
1952 has increased twice as rapidly as in
industry. Production has increased three-
fold while the number of farms has de-
creased from 5.4 million to less than 2.9
million and the number of farmers has
gone from 9.5 million to 4.4 million.

And despite seemingly high food costs,
people today spend only 16 percent of
their take-home pay for food. Twenty
years ago, 23 percent of their paycheck
went for groceries.

Further evidence of the key role Amer-
ican farmers play in our Nation’s eco-
nomic picture is seen in their contribu-
tion to the United States strong com-
petitive position in the world market-
place. A record $7.8 billion in farm prod-
ucts were sold overseas last year, and
more than $300 million worth of com-
modities were made available free to
foreign countries to upgrade diets and
provide disaster relief.

Farmers, then, need apologize to no
one for high food prices. In fact, we con-
sumers should count ourselves fortunate
that farmers have made dramatic in-
creases in productivity while earning an
average disposable income that is only
three-fourths that of nonfarmers.

Any boycott of farm products would
be highly regrettable. Those who would
be hurt most are the family farmers; and
if that happens all of America will be
hurt. We should seek further means of
helping farmers—instead of making it
yet more difficult for them to earn a liv-
ing wage.

Mr, SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, food
prices are increasing at a rapidly alarm-
ing rate. We only need venture into our
local supermarket each week and note
the small, but steady increase in the
price of all goods. The problem has
reached such proportions that American
housewives, farmers, and food processors
and distributors are keenly aware of this
important issue, that the Price Commis-
sion is holding hearings or food prices,
and the administration has called in
numerous individuals in an attempt to
hold the line on food prices.

During this heated and ofttimes con-
troversial debate, the farmer has come in
for much undeserved criticism. While
maintaining high levels of production
and efficiency, he has received a consist-
ently smaller percentage of the American
food dollar. Recently, in a letter to Presi-
dent Nixon, cosigned by 21 of my col-
leagues in the House, I noted this dra-
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matic statistic—from 49 cents in 1952, to
38 cents in 1971. Clearly, the increases in
food prices must be coming from other
sources. The farmer is not to blame.

The farmer seldom realizes any of the
price increases that the consumer faces
daily. Beef prices, for example, finally
reached in March levels of almost 20
yvears ago. Yet many consumers are led
to believe that rising beef prices are to be
laid at the farmers doorstep. Grain prices
have not reached levels commensurate
with demand, although consumers con-
tinue to pay increasingly higher prices
for bread, cereals, and other grain foods.

It seems we are faced with a problem
which affects many millions of Ameri-
cans. The Price Commission hearings will
undoubtedly show that the farmer and
consumer are often at the mercy of the
fomc%sor, shipper, jobber and distribu-

s

In our discussion we must focus on the
unmistakable truth—the consumer is
paying more and more, while the farmer
is receiving less and less. Only in this
light can we begin to address ourselves to
the necessary solutions. We must also
recognize that we are dealing with a
problem that directly affects every
American—the price of our most basic
necessity.

I urge my colleagues to support the
consumer and the farmer in this difficult
problem. By doing so we will be serving
the interest of all Americans.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, I want to commend the Urban-
Rural Forum for requesting this time to
afford the opportunity of the Members of
this body to express their views on the
matter of increasing food prices, which
has, of course, been the focal point of
major national concern.

Let me tell my urban friends in the
Congress that this concern is shared by
those of us in rural America, for we, too,
must go to the supermarket to purchase
food necessary to sustain life. The con-
cern over the cost of food is magnified
even more in rural America when we
know that the increase in cost is not re-
flected in a direct relationship to the
price the farmer is receiving for his com-~
modity.

I think a case in point is the recent
controversy over the price of beef. On
March 28 of this year, I discussed this
subject on the floor outlining the situa-
tion as it actually was. Let me, if I may,
reiterate some of the points which I
raised.

On August 13, 1971, the President im-
posed the economic freeze. That date,
choice beef carcasses at Omaha were
selling for $54 per hundred pounds. On
March 24, 1972, choice beef carcasses at
Omaha brought $53.25, below the
August 13, 1971, figure, and probably
more important, below what beef car-
casses were 20 years ago.

I wonder if my colleagues realize that
during the past 20 years, Government
employees salaries have increased 430
percent, wages for off-farm labor have
gone up 340 percent, and business and
professional income has increased 200
percent. Yet, during that same period,
the 70 major farm commodities have in-
creased in price by only 7 percent. We
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have seen editorial cartoons in a Wash-
ington newspaper indicating the con-
sumer is being forced to pay outrageous
prices for beef and that the farmer
should get less for his product. I would
like to point out that 20 years ago, the
Sunday edition of this newspaper was
selling for 10 cents. Today it costs the
consumer 40 cents, an increase of 400
percent.

Mr. Speaker, the publicity which
floated around concerning the price of
beef was of great concern to me, not only
because of its lack of honesty, but also
the fact that it could cause some of our
urban colleagues to question future farm
legislation presented before the Congress.
Yo do not have to be a mathematician to
realize that without some of the votes
of our urban members it would be im-
possible to pass some of the farm bills.

Let me say that the cost of food in this
country is a bargain. The latest statistics
indicate that an American family spends
about 16.5 percent of disposable income
for food. The nations of Western Europe,
meanwhile, probably pay 20 to 25 per-
cent; the Soviet Union ahout 50 percent,
and in Asia they pay as much as 75 to 80
percent of all they make for having a
very meager diet.

Those of us from rural America realize
that we do have a stake in the cities as
customers, but I would like to say that the
cities also have a big stake in us as their
prime customers. There is no question
but that consumers stand to lose the most
if agriculture would be allowed to sink
into a depression. In this country, the
national economy starts with an agricul-
tural base—a sound, vigorous agricul-
tural industry interrelates with the auto-
motive, fuel, chemical and other in-
dustries that supply and service farmers.
City workers have a vested interest in
agricultural progress. In a direct sense,
the steelworker in Pittsburgh and the
automotive manufacturer in Detroit are
partners in the agricultural effort. If the
farmers of America can be well off so,
too, will these major industries of Amer-
ica be well off.

Our farmers are in a cost-price
squeeze. Farmers get only about one-
third as much return on their investment
as the average businessman—and these
flgures are based on the good yields of
last year. Farmers know that farm
machinery has more than doubled in
price and real estate taxes per acre are
almost four times higher than they were
20 years ago. The farmers economic dis-
advantage lies in not being able to set
the price of his products, passing along
these cost hikes like other economic
groups do.

In closing, I call upon all members of
the Congress to take the time to review
the economic condition of those who are
growing the food so vital to the welfare
of not only this great country, but to the
peoples of other countries throughout the
world. I think that you will agree that
the farmer is doing his job very well and
deserves just compensation. I sincerely
hope that this discussion today will help
achieve this goal and I again commend
the Uban-Rural Forum for taking the
initiative to arrange for it.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the subject of
my special order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from South Dakota?

There was no objection.

DOMESTIC INDUSTRIES DAMAGED
BY FOREIGN IMPORTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr, Gaypos)
is recognized for 60 minutes,

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr, Speaker, on past
occasions I have taken special orders to
discuss the damage foreign imports have
done to domestic industries. I have di-
rected my remarks primarily to steel, be-
cause I represent one of the greatest
steelmaking districts in the Nation. How-
ever, steel is not alone when it comes to
being threatened by foreign import
domination. Others have been hit and hit
hard; the shoe, textile, and electronic in-
dustries for example. As Congressmen,
I believe we have an obligation to keep
abreast of what is happening in indus-
tries other than those which directly
concern us. If we do not hang together
and solidly support those industries
which need help, the industries and
later ourselves will hang separately.

Several weeks ago I called attention to
the many “American” companies which
now have their products manufactured
abroad but continue to sell it here under
the brandname the American buying
public has come fo know and trust.

Today, I am going to discuss that par-
ticular aspect of the import problem
again, concentrating on its relation to
the domestic manufacture of electronic
calculators and portable typewriters. The
fact is, we do little or no manufacturing
in those fields today compared to what
we once did. Foreign manufacturers have
reaped the harvest from seeds we
planted.

These industries have sustained heavy
financial and employment losses at the
hands of foreign competitors who take
advantage of America’s generosity, tech-
nology, and antiquated trade laws. Those
of my colleagues who represent districts
where these industries once thrived know
what I am talking out; those who do not
are in for some eye-opening statistics.

The information which I am about to
present was provided my office through
the courtesy and cooperation of Mr.
Gerard F. Stoddard, director of cor-
porate communications for the SCM
Corp. in New York City. I thank Mr.
Stoddard for the time and effort he and
his associates spent in compiling this
material. I think it will prove enlighten-
ing to all of us.

I will insert into the Recorp at the
close of my remarks a statement by SCM
in support of administrative and legis-
lative action to redress unfair advantages
which have resulted in a Japanese elec-
tronie desktop calculator displacing a
major manufacturing industry in the
United States.
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I will also insert supporting material,
including an SCM news release describ-
ing the drastic steps the firm was forced
to take to reduce its investment in the
calculator field, a letter to former Secre-
tary of Commerce Stans depicting the
situation faced by the typewriter indus-
try, a history of the takeover of that
industry by foreign competitors and
various clippings pertinent to the over-
all subject.

Just as SCM declares in a memoran-
dum dated November 11, 1971, the story
of the Japanese electronic calculator in
the U.S. market is a classic example of
how a foreign manufacturer’s cartel can
take unfair advantage of low labor costs
and unintended U.S. tariff concessions
while, at the same time, strongly pro-
tect their own home markets against un-
wanted competition.

Electronic calculators are a relatively
new item in office equipment. They were
invented in the United States and first
marketed here just 7 years ago. As late
as 1967, only 15,000 of the 190,000 cal-
culators sold in the United States were
electronic, the others being of the old
rotary type. In 3 years, however, 70 per-
cent or 350,000 of 490,000 calculators
sold here were of the electronic type.

The takeover of that market by for-
eign firms has been as dramatic as it
has been damaging. Although the elec-
tronic calculator was invented and first
marketed here in 1965, American firms
were reluctant to go into mass produc-
tion for a number of reasons. First, they
wanted to be sure the product was tried
and proven and would not tarnish re-
spectable business reputations. Also, op-
erations for production of the rotary
calculator had to be phased out to make
room for the new product.

The Japanese saw the situation, rec-
ognized the potential of the new cal-
culator and went to work. The Japanese
had never made or sold rotary calcu-
lators; they had no worry about phasing
out antiquated operations and they had
solid experience in the field of electronic
equipment through their production of
radio and television sets. With nothing
to lose and everything to gain, the
Japanese jumped into the calculator
race with both feet. In 1967, most of the
7,000 electronic calculators sold in the
United States were Japanese, and they
netted that nation some $2.5 million
extra in sales to this country. By the end
of 1970, when American manufacturers
had overcome their early caution, the
field practically belonged to the Japa-
nese. They had captured more than 70
percent of our market.

I believe it is interesting at this point
to call your attention to a Department
of State airgram, No. A-1120, dated De-
cember 1, 1970, which is referred to in
the SCM statement. According to SCM,
the airgram reports the stated desire
of Japanese business machine manufac-
turers to “invade the world market with
Japanese desktop electronic calculators.”

Japanese industry sources, SCM said,
were estimating they had more than 70
percent of world production in this still
new field. Total export sales in 1970 were
estimated at $180 million and the pre-
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diction for this year, 1972, was an
astounding $700 million.

Under the onslaught of this Japanese
invasion, domestic manufacturers of cal-
culators reeled, faltered or failed. Estab-
lished firms such as NCR, Burroughs,
and Dictaphone, came to rely solely on
Japanese produced electronic calcula-
tors. Their machines were made by
Sharp, Sanyo, and Nippon, but sold in
the United States under the established
American brand name.

Monroe, once a leading calculator
manufacturer, still maintains its plant
in Bristol, Va., but purchases most of its
requirements from Canon, a Japanese
firm. Friden, another well known name
in office equipment, buys from Hitachi,
which resells to American businessmen
under the Friden label. Remington buys
all its calculators from Casio.

I believe it only fair to point out that
SCM Corporation is the manufacturer of
the “Marchant” brand desktop calcula-
tor and Marchant’s only purchases from
Japan were in 1969-70, and consisted of
a year’s requirements of one specialized
model from Toshiba.

Unquestionably, Japan, with its low-
cost labor, has a tremendous production
advantage over the United States in this
field. But, in addition, the Japanese man-
ufacturers also receive maximum coop-
eration from their government.

George D. Butler, president of Elec-
tronic Industries Association, told this
to the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee on June 8, 1970. He said this combi-
nation of advantages existed particularly
in Japan “where government, industry,
the financial institutions, and labor are
united in a program to capture for their
country an ever-increasing share of the
world market.”

The Japanese Government offers its
support through the Ministry of Interna-
tional Trade and Industry—MITI—and
MITI assures home firms of favorable
terms while restricting foreign invest-
ment and opportunities for foreign com-
panies to compete in Japan’s markets.

Startling as it may seem, the Govern-
ment of the United States also has
helped the Japanese manufacturers, al-
though it did not know it at the time.
In 1930, the United States set a duty on
calculating machines at 35 percent. Of
course, the Japanese were not in the
business then and the duty did not bother
them one way or another. However, by
1967, when Japan was beginning to reap
some profits from the new electronic cal-
culators, the duty had been reduced to
10.5 percent. It has continued to drop
through scheduled reductions until now
it stands at 5 percent.

When the original tariff and schedule
were set, electronic calculators had not
been invented and, consequently, no dif-
ferentiation was made between the old
rotary calculator and the yet to be born
newcomer. When Japan moved into the
infant electronic market, the time and
price was right. The duty was low and
the profit high. Meanwhile, the Japa-
nese—MITI—had imposed tariffs of 15
to 25 percent on calculators shipped to
Japan, Some reductions have been con-
veniently made but the rates still stand
between 9 and 15 percent, depending on
the particular model.
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I believe the most shocking portion of
the SCM statement is on page 13, and
I certainly hope my colleagues will read
it. It reveals that our Government ac-
tually has assisted in the loss of the
domestic calculator market by its own
procurement practices.

According to SCM, which quotes GSA
statistics, the U.S. Government pur-
chased $16 million worth of calculators
last year and Japanese-made machines
accounted for 31 percent or $5 million of
that total. SCM notes the Internal Rev-
enue Service primarily bought Japanese
“Sharp” models for its regional offices.

The firm raises the question if the IRS
action is not in violation of President
Eisenhower's Executive order of Decem-
ber 21, 1954, which stipulated that heads
of executive agencies would purchase
only materials of domestic origin unless
it was unreasonable or inconsistent with
the public interest.

This is something which consistently
irks me. I cannot understand why the
Federal Government persists in buying
foreign products when industries here
at home are crying for business. If the
American Government will not “buy
American” how can you expect anyone
else? I believe the Federal Government
has a moral obligation, if not a legal one,
to buy everything it can from American
manufacturers. Certainly, it should not
go out of its way to help destroy our
domestic industries.

I do not have any information regard-
ing the number of foreign-made type-
writers the Federal Government pur-
chases. It would be rather interesting to
know, however, since this is another in-
dustry which has gone abroad to a great
extent.

Early in my remarks I referred to a
letter written to former Secretary of
Commerce Stans. The writer was Mr.
E. E. Mead, who, I understand, was the
former president of SCM. His letter, writ-
ten last August, assured Mr. Stans that
SCM would abide by President Nixon’s
new economic plan. But, Mr. Mead also
pointed out the then new import sur-
charge had no effect on portable type-
writers since there has been no duty im-
posed on these machines,

He wrote:

Undoubtedly, for products with an existing
duty, a surcharge will be most helpful, and
we applaud this motion. But in my opinion
the portable typewrlter industry continues to
suffer gross neglect in our trade agreements.

There Is no duty on portable typewriters and,
therefore, no surcharge.

Mr. Mead feels this lack of protec-
tion in a high labor cost product was a
major factor why Royal shifted produc-
tion of portables to Japan and Germany:
why Remington has discontinued manu-
facture of portable typewriters here and
now sells a Japanese product under the
Remington name; and why R. C. Allen
was forced out of business entirely. In-
cidentally, Underwood, another well-
known typewriter manufacturer, was ac-
quired several years ago by an Italian
office equipment firm, Olivetti. However,
although Olivetti makes their machines
overseas, they are sold here under both
the Olivetti and Underwood brand
names,

As it stands now, Smith-Corona is the
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only portable typewriter now manufac-
tured in the United States. Mr. Mead
candidly admits the firm was forced to
move manufacture of its lowest priced
model to the United Kingdom some years
ago. The alternative, he said, was to be
permanently excluded from the product
line,

Furthermore, Mr. Mead reports the
firm has outstripped competitors in the
development of automation and manu-
facturing efficiencies which reduced the
number of man-hours required in this
labor-intensive product. But, he warned
Secretary Stans:

We have gone about as far as we can go
along these lines. It is imperative that our
industry be protected from very low foreign
wage rates and through a reasonable duty on
imported typewriters,

The United States, according to Mr.
Mead’s letter, is virtually locked out of
major countries, especially those produc-
ing typewriters. Those nations, he adds,
have the advantage of cheap labor rates
while protecting their home typewriter
markets with duties ranging from a high
percentage to a complete embargo on
machines manufactured in other coun-
tries.

In September of last year the Smith-
Corona Laboratory prepared a detailed
comparison of imported and domestic
portable typewriters along with a brief,
chronological history showing the demise
of former major American manufactur-
ers. In this summary, it was pointed out
imports of portable typewriterrs have
more than doubled since 1960, rising from
524,327 units to 1,299,532 units. The na-
tions showing the greatest growth were:
Japan—116,000 units in 1964 to 547,000
units in 1970; Portugal—2,000 units in
to 59,000 units in 1970; and the
United Kingdom—66,000 units in 1964
to 304,000 units in 1970. Incidentally, im-
ported portable typewriters totaled more
than 800,000 in the first 6 months of last
year. If that rate continued for the sec-
ond half of 1971, the total number of im-
ported portables would have eclipsed the
1970 figure by near 300,000 units.

A clipping from a January issue of U.S.
News & World Report depicts the
dramatic growth of imported typewriters
with startling clarity. According to the
magazine, which quoted Department of
Commerce figures, the United States ex-
ported typewriters valued at $19.1 million
in 1969, and imported machines valued at
$69.4 million. One year later, 1970, our ex-
ports had risen slightly to $20.8 million,
but our imports had soared to a value of
$92.3 million.

It is interesting to note the article
quotes a department survey as saying
this flight to overseas manufacturing is
due to the deterioration of American
plants “until many are outmoded and
uneconomical.” No mention is made of
the unfair trade barriers raised against
our domestic manufacturers by our own
and foreign governments nor the low-
cost labor enjoyed by our foreign com-
petitors.

Mr. Speaker, in view of this critical
situation in the electronic calculator and
portable typewriter industries, I believe
the Federal Government must take some
protective action. Our trade laws must be
revised to afford fair opportunities to our
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manufacturers. At the same time our
Government must stop buying foreign-
made products in accordance with Presi-
dent Eisenhower's Executive Order of
1954. Furthermore, I will, at the close of
my remarks today, ask the GAO to fur-
nish me with information relative to
what office equipment is purchased by
our Government from overseas firms and
at what cost. I also will ask the GAO to
determine whether the purchase of these
items from domestic suppliers would be
unreasonable or inconsistent with the
public interest.
The material follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., April 19, 1972,
Mr. ELMER B. STAATS,
Comptroller General of the United States,
geélemz Accounting Office, Washington,

Dear Mg. Staars: I recently received in-
formation from the SCM Corporation in
New York City which contained some alarm-
ing statistics relating to the take-over of
the American calculator and typewriter in-
dustries by foreign competitors.

According to SCM, Japan had captured
more than 70 percent of the domestic elec~
tronie calculator market and 52 percent of
the total U.S. calculator market in 1970. The
claim also is made that today there is only
one portable typewriter manufactured and
assembled in the United States by well-
known firms which once were major figures
in that domestic Industry.

I was particularly disturbed to read on
page 13 of the SMC report, a copy of which
is enclosed for your consideration, that the
Federal Government actually has furthered
the take-over of the calculator market
through its procurement practices, Accord-
ing to the SCM, the Federal Government
purchased $16 million worth of calculators
in fiscal 1971, and Japanese models accounted
for 85 mlllion or 31 percent of that total.
Furthermore, SCM contends the Internal
Revenue Service purchased Japanese cal-
culators for its regional offices.

Because I am greatly concerned over our
nation’s trade imbalance and loss of domestic
industry to foreign competitors, I am re-
questing your office to conduet a full in-
vestigation into the purchasing policies of
our Federal Government. I am interested in
learning what type of office equipment is
purchased abroad and where. I want to know
the quantity and cost of these purchases and
how they compare with equipment bought
from domestic manufacturers.

Finally, I am requesting your opinion as to
whether the purchase of the forelgn made
equipment was In violation of President
Eisenhower's Executive Order No. 10582,
which was issued in December 21, 1954, and
is stlll in effect. As you are no doubt aware,
that order required heads of executive agen-
cles to purchase only materials of domestic
origin unless it was unreasonable or incon-
sistent with the public interest.

I look forward to hearing from you and
thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,
JosgPH M. GAYDOS,
Member of Congress.
STATEMENT OF SCM CORPORATION IN SUP-

PORT OF ADMINISTRATIVE AND LEGISLATIVE

Acrions To REDRESS UNFAIR ADVANTAGES

WaICH HAVE RESULTED IN JAPANESE

ELECTRONIC DESKTOP CALCULATORS Dis-

PLACING A MaAJor AMERICAN MANUFAC-

TURING INDUSTRY

This memorandum has been prepared by
SCM Corporation, a United States manufac-
turer of the *“Marchant” brand desk-top
calculators.

The memorandum describes (a) the rap-
idly changing nature of the calculator mar-
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ket in this country, (b) the extent to which
Japanese electronic calculators have dis-
placed products of domestic manufacturers,
and (c) the reasons why this has happened.

Specific positive administrative and legis-
lative actions are recommended to correct
past and present inequities and to save this
major industry from a complete takeover by
Japanese manufactured products.

I. BACKGROUND

The history of Japanese electronic calcu-
lators in the United States market presents
a classic case of a foreign manufacturers’
cratel taking unfair advantage of low labor
costs, unintended United States tariff con-
cessions, and a protected home market.

A. The rapidly changing U.S. market

Desk-top calculators are machines which
add, subtract, multiply and divide and per-
form various complex mathematical business
and sclentific calculations. The calculator is
far more complex than a simple adding ma-
chine but generally lacks the memory banks
(programmability) of the computer. Electro-
mechanical rotary calculators, with thou-
sands of moving parts, produce a mathemati-
cal result which is shown on dials; electro-
mechanical printing calculators print the
result on paper tape. Electronic calculators,
with miniaturized electronic circuitry and
few electro-mechanical calculators, and the
mathematical results are produced on elec-
tronic display tubes or are printed on paper
type.
y];e';)r the last 50 years, the leading domestic
and world producers of electro-mechanical
calculators were Marchant, Friden (now a
subsidiary of the Singer Co.), Monroe (now
& subsidiary of Litton Industries, Inc.) and
more recently, Victor Comptometer. The sub-
stantial bulk of the calculators sold by those
four companies were manufactured by them
in the United States.

The electronic calculator was invented and
first manufactured in the TUnited States.
Marchant, through their own research and
development efforts, was among the first
American companies to develop, manufacture
and sell electronic calculators, with the first
units being marketed in 1965.

Since then, electronic calculators have rap-
idly displaced rotary calculators in the United
Btates and world markets., Today, all Ameri-
can companies have stopped production of
electro-mechanical rotary calculators. For
Marchant, this meant closing a large plant
in Orangeburg, South Carolina. The plant,
which had employed as many as 1,400 people,
stopped making rotary calculators in 1968
and was closed down completely in July, 1870
and still remains empty and unused.

Table A (annexed to this memorandum)
dramatically demonstrates the rapid change-
over in the U.S. market to electronic calcu-
lators. In 1967, of the 190,000 calculators sold
in the United States, only 15,000 (or less
than 8%) were electronic. By 1870, of the
490,000 calculators sold in the United States,
350,000 (or T0% ) were electronic calculators.

B. The Japanese “invasion” of the United

States and world markets for electronic

calculators

As late as 1967, the Japanese had sold
relatively few electronic calculators In the
United States. In that year Japanese manu-
facturers accounted for about 7,000 units
with a dollar value of $2.6 million out of
total United States calculator sales of 200,000
with a value of $160 million. The Japanese
had never made nor sold electro-mechanical
rotary calculators.

By the end of 1970, the Japanese could
boast of having captured more than 70% of
the United States electronic calculator mar-
ket, or about 529 of the total U.S. calculator
market. (See Tables A and B attached to
this memorandum.)

This tremendous surge of imports of Jap-
anese electronic calculators into the United
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States was part of a world plan by Japanese
industry, as is indicated in Department of
State Airgram No. A-1120, dated December 1,
1970. That publication reports the stated de-
sire of Japanese business machine manu-
facturers to “. . . invade the world market
with Japanese desk-top electromic calcula-
tors.” The Airgram said that in 1870 elec~
tronic desk-top calculators had become one
of Japan’'s leading export items, surpassing
color television sets. Japanese industry
sources were cited as estlmating that Japan
accounts for over 70% of world production.
Total export sales, in 1970, were estimated at
$180 million, and a huge increase to #700
million was predicted for 1972:

This Japanese takeover of the United
States calculator business has seen such ma-
jor office equipment manufacturers as NCR,
Burroughs, and Dictaphone come to rely
solely on Japanese produced electronic cal-
culators (made by Sharp, Sanyo and Nippon)
which they now sell under their tradename.
Monroe, formerly a leading United States cal-
culator manufacturer, closed down their
Bristol, Virginia plant, for a while virtually
ceasing all domestic manufacture; and it
now still purchases most of its requirements
from Canon, another Japanese company.
Similarly, Friden is currently purchasing
much of its requirements from Hitachi,
which it then merely resells to American
businessmen under the Friden name. Rem=-
ington buys all its calculators from Caslo;
and so on. Marchant's only OEM purchases
from Japan were made in 1969-70 and were
limited to a year’'s requirements of one spe-
clalized model from Toshiba.

It is generally understood that Friden has
sustained substantial losses in the calcula-
tor business in the last three years. Marchant
has also had heavy losses, in the millions of
dollars in that period.

Today, of the former major calculator
manufacturers, only Marchant and Vietor
Comptometer manufacture all their calcu=-
lators in the United States.* There are a few
other United States companies which have
in the last ten years entered the calculator
business. Among those which have been suc-
cessful are Wang and Hewlett Packard, both
of which manufacture the more expensive
programmable calculators.

C. Unfair advantages which have helped the
Japanese takeover of the U.S. calculator
market

The following are some of the reasons the
Japanese have been able to dominate the
United States and world markets for elec-
tronic calculators.

(1) Low Cost Labor

George D. Butler, President of Electronic
Industries Association, testified at the Hear-
ings before the Committee on Ways and
Means on June 8, 1970 that:

“The production of electronic products is
a labor intensive process, while at the same
time these products have a high dollar value
per pound of weight. It is natural, there-
fore, that these products tend to be made
in countries with a large supply of low-cost
labor and that such products can be shipped
to distant markets because there is little
freight disadvantage. This explains in part
the severe competition U.S. electronic prod-
ucts are facing in the United States and
world markets, particularly from Japanese
and Far East producers. In addition to the
low-cost labor advantages, these Asiatic pro-

*On January 31, 1972, SCM announced an
expected extraordinary loss of $18 million be-
fore taxes, principally involving write-offs
with respect to its Marchant calculator op-
erations; and, on March 1, 1872, SCM an-
nounced the closing of its Marchant calcu-
lator manufacturing plant in Oakland, Call~
fornia.
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ducers have also competent management
and they receive maximum cooperation in
their operation from their governments."
(p. 28209)

Mr. Butler also sald:

“Coupled with the large pool of low-cost
labor are capable management, capable tech-
nicians, abundant capital, and sympathetic
governments, particularly in Japan, where
government, industry, the finanecial institu-
tions and labor are united in a program to
capture for their country an ever-increasing
share of the world market.” (pp. 2831-32)

Electronic calculators are conceptually
sophisticated products, but from a manufac-
turing standpoint they are relatively easy fo
assemble using unskilled low-cost labor. In-
deed, in the early stages of development,
some of the circult wirlng and other tasks
lent themselves to work In the home. Fur-
ther, the Japanese had considerable experi-
ence in electronics manufacture well before
1965, Manufacturers of such products as
transistor radios (with which they had flood-
ed the market) were looking for new prod-
ucts to absorb excess manufacturing ca-
pacity.

Thus, it is that the Japanese have been
able to take advantage of substantial labor
cost differentials vis-a-vis American manu-
facturers. Figures of The United States De-
partment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics, show that the average hourly earnings
in manufacturing for Japan were $.80 per
hour in 1969 (up from $.67 in the previous
year). The average hourly wage for United
States manufacturing workers in 1969 was
$3.19—a differential of over 300 percent.

(ii) Low investment and technology
requirements

Not only were some Japanese manufac-
turers able to switch to electronic calculators
from other electronics products, but, because
the initial investment requirements were
low, other Japanese companies, such as cam=-
era and watch companies, were able to enter
the electronic calculator business with rela-
tive ease.

All Japanese companies benefited greatly
from the years of expensive research and de-
velopment work done by the American com-
panies, 1ike Marchant, which had produced
the first electronic calculators. Since there
was little by way of patent protection, the
Japanese were able to use the early American
commercial units as models.

Also, some American companies in the
calculator business and in the components
business were willing to enter into licensing
and cross-licensing agreements with Japa-
nese companies. For example, Burroughs li-
censed their “nixie tube" electronic display
patents and know-how to Japanese concerns.
The Hearings on Tariff and Trade Proposals
before the Committee on Ways and Means
(91st Congress, Second Session, pp. 2024-
2033) provides a partial listing of licensing
and know-how agreements made with Jap-
anese companies by such American compa-
nies as RCA, Western Electric, General Elec-
trle, Admiral, Collins Radlo, General Tele-
phone, Honeywell, Litton, Philco, Singer,
Texas Instruments, Zenith, Sperry Rand,
and numerous others.

Putting it another way, although the Japa-
nese have produced good quality electronic
calculators, the trail had been blazed by the
American creators of this new product. The
Japanese have made no major independent
contributions to the technology.

The Japanese, who had never been factors
in the mechanical rotary or printing calcu-
lator business, were not held back—as were
the American ecaleulator companies—by
large inventories and investments in that
business. Thus, the Japanese were able to
make a complete commitment to electronic
calculators without concern for pre-existing
products or business.
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(iii) Cartel operations supported by MITI
and the Japanese

Another significant advantage of Japanese
electronic calculator manufacturers is the
support and cooperation offered by the Japa-
nese Government, particularly through the
Ministry of International Trade and Industry
(MITTI), and the Japanese banks.

MITI is deeply involved in the licensing
process, assuring Japanese companies of fa-
vorable terms and, at the same time, restrict-
ing foreign investment and opportunities for
foreign companies to compete in the Japa-
nese markets,

Also, the loan policies of Japanese banks,
for example, allow Japanese companies to be-
come very highly leveraged with what else-
where would be disproportionately heavy
debt financing.

The various Government and banking re-
lationships are peculiarly Japanese, are hard
for outsiders to comprehend fully, and are
present to one degree or another in all major
Japanese industries. But it is increasingly
clear that particular emphasis has been
placed on building the Japanese electronic
calculator industry.

It is our understanding that the Govern-
ment program to launch this new industry
included various restrictions which in 1866—
68 in effect prohibited further importation
of calculators into Japan. Today, the calcu-
lator market in Japan is close to 100% Japa-
nese electronic calculators.

Recently, MITI has responded to a condi-
tion of overproduction in the Japanese elec-
tronic calculator business by stepping in and
establishing a price fixing agreement as well
as a production allocation quotas—in the
manner of the international cartels of the
past—action which cushions the impact of
unfavorable competitive developments in a
way available to no U.S. company operating
under our antitrust laws. (See the attached
newspaper articles, Exhibits 1, 2 and 3.)

The tragic irony in this story is that Amer-
ican calculator and electronics companies,
subject to the antitrust laws and committed
to an individualistic philosophy of free and
open competition, have been engaged In
brutal competitive struggles domestically
and have never even organized to protect
themselves—by legislation or other lawful
means—Ifrom the unfair Japanese electron-
ics cartels subsidized by the Japanese gov-
ernment and protected by the Japanese gov-
ernment by restrictions which virtually pro-
hiblt importation of competitive American
products into Japan., And, of course, some
American multinational companies have add-
ed to the problem by licensing away tech-
nology and financing Japanese manufac-
ture—through purchases—of private label
goods for the American market.

Not only has American industry failed to
work together in defending itself against
unfair forelgn competition, but the United
States Government—the Executive and the
Legislature—has done virtually nothing to
help or protect this great new industry, cre-
ated by American genius, essential to the
country's defense, and crucial to the coun-
try’s future development. Thus, the 1970
U.S. balance of trade deficit for consumer
electronics and components was $1,022,000,-
000; and, for example, it has been estimated
that in the first six months of 1971 there was
an absolute loss of over 120,000 jobs in the
electronics business in the United States.
(iv) Trade Concessions by the TUnited

States and Protective Trade Restrictions

by Japan

The United States rate of duty on calcu-
lating machines under the 1930 Act was 36%
ad valorem. By 1967, the rate had been re-
duced through trade concessions to 10.6%
ad valorem.
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Then, on December 16, 1967, by Presiden-
tial Proclamation 3822 (the Kennedy Round)
still further concessions were made, The new
duty on calculating machines (no differenti-
ation is made as between mechanical rotary
or printing calculators and electronic calcu-
lators) was lowered to 9% ad valorem in 1968
and was further scheduled to decrease 1 per-
cent per year each year until 1972 when it
would be 5 percent ad valorem.

It is submitted that these tariff measures
falled to recognize the changing character
of the product, the precarious position of
American companies with large investments
in mechanical rotary and printing calcula-
tors and the vulnerability of what was then
an infant industry, newly created by United
Btates technology.

Despite the extremely low tariff, complaints
have been made to the effect that importa-
tions of Japanese electronic calculators have
been grossly undervalued for duty purposes,
so that as a practical matter the effective
rate of duty in some instances has been as
low as 2% ad valorem.

The extremely generous U.S. tariff conces-
slons are to be contrasted with the generally
restrictive regulations of forelgners attempt-
ing to do business in Japan, as enforced by
MITI. And, as late as 1969, the rate of duty
on calculators imported into Japan was in
the range of 156% to 26% C.IF., depending
on the nature of the calculators (the higher
rate applying to the more sophisticated
models; even today the range of rates has
only been lowered to 9% to 15% C.IP.

(v) United States Government Purchasers’
Disregard of Buy American Require-
ments
In the face of this onslaught, the U.8. Gov-

ernment has given no ald to American in-

dustry—nothing, for example, by way of ex-
port subsidies of the kind Ji , Germany,

Italy, et al., have given to various domestic in-

dustries. Indeed, the takeover of the United

States calculator market by Japanese

manufacturers has been furthered by U.S.

Government procurement practices.

Based on avallable GSA Information, total
U.8. Government calculator purchases in the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971 were about
$16,000,000; and purchases of Japanese elec-
tronic calculators accounted for about $5,-
000,000 (or about 319%) of that total. An
ironic example of such purchasing is the
Internal Revenue Service's apparent policy
of purchasing primarily Japanese “Sharp”
brand cdlculators for its new regional offices.

In most instances such Government pur-
chases are probably in viclation of the Buy
American requirements of the Act of March
1933, 41 USC § 10 (a)—(d).

Under the Act, President Eisenhower is-
sued Executive Order No. 10682 of December
21, 1954, which is still in effect. That Order
required that the heads of executive agen-
cles purchase only materials of domestic
origin unless it was unreasonable or incon-
sistent with the public interest. Unreason-
ableness of inconsistency with the public
interest are to be determined by application
of a price differential of 6% in most cases.
A greater differential could be applied for
domestic products manufactured in areas of
“substantial unemployment.”

Also, under that Order, the heads of ex-
ecutive agencies could reguire a greater dif-
ferential upon a determination that such ac-
tion was not unreasonable or not inconsist-
ent with the public interest. Using the above
authority, the Department of Defense now
requires that there be a 509 differential be-
fore foreign-made products may be pur-
chased. All other executive agencles apply
only the 6% differential.

At that, there is a real question whether
the letter, let alone the spirit, of the Buy
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American Act or Executive Order No. 10582
is being followed. For, in most cases, calcula-
tor prices are negotiated by the General
Services Administration which then place
the product on the Federal Supply Schedule,
making it avallable for purchase by all ex-
ecutive agencles. The General Services Ad-
ministration applies the following speclal
provision relating to foreign products:
“Foreign products—On items listed in the
Schedule indicating foreign products, Gen-
eral Services Administration has determined
that there are no comparable items manu-
factured domestically. (Such determination
i1s based on the fact that there are no
specifications or standards for use in com-
paring the varlous items. However, domestic
and foreign items listed in the Schedule may
meet particular requirements of an agency).”
In the case of most Japanese electronic
calculators there could be no determination
that comparable items are not manufactured
domestically. Moreover, the parenthetical
portion of the above provision seems to en-
courage the purchase of foreign items.

II. RECOMMENDED ADMINISTRATIVE AND LEGIS=-
LATIVE ACTIONS TO REDRESS UNFAIR ADVAN-
TAGES OF JAPANESE ELECTRONIC CALCULATORS

A. The 10% import surcharge (as provided
in Executive Order No. 11615 of August 15,
1871) should be retained with respect to
Japanese electronic calculators.

(The Japanese Government has tacitly ad-
mitted the justice of such a surcharge on
electronic calculators. Thus, the New York
Times, Sept 22, 1971, p. 39, reported that
MITT, the Ministry of Finance, the Foreign
Ministry, and the Economic Planning Agency
were considering a plan to Impose a 10%
Japanese export surcharge on selected
goods—theoretically to have the same effect
on the price of the goods as the U.S. import
surcharge and therefore to be imposed in
exchange for the United States' ending the
import surcharge. Eimei Yamashita, a senior
official of MITI, declined to specify the items
considered; but, according to the Times,
“he indicated they might include automo-
bli:s, ;steel, desktop calculators and television
sats

B. The proposed new investment tax credit
should not be applied to purchases of foreign
electronlc calculators.

C. The United States Justice Department
should investigate the reported Japanese cal-
culator cartel arrangements and agreements
with respect to prices and production
quotas.

(Where Japanese electronic calculators
have more than 70% of the U.S. market, the
efflect on competition in the United States—
& cruclal element under the Sherman Act—
cannot be questioned. There is unquestioned
Jurisdiction over the American companies
buying huge numbers of Japanese calculators
for distribution under their label, and over
American corporations which are subsidiaries
of the Japanese manufacturers. Finally, there
is probable jurisdiction over the Japanese
parent companies,)

D. In recognition of the new and unique
nature of electronic calculators, the relative
infant status of the industry, and the sub-
stantial advantages of low-cost labor, elec-
tronic calculators should not get the benefit
of trade concessions originally made with re-
spect to mechanical rotary and printing cal-
culators. A reclassification, providing for a
separate category of dutiable items, should be
made by legislation setting, at minimum, a
25% ad valorem duty on importations of
electronic calculators. Furthermore, consid-
eration should be given to the establishment
of import gquotas for electronic calculators.

E. Steps should be taken to insure present
compliance by the GSA and Federal Govern-
ment agency purchasers with the Buy Ameri-
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can Act and Executive Order No. 10582. In
addition, the Order should be amended to
provide specifically that the 50% price dif-
ferential requirement, now in effect for all
Department of Defense purchases, be applied
to all Government agency purchases of for-
eign electronic calculators; or, alternatively,
Government departments should, under the
Order as it presently exists, make a determi-
nation, as did the Department of Defense,
that a 50% price differential Is reasonable
and consistent with the public interest.

F.* The Bureau of Customs and the Fed-
eral Trade Commission should take immedi-
ate action to enforce the laws and regula-
tions which require that imported goods be
conspicuously marked to show the country of
origin, Section 304 of the Tariff Commission
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C, § 1304) (“...Every ar-
ticle of foreign origin . . . imported into the
United States shall be marked in a conspicu-
ous place as legibly, indelibly and perma-
nently as the nature of the article , . . will
permit in such manner as to indicate to an
ultimate purchaser in the United States the
English name of the country of origin of the
article’). Section b of the Federal Trade Com-~
mission Act (15 U.8.C § 45) ("Unfalr meth-
ods of competition and commerce, or unfair
or deceptive acts or practices in commerce,
are hereby declared unlawful.”) (See also 34
Fed. Reg. 1824-1825 (1969); W.M.R. Waich
Case Corp.v, FTC (D.C, Cir. 1965), 1965 Trade
Cases § 71,346; in re American Toy Works, 27
PFTC 1470 (1933); FTC News Release, April 4,
1968 and attached Advisory Opinion Digest
No. 219), Section 43 of the Federal Trademark
Act of 1946 (15 U.S.C. § 1125) (Section 43(b)
provides for the prohibition of entry of goods
into the United States which contain “a false
designation of origin, or any false descrip-
tion or representation, including words or
other symbols tending falsely to describe or
represent the same . ..").

Specifically, it is misleading and violates
the letter as well as the spirit of the laws
and regulations to allow importation of Japa-
nese electronic calculators bearing well-
known American names (like “Monroe,”
“Friden,” “NCR,” “Burroughs,” and “Rem-
ington”) and heavily advertised names like
‘“Sharp” (where the ads refer only to “Sharp
Electronics Corporation, Paramus, New Jer-
sey”), where, in some cases, there is no in-
dication in advertising or catalogs or even
on the calculator that the products are made
in Japan and in other cases the foreign
origin marking on the calculator has only
been made, as inconspliculously as possible,
on the back or bottom of the calculator. The
FTC and the Bureau of Customs have failed
to enforce these statutes and regulations
which have been so openly and notoricusly
violated; although much of the harm has
already been done, immediate action should
be taken to enforce these laws.

III. CONCLUSION

The actions recommended above are neces=
sary to offset the unfair advantages Japa-
nese electronic calculators have had in com-
peting with, and practically destroying,
American electronic calculator manufac-
turers. The implementation of these recom-
mendations would have a salutory effect on
our balance of payments; would help Ameri-
can electronie calculator manufacturers to
better compete in world markets; and would
reverse the industry trend toward idling of
production facilities and elimination of jobs,
possibly creating again a need for jobs lost
under existing policies. We respectfully sub-
mit that the recommended actions would be
in the interests of a healthy United States
economy.

* Added on April T,
memorandum.

1972 to original
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TABLE A.—CALCULATOR SALESL—UNITED STATES

1956 1567 1968 1969 1970

Units (thousands):
Electromechanical 2 . 150 190 200 180
Electronic ~ M 1 H

1 | R S | T -

Amount (millions)4:
Electromechanical 2 $140 $135 $135
Electronic. ® 25 5

7o) NIRRT I S it )

320

§115
125
240

1 Sales of U.S. manufactured calculators plus imports.

¢ Key driven calculators (estimated at 16 percent, average
price $450 per unit) deleted from BEMA totals.

3 Not available.

4 Retail list prices,

¢ Imports—$154,000,000 ($89,000,000 from Japan).

Source: SCM Market Research Department—Based on Busi-
ness Equi t Manufacturers Associati BEMA) reports
and import data provided by Office Machines International
Washington, D.C.). U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of

nsus, FT 210-70, 610-70,

TABLE B.—ELECTRONIC CALCULATOR SALES,1 UNITED
STATES

[Units]

Percentage of
Japanase
imports to

Japanese
total sales

Total imports

t Sales of U.S. manufactured calculators plus imports.

Source: SCM Market Research Department, based on Business
Equipment Manufacturers Association (BEMA) reports and im-
Boe t ;.‘ata provided by Office Machines International (Washington,

[Exhibit 1, Nov. 5, 1871]

[From the Japan Economic Journal,
June 22, 1971]

TATEISI Is RAISING PRICES OF CALCULATORS

Omron Tateisl Electronics Co. has notified
the Japan Business Machine Makers Asso-
ciation that it has agreed with its two West-
ern import agents to raise the West Euro-
pean retail prices of its 8-digit desk-top
electronic calculators by 11 to 12 per cent.

Tateisl's price-hike arrangements made
with Commodore Business Machines Ltd. of
Canada and Triumph-Adler Vertrlebs GmbH
of West Germany, are expected by Japanese
business observers to work to a considerable
extent in allaylng growing outcries among
West German office equipment makes over
what they believe Japanese attempts at Eu-
ropean dumping of such calculators.

The trouble had originated in unusually
low prices at which the Canadian and West
German firms had marketed Tateisi's cal-
culators of the “OMRON 800" type in West
Europe. Even in Japan, these products of
Tatelsi had earlier aroused a stir for their
low prices of less than ¥40,000 (approx.
$111).

The OMRON 800s subsequently have been
retailed in West Germany at 799 D. marks
(about ¥78,600 or $218) and in Britain for
89 pounds (some ¥76,900 or $213).

The West German sentiment toward such
low pricings of Japanese products has
prompted Commodore and Triumph-Adler
successfully to request the retail price raises.

Tatelsl itself denies any intention to Iift
its own export prices. The additional sales
proceeds derived from the retail price re-
visions are thus expected to be used by the
agents for their sales promotion spendings.

Observers believed the new development
will have delicate effecte on an export cartel
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that has taken shape of late among Japa-
nese exporters of the kind.

[From the Japan Economic Journal,
June 8, 1871)

CALCULATOR PRICE CARTEL IN DIFFICULTY

The move to organize a price cartel for ex-
porting desk-top electronic calculators is en-
countering difficuties as opposition is being
ralsed among newcomers, such as Sony Cor-
poration and Omron Tateisi Electronics Co.,
against the trial floor prices recently revised
upward by the committee concerned.

The desk-top electronic calculator divi-
slon of the Japan Machinery Exporters’ As-
sociation at its meeting early last week came
up with the conclusion that the floor prices
it tentatively set previously should be in-
creased by 20 per cent.

The previous tentative floor prices report-
edly were decided on the basis of ¥40,000 level
(approx. $110) for the eight-digit machine
sold by Omron Tateisi and the Y90,000 level
(#250) level for the 16-digit machine.

As a result of the latest upward revision,
possibilities are strengthening that the prices
of the products by the two major manufac-
turers will have to be regulated because their
prices are lower than the new floor prices.

The revision has been made as latecomers
strongly hold that the previous lowest prices
were too low to halt the current movement
in the United States and West Germany
against the “cheap priced” Japanese ma-
chines,

Against this, Tateis! and other newcomers
assert that such price setting is an “intrigue”
for checking free competition. They report-
edly are determined to oppose such cartel
formation even by resorting to filing suits.
There are many other major manufacturers
who are also critical of the cartel on the
reason that it would weaken their interna-
tional competitiveness.

[Exhibit 2, Nov. 5, 1971]
[From the Japan Economic Journal June 29,
1971]

Five ITEMs To UNITED STATES WILL BE
RESTRICTED

The Ministry of International Trade & In-
dustry last Friday announced an emergency
measure for restricting exports of five prod-
ucts to the United States from the aspects
of quantity and price.

The step will be implemented before Sep-
tember when the government-level Japan-
U.8, Joint Committee on Trade & Economic
Affairs i1s scheduled to be convened in Wash-
ington.

The five products are color television sets,
automobiles, small electronic desk-top cal-
culators, iron and steel and cosmetics. They
are among commodities whose sales to the
U.S. recently have been Increasing particu-
larly sharply.

As for guantitative restriction, the Minis-
try intends to bring products under control
of export cartels based on the Export & Im-
port Trading Law. The law permits formation
of such cartels as exception to stipulations
of the Anti-Monopoly Law.

Export prices of products deemed to be
unreasonably low will be raised to a level of
the “check prices” the Ministry sets.

According to the Ministry, both quantita-
tive and price controls will be imposed on
electronic calculators, for which the Ameri-
can market accounts for the largest per-
centage of 40 per cent of their total exports.

The Ministry says leading manufacturers
are selling their calculators in the U.S, for
¥02,800 (approx. $258), whereas the same
models are priced at around ¥160,000 (ap-
prox. $444) domestically.

Regarding automobiles, the Ministry plans




13552
to avoid applying all-out volume restralnts
on their exports in view of strong demand for
small-sized Japanese cars among the Ameri-
cans. It hopes to extend guidance to the in-
dustry so as not to cause frictions with U.S.
makers by exporting cars that will compete
with that of American automakers.

Japanese automakers also will be asked to
purchase more auto parts in the U.s.

The Government has decided to slash im-
port tarifis on automobiles, now set at a
uniform 10 percent to 3.5 per cent, the same
rate applied by the U.S.

Since a ceiling on volume is in force for
iron and steel, the Ministry will only see to
it that prices will be raised to a fair level

EXHIBIT 3
[From Electronic News, Nov. 1, 1971]

JAPANESE CALCULATOR FirMs TAKE SECOND
Loox AT EXPORTS
(By John Hataye)

Toxyo—QGrowing antagonism in the
United States and Europe against Japanese
calculator imports has the industry, here,
taking a serious second look at its export
r-ice practices, frequency of model changes,
and possibly volume of shipments. it

The United States-Japan government-level
restraint program on Japanese textile ex-
ports may have set an ‘“unwelcome’ prece-
dent here for similar controls on calculator
exports—the last thing the Japanese want.

The West Germans, in particular, are be-
coming more vocal in complaints about
“cheap Japanese imports.” This has spurred
speculation, here, that the calculator indus-
try may be pressured eventually to follow
the textile industry in controlling exports.

Kanji Ishii, Sharp Corp. director and chair-
man of the Japan Office Machine Industry
Assoclation's desk-top calculator committee,
partially places the responsibility on Ameri-
can MOS/LSI makers for depressing prices,
particularly in low-end machines.

One reason why the Japanese change
models so frequently and at lower prices is
because the Americans come In with cheap
LSL”

Mr. Ishii, however, notes that while there
is a rapid price decline in small personal-use
calculators, general-purpose office machines
are holding their own.

Leading calculator firms are keeping away
from cheap products, he said.

Cheap calculators with only simple arith-
metic capabilities Mr. Ishii said, should be
handled separately on a sales route not con-
flicting with stores specializing in office
equipment.

The current price war, compounded by new
models and declining domestic demand, have
put the calculator industry in turmoil.

With domestic demand leveling, the Japa-
nese would like to ship more to overseas
markets, but the prevailing international
environment has not made things easy for
the calculator people.

In a bid to alleviate foreign fears on “un-
fair pricings,” the Japanese, under the en-
dorsement of the Ministry of International
Trade & Industry (MITI), on Aug. 23 in-
augurated an export cartel fixing minimum
price levels on calculators destined for over-
seas markets,

Now, the industry is working out a pro-
gram to control frequency of model changes,
according to Mr. Ishii.

He gave the following description of the
present state of the Japanese calculator in-
dustry.

Following implementation of a check price
system for export models, the calculator com-
mittee, representing 17 filrms, is trylng to
map out a plan to restrict model changes to
twice a year.

“We've had many complaints, particularly
from France and Germany, that frequent
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model changes by the Japanesc are disrupt-
ing marketing . . . in Europe.”

Mr, Ishii feels calculator model changes
should be restricted to once a year,” but
considering the many business shows held
in Europe and Japan, this appears impracti-
cal.”

The program envisaged by the calculator
committee allows firms to announce new
models only every 8 months.

“We are also working out penalties against
violators, and also against those who fail to
market the products after announcing the
model. The latter penalty is designed to pre-
vent firms from introducing products not
intended for the market, but aimed to stop
others from introducing theirs.”

Frequently, Mr. Ishii explained, firms an-
nounce new products carrying low price tags
and never market them. Meanwhile, firms
with similar products refrain from market-
ing them If they can't beat the price.

Mr. Ishii said that under the model-change
program, firms that register new products
will be compelled to deliver them within 3
months after registration, with same fea-
tures and same price tags.

SCM Cogre,,
New York, N.Y.

SCM NeT RisEs 36 PERCENT; REALINEMENT
AND WRITEOFF SET FOR MARCHANT CALCU-
LATORS
New YoRrEK, Jan. 31.—SCM Corporation ex-

pects an extraordinary charge that may ap-
proximate 89 million after taxes, or $1 per
share, in the year ending June 30, principally
as a result of a major realignment of Mar-
chant calculators, Paul H. Elicker, president
and chief executive, said.

Despite the extraord charge, SCM will
show a profit for the year, Mr. Elicker sald.

The SCM executive also announced that
earnings for the fiscal second quarter, ended
December 31, Increased 36 per cent to $3,332,-
000, or 36 cents a share, up from $2,449,000,
or 27 cents a share, a year earlier. Sales in-
creased 3 per cent to $228,403,000 from $223,-
414,000 in the year earlier period.

SCM is showing its principal gains in con-
sumer products which include typewriters,
appliances, paints and foods, Mr. Elicker
said. Overall sales of these products in the
first half were up close to 10 per cent, he
said, and in several lines, profit was up by “a
great deal more,” he added.

For the first half SCM earned $5,321,000, or
58 cents per share, up 42 per cent from $3,-
741,000, or 41 cents a share, last year. Sales
showed a 5 per cent gain to $451,451,000 from
$431,975,000 last year.

SCM expects earnings before extraordinary
items in the year to rise at a percentage
somewhere between those of the first and sec-
ond quarters. The rate of increase in profit
will be well above sales growth, which is
expected to be from 6 to 6 percent for the
year.

The realignment of the Marchant group,
which has been incurring substantial losses,
will affect calcuator development, manufac-
turing and marketing efforts, Mr. Elicker
said. While all of these are under review, it
has already been declded that the market-
ing effort will be reoriented toward sales of
calculators through office equipment deal-
ers and agents instead of primarily through
company-owned branches, he sald. Mar-
chant's nationwide service organization will
not be affected by the realignment and will
continue to provide service for Marchant cal-
culators already in the field as well as those
to be sold through dealers.

In connection with the redirection of Mar-
chant, Mr. Elicker announced that Matthew
E. Meek has been named vice president and
general manager of Marchant operations. Mr,
Meek, 46, was vice president-dealer division
at Olivetti Corporation of America.
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“The change in Marchant marketing ef-
forts is made necessary by the rapidly ex-
panding market in calculators and the radi-
cally changed competitive situation in the
industry,” Mr. Meek said. “The only area in
which it is economically justifiable to market
calculators at retail is in the high-end, pro-
grammable area, where the selling price of
the system plus the equipment is high
enocugh to cover the distribution costs. This
is clearly no longer the case in the vast ma-
Jority of desk-top calculator sales which now
require mass distribution,” he said.

SCM 1ST HALF SALES AND EARNINGS
SCM CORP.—SUMMARY OF INCOME
[In thousands]

3 moDnIhs ended

6 months ended
ec. 31 Dec. 31

171 190 171 1am0

$228,403 $222,414

4,889

$451, 451
9, 882

$431,975

come taxes. 7
United States and @
foreign income
) 2,440 4, 561 3,485
Net income !

i 2,449 5,321 3,741
Net income per
share (cents) 12__ 27 58 41

! Before an anticipated extraordinary charge for fiscal 1972
which may approximate $1 per share and before an extraordinary
charg: of $1.01 per share recorded June 30, 1971.

2

sed on average ber of and ¢ equiva-
lent shares outstanding. Fully diluted earnings per share have
not been presented as there is no dilutive effect for 1971 or 1970.

Hon. Maurice H. Stans,
Secretary of Commerce,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR MR. SECRETARY: Thank you for your
letter of August 20; please be assured that
we have notified all of our operating divi-
slons that it is our policy to conform fully
to the President’s new economic plan in all
possible ways. Further, we have asked our
executives to abide fully with the spirit of
the proposals; in all cases where the regula-
tions are not clear, we have asked each of our
executives to do what we think the Presi-
dent would want us to do.

I would not want to miss this opportunity
to make some further comments on your
letter, particularly with respect to the tem-
porary import surcharge. Undoubtedly, for
products with an existing duty, a surcharge
will be most helpful, and we applaud this
action. But in my opinion the portable
typewriter industry continues to suffer gross
neglect in our trade agreements. There is no
duty on portable typewriters and, therefore,
no surcharge.

The lack of protection in this high labor
cost product is very likely the major con-
tributor to the fact that Royal has moved
all of its production of portable typewriters
out of the United States to Japan and Ger-
many. In the process, Royal vacated or other-
wise disposed of their facilitles in Spring-
field, Missouri, and reduced their operations
in Hartford, Connecticut, with the conse-
quent dislocation of hundreds of employees
over the past several years. Remington, an-
other famous American brand, has also dis-
continued the manufacture of portable type-
writers and is now selling a Japanese prod-
uct under the Remington name. Underwood
no longer manufactures portables. The ma-
chines manufactured by Olivetti, the Italian
office equipment combine that acquired
Underwood some years ago, are also produced
overseas and marketed here under both the
Olivettli and Underwood brand names. Still
another well-known American company,
R. C. Allen, was forced out of the business
entirely.

Smith-Corona itself was forced several
years ago to move its manufacture of its
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lowest priced typewriters to the United King-
dom. The alternative was to be permanently
excluded from this important product line.
The “Smith-Corona” is the only portable
typewriter still manufactured in the United
States. We employ 3,500 persons in Cortland
and Groton, New York. We have far out-
stripped our competitors in the development
of automation and manufacturing efficien-
cles which allow us to reduce the number of
man-hours required in this labor-intensive
product. But, Mr. Secretary, we have gone
about as far as we can go along these lines.
It is imperative that our industry be pro-
tected from very low foreign wage rates, and
through a reasonable duty on imported type-
writers.

The imbalance is compounded by our trade
agreements particularly the very favorable
position accorded in Japan in the Kennedy
Round. We are virtually locked out of all
major countries, especially those that pro-
duce typewriters. Along with their lower la-
bor rates, they have protected their type-
writer industry with dutles ranging from 9
per cent in the case of Japan, to a complete
embargo on typewriters in other countries,
and with various disparate forms of sub-
sidies and tax treatment.

It is very clear that this situation cannot
continue indefinitely. To give you an idea
of the magnitude of the problem, your own
Department's figures show that almost 350,-
000 portable typewriters with a value of over
#7 million were shipped from Japan, duty
free, into the U.S. between January and June
of this year. In the same period, total port-
able typewriter imports were over 800,000
units with a value of £19.2 million.

I want to assure you again, Mr. Secretary,
that SCM Corporation is solidly behind what
the President is trying to do. I hope you do
not object to my additional comments on the
plight of our typewriter business in the course
of telling you so.

Sincerely,
E. E. MEAD,
President.
PORTABLE TYPEWRITERS—IMPORTED AND
DOMESTIC

(Prepared by Smith-Corona Laboratory,
September 1971)

SUMMARY

Domestic Manufacture: Smith-Corona
only company presently manufacturing and
assembling portable typewriters complete in
United States. (Royal assembles two models
in United States but parts manufacture
is done overseas.)

Imports:

More than doubled since 1960 (524,327 to
1,209,532 units)

Countries showing greatest increases—
Japan (116,000 units 1964, 547,000 units
1970), Portugal (2,000 units 1867, 59,000
units 1970), United Kingdom (66,000 units
1964, 304,000 units 1970)

Decreases in number of units is noted in
Netherlands, Italy, and Switzerland, which
indicates the trend to low labor cost coun-
tries.

Recent History
U.S. PORTABLE TYPEWRITER MANUFACTURERS
Smith-Corona

1971—Only company presently manufac-
turing and assembling portable typewriters
complete in the United States. 3500 employees
at Cortland, New York facilities manufacture
and assemble complete all electric portables
and high end of line manual portables. An-
nual payroll $20.6 million. Annual purchase
of raw material and components from U.S.
suppliers $10.5 million.

1970—Orangeburg, South Carolina facility
closed. Assembly of high end of line manual
portables returned to Cortland, New York.
Approximately 650-700 employees affected at
time of plant closing.
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1966—Moved assembly of high end manual
portable models from

1967—Cortland, N.¥. to Orangeburg, S8.C.
expanding overall portable assembly capa-
bilities. Parts and sub-assembly manufacture
provided by Cortland, N.Y. facilities, Com-
bined employment of two locations 6600
(5200 Cortland, 1400 Orangeburg).

Royal

1972—Terminated all typewriter manu-
facturing in U.S.

1971—Major assembly only of one electric
portable model and one high end manual
portable model. Parts and subsequently
manufacture is done in England. Announced
(in August 1970) that all future portable
models will be manufactured and assembled
completely overseas.

1970—Moved typewriter manufacturing
(office and remaining portable) to England.
Phased out typewriter research and develop=
ment in the U.S. Relying on acquired capa-
bilities of Triumph-Adler Research and De-
velopment. Cut Hartford employment in half
(2600 to 1300).

1969—Acquired Triumph-Adler for prod-
uct and research and development capabili-
ties. Began selling Japanese made electric
portable typewriter (Apollo 10).

1988—Closed Springfield, Missouri Plant.
Indications are little, if any, portable manu-
facture was resumed in Hartford, Connecti-
cut. Began selling Japanese manufactured
flat-top manual portables.

1967—Closed Holland Plant.

1960—Moved Standard Portable manufac-
ture from Hartford, Conn. to new plant in
Springfield, Mo.

1954—Began manufacturing fiat-top man-
ual portables in Holland (moved from Hart-
ford, Conn.).

Remington

1972—All typewriter manufacturing termi-
nated in U.S.

1971—No portables manufactured in
United States. Current employment at El-
mira, N.Y. approximately 800-1000 (down
from 6500 in 1850) manufacturing one office
electric and one office manual model. An-
nounced September 1871 manual production
will be .topped and electric production re-
duced at Elmira, Will probably affect approxi-
mately one-third of work force.

1970—No portables manufactur:d in Unit-
ed States, Standard portables being manu-
factured In Holland. Rumors indicate these

may be phased out and replaced with Jap-
anese made machines.

1967—Discontinued production of flat-top
manual portables in Holland. Began selling

Japanese (Brother) portable typewriters
(three electric and two flat-top manual
models) .

1957—Phased out Scotland facilities.

19586—

1955—Moved office electric and office man-
ual production to Scotland.

1950—Located Elmira, N.Y.—6500 employ-
ees. Moved portable manufacturing to Hol-
land.

Underwood

1971—No portables manufactured In
United States.

1968—Announced closing of Hartford,
Conn. plant with 1800 employees affected
(once employed 5000 but has shrunk to 1800
by 1968). Moved portable manufacturing
from Italy to Spain.

1959—Purchased by Olivettl.

1960—Stopped manufacturing portables
in United States and started selling Italian
manufactured Olivetti models.

[From the U.8. News & World Report,
Jan. 24, 1972]

TYPEWRITER SHIFT OVERSEAS

An American firm’s decision to make all of
its typewriters abroad reflects growing pres-
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sures on the industry from rising costs, for-
eign competition and outmoded factories at
home.

Royal Typewriter Company explained the
reason for the shift in telling employes it
needed to find “more-economical facilities”
for manufacturing. About 1,600 people at
Royal's Hartford, Conn., plant face loss of
their jobs.

Royal, a division of Litton Industries, Inc.,
is manufacturing typewriters in England,
West Germany, the Netherlands and Japan.
Its last U.S. factory at Hartford ls to be
moved to one or more of those countries.

The company’s switch in manufacturing
facilities Is the latest in a series of similar
moves in the U.S. typewriter business. One
reason, according to a Commerce Department
survey: the deterioration of American manu-
facturing plants “until many are cutmoded
and uneconomical.”

Other U.S. firms still in the typewriter
field abroad and at home include IBM,
Sperry Rand's Remington unit and SCM
Corporation.

Of these, Sperry Rand turns out nonelec=
tric machines in the Netherlands. Italy and
Bragzil and is phasing out such production in
the U.S. The manufacture of electric ma-
chines is continuing in Elmira, N.¥.

SCM asserts its Smith-Corona portables are
the only ones made in the U.S. and that 90
per cent of its typewriter production comes
from factories centered around Cortland,
N.Y. Two SCM plants in Britain produce
machines in the lower price ranges.

The Singer Company, which once built
nonelectric machines in Holland has aban-
doned typewriter production,

Typewriters produced abroad by American
and foreign firms dominate U.8. trade, Com-
merce Department data show. In 1969, U.S,
exports totaled 19.1 million dollars, against
an import tally of 69.4 million. In 1970, ex-
ports come to 20.8 million, while imports
soared to 92.3 million.

WoORKERS DISMAYED BY RAND DECISION
(By Tom Page)

America’s working class streamed out of
the plant, much as many of them have done
for 20 and 30 years.

Carrying lunch buckets, they headed at
a brisk pace towards the big parking lot.
Another day’s work was done and, it being
Friday, they looked forward to another week-
end of diversion from their workaday world.

To the casual and unknowing observer, it
looked like the end of just another day, one
which artist Norman Rockwell might have
painted with his instinets for capturing the
essence of middle-class everyday America.

The workingman going home after a hard
day’s toll and sweat.

But to the folks leaving their shift at the
Remington Rand plant in Elmira, the day
brought a threat to their very pride as hon-
est working people.

In 10 weeks they would have no job.

No temporary layoff would it be. Nor re-
tirement. Nothing that offered any hope or
promise for the future.

These predominantly middle-aged people
would be left high and dry by the closing of
the 36-year-old Elmira Rand operation, for-
mally announced Friday for the end of
March.

To the workers, it meant picking up and
starting all over again—with several years
yet to go to legitimate retirement.

How to pay off the mortgage? How to send
the kids to college? Yes, and how to feed
them?

How to live the lives to which they've be=
come accustomed through years of struggling
and striving to get ahead? How long will
that little extra tide them over?

These and other dismaylng questions must
have weighed heavily on their minds as they
left at 3:30 Friday afternoon for the home
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and hearth Rand wages have helped them at-
taln over the years.

A group of women employes marched past
a couple of reporters and a photographer.
One sald with a strained smile: “What do
you want to do, get plctures of the unem-
ployed?"

From another working gal came: “We're
too young to retire and too old to look for
another job.” Another strode by with head
down, grumbling about how it was all the
government’s fault.

“What can I do?" asked one woman by
way of replying to the question: “What will
you do now?” A drill press operator, she's
been at the Rand for 26 years.

“My husband works here, too, and he’s got
32 years in.”

If the women looked a little less grim for
the most part, perhaps it was understandable.
In all probability, most of them have hus-
bands with jobs elsewhere.

A family man's job is his pride, his sense
of worth as provider and breadwinner.

Stephen Stetz of Elmira Heights scoffed
at the idea of being on welfare or unem-
ployment. His pride wouldn't permit it.

“I'll go somewhere else to find work,” sald
the Rand inspector of 31 years. “There's
nothing for me in Elmira.”

Stetz blamed the government for the plant
closing. He cited a report In a news maga-
zine of a 4 to 1 imbalance in typewriter im-
ports over exports. He showed a reporter a
letter from Presidential hopeful George Mc-
Govern, the Democratic senator from South
Dakota, in reply to his letter asking McGov-
ern to look into the imbalance.

Stetz was less than convinced by Mec~
Govern's reply, in which the senator said that
to protect American jobs, industry must be
compelled to modernize its equipment and
technical knowhow to be competitive with
foreign manufacturers.

“That isn't the answer,” sald Stetz. “We've
always had the best in equlpment here. I
think they could make it here if they'd try
another year. Sparkes (Plant Manager Rob-
ert E. Sparkes) is a good man, probably the
best manager they've had here.”

Stetz said he also feels local government
leaders could have done more to help keep
the Rand operation going in Elmira.

“You guys can do a lot if you wanted to
by pushing the government,” said Stetz to a
reporter. “Why is it nobody ever asks these
guys running for president what they would
do about this trade imbalance?

“Don’'t ask them about Vietnam. Make
them to get down to the nitty gritty.”

Leonard Corsl of Elmira joined Stetz for
his ride home and Stetz pointed at him,
saying: “Here's a guy who fought the Japs
in Burma and now they've got his job. Who
won the war, anyway?"

Corsl, a machine operator for 32 years,
said he’s entitled to a pension of $32 a month.
He indicated the long strike three years
didn’'t get them the improved pension bene-
fits they held out for.

“There's another old timer,” said Stetz,
pointing at a lady approaching them.

Marie Tobash of Elmira sald she's been
with the Rand 26 years. Asked if she would
try and get another job, she laughed and
said, “Oh no, I'm too old for that.”

Stetz was asked if he'd start looking for
another job now.

“Naw, I'll keep working right up until the
end before I start looking.”

Many employes sald the news of the clos-
ing came as no great shock. But with a wist-
ful shrug, many also indicated they were
gullty of a little wishful thinking,

Like maybe hoping for a miracle.

PLANT CLOSING PrOPOSALS To BE MaPPED NEXT
WEEK

Officials of the union that represents Re-

mington Rand workers plan to meet in Wash-
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ington, D.C. next week to begin drawing up
plant closing proposals.

Heading up the local contingent of Inter-
national Assoclation (IAM) of Machinists
from Elmira will be Justin J. Donahue, IAM
business representative.

Donahue has termed the closing of the
plant “the result of our government’s disas-
trous free trade policy.

“We have fought this issue since 1956 and
it has been a losing battle from the outset.
It is United States policy to grant conces-
slons to American companies to encourage
them to expand abroad to help foreign coun-
tries.

“We don't belleve it was ever the intent
that they would close our plants and move
overseas, We will continue to battle against
this un-American program through for thou-
sands of wcrkers in the office equipment in-
dustry, it is too late. Thousands more will
have their jobs exported if the Congress does
not act soon.

“The company will have to bargain with us
on the conditions of the plant closing. We
will prepare proposals at once for such nego-
tiations. Most likely they will include such
items as severance pay, accrued vacation pay,
pension payments to employes with vested
rights, continuation of group insurance and
Job opportunities,

“We will meet in Washington, D.C. with
the IAM legal staff next week to get their
help in drawing up the plant closing pro-
posals. In addition, we are golng to file for
available government financial assistance for
these employees because they are losing their
Jobs due to the free trade policy of the
government.

“At the proper time, we will meet with the
membership to discuss all the problems con-
fronting us.

“The UAW committee at Royal Typewriter
at Hartford, Conn. was in similar negotia-
tions with that company Friday.

“This is two typewriter plants that have
announced closing within the past six weeks.
We estimate that over 30,000 American jobs
have been lost in this industry in the past
five years involving Underwood-Olivetti,
Royal and Remington Rand.”

(Mr. GAYDOS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the subject of
my special order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

HANOI REFUSES TO DISCLOSE FATE
OF AMERICAN SERVICEMEN MISS-
ING IN NORTH VIETNAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. ZaBLOCKI) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, one
among many, of the great delusions
under which the American newspress
suffers is that any criticism of the press
is proof that it is doing its job. That
brand of logic is applied with particular
enthusiasm when the criticism is leveled
by politicians. If the politicians are un-
happy, so the reasoning goes, that
allegedly is proof that a supposedly fear-
less press is succeeding.
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At the strong, almost inevitable risk
of contributing to that sad game, I must
report a matter that has recently come
to my attention. I do so only because the
issue involves the lives of 14 men. These
men are now listed as missing in action
in North Vietnam. However, there are so
many glaring discrepancies surrounding
their disappearance we must conclude
that they are in fact alive.

It was in effect that message which
Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird at-
tempted to present to the press during
a meeting in his offices on March 30.
On display at that time were graphic
case histories of the 14 men, pointing out
in detail the circumstances surrounding
the disappearance of each and provid-
ing clear evidence of their very likely
survival. This effort was undertaken to
demonstrate that the much publicized
and so-called complete list of American
POW’s provided by the North Vietnam-
ese on December 22, 1970, was far from
complete.

The deliberate withholding of infor-
mation on these 14 men certainly casts
serious doubt on the credibility of the
North Vietnamese Government. Far
more seriously, however, U.S. inability to
bring these facts to world public atten-
tion through the press runs the danger
of jeopardizing the lives of these men.
Surely, if the North Vietnamese are not
forced to fully and accurately account
for these men and explain the discrepan-
cies of their disappearance the tempta-
tion will be strong for the North Viet-
namese to cover up their own lie by ul-
timately killing the men.

This is the story which Secretary Laird
tried to present to the world through
the news media on March 30. Unfortu-
nately, by the warped yardstick used to
determine what is or is not “news” these
important facts were virtually ignored.
Despite the presence of television net-
work crews and a host of wire service,
major newspaper and magazine report-
ers, the story gained fleeting notice on
only one local television news program
in Washington, What is more, one re-
porter reacted to this matter by stating,
“It is the same old U.S. propaganda.”
The discrepancies and the lack of ac-
counting of the MIA’s, I submit, is a se-
rious matter and must be pursued vigor-
ously and tenaciously until rectified. The
communication media can be most help-
ful in this regard.

Mr. Speaker, it is no exaggeration to
say that in large measure the lives of
these 14 American servicemen are in the
hands of the communication media. Un-
less and until their story is fully and
properly told, I fear for their fate.

In only modest compensation and as
a means of bringing the full facts to the
attention of my colleagues, I am placing
in the REcorp at this point the pertinent
circumstances involving the disappear-
ance of the 14 men in question. The in-
formation was obtained from a brochure
prepared by the Department of Defense,
copies of which have been made available
to the press.

(The material follows:)

Hanor REFUSED To DiscLoseE THE FATE oF

THESE MEN

The following are narrative accounts of 14

U.8. airmen who were downed in North Viet-
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nam. All 14 men were known to be alive, on
the ground in North Vietnam, or were at one
time actually identified by the North Viet-
namese as having been captured. None of
these men appear on the much publicized
and so-called “compléte list" provided by the
North Vietnamese on December 22, 1970.
These case histories provide clear evidence
that the “list” Is neither accurate nor com-
plete. The deliberate withholding of informa-
tion casts serlous doubt on the credibility of
the North Vietnamese Government and in-
creases anguish of the families of men who
are missing.

Captain Samuel E. Waters was downed in
Hoa Binh Province, North Vietnam, on De-
cember 13, 1966. He was seen to eject success-
fully and to deploy a good parachute. The
December 16, 1966 edition of the newspaper
Vietnam Courier, published in Hanoi, re-
ported that Waters was captured on Decem-
ber 13, 1966. An Agence France Presse report
of December 17, 1966 stated that Captain
Waters was killed on December 13, 1966; on
January 21, 1967 a Bulgarian newspaper, Nar-
oda Armiya, carried an article quoting Cap-
tain Waters, and including a picture of his
personal identity documents.

Hanol refuses to disclose the fate of this
man,

Alrcraft downed 25°52' lat. 106°25' long,

Ltjg Walter O, Estes II and Ltjg James E.
Teague were downed near Haiphong on No-
vember 19, 1967. Their co-pilots are acknowl-
edged prisoners of war on Hanol's list. An AP
wire photo originated by the Vietnam news
agency (North Vietnam) clearly shows the
identity cards of Estes and Teague. In addi-
tion, the Hanoi caption plainly states that
Lt. Estes and Lt, Teague were “‘captured in
Halphong.”

Hanoi refuses to disclose the fate of these
men.

Alrcraft downed 20°44' lat. 106°39’ long.

Captain Frederic M. Mellor’s reconnais-
sance aircraft was lost on 13 August 1965

in Son La Province, North Vietnam. He re-
ported by radio that he had successfully

landed without serious injury. Captain
Mellor was advised to avold further contact
until the arrival of rescue forces. When the
helicopter approached the area and an at-
tempt was made to contact the downed
pllot, there was no reply. Subsequent search
operations were negative.

Hanol refuses to disclose the fate of this
man,

Alrcraft downed 20°51° lat. 104°48 long.

Major Elwyn R. Capling was downed in
Quang Binh Province, North Vietnam, on
September 19, 1968. Other pilots in the area
observed Major Capling’s successful ejection
and landing on the ground. By radio, he re-
ported his leg was broken and requested
help. Rescue attempts were impossible be-
cause of the heavy concentration of North
Vietnamese forces in the immedlate area.

Hanol refuses to disclose the fate of this
man.

Alrcraft downed 17°63" lat. 196°55' long.

LCdr Vincent D. Monroe was downed in
Nghe An Province, North Vietnam, on May
18, 1968. Emergency radio signals were re-
celved from LCdr Monroe and his crew mem-
ber whose status as a prisoner has been
acknowledged by North Vietnam. Radio
Hanol announced the capture of two pilots
at the time and place of LCdr Monroe's loss.

Hanol refuses to disclose the fate of this
man.

Alrcraft downed 18°68" lat. 105°25° long.

LCdr Randolph W. Ford was shot down on
11 June 1968 in Ha Tinh Province, North
Vietnam. He reported on his survival radio
that his arm was broken. He also warned
rescue forces of the presence of North Viet-
namese in the area. A Hanol radio broad-
cast described an incident similar to that
involving LCdr Ford and announced the cap-
ture of the pllot.
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Hanol refuses to disclose the fate of this
man.

Alrcraft downed 19°16” 1at. 106°06’ long.

Captain John M. Brucher ejected from an
F-1056D on 18 February 1969 in Quang Binh
Province near the Laotian border. He report-
ed landing in a tree, suspended in mid-air
and unable to free himself from his para-
chute. He later reported having a dislocated
shoulder. Rescue efforts were suspended
until the following day. When the rescue
helicopters returned no contact could bhe
made with Captain Brucher, and his para-
chute was still hanging in the tree, empty.

Hanol refuses to disclose the fate of this
man,
Aircraft downed 17°17 lat. 106°12° long.

Lt. James K. Patterson was a crew member
in an ACA alrcraft piloted by LCdr. Eugene
B. McDaniel shot down on 19 May 1967 in
Hal Duong Province, North Vietnam. Lt.
Patterson reported by radio that he had a
badly broken leg and probably could not
move. LCdr. Eugene B. McDaniel is acknowl-
edged to be a prisoner-of-war on a North
Vietnamese list.

Hanol refuses to disclose the fate of this
man,

Alrcraft downed 20°46’ lat. 105°26’ long.

Ledr Milton J. Vescellus was shot down on
21 September 1967 when his alrcraft was hit
by antlaircraft defenses. Successful ejection
and descent was witnessed by pilots in the
area. The pllot was seen to be immediately
surrounded by indigenous personnel. A radio
Hanol broadcast on 22 September 1967 de-
scribed the incident and stated that the pllot
was captured.

Hanol refuses to disclose the fate of this
man.

Alrcraft downed 20°43" lat. 104°47' long.

Captain Willlam R. Andrews ejected from
an F4C aircraft in Nghia Lo Province, North
Vietnam, on October 5, 1966. Soon after land-
ing he reported by radio that he was unin-
Jured but that North Vietnamese forces were
approaching his position. He later reported
that he was wounded and losing consclous-
ness, The other crew member in the aircraft
was rescued.

Hanol refuses to disclose the fate of this
man,

Alrcraft downed 21°18’ lat. 104°21’ long.

Masajor Joseph C. Morrison and Captaln San
D. Francisco were in an F-4D lost on 25 No-
vember 1968. Both officers established radio
contact on the ground with recovery forces.
Their parachutes were sighted within 700
meters of a North Vietnamese encampment.
Contact with Captain Francisco was lost
within a half hour. Major Morrison evaded
successfully throughout the night, and re-
established radio contact on the following
day. Recovery was prevented, primarily by
weather and voice and beeper contact were
lost.

Hanol refuses to disclose the fate of these
men.

Alrcraft downed 17°20" lat. 106°12" long.

Captain Arthur L. Warren, USAF, was
downed on 5 December 1866 in Yen Bal
Province, North Vietnam. A pllot in another
alreraft witnessed the successful ejection.
Volce contact was Immediately established
and maintained for two hours. The downed
pllot stated that he was in good condition.
However, radio contact was lost before rescue
hellcopters could arrive,

Hanol refuses to disclose the fate of this
man,

URBAN-RURAL FORUM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HILLIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HILLIS. Mr, Speaker, I think the
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matter of inereasing food prices is a fine
topic for discussion by the urban-rural
forum because this is one area in which a
true lack of communication and lack of
understanding does exist between rural
and urban residents.

The urban housewife goes to the mar-
ket, cringes at the price she has to pay
for a pound of hamburger, goes home
and writes her Congressman about the
problem of rising food costs, especially
during a period of economic stabilization.
This housewife has a legitimate gripe—
her or her husband's wages have been
held at a set rate to cool the fires of in-
flation, yet food costs keep spiralling un-
controllably. Is this fair, she asks?

On the other hand, the rural housewife
is having to pay similar prices for meat,
yet she wonders why her husband, as a
farmer and/or meat raiser, is not re-
ceiving the financial benefits of these
higher prices. Certainly her husband has
been the brunt of many attacks recently
by frustrated meat buyers. But he is re-
celving little more per pound of meat
than he has in past years. So where are
the exhorbitant price increases going?

That is the question the Wage and
Price Board and the House Agriculture
Committee have tried to answer in recent
hearings. And from what I can deter-
mine, the answer is what I expected: it is
not the farmer, but the middleman, and
retailers who are reaping the profit from
the increased prices.

I did not have to guess at this answer—
I had concluded it long ago on the basis of
the letters that come pouring into my of-
fice from farmers from my district, com-
plaining what low rates they are receiv-
ing for their produce. Yes, low. Poultry
and egg prices are the lowest they have
been in over 20 years—eggs are selling
at 9 cents per dozen below production
costs in Indiana. Although hog and beef
prices are considered good this year by
farmers, the amount the farmers are
actually receiving for their labors is not
higher than 1970 levels for hogs. And
prices for beef have finally climbed up
to their level of 1950—over 20 years ago.

The crash in the corn market last year,
due to an overproduction of corn, com-
bined with a disastrous transportation
strike, cost the farmers in my district
alone millions of dollars. The harvest
price of corn fell below production costs,
and predictions are that next fall’s har-
vest prices will be just as low because of
the carryover from the 1971 crop.

And to think thousands of American
housewives are asking that food costs be
frozen. Little do they realize that, for the
farmer, rates they receive on their prod-
ucts overall have almost been frozen for
the last 20 years—while the cost of living
has increased by 56 percent. Labor prices
have increased some 340 percent and
business and professional income has
gone up some 200 percent since 1950. All
at a time when farm prices for the over-
whelming majority of major farm com-
modities have increased by a mere T
percent.

Is it any wonder we are seeing the de-
mise of the family farm? Somehow the
consuming public recently has gotten the
picture of a fat-car farmer netting untold
profits on his produce, sitting on his ve-
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randa, Southern Comfort in hand, saying
with a wave of his unsoiled hand: “Let
them eat cake,” It just is not so, and this
is what I would like to communicate to
my urban colleagues and their con-
stituents.

Of course, along with the letters from
farmers, I have received bundles from
housewives asking that something be
done to control food cost increases. While
I can be pleased for the farmer that he
is receiving a little more for his produce,
I also feel something can and should be
done to help out the consuming public.

The answer, I believe, is controlling in-
creasing costs of getting that food to
market and selling it—which accounts
for two-thirds of the price consumer
pays. When the Price Commission ex-
empted raw food products from price
controls, it was to help out the farmer
and assure no lid would be placed on his
meager profit increases.

However, it now appears that some ele-
ment is taking advantage of this exemp-
tion, to the detriment both of farmers
and consumers. I cannot pinpoint where
this increase is taking place, but I expect
the Price Commission and Agriculture
Committee will be able to more adequate-
ly identify it on the basis of their in-
vestigation.

I would recommend that price controls
similar to those applied to all other sec-
tors of the economy be applied to pro-
duce and meat costs after they leave the
farmers’ hands, and I would urge the
Price Commission to closely monitor
these controls for violations—I under-
stand the IRS is now investigating 11
large foodchains for unwarranted price
increases. This could be playing a large
part in the action initiated recently by
many grocery chains to freeze or roil
back their food prices.

I will await with great interest the
findings and recommendations of the
Government food price study groups. In
the interim, I hope this country’s urban
population will not take out its frustra-
tions on its rural brothers—they both
face the same question: ‘“Where's the
money going?” I hope we will have an
answer and some solutions for them soon.

YOUTH CONSERVATION CORPS:
FULFILLING THE NEEDS OF
YOUTH AND ENVIRONMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. Speaker, the cre-
ation of the Youth Conservation Corps
in 1970 established a pilot program sig-
nificant to the young people of this Na-
tion, for it recognized their value and
their interest in working to maintain our
environment.

The Corps gave us the concrete be-
ginnings of a method to deal with the
problem of youth unemployment and the
problem of improvement and upkeep of
our forest lands and parks. The impor-
tance of the work that can be contrib-
uted by the energy and enthusiasm of
young people is extraordinary. In fact,
the response to the pilot program was so
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enthusiastic that the number of appli-
cations submitted far outran the number
of positions available. For 8 weeks dur-
ing the summer of 1971, 2,200 youths
in 63 camps located in 36 States spent
many hours clearing campsites, planting
trees, clearing brush, opening trails, re-
storing historic structures, and doing
various tasks necessary for the public to
enjoy the national parks.

In view of such a response, it seems
obvious that it is time to expand this
highly successful program in order to
allow more young people to share in the
work which is important to them. There-
fore, I am reintroducing the YCC expan-
sion bill. The legislation has three basic
features:

First, it increases the annual author-
ization level from $3.5 million as con-
tained in Public Law 91-378 to a new
figure of $150 million. This increased
authorization will make it possible to
hire 100,000 youths for the summer proj-
ects. And it is important to note that
124,000 applications were received for
the 2,200 positions opened in 1971.

Second, the bill allows the States to
operate Youth Conservation Corps proj-
ects. Before, the programs had been con-
ducted solely by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture and the U.S. Department
of the Interior.

The legislation furnishes 80 percent
Federal matching funds for the State
administered program. It specifies that
no less than 10 percent and not more 25
percent of all YCC enrollees shall be
employed in the States’ efforts.

Third, the bill directs that YCC facili-
ties during periods of nonuse shall be
available to educational institutions for
the purpose of environmental education
centers. Costs during periods of official
nonuse would be borne by the educa-
tional agencies. The provision speaks for
itself and is in keeping with passage of
the Environmental Education Act.

By the provision of Public Law 91-378,
the YCC “shall be open to youth of both
sexes and youth of all social, economic,
and racial classifications.” We recognize
the need to provide jobs for our young
people and this is one way. However, the
summer experience is much more than
employment; for by working closely with
one another in this situation, ¥CC en-
rollees learn about the American scene,
about themselves, and about each other.

In fact, I firmly believe this program
should be sustained on a year-round
basis, not just during summer.

Realizing the necessity of this pro-
gram to our youth and our country, I
can only add that I hope the Committee
on Education and Labor will soon sched-
ule hearings on this bill to expand the
Youth Conservation Corps.

A NEW ANGLE ON LEGISLATION TO
COMPENSATE VICTIMS OF CRIME

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. James V. STAN-
TON) is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Speak-
er, today I am introducing a Compen-
sation to Crime Victims Aect which dif-
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ers in several important respects from
other bills now under consideration in
the House and Senate. Under my legis-
lation, the erime vietim or his family or
survivors would apply for compensation
to the local U.S. attorney in the Federal
judicial district where he resides, rather
than to a special board in Washington
or to a State agency financed with Fed-
eral funds. I feel strongly that there
ought to be remedial action on behalf of
the vietim in the place the crime occurs
and where the facts are best known.
We should not set up any new layers of
government or create new bureaucra-
cies. Most of the dollars devoted to this
program should be paid to victims, not
to bureaucrats.

A provision such as this is of course
in line with the trend toward decen-
tralization of Federal governmental
services, and the provision also relieves
the crime victim of the burden and ne-
cessity of dealing with faceless bureau-
crats in some more distant place, wheth-
er it be in Washington or the State cap-
ital. While U.S. attorneys obviously
would have to increase their staffs to
administer this program, this would re-
sult in accretions to an already existing
bureaucracy and would not create a new
one. The decisions of the local U.S.
attorney would be final under my bill,
but would be rendered under guidelines
and regulations promulgated by the U.S.
Attorney General. The fact that there
would be no appeal from the decision of
the U.S.- attorney would prevent our
overworked Federal district courts from
becoming bogged down in additional liti-
gation. We need not hesitate to give such
authority to the U.S. attorney. He is,
after all, like the Attorney General him-
self and like the judges of the Federal
courts, an official appointed by the
President of the United States with the
advice and consent of the Senate.

Another provision of my bill is aimed
at curbing profiteering on the program.
The U.S. attorney would order full pay-
ment by the Government only of “rea-
sonable” fees by doctors, hospitals, and
funeral directors. Where it appears that
an excessive fee is being charged, the
U.S. attorney would try to persuade the
doctor or other person or institution
charging the fee to reduce it. If the U.S.
attorney is unsuccessful, the Govern-
ment would pay the “reasonable"” part of
the fee—and then publicly disclose the
amount of the full fee. Other bills on this
subject do not contain this safeguard
against profiteering. Most professional
people, of course, would not take advan-
tage of this kind of program. However,
most of us here have heard of cases
where a few doctors make more than
$100,000 a year out of medicare and
medicaid, and we do not want that in
this program.

The rationale for this type of legisla-
tion has been expounded on by other
Members of Congress who have intro-
duced bills on the subject. I subscribe to
their thinking, and there is no point in
repeating all of it here. I would merely
like to point out that the taxpayers
spend a lot of money trying to rehabili-
tate criminals, and this is proper. But
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the victims are forgotten. If we want
justice for all, it is about time we gave
some attention to what it costs to be
raped, or to be slugged and robbed. We
cannot, of course, repay the emotional
cost—and for this reason, my bill does
not make the usual provision for com-
pensation for pain and suffering. How-
ever, although no price tag is feasible
for the emotional cost, we can at least
relieve our citizens of the financial bur-
den connected with becoming a vietim
of erime.

I might add, Mr. Speaker, that the
legislation I am offering today completes
action by me on a package of three bills
dealing with different aspects of the
crime problem. My Emergency Crime
Control Act—H.R. 11813—would speed
the flow of Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration funds to large metro-
politan areas—in the form of revenue-
sharing block grants. My second bill, HR.
11677, provides a $50,000 death benefit to
survivors of public safety and court of-
ficials killed in the line of duty.

These three bills focus directly on the
crime problem. However, they cannot, by
themselves, solve the problem. Therefore,
I am supporting antipoverty, educa-
tional, and other bills aimed at the roots
of crime, in the hope of preventing it in
the first place.

SEVENTY-ONE DAYS, AND STILL NO
WORD FROM PRESIDENT NIXON
ON TAX REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Alaska (Mr. BEGICH) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Speaker, it has now
been 71 days since House Ways and
Means Chairman WiLsur MiLLs wrote
President Nixon asking for the tax re-
form proposals the President promised
last September.

By this time, disclosures of massive tax
advantages enjoyed by the corporate
giants of the United States are hardly
sensational. Still, it is useful from time to
time to see how well some of these large
business interests are doing at the ex-
pense of Americans who really bear the
tax burden in our country.

Today's chapter is from the April 15,
1972, issue of Business Week magazine. I
hope the White House has a subscription:
How SoME CoMPANIES CAN EAsSE THE Tax

Loap

Annual reports, in the chalrman’s letter to
shareholders, invarlably contain a sentence
or so about the hefty tax bill the company
had to pay. Last year, some compenies still
eligible to use the 1968 investment tax credit
and other tax law provisions, were able to
trim their tax load. Notable examples in-
clude:

U.S. Steel Corp. The 1968 investment tax
credit, mineral depletion allowances, and
deferred taxes provided in previous years on
foreign income totaled $57.9-million for Big
Steel iIn 1971. Estimated U.S. and foreign
income tax for 1871 also came out to $57.9-
milllon. The coincldence, attested to by
U.8. Steel's auditor, Price Waterhouse & Co.,
meant that the U.8. and forelgn tax bill was
entirely offset by the allowable deductions
and credits. But U.S. Steel did pay #$149-
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million in state, local, and miscellaneous
taxes.

Western Union Corp. Last year marked the
eighth year in a row that it paid no fed-
eral income tax even though it turned a
profit in each of these years. The maneuver
is completely within the tax laws. For one
thing, the company uses accelerated depre-
ciation for tax-reporting purposes. It also
uses utility-accounting procedures. These
permit expensing interest charges on the
tax books while capitalizing part of them for
accounting and financial purposes. Employee
overhead on new plant construction is cap-
italized in the same way. Thus, Western
Union has had a tax shelter for net income
since 1963.

Mesta Petroleum Co. The Amarillo (Tex.)
oil company turned in a whopping 90% earn-
ings increase last year over 1970’s profit figure
of $6.7-million. Its tax bill for 1971 was only
$200,000, because of a 10% minimum tax on
statutory items, principally statutory deple-
tion. Mesa paid no other tax, mainly be-
cause of intangible drilling costs and other
exploration expenses such as lease rentals.
They totaled more than its $12.7-million
income,

Texas Oll & Gas Corp. The 1971 fiscal
earnings picture of this Dallas-based com-
pany was brightened by a 29% boost over
1870. But it paid no federal tax other than a
nominal amount of minimum tax on prefer-
ence items included in operating and gen-
eral expenses. The reasons: deductions for in-
tangible costs of drilling and other develop-
ment activities, as well as a tax loss carry-
forward.

Flying Tiger Corp. Bottom-line figures for
this cargo airline and equipment-leasing
company registered an impressive 947% gain
in 1971 over 1970. A healthy Investment tax
credit mixed in with a substantial figure on
depreciation of leased equipment outweighed
the company’s 1971 tax llabillity. The two
deductions are robust enough so that Flying
Tiger probably will not pay any taxes this
year or next.

Westvaco Corp. A combination of factors
put the company on the credit side of the tax
ledger in the amount of $600,000 for 1971
compared with 1970 when it made provisions
for paying $3.4-million. For one thing, earn-
ings slid from $17-million to $4-million and
the bulk of 1971 profits were from foreign op-
erations. Taxes on the foreign income were
more than offset by the investment tax credit
of $880,000 Westvaco took last year. This
wiped out any 1971 federal tax liability.

Revere Copper & Brass Inc. The federal in-
come tax credit of $5601,000 reported by Revere
is due to a roller coaster dip In 1971 profits
from $1.62 per share to 58c. The 58¢c dwindled
when operating and startup costs at a new
aluminum smelter—equal to 32¢ per share—
were charged against income. Coupled with
weak metals prices, the company would have
been in the red if it had not been eligible
to take a £1.5-milllon investment credit on
the new plant.

DUTCH BOYCOTT OF ANGOLA
COFFEE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Dices) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, throughout
the world there is growing support for
the struggle to be free of the peoples of
Angola, of Mozambique, of Guinea-Bis-
sau, and Cape Verde—the so-called
Portuguese territories. A Dutch group,
the Angola Comiittee, has now orga-
nized a 90 percent successful boycott by
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the Dutch coffee market of Angola cof-

fee. I wish to insert in the Recorbo, for the

thoughtful attention of my colleagues, a

press release on this commendable effort:
PRrRESS RELEASE

The boycott against Angola coffee in Hol-
land which is organized by the Angola Com-
mittee has spread to 90% of the Dutch coffee
market within a month. The Angola Com-
mittee has been active for more than ten
years in Holland to support the struggle to
free the Portuguese colonies, and to com-
memorate the eleventh anniversary of the
liberation movement on the 4th of February
they initiated a campaign to publicize the
support given to Portugal in her colonial war
through the coffee imported into Holland.
The Dutch consumers reacted to the in-
formation that at least $4 million per year
of the coffee trade from Angola went directly
to support Portugal’s army in Africa, and to
the report of the governing Catholic People’s
Party that 85% of the workers on the coffee
plantations are forced labour, by refusing to
buy from roasters using Angola coffee.

On Friday, March 3, five coffee roasters,
including Douwe Egberts who represents
nearly one-half of the entire Dutch market,
Joined the eight coffee roasters who had
agreed earlier during the action to stop using
Angola coffee in their blends. Douwe Egberts
communicated in a statement released to-
gether with the roasters Van Nelle and
Niemeyer which was advertised in all major
Dutch papers that there would be no new
purchases of coffee from Angola:

“In the past weeks it has become apparent
that there are objections on the part of the
Dutch consumers to the processing of Angola
coffee. This is an indication for us to change
our purchasing program. The Angola coffee
which is in supply and under contract will be
used up within a short period,”

The Dutch have been an important con-
sumer of Angola’s coffee, and in 1970 they
imported 21% of Angola’s total export of
coffee representing $34.5 million in trade.
Coffee is 32% of Angola's export, which
means that the Dutch boycott of coffee has
the strong impact of placing 7%of Angola's
total export under direct boycott.

The Angola Committee has been supported
in this action by about 250 local organisa-
tlons spread throughout Holland. In addi-
tion, the three large labour unions placed
themselves behind the action. A number of
schools, universities, churches, and firms in
the country decided not to buy coffee from
roasters who use Angola coffee. Various city
governments, including Rotterdam, took the
decision to boyeott Angola coffee as well,

The press, radio, and television have given
considerable publicity to this action, The
“Natlonal Commission on Development
Strategy,” under the chairmanship of Prince
Claus of the Netherlands, has proposed to
subsidize the action with funds from the
government. This support was questioned by
the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Schmel-
zer, who asked whether it was advisable to let
political considerations overweigh traditional
trade relations. When Mr. Boertien, Minister
of Development Aid, did not ratify the award,
many protests were raised even from govern-
ing parties in the Parliament. A motion to
reinstate the subsidy has been introduced
into Parliament.

The Angola Committee expects that the
remaining 10% of the Dutch coffee market
will also join the boycott within the next
weeks. There are also international contacts
with other groups who plan to introduce a
simlilar boycott in other countries which con-
sume Angola coffee, including the U.S.A.,
Finland, and Poland. If sufficlent support is
gathered, Portugal’'s income from coffee trade
may be completely undermined.
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HOUSEWIVES SHOULD NOT HAVE
TO SUFFER WHILE BLAME FOR
HIGH FOOD PRICES IS ESTAB-
LISHED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANNUNZIO) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, in re-
cent weeks there has been a great deal
of comment in this body and in the
press over the subject of the increase in
food prices, particularly the question of
beef.

The cattlemen blame the processors
for the high prices; the processors blame
the cattlemen and the supermarkets;
and in the next breath the chain is
started again.

While a great deal of time is being
taken up establishing the blame, it is the
housewife who has to pay these higher
prices. And she is not really interested
in establishing blame but rather in low-
ering prices. To my knowledge no one
has yet blamed the housewife for higher
prices, although before the discussion of
this whole subject has ended, someone
may come forth with that proposition.

Let me admit at this point that I do
not know who is responsible for the
higher prices. And let me quickly add
that I am more interested in reducing
food prices than I am in establishing
blame.

To this end, I have suggested that the
Price Commission freeze food prices. At
the very least this would prevent an
increase in food prices, while the reasons
behind the repeated rise in these prices
are researched.

If food prices had been frozen when
the wage and price controls first went
into effect in August, we would not be
facing this situation today. But the ad-
ministration has chosen not to take that
course of action, and consequently food
prices are soaring to record levels.

While the food producers are happy
about the higher prices, I am certain
they also realize that eventually some
action must be taken to control these
prices—either through governmental
controls or by a concerted effort of the
shoppers, principally a boycott of meat
products. This, of course, could have a
long-term negative impact on the food
producers.

When the Price Commission began its
series of hearings around the country on
March 24, I was the leadoff witness in
Chicago. At that time I suggested that
unless something is done to lower food
prices soon, there would be boycotts of
supermarkets similar to those that oc-
curred during the 1960’s, I urged the
Price Commission to put a freeze on food
prices, and I am again today repeating
my urging that the prices be frozen. Re-
cently, the AFL-CIO added its forecast
to my own that unless something was
done to control food prices, there would
be some form of boycott by shoppers.

While we have seen some decrease in
food prices in the past 2 weeks, they have
not been significant enough to make me
retreat from my prediction of boycotts.

I do not want to see boycotts for no
one benefits from such action. But it may
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be the only way to solve the problem,
since the administration apparently is
not willing to help the American house-
wife,

Mr. Speaker, I include in my remarks
my testimony before the Price Commis-
sion in Chicago on March 24:

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE FRANK
ANNUNZIO

Mr. Chairman, as a Member of Congress
who spent many hours working on the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act, let me say that I
appreciate the opportunity to present my
views today on the effectiveness of the price
control program.

For more than a year prior to the Presi-
dent’s announcement that he was invoking
the wage and price controls granted him by
the Congress, I had urged the Administration
to exercise such controls, Time and time
agaln I pointed out that inflation had such
a stronghold on the economy that it could
not be cured without resorting to wage and
price curtailments. As you will recall, when
President Nixon signed the legislation grant-
ing him standby wage and price controls in
1970, he sald that although he was signing
the legislation, he did not anticipate using
such powers.

It is unfortunate that, instead of estab-
lishing himself as a poor prognosticator on
that day, he did not immediately invoke wage
and price controls and do it on an across-
the-board basis. Had he taken that action,
we would have been out of the inflationary
woods today; but instead he waited for more
than a year to act. And when he did act, it
was on & “hit and miss™ basis that has shown
little signs of solving economic problems.

The operations of the Price Commission
truly reflect the “hit and miss"” policles of
the Administration. While I would like to
point out a number of areas in which I feel
the Price Commission has fallen short of
the mark, I would like to take my time to-
day to dwell on only two of those areas, The
first deals with the so-called Annunzio
Amendment to the Economic Stabilization
Act allowing consumers who have been over-
charged to bring suits for triple damages.
The second area concerns the failure of the
Cost of Living Council and the Price Com-
mission to take action to put the cost of food
under price controls,

Under the present setup of the Price Com-
mission, the enforcement section has been
delegated to the Internal Revenue BService
to ferret out violators. At best, this is a hap-
hazard way of enforcing Price Commission
policies, primarily because of the work load
placed upon the Internal Revenue Service.
Because of this, I offered an amendment to
the Economic Stabilization Act that would
make consumers the watchdogs of your
Commission. My amendment allowed a con-
sumer who had been overcharged to bring
suit and to win triple the amount of the
overcharge with a $100 minimum if the suit
was successful, The amendment would allow
class action suits under which all consumers
who had been overcharged could collect
damages.

Despite Administration opposition, my
amendment was successful. The point of my
amendment was not to have consumers run-
ning in and out of the court system filing
suits, but rather it was to let merchants
know that, if they ralsed prices illegally,
instead of only having to worry about an
Internal Revenue agent checking on the in-
crease, they would be subject to the scrutiny
of every shopper that walked through the
doors. Of course, the opportunity of an IRS
agent catching the overcharge would be min-
imal based on the limited number of agents
and the multitude of merchants. This pat-
tern would be reversed if the consumer in
effect became the enforcer,
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It is impossible to determine whether or
not my amendment has been successful be-
cause the actions of the Commission have
totally limited the potential for its effective-
ness, I might also add that the Internal
Revenue Service has not helped the situa-
tion since it refuses to give out any infor-
mation about price violators. In order for a
suit to be brought, it is necessary for the
consumer to know whether or not he or she
has been overcharged. Under the Price Com-
mission rules, it is so difficult for a shopper
to determine the base price of an item that
this successfully precludes lawsuits, In short,
while the Administration could not defeat
my amendment in the proper legislative
forum, it has now done that by administra-
tive rulemaking,

The publie is frustrated by its inability to
find out whether or not prices have been
raised by a particular merchant, and so
many merchants have been exempt from
posting prices that the effectiveness of my
amendment has been greatly reduced.

Recently Mr. Chairman, you sald in a
radio interview that to your knowledge your
agents of your Commission had uncovered
only a few illegal price raises. It is difficult
for me to belleve that in a country as large
as ours only a few violations have occurred,
However, we will never be able to find out
exactly how many violations are taking place
unless we have vigorous enforcement; and
we will not get that enforcement from an
agency that is already burdened with the
task of enforcing all of the tax laws of our
country.

Not only is the consumer being denied
information, but the legitimate merchant
who has not raised prices is being victimized
by the unserupulous merchant who raises
prices and gets away without so much as a
warning solely because no one has the proper
knowledge to take action in a court of law.

Because of this situation, I urge you to
adopt a simplified form for posting base
prices and to exempt merchants from such
posting only on a case-by-case basis rather
than in an across-the-board manner,

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me turn to my
second point—food prices, particularly the
cost of meat. Much has been said in the past
few weeks about the cost of meat prices, in-
cluding a rather interesting exchange be-
tween yourself, Mr. Chairman, and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture. There is a saying in
Washington that everybody complains about
the weather but no one does anything about
it. The same saying holds true for food prices.
No one seems to do anything to bring them
down. However, this Board could take action
that would have immediate results in bring-
ing food prices down. This Board could peti-
tion the Cost of Living Council for authority
to regulate the price of raw agricultural prod-
ucts, primarily meats. It could then set price
ceilings that would reduce food prices to a
realistic level. While you may not be able to
do anything about the weather, Mr. Chair-
man, you can do something about food prices.
In a number of news articles that I have read
about the Commission, you yourself have
been quoted on a number of occasions as say=-
ing that you will actually run the Price Com-~
mission yourself and will only call on the
other members of the Commission in certain
instances. According to an article in the
Washington Star in November of last year
you said, “I want to use the Commission to
the maximum. But as Chairman of the panel
I am the only official authorized to sign for
the Commission, so the Commission is ad-
visory to me.”

I am not here today to argue whether or
not this is a proper stance for a Chairman
to take; but what I am saying is that you
clearly have the power to roll back food
prices or, at the very minimum, to petition
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the Cost of Living Council for the authority
to do this.

The latest report on the consumer price
index clearly indicates the magnitude of
rising food costs. Based on an annual rate,
the wholesale price index of food was up
21.6% and livestock prices were 17.4% higher
than a year before.

You don't have to have a degree in Eco-
nomics or follow wholesale price Indexes to
know that food costs are up—and at an
alarming rate. Merely ask the housewife on
her weekly shopping trip how much food she
is getting for her dollar these days.

Mr. Chairman, we have reached the end
of the line on food prices. It is not a question
of having enough money to spend for luxury
items; but it is a question of having enough
money to spend for food, for after all it is
perhaps the most basic of our necessities.
The situation is so critical that this week
two major food chains in the Washington,
D.0.,, area purchased full-page advertise-
ments In newspapers suggesting that shop-
pers restrict their beef purchases and in-
stead switch to substitutes such as poultry
and fish, When chains of food stores tell their
customers that the cost of food is too high,
then clearly the time to take action has ar-
rived.

This Board in general and you in particu-
lar, Mr. Chalrman, have the power to solve
the problem. You can put meat back on the
American dinner table. However, if food
prices in general and beef prices in particular
are not reduced sharply and quickly, then I
predict that the American housewife will
soon stage masslve supermarket boycotts
similar to those that occurred in the mid-
1960's. This is the only recourse that the
shopper will have since those who have the
decision to cut food prices have refused to
deal with the problem. It may well be that
& massive boycott of beef will be the only
answer to this problem. The boycott of cer-
taln meat products has already begun, as

witnessed by the supermarket advertisements
in the Washington papers; but that is only
& small beginning to what I predict will hap-
pen unless we have an immediate rollback
of these prices. I urge you not to leave Chi-
cago without a concrete proposal to solve the
food price problem.

ISRAEL’S 24TH ANNIVERSARY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Ryaw) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, today marks
the 24th anniversary of the founding of
the State of Israel and the culmination
of a centuries-old dream of the redemp-
tion of the Jewish homeland. Surrounded
by hostile neighbors determined to de-
stroy her, Israel has had to defend her
sovereignty three times since that his-
toric day 24 years ago and has succeeded
in doing so through sheer determination.
Her survival as a political entity is testi-
mony to the unconquerable spirit of her
people. Outnumbered by her attackers,
Israel’s ability to survive is visible proof
of what Theodore Herzl wrote in 1896,
“If you have the will it need not be a
legend.”

In 1948, the United States was the first
nation to recognize Israel as an inde-
pendent State. We must reaffirm our
commitment to her survival, first, be-
cause she is a bastion of democracy in
the Middle East. Her commitment to
democratic institutions reflects our own
beginnings as a nation, and we can see
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in Israel the embodiment of many of our
own ideals.

Second, Israel is the homeland to
which Jews, for thousands of years, have
longed to return. And we must not for-
get the haven that Israel was for the
many people who were displaced as a
result of the Nazi attempt to annihilate
the Jewish people. After the Second
World War Israel provided a refuge for
hundreds of thousands of homeless Jews.
Today, she is looked upon as a haven
by the many Jews living in the Soviet
Union who yearn fo live in a land where
they will be granted the opportunity to
practice freely their religion and give
expression to their rich cultural herit-
age—a land that will allow them to
maintain and strengthen their Jewish
identity.

Israel has opened her doors to the
Soviet Jews who have been allowed to
emigrate but is encountering many prob-
lems in absorbing this large group of
people. Employment opportunities must
be made available, as well as adequate
housing and educational facilities. I be-
lieve that we must assist Israel in re-
settling these people who are asking
nothing more than to be accorded the
basie rights which we Americans value so
dearly. Therefore, I have introduced leg-
islation calling for American assistance
to Israel for this purpose.

Furthermore, Israel is very strategi-
cally located. The United States has a
stake in maintaining order in the Middle
East; for any threat to peace in that area
of the world is truly a threat to world
peace.

Since the founding of the Jewish State,
that country has undergone a sweeping
modernization. Cities have been rebuilt;
the desert has been made to bloom; and
remarkable technological progress has
been made—all despite the fact that Is-
rael has known no real peace. In addi-
tion, Israel has shown a sincere desire to
help other developing nations. Over 10,-
000 Africans, Asians, and Latin Ameri-
cans have trained in Israel and thou-
sands more have worked with the 3,000
Israeli field representatives who have
been sent to over 70 nations.

Yet after 24 years, defense remains
Israel’s number one priority. Israel must
acquire the modern eqiupment she needs
to face the challenge of the Soviet-sup-
plied weaponry of her enemies. During
the past few years, Russia has poured bil-
lions of dollars worth of arms into Egypt
alone. Thousands of advisers have been
sent to Egypt, and Soviet pilots fly Egyp-
tian jets. The weapons Israel is forced
to buy drain her financial resources
which could be used for rehousing new
immigrants, expanding an overcrowded
school system, or purchasing modern
machinery for factories.

Next month it is expected that the
President will visit Moscow, and it is my
fervent hcpe that the talks which will
be held there will prove fruitful and will
lead to a break in the stalemate that
currently exists in the Middle East. The
dream for a Jewish homeland has been
realized, and we must now see that it is
preserved.
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OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND
HEALTH—INFORMING EMPLOY-
ERS AND EMPLOYEES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. DaNIELS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of
Mareh 29 and the Federal Register of
March 31, symbolize some of the prob-
lems of implementing the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970. In the
Recorp Congressman STEIGER and other
Members discussed among other topics,
the ability of small businesses to under-
stand and comply with OSHA stand-
ards. The program was criticized for
providing little assistance in acquainting
management with the meaning of these
regulations and how to achieve compli-
ance with them.

Much of the dialog directed at the
merits of the act would be better focused
on how it is being implemented. At least
one valid criticism could be that if you
want to delay or obstruct the act you
cannot choose a better way than the
publication of rules and regulations un-
derstandable to only an elite who sub-
seribes to or participates in consensus
standards-making organizations.

OSHA policy of establishing regula-
tions by reference to standards of con-
sensus groups is just such an obstruction.

Neither management nor labor should
have to maintain libraries and consult-
ing services to assist in the interpreta-
tion of Government rules and regula-
tions. These should be self-explanatory
and textually complete. It should be
self-evident that workers have no
greater access to consensus standards
than do businessmen. They share the
same kind of problems as unions do.

A long step toward solving the prob-
lem is to make available rules and regu~
lations with full texts and explanatory
notes and comments. This is the first and
most essential step of an educational
service for business and labor. Relative
to this, any other educational activity is
of small consequence. OSHA has failed
to take this step.

Finally, the single most important tool
for disseminating this information is to
make abundant copies of rules available
without hassle in every OSHA office and
through unions and trade associations
willing to participate in their distribu-
tion.

In dealing with large corporations and
unions, the OSHA staff has been co-
operative. This, however, is not what an
individual writing to OSHA experiences.
Very often a return letter is sent, re-
questing that the worker or businessman
write the Government Printing Office.
GPO, upon receipt, sends a form and a
request for money. Months later the ma-
terial may reach him.

Many times a sincere distribution ef-
fort receives attention only because the
group is willing to make multiple phone
calls and pound the conference table.
Even this method has begun to fail as
supplies diminish and requests for mate-
rials are again referred to OSHA.

The deteriorating relationship between
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the public and OSHA stems in part from
just this kind of insensitivity. The Labor
Department’s administration of the act,
not the law itself, is responsible for much
of the ecriticism voiced in the House on
March 29.

RESTRICTING THE WARMAKING
POWERS OF THE PRESIDENT

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. BYRNE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, it is my intention to vote for
the legislation restricting the warmak-
ing power of the President, which passed
the Senate by an overwhelming majority.
I will support any move possible to get
this bill out of the committee and to the
floor of the House for a vote, and to the
President’s desk for his signature.

The huge majority for the bill in the
Senate is an indication it will again pass
there, even if the President vetoes it; and
I believe the action in the House would be
the same.

In view of the reescalation of the war
in Vietnam, quick action on this legis-
lation is now imperative. Already reports
are coming in of deaths and casualties
among our Navy personnel, The Presi-
dent by his action has only changed the
pattern of the war from a land conflict
to a naval and Air Force all-out war.
The statements of Secretary Rogers and
other spokesmen of President Nixon war-
rant our fears for the future with regard
to an increase in American casualties.

The American people are overwhelm-
ingly in favor of an immediate end to
American participation in the Vietnam
war. The House of Representatives
should take quick action on the legisla-
tion passed by the Senate so that the
position of the Congress is made known
to the President and the American
people.

EVIDENCE OF USO CORRUPTION
RELEASED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. AsPIN) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, today I am
publicly releasing testimony by two for-
mer USO personnel in Vietnam dealing
with alleged black-market operation by
USO officials.

If these allegations are true, then top
USO officials have presided over an un-
precedented scandal within a charitable
organization.

Specifically, the testimony I am re-
leasing today reveals that a former
marine staff sergeant admitted to a for-
mer USO professional staff member that
he and another USO official had sold
eleven air-conditioners on the black mar-
ket.

As many of my colleagues may know,
individuals of veterans organizations
donate cigarettes to the USO for free
distribution to our GI's serving overseas.
Unfortunately, according to the tes-
timony I have been given, some of these
cigarettes have wound up on the black
market.
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One official of the USO allegedly stole
gift—"care"—packages sent to individual
GI's in Vietnam. When the USO’s top
official in Vietnam was told of these ac-
tivities, apparently nothing was done to
stop the continued stealing.

Some air conditioners, instead of being
sold on the black market, may have been
illegally traded by USO personnel to
other American civilians and military
officials.

These allegations, and Secretary
Laird’s announcement last week of a
major investigation of USO, seems to
confirm that the American people, and
particularly our GI's in Vietnam, have
been victimized by a bunch of crooks.
Last Friday, Secretary of Defense Laird
announced that a worldwide investiga-
tion has been launched and the corrupt
practices involving ‘“very substantial
amounts of money” have been uncov-
ered,

My staff has been investigating this
USO scandal for the past several weeks.
In the near future I plan to disclose
additional detailed information about
money manipulation, fradulent mail or-
der schemes, illegal concessions, inflated
prices, and attempts by USO officials to
cover up these illegal activities.

This situation reeks with every form
of corruption and deserves a thorough
investigation, Mr. Speaker. Our GI's

serving overseas deserve help from the
USO. Apparently, according to this tes-
timony, they have been cheated instead.

I plan to turn over all the evidence
that I am releasing today to Department
of Defense officials who are currently

investigating the USO scandal.

Only a full public disclosure of all the
facts can permit a cleaning of house
from top to bottom in USO.

The USO, the United Services Orga-
nization, serves American GI's in the
United States and overseas as directly
financed by contributions from the
United Fund Organization throughout
the United States.

One of the USO professional staff
members who has approached me testi-
fied before a panel of the Inspector Gen-
eral’s office in Saigon on approximately
October 6, 1971. Gen. Clayton Abrams,
our commander in Vietnam, officially
initiated a full scale investigation by
the Criminal Investigations Division of
the Army on October 21 of last year.

Recently, the Office of Special Inves-
tigations of the Air Force began inter-
viewing dozens of individuals with con-
nections to the USO about alleged cor-
rupt practices.

The testimony of the individuals in-
volved follows:

INTERVIEW: NEW YORK CI".I:‘Y, APRIL O, 1972

This interview was conducted with a pro-
fessional U.S.0. Staff member who served in
Vietnam during 1970-1971. This individual
came forward with this testimony involving
a major scandal In U.S.0. The witness in
question served in two of the major scandal
areas and has Intimate knowledge of the
questionable activities within U.8.0.

B. While you were in Vietnam for 18
months, did you ever hear any storles about
corruption and the manipulation of enr-

rency and black marketeering by staff mem-
bers of the U.8.0.?

K. Yes. From the day I arrived in Saigon
I got my indoctrination. It's common knowl-
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edge among everyone that works for U.S.0.
and It's discussed openly by many people
at many different times.

B. Okay. Did you ever do anything about
the allegations that you heard?

In the first week of October I testi-
fied before the IG at MACV Headquarters in
Saigon. I requested to talk to these men be-
cause I was just fed up and I figured I'd
better just shut my mouth and quit com-
plaining about it or do something about it,
so I decided to do something,

B. Who was on the IG Board?

K. Well, the man that I dealt with, I can't
remember all of their names, they were
colonels and one of the man's names was
Colonel Phillips, Colonel Cormwell I believe
was another and I really can't remember the
other names.

B. Did you have the opportunity to review
your testimony or see a transcript of it?

K. No. I did not.

B. Do you know any of the results of the
Inspector General's investigation?

K. Well, I know that I asked to talk to
these men and I talked to them informally
at first and then I .., evidently what I
sald they wanted to check out, so they asked
me to come back and put it all on tape . . .
80 I did and I testified for 3 or 4 hours . . .
quite a long time and everything I said was
taped. On the basis of what I sald, an in-
vestigation was begun which resulted in the
firing of two people.

B. Who were they?

K. Number one was Bob Rawson who was
at that time I Corps Coordinator in Danang.
And the other one was Paul Helbing, who
was at that time, when he was fired, director
of Golden Gate U.S.0.

B. Where's Golden Gate U.S5.0.?

K. In Danang. I spent part of my 18-
month tour in Danang.

B. Was there a subsequent investigation
by the Criminal Investigations Division of
the Army?

K. Yes there was. I don't know who asked
for this, or whether the IG turned over their
material to CID, I don't know that . . . but
the next thing I knew the CID was in on it
.. .or had taken it over . .. and they were
conducting their investigation and I was
called in to testify at this also.

B. You testifled before a CID board?

K. Well, investigators for a CID board.
They did not tape it . . . to my knowledge
. . . It was supposedly informal testimony.

B. How many CID investigators have been
in Vietnam looking into the U.S8.0.?

K. You mean this current one?

B, Yes.

E. I have no idea how many men they
have on this.

B. Have there been Department of Defense
personnel investigating?

K. Yes. After leaving Vietnam, I knew the
CID was handling it . . . I received a letter
from a friend who also is a U.S.0. profes-
sional stafl member and in this letter he sald
that 11 men had arrived there from the De-
partment of Defense to investigate .. . now
whether they're CID or not, I don't know.

B. Has the U.8.0. to your knowledge
started any investigation at all?

K. Yes. They were forced into it, I believe.
When Mr. Richard Shireman (USN Captain,
retired) returned for the national convention
in Boston which was held March 10, he must
have let the big boys in New York know that
there was big trouble in Vietnam because
shortly thereafter . . . two U.B.0. lawyers, one
of them called Jerry Levian, I don’t know the
other’s name . . . and some other men from
U.8.0. were sent to Investigate . . . whatever

. . I don't know if it was the corruption
or the personnel problem.

B. Has anyone been fired in U.S.0. since
you first talked to the IG office?

K. Yes. Bob Rawson and Paul Helbing.

B. Would you tell me in some detall what
you understand that Mr. Rawson was doing
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while he was in this position of responsibility
with U.S.0. in I Corps.

K. Well, he was a little dictator in I Corps.

He had complete authority to run every-
thing . . . there were five U.5.0 installations
in Danang as well as one in Chulal . . . they
needed someone up North there to run the
show because obviously the people in Saigon
couldn't, you know . . . it would make their
job easler to do this. He was in Danang 3 or
4 years ., . . quite a while . . . he had more
than 1 tour there. Now, I had heard many
stories from the day I got to Vietnam about
things that he was involved in, le. selling
U.8.0. vehicles on the black market.

B. What kind of vehicles?

K. U.8.0. vehicles . . . I don't know . . .

B. Trucks?

K. Yes. Scouts, this type of vehicle.

B. How many vehicles would a typleal
U.8.0. installation have?

K. The three big clubs we had in Danang
would have maybe four vehicles in each club
and our coffee lounges would have one.

B. And he sold, apparently, from what
you've heard, some of the vehicles on the
black market?

K. Yes. And I also heard that he had sold
air conditioners on the black market.

B. How many air conditioners would a typi-
cal U.8.0. . . . for intsance a coffee house,
have?

K. Well, the coffee houses were small. They
didn’t have any . . . but the three big clubs
have a lot. We'd have mayhe 4, 5, 6 depending
on how many are broken down at the time
and this sort of thing . .. but, anywhere be-
tween 4 and 7, 8500 or $600 air-conditioners.

B. Were you ever told by a staff Sgt. Lloyd
Handy about the sale of air-conditioners on
the black market by Mr. Rawson?

K. Yes, I was. Handy worked for Golden
Gate he was a GI staff aid at Golden Gate
U.S8.0. in Danang and he was very open about
his little activities and he got himself into
some trouble, though . .. I don’t know if it
was CID . .. but he was prosecuted for some-
thing because he was always messing around
trying to make some money . . . and he told
me once a story about how he and Bob had
gotten 11 air-conditioners and they sold them
on the black market.

B. How often would you be told about in-
stances of Mr. Rawson selling material on
the...

K. Often. People who worked for U.S.0.
talked about these things. I remember one
instance about cigarettes and this I was in-
volved in because I went with some other
girls downtown to the one and only decent
restaurant in Danang called the Select Club.
A French restaurant, which is a local Viet-
namese restaurant on an economy run by a
French man. And I noticed when one of the
girls . . . ordered a pack of cigarettes because
she’d run out and the cigarettes that came
to her . . . that they brought to her ... were
U.8.0. cigarettes and how I knew that was be-
cause on the back of all cigarettes you re-
ceived gift certificates from Winston or Salem
or one of these different companies in the
States . . . but they're not for sale . .. they're
to be glven to the Gls free from the U.S.0.
club and on the back there's a little paper
on the back of every pack of these cigarettes
saying “Donated by the VFW, Lodge Number
such and such, Oklahoma City, not for
sale . . . for free distribution only”. Only
U.8.0.'s get these. Now we had invoices, I
remember, I'd heard about one girl who took
care of the cigarettes invoices that we were
supposed to acknowledge when we receive all
these cigarettes and one time this girl had
gotten a letter from one of the cigarette com-
panies, saylng, look we sent you people
$10,000 worth of cigarettes, have you gotten
them or haven't you . . . and we know that
they came in.

B. What kind of cigarettes were they?

K. I can't remember whether it was Win-
ston or Salem, but it was one of the big name
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brands. But, they did check up on it and
evidently they did arrive at the Danang
Airport but they were filtered downtown to
the local black market instead of to the
U.8.0. clubs . ., and this sort of thing is just
very common.

B. Did Mr. Rawson have direct respon-
sibility for the receipt of these items?

K. Mr. Rawson controlled everything in
Danang.

FRIDAY, APRIL 14, 1872

B. M OK, let’s just go through this again.
My name is Blll Broydrick and I am with
Congressman Les Aspin who is a member
of the House Armed Services Committee and
the Congressman has asked me to undertake
a preliminary investigation of the USO par-
ticularly in South Vietnam. OK?

M. Uh huh.

B. I'll keep recording this conversation
and do you have any objections vo that?

M. No, not at all.

B. OK, you know that I am tape recording
you.

M. I sure do.

B. OK, fine. Where did you work with the
uUso?

M. Oh, well, I spent,

B. If you could speak a little bit slowly

M. I spent 18 months USO in South Viet-
nam

B. OK. At the . . . did you ever hear
rumors or stories about wrongdoing on the
part of anyone of the staff?

M. Well, I'll tell you I did. I was talking and
I have talked to USO personnel in Vietnam
about this. Everything that I know con-
cerning this is hearsy. I have absolutely no
proof to back anything up.

B. What personnel told you these stories?

M. Well, I heard conversations, I overheard
conversations at a USO club.

B. Between

M. And I was aware of things disappear-
ing . . . things like air conditioners and ply-
wood and this sort of thing.

B. Now, how many air conditioners were
you aware of were disappearing?

M. Well, I think 2 for sure. Like there never
was any explanation, you know, all of a
sudden these things would just disappear.

B. Who would you ask for an explanation
for this stuff?

M. I would ask the club director, Bob
Rawson.

B. And what would Bob Rawson say?

M. Well, there was always some vague
answer—he didn't know or something like
this. Now

B. What do you think happened to the air
conditioners?

M, Well, I think they were probably sold.

B. Where?

M. Well, either on the black market or to
use for trading . . . trade an air conditioner
for something else.

B. With whom?

M. Often times, it was done with US per-
sonnel.

B. With US personnel.

M. Uh huh.

B. With military or civilian personnel?

M. Both.

B. I see. Was this legal to trade this stuff
around?

M. Well, of course not. You see, USO was
funded through the United Fund, and this
was something that the American public had
paid for.

B. What would Rawson trade stuff? I
mean, did you ever hear of an air conditioner
he traded for?

M. No. I would just all of a sudden, I'd
walk in the room and 2 new air conditioners
would be gone and I have absolutely no
proof that he traded it or anything else. It
Was gone.

B. Do you think it was more likely that he
traded it or sold it nn the black market?

M. I don't know.
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B. But both are possibilities?

M, Yes.

B. OK, now what was this about plywood?

M. Well, like the USO Club at . . . we
were trylng to refinish. It had been an
old mess hall and one of the other girls
was in charge and she collected some ply-
wood and she told me that she was going
to trade this off. I don't know whether
because about that time I left.

B. What was the other girl’s name?

M. Her name was . . .

B. How do you spell that, do you happen
to know?

M e

B. Where is she now?

M. The last I heard it, she was in Cali-
fornia now. Her home is in Houston. You can
find out her name and address through the
USO office in New York.

B. OK. I don't know if the USO office is
doing any handstands about this whole
thing.

M. But I know one time she did call An-
derson to come up to Danang to discuss this
problem with . . .

B. Which problem?

M. Concerning the black market activities.

B. What did Sam Anderson do?

M. Well, nothing.

B. So this, her name again is . . . made Sam
Anderson who was then in charge of the
executive office in Saigon, she made him
aware of the problem?

M. Yes.

B. What did he do?

M. I don't know anything about it. I just
know he went up there and she sald that
she thought Bob Rawson was selling stuff on
the black market and obviously she had no
proof and you see, the whole thing boils
down to when I moved to Saigon I was really
quite concerned about things I had heard
and things I had observed through being
over there and I had a long talk with Mr.
Richard Shireman, who 1s the executive di-
rector over there now, wnd he told me that
unless I came to him with proof, that noth-
ing can be done and that I should be very
careful about what I said because you can't
go and accuse people with stealing which
is true and that I was in danger of being sued
for slander.

B, That’'s what Mr. Shireman told you?

M. Yes.

B. So he told you rather than come to him
with rumors or suspicions, that you had
about individuals, it would be better to just
keep quiet.

M. Well, he said that it did no good to come
to him and I think he was most concerned
about the situation, at least he appeared
to be.

B. You don't have any suspicions or have
heard anything that Captain Shireman is
involved in any wrongdoing?

M. No.

B. OK. Now, what was the result of Sam
Anderson's visit to Danang?

M. As far as I know, absolutely nothing.

B. S0 he did nothing then?

M. I don't know whether he, maybe he
didn’'t find proof, he may have had very good
reasons for doing nothing. I don't know, but
I know this girl,

B. This was the black marketing in
general?

M. Yes, just things in general.

B. What's your overall evaluation of An-
derson and this whole thing?

M. Well, I think it's rather apathetic . ..
he just . .. because I have no ... well, like
one time I was talking to him and he said
that I had a bad attitude because that
a lot of good had been done through USO
and in order to accomplish this you had
to put up with these people it’s very hard
to get.

B. Put up with what people?

- M. Well, people who were really no good.
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B. And Anderson sald that you have to
accept the crooks that go along with the

M, Yea, it's not just the crooks that this
may exist but it was hard to get people to
work in Vietnam and

B. You'd have to expect what some of
the people to be dishonest.

M. Yea, and we weren't even discussing
individuals. It was just the whole attitude
which was so appalled.

B. So Anderson's attitude was that USO
is basically good and you have to accept
a little bit of corruption?

M. Yea, and that otherwise it was really
the public Image and if something got out
in public that they would think about this
instead of thinking about the good that had
been done.

B. Do you agree with Anderson about this?

M. No, Idon’t.

B. How did he tolerate this certain amount
of corruption?

M. Well, I don’t know about the corrup-
tion because I never discussed this,

B. What did he tolerate then?

M. Well, I think it was just the attitude
because I went in one time and I said, look
Bob Rawson up there has been taking all
these packages that have been sent to the
GIs taking them home and eating them
himself and I said I think this is wrong. If
I had gone to the trouble to bake some
cookles for some GI out in the fleld in the
rain and the mud, I'd hate to know that
that slob was down in his villa eating them
and I said that this s wrong and as far
as I know he never even mentioned it to
him. It certainly didn't stop.

B. So he was stealing stuff?

M. Well, you know it sounds trivia to talk
about care packages.

B. Yea, but it i1s important to the GIs.

M. And some of them were very nice—can
pound hams and salamis and really nice
things—and this slob would go in there and
help himself.

B. Isee.

M. This could get serious about this and

he didn’t seem to get really too concerned
about it.

ISRAELI INDEPENDENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. PopeLL) is
recognized for 30 minutes. :

Mr. PODELL, Mr. Speaker, today is
Israel’s independence day according to
the Hebrew calendar. Today is the day
Israel celebrates her battles of the past,
fought and won.

Today is the day the people of Israel
look ahead to the challenges of the fu-
ture, to the problems they must face and
overcome if they are to win their strug-
gle for survival.

What are those challenges? For one,
the successful absorption of new immi-
grants whose backgrounds, lifestyles and
beliefs are in marked contrast to present
Israeli norms.

The people of that small beseiged
country have girded their belts. They
have declared their resolve to welcome
the newcomers, and have drawn up plans
to open their own homes if necessary
gﬂitllg more immigrant housing can be

Gaps challenge Israel's social struc-
ture—the gap between the poor and the
successful, between different religious
factions. Increasing contamination of Is-
raeli youth with the Western diseases

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

like drugs and delinquency pose addi-
tional problems.

And the shadows of Soviet Mig's in
Iraq, SAM missiles in Egypt, terrorist
rockets from Russian rocket launchers,
bought with Peking money—these clouds
are ever present.

But Israel’s Government and citizenry
have taken new and old problems in
stride.

They have decreased their military ex-
penditures in favor of increasing poverty
programs and welfare spending. They
have encouraged tolerance of all beliefs
and opinions. They have promoted gov-
ernmental responsiveness.

And they will solve their problems.
They have shown in the past 24 years
that they can tackle even the toughest
challenges for one reason: They care.

Jews have cared for centuries—about
oppression, disease, civil rights, honesty,
beauty, and morality. As bad as the situ-
ation might be—and it has been very bad
innumerable times—Jews never lost their
capacity for caring and trying.

Mr. Speaker, that is the reason our
great Nation should learn from Israel on
this her 24th birthday: We must care—
about the plight of mankind, ecological
ruin, the equality of people of all colors
and all beliefs, and sharing of our re-
sources and wealth among all our citi-
zens. We can solve our problems only if
we care; for once we have stopped car-
ing and have given in to apathy, we have
no chance.

PROPOSED SUPERSEDING AGREE-
MENT FOR COOPERATION BE-
TWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF
THE UNITED STATES AND THE
GOVERNMENT OF THE REPUBLIC
OF CHINA CONCERNING CIVIL
USES OF ATOMIC ENERGY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. HOLIFIELD) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Agree-
ments for Cooperation of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, I wish to ad-
vise my colleagues that in compliance
with section 123c of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, the Atomic En-
ergy Commission on April 5, 1972, sub-
mitted to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy a “Proposed Superseding Agree-
ment for Cooperation Between the Gov-
ernment of the United States and the
Government of the Republic of China
Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy.”
The Atomic Energy Act requires that
such an agreement lie before the Joint
Committee for 30 days while Congress is
in session before becoming effective.

The new agreement pertains to both
power generation and research applica-
tions of atomic energy and supersedes the
research only type of agreement which
has been in effect since 1955. Under this
agreement, authority will be provided for
the export to the Republic of China of
two nuclear power reactors as well as
the providing of enriched uranium fuel
for those reactors.

The proposed agreement takes the
form consistent with those used in other
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dual purpose agreements and reflects the
passage of the Private Ownership of Spe~
cial Nuclear Materials Act of 1964, Pro-
vision is also made for the application
of safeguards to assure the peaceful uses
of nuclear materials through the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency pursu-
ant to a trilateral agreement between
that Agency and the two countries exe-
cuted in 1964 and supplanted by the new
agreement signed on December 6, 1971.

In keeping with the general practice of
the Joint Committee, I asked that there
be included in the Recorp for the infor-
mation of interested Members of the
Congress the text of the proposed agree-
ment together with supporting corre-
spondence.

U.S. Aromic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., April 4, 1972,
Hon. JoEN O. PASTORE,
Chairman, Joint Commitiee on Atomic En-
ergy, Congress of the United States.

Dear SENaTOR PasTORE: Pursuant to Sec-
tion 123c of the Atomic Energy Act of 1054,
as amended, copies of the following are sub~
mitted with this letter:

a. a proposed superseding “Agreement for
Cooperation Between the Government of the
United States of America and the Govern-
ment of the Republic of China Concerning
Civil Uses of Atomic Energy;"

b. a letter from the Commission to the
President recommending approval of the
Agreement; and

c. a memorandum from the President con-
taining his determination that its perform-
ance will promote and will not constitute an
unreasonable risk to the common defense
and security and approving the Agreement
and authorizing its execution,

The Agreement pertains to power as well
as to research applications of atomic energy.
It will supersede the current research type
of Agreement for Cooperation, which has
been in effect since 1955. The principal pur-
pose of the new Agreement is to permit the
export of two power reactors from the United
States and to permit the long-term supply
of enriched uranium fuel. The reactors are
identified in the appendix to the Agreement.
they are scheduled for operation in 1975 and
1978. The adjusted net quantity of U-235 re-
guired to fuel them over the thirty year term
of the Agreement is calculated to be 22,200
kilograms.

As mentioned above, the scope of the
Agreement accommodates both research and
power applications of atomic energy, and its
term is thirty years. Other significant fea-
tures, which are set forth below, are sub-
stantially similar to those of other long-term
Agreements for Cooperation, for example,
those concluded with Austrla, Finland,
Japan, and Sweden.

Article VI permits arrangements for the
transfer of special nuclear material to be
made directly between authorized persons
under the jurisdiction of the United States
and the Republic of China and also between
authorized persons of one country and the
Government of the other country.

Article VII sets forth the fuel supply
undertakings of the United States. The
article accords with the policy followed in
other Agreements for Cooperation concluded
in recent years. It does not reflect the Com-
mission’s revised supply policy announced in
June 1871—whereby no firm supply assur-
ance occurs until the execution of a specific
contract—since negotiations with the Re-
public of China were begun well in advance
of that pollcy revision.

As In similar Agreements for Cooperation,
Article VII provides that toll enrichment will
be the normal method of supplying fuel for
the two power reactor projects; sale is pos-
sible if the parties so agree. Enriched
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uranium required for fueling research, mate-
rials-testing and experimental reactors will
be transferred under agreed terms and con-
ditions. In the event of transfer of title to
such research material, the United States
has the option of limiting supply arrange-
ment to provision of toll enrichment serv-
ices.

Paragraph C of Article VII indicates ex-
pressly that the Commission may transfer to
a person or persons under the jurisdiction
of the United States Government such of its
responsibilities with respect to the supply of
special nuclear materlal, including the pro-
vision of enrichment services, as the Com-
mission deems desirable. This provision cor-
responds to a like provision in the 1970
Amendment to the Swedish Agreement for
Cooperation.

Article VIII establishes terms and condi-
tions governing material supply. These are
common to other recent similar agreement
and include the following:

(1) Prices for enriched uranium and ad-
vance delivery notices will be comparable to
those applicable to domestic customers.

(2) Uranium fuel may be enriched to
greater than 20% in the isotope U-235 when
technically or economically justified.

(3) Fuel reprocessing may be undertaken
in facilities acceptable to both parties upon
a joint determination that safeguards may
be effectively applied.

(4) With respect to special nuclear mate-
rial produced through the use of material
supplied by the United States to the Repub-
lic of China, transfer of such produced mate-
rial from China to any other nation or group
of nations will be subject to Commission
approval.

Article IX establishes the overall adjusted
net ceiling governing U-235 transfers. This
celllng is 22,450 kllograms, comprised of the
22,200 kilograms allocated for the two power
projects and 250 kilograms for research and
other purposes permitted under the Agree-
ment. The ceiling quantity requires a rela-
tively minor amount of separative work (ap-
proximately 4.3 millilon separative work
units). These requirements, together with
commitments under existing Agreements for
Cooperation as well as actual and anticipated
enrichment requirements for domestic power
reactors which will become operational in
the same time period as the Chinese proj-
ects, is within the capabllity of our existing
facilities to supply on a continuing basis.

Article X, In conformity with the stand-
ard formulation used in other Agreements
for Cooperation, contains China’s “peaceful
uses” guarantee respecting material, equip-
ment and devices transferred under the
Agreement, including special nuclear mate-
rial produced through their use.

Article XI continues the comprehensive
safeguards rights of the United States estab-
lished in the current Agreement for Coopera-
tion.

Article XII provides that safeguards re-
sponsibilities respecting materials, equip-
ment and facilities transferred under the bi-
lateral will continue to be exercised by the
International Atomic Energy Agency pur-
suant to the trilateral safeguards transfer
agreement signed by the partlies and the
Agency in 1964, as it may be amended or
supplanted by a new trilateral agreement.
The trilateral agreement was supplanted by
a new trilateral signed on December 6, 1971.
The article also permits exercise of Agency
safeguards responsibilities as may be pro-
vided in an agreement between the Agency
and the Republic of China pursuant to the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons., Such alternative approach is simi-
lar to the one followed in the 1970 Swedish
Amendment. As in that case, United States
safeguards rights will be suspended during
the time and to the extent the United States
agrees that the need to exercise such rights
is satisfied by a safeguards agreement as con-
templated in the article.
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The Agreement will enter into force on
the date on which each Government shall
have receilved from the other Government
written notificatlon that it has complied
with all statutory and constitutional require-
ments for entry into force.

Sincerely,
JAMES R. SCHLESINGER,
Chairman.
U.S. Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., January 28, 1972,
The PRESIDENT,
The White House.

Dear Me. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a proposed
superseding "“Agreement for Cooperation Be-
tween the Government of the United States
of America and the Government of the Re-
public of China Concerning Civil Uses of
Atomic Energy.” The Agreement has been ne-
gotiated by the Atomic Energy Commission
and the Department of State pursuant to the
Atomic Energy Act of 19564, as amended. With
the Department’s support, the Commission
recommends that you approve the proposed
Agreement, determine that its performance
will promote and will not constitute an un-
reasonable risk to the common defense and
security, and authorize its execution.

The proposed Agreement pertains to power
as well as research applications of atomic
energy. It is one of those which the Depart-
ment of State and the Commission expected
to conclude pursuant to negotiations already
underway, as referred to in the Commission’s
Statement on Uranium Enrichment Services
of June 8, 1971. The Agreement would super-
sede the current research type of Agreement,
which has been in effect since 1955 and is
scheduled to expire in 1974. The prinecipal
purpose of the proposed Agreement 1s to per-
mit the export of two power reactors from
the United States and to permit the long-
term supply of enriched uranium fuel for
these reactors, as identified in the appendix
to the Agreement. These reactors are sched-
uled for operation in 19756 and 1978, The ad-
justed net quantity of U-235 required to fuel
them over the term of the Agreement if cal-
culated to be 22,200 kilograms.

As mentioned above, the scope of the
Agreement would accommodate both re-
search and power appllcations of atomic
energy. Pursuant to Article XV, its term
would be thirty years. Other significant fea-
tures, which are set forth below, are sub-
stantially similar to those of other long-
term Agreements for Cooperation, for ex-
ample those concluded with Austria, Finland,
Japan, and Sweden.

Article VI would permit arrangements for
the transfer of special nuclear material to
be made directly between authorized persons
under the jurlsdiction of the United States
and the Republic of China and also between
authorized persons of one country and the
Government of the other country.

Article VII relates to the fuel supply under-
takings of the United States. According to
the standard approach in recent long-term
power Agreements, toll enrichment would
be the normal method of supplying fuel for
the power projects identified in the Agree-
ment’s appendix; sale would be possible
if the parties so agree. Enriched uranium
required for fueling research, materials-test-
ing and experimental reactors would be
transferred under agreed terms and condi-
tions. As is common to other long-term
Agreements, in the event of transfer of title
to such research material, the United States
would have the optlon of limiting supply
arrangements to provision of toll enrich-
ment services,

Paragraph C of Article VII would indicate
expressly that the Commission may transfer
to a person or persons under the jurisdiction
of the United States Government such of
its responsibilities with respect to the sup-
ply of special nuclear material, including
the provision of enrichment services, as the
Commission deems desirable. This provision
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corresponds to a llke provision in the 1970
Amendment to the Swedish Agreement.

Article VIII would establish terms and
conditions governing material supply. These
are common to other recent similar agree-
ments and include the following:

(1) Prices for enriched uranium and ad-
vance delivery notices would be comparable
to those applicable to domestic customers.

(2) Uranium fuel may be enriched to
greater than 209 in the isotope UL-235 when
technically or economically justified.

(8) Fuel reprocessing may be undertaken
in facilities acceptable to both parties upon
a Joint determination that safeguards may
be effectively applied. This approach has been
adopted in such recent Agreements as those
with Argentina, Austria, Finland, Japan, and
Sweden.

(4) With respect to speclal nuclear ma-
terial produced through the use of material
supplied to China by the United States,
transfer of such produced material from
China to any other nation or group of na-
tlons would be subject to Commission ap-
proval.

Article IX would establish the overall ad-
Justed net ceiling governing U-235 transfers,
which would be 22450 kilograms. This is
comprised of the 22,200 kilograms allocated
for the previously mentioned power projects
and 250 kilograms for research and other
purposes permitted under the Agreement.

Article X, in conformity with the standard
formulation used in other Agreements, con-
tains China’s “peaceful uses"” guarantee re-
specting material, equipment and devices
transferred under the Agreement, including
special nuclear material produced through
their use.

Article XI would continue the comprehen-
sive safeguards rights of the United States
established in the current Agreement.

Article XII provides that safeguards re-
sponsibilities respecting materials, equip-
ment and facilities transferred under the
bilateral would continue to be exercised by
the International Atomic Energy Agency pur-
suant to the trilateral safeguards transfer
agreement signed by the parties and the
Agency in 1964, This trilateral agreement was
supplanted by a new trilateral signed on
December 6, 1971. The article would also
permit exercise of Agency safeguards respon-
sibilities as may be provided in an agreement
between the Agency and the Republic of
China pursuant to the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Such al-
ternative approach is similar to the one fol-
lowed in the 1970 Swedish Amendment. As
in that case, United States safeguards rights
would be suspended during the time and to
the extent the United States agrees that the
need to exercise such rights is satisfied by a
safeguards agreement as contemplated in the
article.

Following your approval, determination
and authorization, the proposed Agreement
will be formally executed by appropriate au-
thorlties of the United States and the Re=~
public of China. In compliance with Sec-
tion 123c of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended, the Agreement will be placed be-
fore the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

Respectfully yours,
(S) JaMES R. SCHLESINGER,
Chairman,
THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, March 22, 1972.
Memorandum for: Dr. James R. Schlesinger,
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission.
Subject: Proposed Superseding Agreement
for Cooperation with the Republic of
China Concerning Clvil Uses of Atomie
Energy.

I have reviewed the proposed "“Agreement
for Cooperation Between the Government of
the United States of America and the Gov=
ernment of the Republic of China Concern-
ing Civil Uses of Atomic Energy,” which was
submitted for my approval with the Atomie
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Energy Commission's letter of January 28,
1972,

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 123b
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, and upon the recommendation of
the Atomic Energy Commission, I hereby:

a. Approve the proposed Agreement, and
determine that its performance will promote
and will not constitute an unreasonable risk
to the common defense and security of the
United States of America; and

b. Authorize the execution of the proposed
Agreement on behalf of the Government of
the United States of America by appropri-
ate authorities of the Department of State
and the Atomic Energy Commission.

RicHARD NIXON.

WHEN WILL THE SOCIAL SECU-
RITY BILL PASS?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Rhode Island (Mr. St GER-
MAIN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker,
‘“When will there be an increase in my
social security check?” That is a question
which every Congressman is hearing
these days, and it is being asked with
growing impatience. No wonder. The de-
lay in Congress over the social security
bill has been unconscionable.

H.R. 1, proposing a 5-percent increase
in benefits was introduced on the open-
ing day of the 92d Congress, January 21,
1971. That was 15 months ago. That was
prior to the 4.3-percent rise in the cost
of living for 1971, That was prior to the
new cost-of-living increases this year—
moving so far at an annual rate of 4.9
percent. That was prior to the jump in
meat prices to the highest level ever.

Senior citizens are being forced to
emulate the patience of the prophet Job.
From their point of view it looks as if
Congress is poking along deliberating on
an inecrease that everyone should know
was needed a year ago. While the pur-
chasing power of senior citizens’ social
security checks shrinks every day as liv-
ing costs rise, it seems to them that the
Congress of the United States has for-
gotten their plight or is unbelievably cal-
lous. “What is happening to the bill?”
they want to know.

The House of Representatives passed
H.R. 1 last June less than a month after
it was reported out of the Ways and
Means Committee on May 26. Ten
months have gone by and the bill is still
under discussion in the Senate Finance
Committee. While the talk goes on mil-
lions of older Americans have to trim
their budgets, wait and wonder when.

Last year the Senate held hearings on
July 27 and 29, and again on August 2
and 3. Then everything was postponed
when the President announced the wage-
price freeze. At that time he let it be
known that for fiscal reasons he did not
want action on the welfare reform sec-
tion of the social security bill.

As a result, the Senate Finance Com-
mittee set the bill aside and did not take
it up again until January 20 of this year
when hearings were resumed. The hear-
ings lasted through mid-February. Since
February 17 there have been more than
30 days of executive sessions. There is
still no end in sight.
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“Will we get our increase by the bhe-
ginning of July?”, my retired friends ask.
Even if the Senate Finance Committee
reports the bill out within the next 2
weeks, even if the Senate then passes the
bill immediately, even if the conference
committee reconciles the House and Sen-
ate versions of the bill with record speed,
and even if the President does not delay
in signing it, July is now out of the
question.

It takes the Social Security Adminis-
tration 3 months for processing, after
the President’s signature, before the
higher payments show up in the monthly
social security checks.

Regrettably, then, there is no definite
answer that can be given to any senior
citizen who wants to know when he can
plan on the increase. In my opinion every
exasperation and impatience with this
situation on the part of senior citizens is
fully justified.

It is clear to me that there should be a
retroactive payment provision in the
bill. Beyond that, I would like to see the
Congress redeem itself and convince our
senior citizens that it has not forgotten
them by approving a truly satisfactory
benefit increase.

No impetus in this direction has come
from the administration. In fact, in his
Older Americans message on March 23,
the President apparently endorsed the
outdated 5-percent increase in the 15-
month-old HR. 1. The Congress should
listen instead to the recommendation of
the employment and retirement section
of the White House Conference on Aging
which called for an immediate 25-percent
increase in social security benefits. That
recommendation was approved by the
whole conference of 3,400 delegates with
no dissent. I am sure they are fully rep-
resentative of the 27 million social secu-
rity recipients waiting and waiting to see
what action Congress will take.

WEST GERMANY'S TREATIES WITH
MOSCOW AND VIETNAM WAR
ESCALATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the
gentleman from Illinois, (Mr. CRANE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, recent
events in the war in Vietnam have im-
portant implications elsewhere that are
in danger of being overlooked. One such
case is the bearing the President's action
in authorizing the bombings around
Haiphong and Hanoi has upon the ques-
tion of the ratification of the Moscow
and Warsaw treaties now pending in the
West German Bundestag.

West German Chancellor Willy
Brandt has repeatedly made clear his
strong feeling that it is in the best inter-
ests of his country to press forward with
his Ostpolitik and ratification of the
resultant treaties while American troops
are still in Europe and the United States
is still maintaining her defense commit-
ments there, The clear implication is
that West Germany now has the best
bargaining position it is ever likely to
have, because sooner or later the United
States is going to withdraw and Western
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Europe will then be at the mercy of the
US.SR. This has apparently been a
rather effective argument with his Ger-
man constituency.

The President's recent action in Viet-
nam demonstrates resoundingly that Mr.
Brandt’s supposition can be faulted on
two counts. First of all, his entire Ost-
politik is founded on the proposition that
the Communist Government of the
U.S.S.R. can be trusted to keep treaty
commitments and to deal honorably in
its relations with other nations. Yet the
situation in Vietnam makes it abun-
dantly clear—if new proof is needed—
that is not the case. The Communists
cannot be trusted. For while President
Nixon has been preparing for a summit
conference to ease tensions, the Soviets
have been arming the North Vietnamese
for a new offensive against the South.
That is the “code of honor" under which
their relations with other nations are
conducted.

Second, Chancelor Brandt's supposi-
tion regarding the reliability of U.S. de-
fense commitments in Europe is belied
by our action in Vietnam. Even in Asia,
which, historically, has always been a
less important sphere of influence than
Europe insofar as our foreign policy is
concerned—even in Asia, we are not
abandoning our allies and our defense
commitments. If we stick by our Asian
allies there, in the face of all the pres-
sures both at home and abroad to get
out, how much more can Europe depend
upon us to keep our commitments there.

Chancellor Brandt's fears, or purported
fears, that we will withdraw from West-
ern Europe and leave our West German
ally “isolated” simply are not valid.
Neither experience nor reason supports
any such supposition.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

(Mr, BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, Speaker, during
the week of March 8-15, I was absent
from the House due to pressing matters
in my congressional district. Had I been
present, I would have voted “yea” on the
following rollcalls: No. 65, 70, 72, 73, and
T7-82.

On April 11, I was absent from the
House on official business for the House
Foreign Affairs Committee of which I am
a member. Had I been present, I would
have voted “yea” on rollcalls 103-106.

NORTHERN IRELAND

(Mr, BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr., Speaker, I am
introducing a new resolution dealing
with the situation in Northern Ireland.
This new resolution updates and expands
upon resolutions introduced earlier this
year by me and by Senator Epwarp KEN-
NEDY, Senator ABraHAM RisicoFF, and
our colleague from New York (Mr.
CAREY) . It reflects a number of conclu-
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sions I reached about the situation in
Northern Ireland and the course that
must be pursued if peace and Irish unity
are to achieved there during a recent
visit I made to Dublin, Belfast, and
Derry.

Specifically, the new proposal I am in-
troducing today differs from these
earlier resolutions in the following major
respects:

First, it calls for all action by the Unit-
ed States Government regarding North-
ern Ireland to be taken “in consultation
with the Government of the Republic of
Ireland.”

Second, it recognizes the recent sus-
pension of the so-called Parliament of
Northern Ireland—the Stormont—by the
British as a “constructive step.”

Third, it calls for immediate withdraw-
al of British troops to their barracks and
a phased withdrawal from Northern Ire-
land to be completed by a set date.

Fourth, it calls upon the President to
press for action not only in direct talks
with the Government of the United
Kingdom but at the United Nations.

I want to commend this resolution to
my colleagues whom I know are con-
cerned about the strife in Northern
Ireland and American policy toward that
i;itua.t.ion. The text of the resolution fol-

OWS:
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

Whereas the continuing vioclence and
bloodshed in Northern Ireland is a cause of
the deepest concern to Americans of all faiths
and political persuasions;

Whereas the causes of the present conflict
may be traced to the systematic and delib-
erate discrimination in housing, employ-
ment, political representation, and educa-

tional opportunities practiced by the govern-

mental authorities of Northern Ireland
agalnst the minority there;

Whereas the Governments of the United
Kingdom, and of Northern Ireland have
failed to end the bloodshed and have failed
to establish measures to meet the legitimate
grievances of this minority;

Whereas the Government of the United
Kingdom has taken a long awaited construc-
tive step In suspending the so-called Parli-
ament of Northern Ireland;

Whereas continued repression and lack of
fundamental reforms in Northern Ireland
threaten to prolong and escalate the con-
flict and the denial of civil liberties;

Whereas the problem of Northern Ireland
is properly a matter of international con-
cern: Now, therefore be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it 1s the sense
of the Congress that the United States Gov-
ernment should make clear to the Govern-
ment of the United Kingdom of Great Bri-
tain and Northern Ireland that the continu-
ing violence in Northern Ierland, reflecting
a longstanding policy of discrimination
against the Catholic minority, is a matter
of international concern and cannot be
allowed to continue, that such violence must
be brought under control with the assistance
of the United Nations, and that the long-
run solution to the problem of Northern Ire-
land is a free and united Ireland, estab-
lished In accordance with the principles of
the United Nations Charter calling for the
“self-determination of peoples” and the “in-
tegrity” of states, and

That it is further the sense of Congress
that the United States Government, acting
in consultation with the Government of the
Republic of Ireland, should urge, in direct
talks with the Government of the United
Eingdom and before the appropriate bodies
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of the United Nations, immediate imple-
mentation of the following actions:

1, Termination of the current internment
policy and simultaneous release of all per-
sons detained thereunder.

2. Full respect for the civil rights of all
the people of Northern Ireland and the ter-
mination of all political, soecial, economie,
and religious discrimination.

3. Implementation of the reforms promised
by the Government of the United Kingdom
since 1968 including those reforms in the
fields of law enforcement, housing, employ-
ment, and voting rights.

4. Immediate withdrawal of British forces
in Northern Ireland to their barracks and
total withdrawal from Northern Ireland by
a specified date.

5. Convening of interested parties, includ-
ing representatives of the Governments of
Ireland and of the United Kingdom and
elected representatives of the people of
Northern Ireland for the purpose of agreeing
on steps to accomplish the unification of
Ireland.

THE BETTY WARD STORY

(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, in its
March 1972 issue, Human Living, a mag-
azine devoted to youth, featured a story
about Mrs. Betty Ward, a lovely and ded-
icated lady, and the magnificent contri-
bution she is making to the youth of
Dade County, Fla. This remarkable
woman has devoted much of her life to
the belief that prevention of delinquency,
rather than rehabilitation of delin-
quents, is the answer.

The article about Mrs. Ward, written
by Tony Vuolo, tells of her many
achievements and effectively portrays
the philosophy that has been the cor-
nerstone of her unwavering faith in, and
untiring efforts on behalf of, today’s
youth.

I believe Mrs. Ward’s story would be
an inspiration to my colleagues and to all
of those who read this Recorp. I ask,
therefore, Mr. Speaker, that “The Betty
Ward Story” appear in the REcorp im-
mediately following my remarks:

THE BETTY WARD STORY
(By Tony Vuolo)

To Betty Ward of Miami, Fla., working
with kids is not just a job . . . but a privi-
lege that brings happiness and joy into the
heart of this wonderful Irish woman.

She has a philosophy for youth . . . pre-
vention of delinquency rather than rehabili-
tation. Unfortunately, the latter is the one
most people dote on.

Miss Ward has been in show business
since she was a very little girl, until World
War II, when she joined a USO Club as As-
sistant Director at the first club ever to be
in Miami. She was Director of famed Coral
Gables Youth Center; was Youth Editor and
columnist of the Miami News; Social Di-
rector of the plush Beau Rivage Hotel in Bal
Harbour and now, Youth Activities Director
of the Department of Youth Services for
Dade County, Florida.

Her life has been a serles of good breaks—
or has it been the hand of God on her
shoulder?

When she was a little girl, her sister Helen
and Betty left Miami to go to Pittsburgh the
Ward’s home town. While there, the Ward
sisters sang and danced at the Willlam Penn

Hotel at a banguet for theater managers who
were forming a new club called “Variety."
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That night their mother signed a contract for
the little sisters 48 straight weeks on RKO
with one of the biggest theatrical men in the
country . . . John H. Harris. Betty said,
“He saw talent through all our corn that no
one else had and that gave us confidence."

Then she continued, “I don't think Johnny
would ever have thought he was my inspira-
tion to devote my life to kids, for you see,
like all big people, he was a very humble
person, When we worked for him,” she con-
tinued “we were two of an act of five young-
sters. All five at one time or another hit
Broadway, the goal of all show people.”

“But what I remember most was not
Broadway," Betty said, “"But how good Mr,
Harris was to us. Many’s the time we arrived
in a town at 4 a.m. and as we were all of the
same faith, John sat with us in the hotel
lobby until it was time to 6 o'clock mass
and then he would go with us. Result? Our
religion is one of the big factors in all our
lives and without it, there would be no hap-
piness for us.”

Betty then remembered when her sister
and she were playing Ashtabula, Ohio, a tele-
gram arrived from Miami to the chaperone
of the act. It read, "Helen and Betty's father
died today.” Like the tradition of the thea-
ter, “the show must go on;” the girls did it
that way, for it was their dad’s last wish.

Then she remembered, “Johnny Harris
came on immediately from Pittsburgh and
stayed with us through our mourning. He
had a funeral mass said in Ohio at the same
time Dad was buried in Miami and all the
people on the show and the townpeople went,
in sympathy for us. There we learned the
meaning of ‘little troupers!’” '

Her "first boss” taught them that a great
loss can be healed by making others happy.
Showmen do this every day because of
Johnny Harris, The little club of Variety be-
came a national club . . . now it's interna-
tional. In most cities, Variety Clubs do good
for kids of every religion, race and creed. In
Miami, it has the Variety Children's Hos-

ital.
’ Betty was dancing in a USO show when
God again put His hands on her shoulder.
She had a two week layoff and came home to
Miami when she had another idea. She had
been teaching dancing to service men and she
thought, Why not try Recreation in a club?

“I'1l always remember,” she reminisced,
“that I phoned the USO Director while on
a two week’s vacation at home, and asked
him if he needed help. He said, ‘yes’ and to
come right over. I was frightened to death
for I had never done anything except show
business.”

“The Director was George Brautigam, who
later became State's Attorney for Florida,”
she continued. “He asked me if I knew how
to type. The reply was ‘no,’ ‘How about book-
keeping?' I told him all I know Is to use my
feet for I was a dancer and to use my head
for I thought I had some brains!"”

With a twinkle in her Irish green eyes, and
pushing back her red hair, Betty said, “I'll
never forget how he laughed and said, ‘You
are so honest, you've got the job!' Later I
learned a want-ad had appeared in the paper
and 1000 people had answered the ad that I
had never known about.”

“See how God was so good to me the second
time in my so-called career?” she remarked.

Betty then told me how she traveled over
the state and was in Key West when the war
was over. She had been watching a building
going up in Coral Gables when she returned
home each week-end and found out it was
going to be a War Memorial Youth Center.
“That's what I wanted to do, Miss Ward
said . . . “work with children. After all, serv-
lce men away from home are just like kids."

This far-seeing gal had found out who was
responsible for the War Memorial and went
to see him. He was Harry Morgenthaler. He
asked her how she thought she could do this
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big job. “I'll work for nothing for two weeks
and show you I can,” said Betty.

Morgenthaler's idea became a reality on
Dec. 7, 1945. Needless to say, Betty Ward got
the job and was paid for the first two week’s
too.
God had put His hand on her shoulder
again in her career. Because of the good peo-
ple of Coral Gables and Betty, no juvenile
delinquency was seen in the area.

As Betty directed the War Memorial Cen-
ter, she also did the publicity too, She landed
two covers in Life with a seven page story
about the Youth Center in one, plus three
more national stories about the unigue
Youth Center.

“I just had a sixth sense for writing and
getting publicity for what I was working
for, but didn't know that I did,” she sald.

Then God put His hand on her shoulder
for the fourth time. The Managing Editor of
The Miamil News, Hoke Welch, had his two
children come to the Youth Center. One day
she received a wire from him asking if she
would consider a position on The Miami
News.

“I was floored,” sald Betty “but I was so
elated. Result? I went to see him and presto!
he asked me to be Youth Editor and get the
youth news each week "

Needless to say, Betty accepted the offer
and, in no time, she had two weekly pages
with reporters from each Dade County
School. Betty's friends in Miami and show
business volunteered and taught everything
from tap dancing to ice skating, boxing,
radio, TV, and numerous other activities. All
together, Betty had 50 volunteer instructors!
Four annual Ice Shows were held. Many are
now in Holiday on Ice and Ice Capades.
Many have their names in lights on Broad-
way. Boys and glirls of the Youth Roundup
Press Club are now making their living and
excelling in a position by a “seed” that was
implanted in them while they were young.

In her weekly “Letter From Betty” column,
she even had teenagers from Germany, Aus-
tralia, Sweden and other parts of the world
writing to her; that's how far the news and
popularity of the Youth Roundup had
spread.

Again delinquency was almost extinct. By
this time, Betty had 20,000 boys and girls who
either wrote for the paper or were in her Rec-
reation programs. Not one youth ever had oc-
casion to appear before the Juvenile Court.
It was cited as the number one prevention
program for juvenile delinquency in the
nation.

For this Betty was named Dade County's
Woman of the year, plus many other honors,
including the American Broadcasting Co.;
WTVJI's Woman of the Year; the Honorary
Quill and Scroll award for Miami plus others.

“Then I was offered a position at the Beau
Rivage Hotel in Bal Harbour on Miami
Beach,” she related. “They wanted someone
who could supply a program for an entire
family, to keep everyone busy.” As Betty
was s0 qualified, this was a challenge, for 1t
had never been done before. Her friend, Hank
Meyers, public relations director for the city
of Miami Beach, gave her this break. God
tapped her shoulder for another golden op-
portunity.

Betty stayed at the swank Beau Rivage for
a wonderful five years, having a daily TV
show from the hotel, plus a dally paper to
boot. She did not give up her Youth Round-
up, however. Her wvolunteer program con-
tinued. Kids were given lessons in anything
they had an interest in. Her show-folk friends
and she kept everything going.

Betty, in the meantime, had two wonderful
boys whom she brought up all alone since
they lost their father when her younger son
was eight months old. Enowing what a tough
time it was to send her sons to college, she
worked out another idea with her Youth
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Roundup. It was a college scholarship fund
for kids who really wanted to go to college
but didn't have the means to do so.

At first it was called “The Betty Ward
College Scholarship” fund. Later on, when
her younger son, Teddy, died of skin cancer of
the face, the scholarship was put in his name,

A Phys-Ed teacher and football coach, only
26 years old when he died, his last words to
his mother were, “Oh Mom, I have so much
to do for kids and I've had such a little time."
This made a double reason for helping young-
sters. There 1s now a memorial to him at the
school where he last taught, Betty Ward's
other son is Diving Coach at Yale University.

“I reallzed then,” she said, “that I had to
work twice as hard for kids and accepted the
position of Youth Activities Director for Dade
County’s Department of Youth Services.”

The first Terry Ward college scholarship
went to a “black boy"” who came to the Home
as a delinquent but, through Betty's help,
went out with a knowledge of newspaper
work and television acting. He is now work-
ing hard to be one of the finest attorneys
Miami ever had.

This year, a dream came true for Miss
Ward. Instead of the one scholarship, the
Youth Roundup had four. Two were for
$1000. each. A Seminarian at St. Vincents
College in Boynton Beach, Fla., received one
and is able to finish his fourth year at the
Seminary.

The other scholarships were given to a girl
for graduate work at Duke University; an-
other went to a boy who had just lost his
father and could not have resumed his
schooling; the fourth went to the oldest of
seven fatherless children in the family, who
is determined to become a librarian.

What Is Betity's next dream? ... I can
tell by that far-away look in her eyes that
God is about to touch her shoulder again.

And ., . . you know what? I believe it will
be the biggest and best dream yet. He seems
to have made her one of his “chosen people”
to help kids.

INCREASES IN PRICES AND RENTS

(Mr. PEPPER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter,)

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, millions
of American consumers—people who buy
groceries and goods—have suffered
acutely from the failure of the admin-
istration’s program adequately to curb
increases in prices and rents which they
have had to pay. Many business con-
cerns have increased prices far beyond
any general guidelines indicated by the
administration and many landlords have
increased rents far beyond any indi-
cated guidelines laid down under the
rent control program. From the infor-
mation I have, that condition is general
over the country. Recently, representa-
tives of many of the tenants in my con-
gressional district, and particularly in
Miami Beach, filed a strong complaint
about rent increases with the authori-
ties having jurisdiction over rent in-
creases. It is difficult, if not impossible,
to tell just what the rent restraints are
under the administration’s program,
According to some interpretation of the
controls now in effect, landlords were
permitted to increase rents almost at
will by one device or another. These con-
cerned citizens from my area, in a very
strong statement which they presented,
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called upon the rent control authorities
to review any guidelines which have been
employed in the past and to adopt poli-
cies and procedures with reasonableness
and fairness to both landlord and ten-
ant regarding rent increases.

Because Congress has the final au-
thority over such matters, although it
has presently delegated them to the
President, I thought it would be of in-
terest and profit fo the Members of the
House to have a chance to observe the
statement presented recently to the rent
control authorities, on behalf of so many
of the tenants in my district, by Mr,
Alan S. Becker and Mr. Abe Swartz.
I therefore, Mr. Speaker, insert the
statement presented by Mr. Becker and
Mr. Swartz in the REcorp immediately
following my remarks:

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE RENT ADVISORY BOARD
BY ALAN S, BECKER AND ABE SCHWARTZ IN
BEHALF OF THE TENANTS ASSOCIATION OF
FLORIDA

Five months ago the Tenants Association
of Florida was formed to provide tenants a
voice In dealing with the many landlord-
tenant abuses in our area of the country. It
soon became apparent that the greatest con-
cern of apartment renter—and the greatest
cause of confusion—was runaway rent in-
creases. It is evidence of the frustration that
exists that our Association has grown to over
6,000 dues-paying members and 1s increasing
in size at the rate of 1,000 each month.

These tenants and many thousands more
throughout the country are looking to this
Board to ascertain the weak areas of the
Price Stabilization program and to make
corrections where it appears that the pro-
gram does not conform with the intent and
purpose of the law as expressed by Congress
and the President.

It is our understanding that the purpose
of Wage-Price Stabilization is to curb run-
away inflation and to stabilize the economy
by giving the President emergency power to
take any necessary steps to insure the cessa-
tion of the Inflation. Certainly it was not
intended that this program would impose
added hardship on any large segment of the
people. Unfortunately, this has been the af-
fect of the stabilization policies with regard
to rents,

Effectlve August 15, 1971 a complete freeze
was imposed on rents which freeze termi-
nated on November 13th. Thereafter gulde-
lines were issued in an effort to fulfill the
purpose of the law and at the same time al-
low landlords an equitable situation enabling
them to operate their properties at a sensi-
ble profit. These guidelines permitted the
landlord to raise his rent to the highest
rent charged to 109 of the same or similar
apartments. These guldelines were again
changed in December to permit the landlord
to charge 21% % over the average rent charged
for the same or substantially similar units
during the base period. Provision was also
made for the landlord increased costs and
taxes.

The rules sound good and if they had been
carried through as originally conceived could
well have achieved the desired affect of
controlling inflationary rents and allowing
landlords a fair return on their investment.
Instead, and administrative change in word-
Ing has rendered the control of rents mean-
ingless . . . & cruel hoax played on millions
of people. The problem lies in the definition
of "base rent.” According to the office of the
Chief Counsel of Internal Revenue (Exhibit
A) the rules for determining the ceiling rent
under Phase I and the maximum allowable
rent under Phase II "are similar.,” There I8
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one key difference: Under Phase I, and there-
after until the rule was changed to benefit
the landlord, the base rent was determined
by the highest rent paid, i.e., actually billed
and collected, during the base period. After
November 13, 1971 the base rent is deter-
mined by the highest rent specified in leases
signed during the base period. In other words
a landlord can get any inflationary increase
at all if he had in pocket a signed lease call-
ing for a substantially higher rent than that
which he was receiving during the base pe-
riod.

To illustrate the severity of the problem,
take the case of Seacoast Towers, West, lo-
cated at 5600 Collins Avenue, Miami Beach.
That bullding was completed in October,
1968; it was fully rented with three year
leases all of which terminated on October
31, 1971. In March of 1971 the landlord began
soliciting renewals and exacted early com-
mitments under threat of leasing away the
apartments of any tenant who did not sign
immediately. Attached is a list of over 100
tenants in that building, approximately one
third of the tenancy, their age, marital status
and economic status, their old rent and re-
newed rent and the percentage of increase,
(Exhibit B)

Eighty percent of the tenants are 65 years
of age or older; 85% are either widows or
retired. The increases in rent range from
30% to 40%. Can anyone claim that the
intent of Congress to curb inflation and
stabilize the economy is met by a guldeline
which gives to & landlord the uncontrolled
power to exact such unheard of, inflationary
increases? It would seem not; yet, the In-
ternal Revenue Service has advised the Sea-
coast landlord that all of the requested in-
creases were in full compliance with the
guidelines. (Exhibit C) This is notwith-
standing Mr, Grayson's statement in a
Washington Post article of January 5, 1972
that under the new Phase II regulations in-
dividual rents may increase as much as 15%
but that the average rent will increase only
3 to 8659 this year. That statement may
express the spirit of stabilization but cer-
tainly not the fact. The example of Seacoast
Towers, West, is far more typical of the situa-
tion. It is owned by the Muss organization
which owns buildings throughout the coun-
try and has five Seacoast Bulldings on Miami
Beach with over 1,600 tenants. What was
the Muss reaction to the new guidelines?
Tenants were first advised that time and the
IRS had borne out the management position
(Exhibit D); any tenant who, due to un-
certainty as to what rent should be pald, paid
the old rent received written threats to pay
up or be put out with no mention of court-
proceedings in between, (Exhibit E) In some
cacges the Sheriff was sent to collect the rent
or pull out the furniture.

Clearly, there is virtually no control over
landlords with regard to rents which may be
charged under Phase II. There is no require-
ment that the landlord demonstrate hard-
ghip or need for an increase to establish a
normal profit. Surely there should be such
a requirement with the burden on the land-
lord. Refer again to Seacoast, West as an ex-
ample. It was a new building; there were no
capital improvements or repairs. For fiscal
1870-71 the building was assessed at $7,215,-
490.00 and the tax was $221,627.66; for 1871-
72 the assessment was $6,573,012.00 and the
tax was $215,031.61, a decrease of over
$65,000,00. Faced with stabilized labor costs
and reduced taxes the multi-millionaire
landlord was able to exact an increase of ap-
proximately $350,000.00 from 284 tenants, the
great majority of whom live on fixed in-
comes. He Is permitted to do this under the
protection of a custom-built amendment
that goes a long way toward establishing a
special privilege for landlords. This land-
lord who has the benefit of a tax shelter such
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as few of his tenants enjoy and has the added
protection afforded by one-sided landlord-
tenant laws which are among the most
horrendous in the nation In what is totally
landlord market has been glven a free hand
to get what ever rents he can.

Should this segment of the country—the
landlord—be given greater protection and
freedom to extract Inflationary increases
than other groups? It is inconceivable that
labor is held to 5.5% Increases on executory
contracts and other types of business are
restricted in their price structure and profit
structure while rents can rise in many in-
stances such as this unchecked.

It is not sufficlent to say fhat exorbitant
increases in rent are permissible because
leases calling for the rent had been executed
prior to the freeze. For one thing, that argu-
ment does not operate with regard to labor.
As a result the working man and people on
fixed incomes are caught in a disasterous
squeeze between frozen income and rapidly
rising food and rent costs. One peculiar
interpretation of the guidelines in question,
directed to this point, appeared in a recent
Price Commission Rullng (1972-79) which
appeared in the Federal Register of March 2,
1972, That ruling involved a case where a
tenant had signed a lease ox July 1, 1971 to
go into effect on September 1. The renewed
lease increased the rent from $150.00 to
$200.00 per month. It was held that the
landlord could only charge $170.00. The jus-
tification for imposing control on an execu-
tory lease transactlon was that only one
lease was affected—this according to Chief
Counsel Lee Henkel, But, if the increase is
not allowed for one lease executed before the
freeze within the base period to go into
efiect during the freeze, the disallowance
must necessarily mean it is inflationary. Is
it not 10 times more inflationary for 10
leases and 1000 times as Inflationary if
1000 leases are involved? As Senators Javits
and Case have indicated, the problem is
nationwide. Hundreds of thousands of ten-
ant: are faced with inflationary increases in
ren

The condition that we complain of exists
in many large complexes in Florida. It exists
throughout the United States. It is a condi-
tlon which must be corrected if inflation is
to be effectively curbed and confidence re~
stored in the Administration and the
economy.

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., March 22, 1972.
Max FEINSTEIN,
Miami, Fla.

DeEar MR, FEINSTEIN: Thank you for your
letter of March 10, 1872, concerning the Eco-
nomic Stabllization Program. As you may
know, the Office of Chief Counsel serves as
legal counsel to the Internal Revenue Service
which is charged with the responsibility of
enforcing the regulations and guidelines of
the program. Under the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Program, the Office of Chief Counsel has
the responsibility of interpreting the regula-
tlons and guidelines under Phase I (the
freeze) and Phase II (the post-freeze) issued
by the Cost of Living Councll, the Pay Board,
and the Price Commission, We will be pleased
to interpret the regulations as they apply to
your situation. However, we suggest that if
you have a complaint concerning possible
retallatory action by your landlord or you
belleve that the rent you are being charged
is In violation of the regulations, you should
contact the nearest Internal Revenue Service
Office in order that they may investigate the
case. The nearest IRS Office is located at 51
8.W. 1st Avenue, Miami, Florida 33130, phone
425-7595.

You explained In your letter that prior to
the freeze your lease provided for a rent of
$3556 per month, but that on March 17, 1971,
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you signed a new lease for $478 per month
which was to take effect on November 1, 1971.
Your question is what is the maximum rent
which your landlord may charge under the
rules of the Economic Stabllization Program?
The Economic Stabilization Act which was
passed by Congress has been implemented by
regulations. During the freeze period the Of-
fice of Emergency Preparedness prepared
regulations which controlled rents. These
regulations which were published in the Fed-
eral Register (beginning on page 16515) on
August 21, 1971, control the highest rent
which a landlord may charge during the
freeze period (August 15, 1971 through No-
vember 13, 1971). They provide that a land-
lord may not charge a rent for a particular
apartment during the freeze that is higher
than the ceiling rent which prevailed for
the same or comparable apartments in 10%
of the actual transactions during the base
period. The ceiling rent is the highest rent
that the landlord received for the same or
comparable property in 10% of his transac-
tions during the base perlod (i.e. July 18,
1871 through August 14, 1971). In other
words, if your landlord owned 100 two bed-
room apartments that were the same or com-
parable and during the period from July 16,
1971 through August 14, 1971, the rent re-
celved from the 10 apartments which paid
the highest rent, was $355 per month, then
his ceiling rent would be $355 per month.
Since during the freeze (November 1-13,
1971, in your case) the regulations are con-
cerned with the highest rent actually paid
during the base period, the ceiling rent can
be determined only by learning the amount
of rent a landlord received for his apart-
ments during the base perlod.

After the freeze, the Price Commission pre-
pared the regulations which controlled rents.
Initially, the price regulations were so worded
that they applied to rental units. However,
effective on December 28, 1971, a separate
body of rent regulations were published.
These new regulations will apply to the de-
termination of your allowable rent the next
time you sign or renew a lease with your
landlord, The allowable rent under your pres-
ent lease after November 13, 1971, is deter-
mined under the first set of Price Commis-
sion regulations, (Federal Register, page
21792, November 13, 1971).

We have enclosed a copy of a Price Com-
mission Ruling which explains how the maxi-
mum rent which may be charged after No-
vember 13, 1971, under a lease which was
signed before August 15, 1971, is determined.
You will note that the ruling is concerned
with the maximum rent after December 28,
1971, but applies equally to the maximum
rent after November 13, 1971. Although the
rules for determining the ceiling rent
(Phase I) and maximum allowable rent
(Phase II) are similar, the key difference is
that under Phase II, they are concerned with
the Rhighest rent specified in leases signed
during the base period, whereas under
Phase I, they are concerned with the highest
rent paid during the base period.

Since we do not know the highest rent
which was charged (Phase I) and specified
in leases (Phase II) by your landlord for
units which are the same or comparable to
yours, during the base period, we are unable
to conclusively determine the legal rent
which he may charge you under your new
lease. Thus, if you believe the rent which
you are being charged 1s In violation of the
regulations, we suggest that you contact
your local IRS Office for assistance.

We hope this explanation will be of as-
sistance to you.

Very truly yours,
Lee H. HENEEL, Jr.,
Acting Chief Counsel.
By: HERBERT A. SEIDMAN,
Director, Stabilization Division.
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Age of
head of
family

Name, marital status,

economic status Apt. No.

0ld Per-

rent New centage Name, marital status,

0ld Per-
rent New  centage

rent

increase

economic status Apt. No. family

paid

rent increase

G. Benson. marnad, busaness

A, Summalf!eld married, retire
er, married, business.
in, married, business._

D. Jacobson, married, dentist. .
M, S. Klein, married, 'retired
G, Hilb, wuc‘uw retired

N. Gnndalberg,marrled retir
B. Kozloff, widow, retired___
A, Kaplan, married, retired __
E. Zelnick, widow, retired__ _
H. Drucker, widow, retired__
B. Levy, married, retired__.
1. Leisner, married, retired__
B. Hochberg, married, retired
M. Wally, married, retired

E. Horland, married, docto

G. Becker, married, retired.
A. Roth, married, semiretired
L. Rosenberg, widow, retired
T.5Scherl, married, retired

R. Kadin, widow retired__

D. Relkin, widow, retired.

S. Fishman, married, retir

S. McCarthy, married, busi

S. Eidlinger, widow, retired._
M. Crane, married, retired.
W. Loewenthal, married, retire
S. Monshine, widow, retired_ _
F. Mirkin, widow, retired

). Spitzer, married, retired

1. Zaitshik, married, retired_
M. Herrman, married, retired
A. Olchoff, married, retired
A. Warshawsky, married, reti
B. Rubinger, married, retired
H. Abel, married, retired . .

1. May, married, retired

L. Solls, married, retired

B. Schrager, widow, retire

S. Stargatt, married, retired.
E. Saskin, married, retired

L. Hershey, married, retired_
C. B. Stork, widow, retired_ _
B. Fredman, married, working._
A, Nevans, married, retired__
M. Esbieh, married, retired.
M. Diamond, married , retired
L. Lord, married, retired____
E. Teilelbaum, single, retired
Rose Gorken, widow, working. .___.__ ..
A. Pollen, married, retired.._......

B. Genstley rnamed workmg_._._

A. Meyer, married, retired_.__

C. Proia, married, semiretired.._
L. Litrin, married, semiretired_.

er, marrmd retired 3z
ane, married, lawyer_... ...
). Kaplan married, real estate________.
1. Gasner, married, retired
D. Riseman, married, retired.__ . =
M. Mels, married, retired......._....
A. Feltz, married, retired. ___
M. Myers, married, retired............
M. Lewis, widow, retired__..__.._...
E. Hutner, married, retired
H. Forest, married, lawyer___
J. Bril, married, retired
H. Heshkowitz, married, retired
M. Ferman, wrdnw retired_.._ ...
A. Snmmemelﬁ mamed retired_______
A. H. Schwartz, marrled ‘vetired._ .

317
280

420
370

506
390
438
426
423
593
478
438
438
518
398
425
500
430

B. Silverstein, married, retired
F. Weiss, WIdW{ retired._

B. Spitz, married, retired____
S. Lantz, married, retired.
D. Riseman, married, retir
A. Ryner, married, retired.
D. Rosen, married, retired
S. Marcus,rnamnd retired . .
1. Weiner, married, retired_
T L|enerrnan marnsd busine
H. Peiser, married, retired.
|. Denberg, married, retire
S. Grauer, married, retired
H. Gross, married, retired. . .
B. Friedman, widow, retired _
B. Cutler, married, business._
H. Streim, married, retired _ .
LB Scpﬂ Img, rnarnad retired .
hen, married retired__
L Sapero, married, retired
J. Lu sch rnamed retired
B. Axelroch, married, retired
G. Miles, widow, retired___
W. Carshin, married, retire
L. Mones, married, retired .
M. Bursberg, married, retir
S. King, married, retired _
5. Young, married, retired.
0. Stelvin, married, retired _ _

F. Beckerman, widow, retired_ .
A. Katz, married, retired

W. Weintz, married, retired
S. Stein, married, retired

). Ersanberg mamed retJrEd
P. Cramer, married, retired. _
G. Becker, rnarn'ed, retired

B. ersk)r marri ed, retired____
L. Liebowitz, married, retired. .
B. F. Theiss, married, retired .

Herman Lazarus, married, retired

J. Weisman, married, retired...
E. Liebowitz, married, retired__________

390
430
386
581
395
426
467
426
426
426
587
432
573
420
413
380
320
396

435
395

M. Feinstein, married, retired__._______
S. Fired, widow, away _ _____._.__.
H. Marker mamed retired.........
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INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,
Jacksonville, Fla., February 10, 1972.
SeacoasT TOWERS,
5151 Collins Avenue,
Miami Beach, Fla.

DeAr MRr. Muss: Our office has investigated
numerous complaints of proposed rent in-
creases for tenants of Seacoast Towers, West,
5600 Collins Avenue, Miaml Beach, Florida.
Buch increases were to become effective be-
tween November 14, 1971, and December 28,
1971.

Existing rent guidelines permitted land-
lords to increase rents on leases becoming
eflective between November 14, 1971, and
December 28, 1971, to the rental he had
received for at least ten (10) percent of the
same type of units on which leases were
signed during the thirty (30) days preceed-
ing August 15, 1871, If no leases were signed
during this thirty (30) day period then the
nearest preceeding thirty (30) day period in
which leases were signed on the same type
of units must be used to determine the al-
lowable increase.

The guidelines further provided that land-
lords must maintain accurate records to
verify that any proposed rent increases were
within the guidelines and make such records
avallable at the request of the tenant.

In each of the cases investigated by our
office, Mr. Muss, the proposed Increases were
in compliance with the effective guidelines.

Any residence or other real property be-
coming occupled after December 28, 1971,

are subject to the new rent regulations which
became effective on December 20, 1971.
Sincerely,
Ira S. LoEB,
Acting Distriet Director.
SEAacoasT TOWERS,
Miami Beach, Fla., November 22, 1971.

Dear REsmENT: The general 90-day price
and rent freeze imposed by President Nixon
in August came to an end on November 13,
1971. As many of you may know, the Presi-
dent then established a Price Commission
with authority to regulate the stabilization
of both prices and rents for the period com-
mencing November 14, 1971.

Our attorneys have reviewed the regula-
tlons recently issued by the Price Commis-
sion. They advise us that the rent provided
in your lease is lawful and now in full force
and effect.

Your November rent bill was broken into
two parts. You were billed at the old or
frozen rent for the first 13 days of Novem-
ber, and at the rent provided in your lease
for the last 17 days of November.

The total rent for November is due as
billed to you. We, therefore, would appre-
clate your prompt payment of the amount
shown on your November bill less any part
which you may have already paid. If you pald
the full amount as billed, this naturally does
not apply to you. Your December bill will be
at the full rate contained in your lease.

As to the billing for the first 13 days of

November, we reserve the right to re-bill you
for the least amount when and if further
clarification allows same.

We are gratified that this period of un-
certainly has ended, and we look forward to
continued happy relations with you in your
resldency at Seacoast Towers.

Sincerely,
WiLLiAM LEONARD,
Ezecutive Director.
EaTz & SaLMoN,
ATTORNEYS AT LAw,
Miami Beach, Fla., January 21, 1972.
In re Lease date: 5/9/71.
Mr. and Mrs. ABRAHAM SCHWARTZ,
Seacoast Towers West—Apt. 3-H,
Miami Beach, Fla.

DEAR MR. AND MRrsS, SCHWARTZ: Please be
advised that you are in default of the above
referenced lease agreement by reason of
your failure to make rental payments due
and owing for the months of November, 1971,
December, 1871 and January, 1972.

This letter 1s being served upon you pur-
suant to Florida Statute to advise you that
the landlord will elect to re-enter the de-
mised premises for your benefit should you
fall to pay the total arrearage of $628.25
due and owing on or before three days from
receipt of this letter.

Alternatively, the landlord may elect to
exercise Its statutory right of distraint in
which case the Sheriff in and for Dade Coun-
ty, Florida will proceed to execute such writ
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by removing whatever personal property is
found in apartment 3-H and selling same at
publiec auction,

In the event it becomes necessary to re-
enter the premises or procure a Writ of Dis-
traint, you will be held strictly accountable
for the costs of execution of such writ and/
or re-entry, including reasonable attorney’s
fees.

Kindly be governed accordingly.

Very truly yours,
SeacoasT Towers, INC.

THE STEEL IMPORT SITUATION

(Mr. MILLER of Ohio asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, in
1971 imports of steel mill products were
over 18.3 million tons, the largest ton-
nage ever and 37.1 percent higher than
the 1970 level. Their declared value to-
taled $2.6 billion, the greatest dollar
value of steel imports in our history.
Moreover, the excess value of steel im-
ports versus U.S. steel exports was nearly
$2.1 billion—a serious contributor to our
international balance-of-payments prob-
lem. Imports supplied nearly 18 percent
of our steel needs in 1971, the deepest
penetration into our domestic market in
any year on record. This level of steel
imports is more than the tonnage shipped
in 1971 from all the steel plants in my
home State of Ohio—the Nation’s sec-
ond largest steel producer. In fact, it is
more than what was shipped by all the
plants of the Nation's fourth, fifth, and
sixth largest companies in the domestic
steel industry. For many steel products
and for many parts of our country, the
import penetration was far greater than
18 percent. For example, imported cold
rolled stainless steel sheets accounted for
32.9 percent of the domestic supply, im-
ported stainless steel wire 48.3 percent
and stainless wire rod imports 56.3 per-
cent. Unfortunately, there is little sign
of any slowing down in steel imports so
far this year in spite of currency re-
valuation in Japan and the EEC, the
main sources of foreign steel.

Many of us have been deeply con-
cerned for some time about steady influx
of textile and shoe imports. Yet of all our
import-threatened industries steel is the
most basic and vital to our national in-
terest. Steel is a material required by
many important parts of our American
economy, including agriculture, con-
struction, and the automobile, machin-
ery, and home appliance industries. Steel
products, especially speciality steels, such
as stainless, tool steel, and alloy steels,
are essential to our national security.

I am aware of reports that Japan and
the European Economic Community—
including the United Kingdom for the
first time—will soon announce a new
3-year voluntary limitation on their ex-
ports of steel to the United States to
continue the similar arrangement which
expired at the end of last year. I under-
stand that these new arrangements, if
they go into effect, will contain certain
improvements over the 1969-71 arrange-
ments. They are expected to reduce the
annual growth rate for steel imports
from the nations involved from 5 per-
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cent to 216 percent. It is hoped that they
will contain more definable limitations
on specific steel products, particularly
the speciality steel products which have
been hardest hit by imports in the last
several years.

It is most important that the new
arrangements are adhered to more
closely in the next 3 years than the
previous ones have been during the last
3 years. We should all take the responsi-
bility for seeing to it that the appro-
priate departments of the Federal
Government analyze closely the perform-
ance under these voluntary arrange-
ments and follow-up any deviations
from the commitments made by foreign
steel producers.

There is really only one reason for a
steel consumer to buy steel from foreign
producers. That reason is lower price.
Why are foreign steel prices lower? In
many cases, they are lower because for-
eign producers charge a lower price in
our market than they do in their own.
Additionally, steel producers in Europe
are aided in quoting these lower prices
by rebates of value added tax on their
steel exports. Foreign competitors also
have for years reaped substantial bene-
fits from an overvalued dollar.

Perhaps the fundamental reason for
lower prices are the differences in unit
labor costs. Although costs for raw ma-
terials and fuels are about the same for
world steel producers, foreign competi-
tors are clearly advantaged by lower
hourly employment costs. Hourly em-
ployment costs are only a third of ours
in Japan and about half of ours in Eu-
rope. These lower hourly employment
costs in foreign countries are also re-
flected in lower cost for steelmaking
equipment abroad. Although the domes-
tic steel industry is the most efficient,
versatile, and technologically advanced in
the world and despite the fact that the
average number of man-hours required
to produce a ton of steel in the United
States is still less than in Japan and
Europe, the crucial economic advantage
of foreign steelmakers therefore is lower
hourly labor costs. I might add that an-
other increasingly significant cost fac-
tor in the domestic steel picture is more
stringent environmental control require-
ments which necessitate additional capi-
tal expenditures which does not contrib-
ute to improving output per man-hour.
Capital expenditures in the American
steelmaking industry required by air and
water pollution abatement regulations
have been estimated to total $2.4 billion
to $3.5 billion for the period 1972
through 1976. This compares to $290
million spent from 1966-69. Annual op-
eration and maintenance expenses will
increase to $1.1 billion in 1966 compared
to $77 million in 1969.

For every million tons of steel imported
we lose an average of 7,200 job opportu-
nities. In other words, the 18.3 million
tons of steel imported last year resulted
in the loss of over 130,000 job opportuni-
ties. In the State of Ohio, which is the
center of productivity .of high-valued
specialty products such as alloy and
stainless steel, it has been estimated that
19,200 job opportunities were lost last
year. When imports emphasize specialty
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steel the job losses are even greater be-
cause these steels require more man-
hours per ton than do ordinary steels. As
a matter of fact, stainless and alloy steel
require highly skilled and experienced
persons, and these people are being par-
ticularly hard hit by imports.

What is the solution to the steel in-
dustry’s problem? There is no single
magic potion to cure the industry’s ills
but several initiatives, which if properly
taken, can help improve the situation.
First, extension and improvement of the
voluntary arrangements will help, pro-
vided they are well monitored by our
Government officials and adhered to by
foreign producers. Second, in that infla-
L@on in large degree is the reason for
rising production costs, the Federal Gov-
ernment has a critical role to control in-
flation and promote an economic climate
conducive to satisfactory financial per-
formance and investment in the steel in-
dustry. More vigorous enforcement poli-
cies with respect to certain unfair foreign
trade practices such as dumping and ex-
port subsidies are also needed. Third,
domestic steel companies must them-
selves do everything possible to reduce
costs, improve efficiency, and develop new
and better technologies. We cannot ig-
nore the situation in the steel industry
today because it will not go away—in
fact, it may get worse in the months and
years ahead. We must know what we are
up against, its overall effects, and then
we must set out to find basic and long-
range solutions to preserve the steel in-
dustry.

ANNIVERSARY OF WARSAW GHET-
1[9'0 E;PRISING, WEDNESDAY, APRIL
, 1972

(Mr. ROONEY of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, with so much of our attention and
our energies being devoted to the crises
in Asia and the tensions in the Middle
East, many Americans are not adequate-
ly considering the prolonged misery and
suffering to which millions of people are
currently being subjected in Soviet-
dominated states. The passage of time
alone tends to blunt our compassion and
our concern for those who have been en-
during virtual slavery for more than
the span of a generation. During these
long periods when year after year mil-
lions of liberty-loving people have been
denied the blessings of freedom, we have
been happy to witness sporadic attempts
of the enslaved to rise up against their
slave masters and attempts fo regain
their lost freedom.

Today marks the 29th anniversary of
such a brave revolt for it was on April
19, 1943, that the Jews living in Poland
in the Warsaw ghetto rose against their
Nazi oppressors and occupiers in a valiant
but futile attempt to throw off the shack-
les of serfdom. The free world was
thrilled to hear of this important mani-
festation of courage and determination
even though in the aftermath of its tragic
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ending people everywhere were plunged
into deep sorrow.

Each year since 1943 people who love
freedom and are filled with compassion
for victims of persecution have observed
the anniversary of the Warsaw Ghetto
uprising by rededicating themselves to
the task of gaining worldwide eman-
cipation of all who are subjected to the
status of slaves and vassals. On this
meaningful date, many of us renew our
determination to do our utmost to secure
liberation for those to whom self-deter-
mination is denied. This year through
the splendid efforts of the Warsaw
Ghetto Uprising Committee in New York
and with the cooperation of city officials,
Times Square will be renamed “Warsaw
Ghetto Square” for the day and fitting
tributes will be paid to the heroic leader
of the revolt, Mordecai Anzelewicz and
his brave followers in his Jewish combat
organization—ZQOB.

This celebration in New York City and
in other cities throughout the world will
remind all of us of the God-given man-
date that we must concern ourselves
with the lives and well-being of our fel-
low men; it will remind us that the Nazi
devastation of more than 800 acres of
Ghetto homes and shops of thousands of
Jews is no worse than the fate others
have suffered at the hands of the Com-
munist oppressors in Poland and every-
where the red flag of Russia has been
planted illegally in usurped lands and
it will remind us that tragic as was the
situation where more than 60,000 ghetto
dwellers—men, women and children—
were captured and killed by the Nagzis,
even today Jews are suffering similar
privations, hardships and even death.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure that my fel-
low members in this body join me in com-
mending the many loyal Americans who
today are commemorating this signifi-
cant date in our modern history. May
their efforts be rewarded in increased
awareness of the plight of Jews in the
Soviet Union and throughout the world
and a rededication to do the utmost to
alleviate the suffering and privations of
these long-imposed-upon people.

NEEDED: A SEPARATE DEPART-
MENT OF HEALTH

(Mr, ROONEY of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extrane-
ous matter.)

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, a February 19, 1971, statement by
the AFL-CIO Executive Council sums
up very well my thoughts on health care
in the United States. It begins “Health
care problems in America are frighten-
ing—to the patient, who must pay ever
larger portions of his family budget for
medical care, and to the medical pro-
fession, who must try to care for the
health of his patients hindered by an
outmoded deMvery system. What America
needs as the heart of its medical care
philosophy is a single primary goal—
good health care for all its people.”

To this should be added that it is in-
deed frightening to Members of Con-
gress who want to put to the best possible
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use the funds and resources of the Fed-
eral Government. The piecemeal ap-
proach in medical care is no longer suf-
ficient and the areas of education and
welfare also demand greater attention.
Therefore, I am today introducing a bill
to establish a Department of Health,
which would coordinate and develop the
health care programs of the United
States into a vehicle providing adequate
health care to all, not just those who can
afford to pay the price.

My bill also establishes a National Ad-
visory Commission on Health Planning
which would study the current and fu-
ture health needs of the United States
and report its recommendations to the
United States Congress as a detailed na-
tional health plan for meeting the cur-
rent and future health needs of the
United States for at least the next 10
years.

ESCALATION OF THE WAR

(Mrs. MINK asked and was given per-
mission to extend her remarks at this
point in the ReEcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, President
Nixon's recent escalation of the Vietnam
war is a tragic mistake.

He has listened to the military experts
who advise that just one more increase in
the violence will win the war.

We have been hearing this kind of ad-
vice virtually since the war began. In
each case, actions based on such a false
premise have proved disastrous.

It was this kind of thinking that mis-
takenly led to the buildup of troops in
Vietnam. President Nixon promised to
reverse the escalation. He said he had a
“secret plan” to end the war.

The President may have had a secret
plan, but unfortunately it is still secret.
His actions seem more calculated to
broaden and expand the level of military
activity than reduce it.

The current bombing of Hanoi and
Haiphong takes us back to the dark days
when we were engaged in a full-scale war
in Southeast Asia; we are still proceed-
ing as though a military victory is our
goal.

Clearly, the bombing means that “Viet-
namization"” has failed. The President
promised that under this plan the South
Vietnamese would be able to carry on in
their own defense. Obviously, they can-
not; they cannot because as a people they
lack the will to do it.

The Vietnamese people, North and
South, are the principal victims. How
can we justify our participation? No one
suggests that there is any rational reason
left, if there ever was one.

We must reverse this madness. We
must end the Vietnam war. This is a sin
against humanity.

The American people have paid too
much already. Thousands of our youth
have died. Many more have been
wounded.

We cannot ignore the sacrifices that
have been made. Yet, to continue a
meaningless war will not vindicate their
suffering.

Honor does not rise from the agony
of death. No “victory” in Vietnam is pos-
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sible. That should be quite clear after
T years of a state of war,

Our commitment should be to people.
The way to help them and ourselves is
to end the war, and to end this misery.

We thought we were fighting to pre-
serve democracy, but there is no democ-
racy in Vietnam. The last election was a
sham. We owe nothing to the Saigon
government. We have been a prop too
long as it is.

Unless we renounce the tattered goal
of a military victory, we delude ourselves.
It is our own “face” we see reflected in
the bloody frenzy to bomb. Is it more im-
portant to save our “face” than the lives
of our fellow human beings? We are not
really helping the Vietnamese people. We
are destroying their country. We are kill-
ing their people.

President Nixon has not kept faith
with the American people. He has ig-
nored our desire for peace. He has all but
abandoned the peace talks. His insist-
ence on dictating political goals has
stymied progress at the talks. Our mas-
sive aerial bombardment rendered mean-
ingless our troop withdrawal.

The Congress must bring this issue of
the war to the American people. Only the
Congress can end this war. The Presi-
dent cannot be believed, We cannot evade
our responsibility.

The people of America have only us
to fulfill their dream for peace. We must
act now,

THE 29TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
WARSAW GHETTO UPRISING

(Mr. RYAN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, RYAN. Mr, Speaker, the Warsaw
ghetto uprising took place on April 19,
1943, and each year we remember those
brave men and women who fought for
their lives against insurmountable odds.
This year, the 24th anniversary of the
founding of the State of Israel also falls
on April 19, a fact that is significant in
light of the many fortunate survivors of
the Nazi holocaust who took refuge in
the Jewish homeland.

At the beginning of World War II, Nazi
occupation forces herded nearly one-half
million Polish Jews into a cramped
ghetto in Warsaw, as part of the Nazi
plan to annihilate the Jewish people.
The effects of this attempt at genocide,
felt in all European countries where
Hitler’s regime held sway, were felt very
severely and cruelly in Poland.

As the home of some 3 million Jews,
Poland was one of the greatest centers
of world Jewry, and Jews constituted a
majority of the population in many
Polish towns and cities. In effect, Polish
Jews made up a nation within a nation.
They had a common language, Yiddish,
and a rich and flourishing culture. They
organized and operated schools, hospi-
tals, theaters, and banks, almost inde-
pendent of the central government of
Warsaw. It was this thriving Jewish com-
munity that Hitler promised to liquidate.
His threats seemed hollow at first for the
Nazi brutality against German Jews did
not touch those across the border in
Poland. Besides, Polish Jewry was no
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stranger to persecution—for centuries
sporadic anti-Semitic outbursts—po-
groms—had brought violent death to
Poland’s Jews. The menace of Hitler
seemed merely a new threat in a history
already filled with peril, hardship, and
a continuous struggle for survival.

We know, however, that these Polish
Jews were tragically mistaken in their
assessment of the Nazi threat and that,
by the end of the Second World War, the
Jewish community in Poland had prac-
tically been eliminated. It is for those
who survived and to the memory of those
who perished that I speak today.

Prior to World War II, the Jewish
population of Warsaw numbered more
than 330,000. The Nazi occupation of
Poland placed them all under SS and
Gestapo rule. The first law promulgated
by the Nazis made all Jews subject to
forced labor. In Warsaw, this was im-
mediately followed by the establishment
of “educational” camps for the Jewish
population and the expropriation of all
Jewish assets that exceeded a desig-
nated small amount. One by one, the
number of restrictive rules and praec-
tices was increased. Jews were forbidden
to work in key industries and in gov-
ernment institutions, to bake bread, to
buy or sell to “Aryans,” to treat or re-
ceive medical treatment from these
“Aryans,” to ride on trains or trolleys,
to leave the city limits without special
permits, and to own precious metal or
jewelry. Jewish property was ordered by
the Gestapo to be registered, and both
congregational worship and ritual
slaughter were prohibited. Every Jew
12 years or older was forced to wear a

Star of David on his clothing.

By means of these laws and regula-
tions, the Nazis completely dominated
the Jewish population. And there were
even further restrictions placed on

Jews. Jews were excluded from the
jurisdiction of the civil authorities and
classed as outlaws, legally analogous to
condemned criminals. The punishment
for noncompliance with these regula-
tions was death. However, even strict
adherence to the special decrees was no
guarantee against being shot. One exam-
ple will illustrate the desperate situa-
tion in which the Polish Jews then
found themselves. At the end of 1939, a
Jewish burglar, interrupted while com-
mitting a robbery, shot and killed a
Polish policeman. The Jewish commu-
nity was heavily fined for this action
and they quickly paid the amount
levied. Nevertheless, 53 persons living in
the same house as the burglar were taken
into custody and subsequently shot.

By 1940, pogroms encouraged by the
Germans swept through the Jewish sec-
tion of Warsaw. On October 16, 1940,
the Nazi Governor of Warsaw published
a decree proclaiming the establishment
of the Warsaw ghetto. By November of
that year, the ghetto had heen com-
pletely sealed off and segregated from
the rest of the city, and in an area of
100 square blocks—less than one-
twentieth the size of Warsaw—the
Nazis forced nearly half a million Jews.
Surrounded by brick walls 10 feet high
and barbed wire fences, the ghetto in-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

habitants lived, nearly eight people to a
room. Only 27,000 ghetto inhabitants
were employed. Food was extremely
scarce, and the Nazis restricted the dis-
tribution of what little food there was.
It is little wonder that 50 percent of the
ghetto population died of starvation and
45 percent were undernourished. Lack
of sanitation facilities and the human
congestion caused by the overcrowded
living conditions caused the rapid spread
of epidemics; fevers and typhus were
rampant. The supply of medicine was
pitifully inadequate, and corpses filled
the streets.

There was another side to life in the
Warsaw ghetto, however, which il-
lustrates the spirit, courage, and creativ-
ity of a people who were accustomed to
relyving on their own resources. The
ghetto inhabitants created a network of
community and cultural organizations to
serve the varied needs of the population.
Hospitals and clinics were organized in
an attempt to control and fight the epi-
demics. Educational activity was ex-
tensive and included a wide variety of
schools, clubs, youth organizations and
a library, and even a university was es-
tablished. A secret medical school and
a faculty of sciences and mathematics
were maintained, and there were under-
ground Hebrew and Yiddish schools,
religious instruction classes, and clan-
destine physical fitness activities. A
symphony orchestra and many choirs
performed for the inhabitants and news-
papers were printed in Hebrew, Yiddish,
and Polish.

The Nazis were soon dissatisfled with
the results of their campaign of starva-
tion and segregation. The Jews of War-
saw were not succumbing to Nazi terror
tacties. In fact, the ghetto and its con-
ditions had fostered a unity and a self-
sufficency that had not been anticipated
by the occupiers. Thus, in the summer of
1942, the Nazis decided to put into full-
scale operation their plans to extermi-
nate all of the Jews in Poland. Between
July and September, over 300,000 Jews
from the Warsaw ghetto were forced into
cattle cars and sent to Treblinka. Anyone
who resisted deportation was beaten
mercilessly, if he was not executed imme-
diately. Some submitted voluntarily to
deportation because the SS had declared
that those who reported without coercion
would not be separated from their fam-
ilies. They were also told that they were
only being sent to labor camps. There-
fore, significant opposition to the first
massive deportation did not materialize.
Even had the destination of the frains
and the fate of their human freight been
known, however, the Jewish underground
organization, then only several months
old, would have been unable to act ef-
fectively. Devitalized by the deportations,
the resistance, at that point, lacked arms
and the time to organize efficiently and
effectively.

Between September of 1942 and Janu-
ary of 1943, the Jews learned the real des-
tination of the deportees and the real
meaning of Treblinka, The underground,
gradually recovering from the human
loss that had resulted from the deporta-
tions, sprang into action. Thus, when the
Germans marched into the ghetto in
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January of 1943 to deport 150,000 of those
remaining, they were met with armed re-
sistance. After 4 days of skirmishes, the
Germans withdrew after suffering more
than 20 losses in their ranks.

The effect of this Jewish victory was
twofold—the Germans became aware of
the fact that there was an organized
armed force in the ghetto, and the
ghetto residents realized that the resist-
ance did have a chance of standing up to
the Germans.

Electrified by the January revolt, the
ghetto population rallied to the under-
ground. But the members of the Jewish
underground soon found themselves
faced with the overwhelming task of
acquiring weapons, and they did so only
through painstaking labor, for they
manufactured many of their own bombs,
hand grenades, and Molotov cocktails.
Their most potent weapon, however, was
their deep sense of national pride and
responsibility. In the words of Dr. Ringel-
blum, archivist of the ghetto:

We took stock of our position and saw
that this was a struggle between a fly and an
elephant. But our national dignity dictated
to us that the Jews must offer resistance and
not allow themselves to be led wantonly to
the slaughter.

The underground turned feverishly to
its tasks of building and organization, the
manufacture of arms and the rehearsal
of defense plans. The awaited day of at-
tack arrived on April 19, 1943, when the
ghetto was surrounded by SS troops and
police. Although the members of the un-
derground fought valiantly, the German
attacks were relentless and gradually the
Jews were forced to give ground. Orga-
nized resistance gave way to irregular
guerrilla warfare as women and children
joined the defenders in the desperate
struggle.

By May 16, 1943, the significant re-
sistance had ended and the German com-
mand declared that "“There was no
Jewish district in Warsaw.” But the
end of large-scale fighting did not signal
the end of all resistance. In the rubble
and ruin that was the ghetto—only
eight buildings remained standing—the
defenders continued to fight. There are
records of groups surviving as late as
September of 1943, Some of the under-
ground escaped the ghetto and contin-
ued their fight with the Polish partisans,
and thus continued the battle of the
Warsaw ghetto.

The story of the Warsaw ghetto up-
rising and other accounts of Jewish re-
sistance are a tribute to the courage of a
people and a celebration of the indomita-
ble human spirit. Let us pause today to
salute these heroic men and women.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Hanwa (at the request of Mr.
Boces), for Tuesday, April 18, through
Thursday, April 20, on account of official
business.

Mr. CuarLEs H. WiLson, for Thursday,
April 20, on account of official business.

Mr. AspiNaLL, for Thursday, April 20,
on account of official business.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Zasrockr, for 10 minutes, today; to
revise and extend his remarks and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LEnT) to address the House
and to revise and extend their remarks
and include extraneous matter:)

Mr. McCLoskEY, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. Hiruis, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Duncan, for 10 minutes, on April
20.
Mr. Crang, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. RunneELs) to address the
House and to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous matter:)

Mr. GonzaLez, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. James V. StanToN, for 15 minutes,
today.

Mr. BecicH, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Dices, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ANNUNzIO, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Ryan, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. WiLriam D. Forp, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. DanieLs of New Jersey, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. Aspin, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. PopELL, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. HovrrieLp, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. St GeErMAIN, for 5 minutes today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
Mr. Foqua in two instances and to
include extraneous matter.

Mr. Horrrierp and to include a news-
paper articie.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LenT) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. Burke of Florida.

Mr, WINN.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON.

Mr. VEYsEY in two instances.

Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances.

Mr. WHITEHURST.

Mr. McCLORY.

Mr. NELSEN.

Mr. Jounson of Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPRINGER in four instances.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin.

Mr. ARCHER.

Mr. McCLURE in two instances.

Mr. SHOUP.

Mr. HiLLIS.

Mr. Corrins of Texas in five instances.

Mr. RAILSBACK in two instances.

Mr. WymaN in two instances.

Mr. SHRIVER.

Mr. AnpErsonN of Illinois.

Mr. SCHWENGEL in two instances.

Mr, HaLL.

Mr. McKINNEY.

Mr. BoB WiLson in two instances.

Mr, FREY.

Mr. EscH.

Mr. MAYNE.

Mr. BELL.
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Mr. Price of Texas.

Mr. GERALD R. Forb.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. RunneLs) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr, GonzaLEz in three instances.

Mr. Dices in two instances.

Mr. HARRINGTON in three instances.

Mr. Hacaw in three instances.

Mr. RocEeRrs in five instances.

Mr. KLUczYNSKI in three instances.

Mr. PreveEr of North Carolina.

Mr. HELsTOSKI in three instances.

Mr. ST GERMAIN.

Mr. CELLER.

Mr. EILBERG.

Mr. BingaHAM in three instances.

Mr, James V. STANTON.

Mr. Carey of New York.

Mr. BecIcH in five instances.

Mr. Rok in five instances.

Mrs. SULLIVAN.

Mr. MurpHY of Illinois in five in-
stances.

Mr. Ropino in three instances.

Mr, DingeLL in three instances.

Mr. MurpHY of New York in four in-
stances.

Mr. DanieLs of New Jersey.

Mr. Hawkins in two instances.

Mr. Aspin in two instances.

Mr. HEBERT.

Mr. REEs in four instances.

Mr. DENT.

Mr. Fraser in five instances.

Mr, CABELL.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills and joint resolutions
of the Senate of the following titles:

S. 766. An act to authorize the disposal
of zinc from the national stockpile and the
supplemental stockpile;

8. 978. An act authorizing the conveyance
of certain lands to the University of Utah,
and for other purposes;

S.J. Res, 117. Joint resolution asking the
President of the United States to declare the
fourth Saturday of September 1872 “Na-
tional Hunting and Fishing Day"; and

8.J. Res. 169. Joint resolution to pay trib-
ute to law enforcement officers of this
country on Law Day, May 1, 1972,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn,

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at 6 o'clock and 33 minutes p.m.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, April 20, 1972, 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:

1881, A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting notice that he has au-
thorized deficiencies to be incurred for the
necessities of the current year in the appro-
priations for “Operation and Maintenance,
Navy” and “Operation and Maintenance, Air
Foree", pursuant to 41 U.8.C. 11; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.
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1882. A letter from the Deputy Director,
Office of Management and Budget, Executive
Office of the President, transmitting a report
that the appropriation to the Department of
Justice for “Support of U.S. Prisoners,” for
fiscal year 1972, has been reapportioned on a
basis which Indicates the necessity for a
supplemental estimate of appropriation, pur-
suant to 31 U.S.C. 665; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

1883. A letter from the Chairman, Board
of Governors, Federal Reserve System, trans=-
mitting the 58th Annual Report of the Board
of Governors, covering calendar year 1971,
pursuant to section 10 of the Federal Re-
serve Act, as amended; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

1884, A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to encourage and as-
slst States and localities to coordinate their
various programs and resources avallable for
the prevention, treatment, and control of
juvenile delinquency, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

1885, A letter from the Chalirman, Federal
Power Commission, transmitting the annual
report of the Commission for fiscal year 1971;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

1886. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Congressional Relations, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend the Immigration and Nationality Act
to provide for the expeditious naturalization
of certain former alien employees of the
United States who have been admitted to
the United States for permanent residence;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

RECEIVED FROM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

1887. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the dimensions of insanitary condi-
tions in the food manufacturing industry,
Food and Drug Administration, Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

1888. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-~
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the administration of criteria by the
General Services Administration for the leas-
ing of buildings to be constructed; to the
Committee on Government Operatlons,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HEBERT: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. House Resolution 918. Resolution re-
questing certain information from the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Defense relative
to the military involvement of the United
States In Indochina. (Rept. No. 52-1003).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia. H.R. 2895. A bill to provide
for the conveyance of certaln property
in the District of Columbia to the National
Firefighting Museum and Center for Fire Pre~
vention, Inc.; with amendments (Rept. No.
02-1004) . Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr,. McMILLAN: Committee on the District
of Columbia. H.R. 11032, A bill to enable the
blind and the otherwise physically disabled
to participate fully in the social and eco-
nomic life of the District of Columbia; with
amendment (Rept. No. 92-1005). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union,

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee: Select Commit-
tee on Small Business. Report on the orga-
nization and operation of the Small Business
Administration (1971) (Rept. No. 92-10086).
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Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr., McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia. H.R. 9769. A bill concern-
ing medical records, Information, and data
to promote and facilitate medical studies,
research, education, and the performance of
the obligations of medical utilization com-
mittees in the District of Columbia. (Rept.
No. §2-1007), Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary
S. 513 an act for the relief of Maria Badala-
menti (Rept. No. 92-999). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary.
S. 641. An act for the relief of Luis Guerrero-
Chavez, Guadalupe Guerrero-Chavez, and Al-
fredo Guerrero-Chavez (Rept. No. 92-1000).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary.
S. 1089. An act for the relief of Robert Rex-
roat (Rept. No. 92-1001). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judicliary.
8. 1676. An act for the rellef of Antonlo
Plameras (Rept. No. 92-1002). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADDABBO:

HR. 14480. A bill to provide for grants
to local educational agencies to plan, develop,
and conduct courses dealing with the con-
stitutional rights of individuals, judicial pro-
cedure, and police and other law enforcement
procedures and problems; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois:

H.R. 14470. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that em-
ployees receiving lump sums from tax-free
pension or annuity plans on account of sep-
aration from employment shall not be taxed
at the time of distribution to the extent that
an equivalent amount is reinvested in an-
other such plan; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BADILLO:

H.R. 14471, A bill to prohibit States and
political subdivisions from discriminating
agalnst low and moderate income housing,
and to give a priority in determining eligi-
bility for assistance under various Federal
programs to political subdivisions which sub-
mit plans for the inclusion of low and mod-
erate income housing in their development;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. CAFFERY:

H.R. 14472. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 to establish orderly pro-
cedures for the consideration of applications
for renewal of broadcast licenses; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. CEDERBERG:

H.R. 14473. A bill to increase the member-
ship of the Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations by two members who
shall be elected town or township officials; to
the Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. DUNCAN:

H.R. 14474. A bill to provide price support

for milk at not less than 85 percent of the
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parity price therefor; to the Committee on
Agriculture,
By Mr, GRAY (for himself and Mr.
HARSHA) :

HR.14475. A bill to provide for certain
improvements relating to the Capitol Power-
plant and its distribution systems; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr, KEE:

H.R. 14476. A bill to provide for repair and
conversion to a fixed-type structure of dam
No. 3 on the Big Sandy River, Ky., and W. Va,,
in the interest of water supply and recreation
for local interests; to the Committee on Pub~
lic Works,

By Mr. PODELL:

HR. 14477. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for the preven-
tion of Cooley’s Anemia; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 14478. A bill to establish a National
Institute of Health Care Delivery, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 14479. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to provide for grants to citles for improved
street lighting; to the Commitiee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr,. ROONEY of New York:

H.R. 14480. A bill to establish a Department
of Health; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. SCHEUER (for himself, Mr.
WiriaMms and Mr. WRIGHT) :

H.R. 14481. A bill to provide military as-
sistance to Israel in order to assist in the
resettlement of Russian refugees; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. JAMES V. STANTON:

H.R. 14482. A bill to provide for compensa-
tion to victims of violent crime; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. STUCKEY:

H.R. 14483. A bill to establish in the Dis-
trict of Columbia a system of first part, no-
fault insurance for victims of motor vehicle
accidents, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. DORN:

H.R. 14484. A bill to amend title II of the
Soclal Security Act to provide that a woman
may be entitled to full old-age insurance
benefits at age 60; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. DRINAN (for himself and Mr.
FAUNTROY) @

H.R. 14485. A bill to provide for the cessa-
tion of bombing in Indochina and for the
withdrawal of U.S. military personnel from
the Republic of Vietnam, Cambodia, and
Laos; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FISH:

H.R.14486. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to require the
labels on all foods to disclose each of their
ingredients; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN:

H.R.14487. A bill to amend the Federal
Avlation Act of 1958 to prohibit the expendi-
ture of Federal funds for certain airport
development projects unless the Secretary
of Transportation certifies that there has
been afforded the opportunity for public
hearings to consider the economic, social,
and environmental effects of such develop-
ment and its consistency with local plan-
ning, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FREY:

H.R. 14488. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to assist veterans with
a permanent and total service-connected dis-
ability due to the loss or loss of use of one
upper and one lower extremity to acquire
specially adapted housing; to the Commit-
tee on Veterans’ Affairs.

H.R. 14489. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase the rates of com-
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pensation for disabled veterans, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

H.R. 14490. A bill to provide for a Veter-
ans’ Administration hospital in Brevard
County, Fla., to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

H.R. 14401. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase the statutory rates
for anatomical loss or loss of use; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. OBEY:

HER. 14492, A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949, to provide for adjustments
in the support price of milk during its mar-
keting year, and to require the support level
of milk be set at at least 85 percent of its
parity price for its current marketing year;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. PATTEN:

HR. 14493. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to enlarge the authority
of the National Heart and Lung Institute in
order to advance the national attack against
diseases of the heart and blood vessels, the
lungs, and blood, and for other purposes: to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H.R. 14404, A bill to amend the Natlonal
School Lunch Act, as amended, to assure that
every needy school child will receive a free
or reduced price lunch as required by said
act and to assure that adequate funds are
available for the conduct of summer food
service programs for children from areas in
which poor economic conditions exist and
from areas in which there are high concen-
trations of working mothers; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. PODELL:

H.R. 14495. A bill: the Senior Citizens' Rent
Limitation Act; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. RANDALL:

H.R. 14496. A bill to make rules governing
the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States In the absence of a declaration of
war by the Congress; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. RODINO:

H.R. 14407. A bill to provide for the cessa-
tion of bombing in Indochina and for the
withdrawal of U.S. military personnel from
the Republic of Vietnam, Cambodia, and
Laos; to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. ROGERS (for himself, Mr.
SATTERFIELD, Mr. K¥YROS, Mr. PREYER
of North Carolina, Mr. SYMINGTON,
Mr. Roy, Mr. NELSEN, Mr. CARTER,
and Mr. HASTINGS) @

HR. 14498. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to provide
increased protection for consumers from in-
terstate shipment of unfit and adulterated
food; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. RYAN:

HR. 14499. A bill to provide for the com-
pensation of innocent victims of violent
crime, to make grants to States for the pay-
ment of such compensation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia:

H.J. Res. 1171. Joint resolution authoriz-
ing the President to designate the first week
in May of each year, as “One Nation Under
God Week”; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H. Con. Res. 583. Concurrent resolution
with regard to Northern Ireland; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. BOLLING (for himself, Mr.
BueLisoN of Missouri, Mr. CrLay, Mr.
Harr, Mr. Hurn, Mr. HUNGATE, MTr.
IcHORD, Mr. RANDALL, Mrs, SULLIVAN,
and Mr. SYMINGTON) :

H. Con. Res. 584. Concurrent resolution ex-
tending to the Honorable Harry S. Truman,
83d President of the United States, greetings
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of Congress on the occasion of his 88th
birthday, May 8, 1972; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. ESCH:

H. Con. Res, 585. Concurrent resolution to
encourage an early end to the war in Indo-
china and to bring about the rehabilitation
of Indochina, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr. Burge of Massachusetts, Mr,
DoNOHUE, Mr, Dow, Mr. EDWARDS of
California, Mr. EckHARDT, and Mr,
Wirrtiam D, Forp) @

H. Con, Res, 586, Concurrent resolution to
stop the bombing of North Vietnam; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. PRICE of Ilinois (for himself
and Mr. BETTS) :

H. Res. 933. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives with
respect to actions which ghould be taken by
Members of the House upon being convicted
of certain crimes, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee (for
himself, Mr., Apovurezk, Mr. ApAms,
Mr, ALEXANDER, Mr, BegIicH, Mr.
BeviLL., Mr. BRApEMAS, Mr. BURTON,
Mr. Cray, Mr. DenHOLM, Mr. DICK-
iNsoN, Mr. Dow, Mr. Eowarps of
Louisiana, Mr, FLynT, Mr. FoOLEY,
Mr, Fuiron, Mr. GonNzArLEz, Mrs,
Grasso, Mr. HevrstoskKi, and Mr.
HUNGATE) :

H. Res. 934. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the full amount appropriated for the rural
electrification program for fiscal 1872 should
be made avallable by the administration to
carry out that program; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

By Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee (for
himself, Mr. Jones of Tennessee, Mr.
JoNEs of North Carolina, Mr, Euy-
KENDALL, Mr. LINK, Mr. MCCORMACK,
Mr. MaLuary, Mr. MATHIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr, MAYNE, Mr.
MercaeEr, Mr. MoorHEAD, Mr. OBEY,
Mr, O’Konskr, Mr. O'HARA, Mr. PRICE
of Illinois, Mr. Ro¥, Mr, SARBANES,
Mr. Srxes, and Mr, STUBBLEFIELD) :

H, Res. 935. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the full amount appropriated for the rural
electrification program for fiscal 1972 should
be made available by the administration to
carry out that program; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee (for
himself, Mr. THoNE and Mr. Har-
RINGTON) :

H. Res. 936. Resolution expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives that the
full amount appropriated for the rural elec-
trification program for fiscal 1972 should be
made available by the administration to car-
ry out that program; to the Committee on
Appropriations,

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

371. By the SPEAKER.: A memorial of the
Senate of the State of Hawall, relative to
the Federal lease program for low and mod-
erate housing; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

372. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Hawall, relative to the agreement
between the International Longshoremen's
and Warehousemen's Union and the Pacific
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Maritime Association; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

373. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts, relative to regulation of the tele-
vising of certain professional athletic games;
to the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce.

374. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, rela-
tive to the protection of certain endangered
specles of wild animals; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

375. Also, & memorial of the Legislature of
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, rela-
tive to allowing greater Immigration into
the United States to the people of Ireland;
to the Committee on the Judiciary,

376. Also, a memorial of the Legislature
of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, rel-
ative to the establishment of a veterans’
hospital in the clty of Worcester, Mass.: to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CAREY of New York:

H.R. 14500. A bill for the relief of Sigurd
Daasvand; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R. 14501. A bill for the relief of Chief
Petty Officer Edward Francis Burns; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. McCLURE:

H.R. 14502. A bill to guitclaim the interest
of the United States to certain land in
Bonner County, Idaho; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

SCOUTS WORK HARD TO IMPROVE
OUR ENVIRONMENT

HON. J. CALEB BOGGS

OF DELAWARE
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Wednesday, April 19, 1972

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, young
Americans are rightly concerned about
environmental excellence for our Na-
tion. During our celebration of Earth
Week, I am happy to note that the
young people in Delaware are partic-
ularly active in action programs that will
improve our environment.

Among the leaders in this effort are
the thousands of Girl Scouts and Boy
Scouts throughout Delaware. Because of
its significance, I would like to share
the news of their work with the Senate.

The Girl Scouts have developed a most
exciting program that will fake place
today throughout Delaware., These
young ladies have named today Tree
Plant Day.

Following school, many of the 13,021
Girl Scouts who live in Delaware will
visit church yards, State and city parks,
courthouses, schools, and nursing homes
in the State. Together with Girl Scouts
from the Delmarva Peninsula areas of
Maryland and Virginia, the girls will
plant many thousands of trees, both
seedlings and larger trees.

This Tree Plant Day, which commem-
orates the 60th anniversary of the Girl

Scouts of America, is a most impressive
effort. I believe it will offer a real benefit
to the environment of Delaware in the
years ahead.

As importantly, it demonstrates the
commitment these young people have to
environmental enhancement.

Then during next week, on Saturday,
April 29, the Girl Scouts will join with
many Boy Scout troops in programs for
the second annual Scouting—Keep
America Beautiful Day.

The 400 troops of Boy Scouts, Cub
Scouts, and Explorer Scouts in Delaware,
comprising 14,5600 young men, plan to
clean up litter from parks and roadsides
throughout the State.

Last year's record was a most impres-
sive one, when Scouts throughout Dela-
ware cleaned up 450 miles of highway
roadside, hauling many tons of trash
away for proper disposal.

The Scouting—Keep America Beauti-
ful Day program is a national effort, un-
dertaken by the Boy Scouts and the Girl
Scouts.

I know that all Members of the Sen-
ate share my sense of thankfulness for
the fine effort of these young people.

Mr. President, to give a better under-
standing of these various efforts, I ask
unanimous consent that a description of

the Delaware Tree Plant Day program,
and a description of Scouting—Keep
America Beautiful Day be printed in the
Extensions of Remarks.

There being no objection, the items

were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

NEwWs RELEASE FroM CHESAPEAKE Bay GIRL
Scour CouNCIL

17,000 Girl Scouts in the Chesapeake Bay
Girl Scout Council will participate in a one
day ecology happening on Wednesday, April
19. This single day event was planned to cele-
brate the 60th Anniversay of Girl Scouting.

In towns, cities and counties throughout
the Delmarva peninsula, Girl Scouts will be
planting trees in city and state parks, church
yards, schools, firehouses and camps, Girls
will learn about ecological needs and will
take “Eco-Action”, Some places, the Brownies
will be planting banks of ivy to help stop
erosion. There will be all kinds of trees—
from inch-high seedlings to tall single speci-
men trees,

Some of the happenings will be the Re-
hoboth Beach, Del., troops planting at their
church meeting place; 20 girls will be plant-
ing trees at the new park in Ocean View,
Del. Some Maryland Girl Scouts will be
planting at the Rock Hall, Md., Civic Center.
In Balisbury, Md., the troops will be plant-
ing 500 seedlings at North Lake Park.

Girl Scout Troop 618 of Chestertown, Md.,
will be planting dogwood trees at the Mag-
nolia Hall Nursing and Convalescent Home.
Laurel, Del., girls will plant at the day care
center. Seaford, Del., troops are planting at
the Kiwanls Park. Snow Hill, Md., Brownie
troop 363 will be planting at the Snow Hill
Elementary School. Some Salisbury, Md.,
Brownles will plant something green at
Beaver Run School. Federalsburg and Pres-
ton, Md. troops will be planting at the Pres-
ton School. At Rising Sun, Md,, 65 Girl Scouts
in troops 807, 129 and 44 will be planting at
Hopewell United Methodist Chuch. Senior
Museum Aldes from Wilmington and Town-
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