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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, June 5, 1972

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

I am the light of the world; he that fol-
loweth me shall not walk in darkness,
but shall have the light of life—John
8: 12.

“0 thou who dost the vision send
And giveth each his task,
And with the task sufficient strength:
Show us Thy will, we ask;

Give us a conscience bold and good;
Give us a purpose true,

That it may be our highest joy,
Our Father’s work to do.”

This day and every day. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr, Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed with amendments
in which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 13188. An act to authorize appropri-
atlons for the procurement of vessels and air-
craft and construction of shore and offshore
establishments, and to authorize the average
annual active duty personnel strength for
the Coast Guard.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 635) entitled
“An net to amend the Mining and
Minerals Policy Act of 1970,” requests a
conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and appoints Mr. JACKsSON, Mr. BIBLE,
Mr. Moss, Mr. ArroTT, and Mr. JORDAN
of Idaho to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

CONSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Consent
Calendar Day. The Clerk will call the
first bill on the Consent Calendar.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN VETER-
ANS’ ADMINISTRATION PROP-
ERTY IN CANANDAIGUA, N.Y,, TO
SONNENBERG GARDENS, A NON-
PROFIT, EDUCATIONAL CORPO-
RATION

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 13780)
to authorize the Administrator of Veter-
ans’ Affairs to convey certain property
in Canandaigua, N.Y., to Sonnenberg
Gardens, a nonprofit, educational cor-
poration.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

H.R. 13780

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs is au-
thorized to convey by quitclaim deed, with-
out monetary consideration, to Sonnenberg
Gardens, a charitable, nonprofit, educa-
tional corporation, chartered under the ed-
ucation law of the State of New York, for
the purpose of restoring and maintaining
the Sonnenberg Estate in accordance with
the terms of the corporate charter, all the
right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to that tract of land constituting a
portion of the grounds of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration Hospital in Carnandalgua, New
York, including the improvements there-
on, containing forty-five acres, more or less.
The exact legal description of the real prop-
erty to be conveyed pursuant to this Act
shall be determined by the Administrator
of Veterans' Affairs, and if a survey is re-
quired in order to make such determination,
Sonnenberg Gardens shall bear the expense
thereof.

Sec. 2. Any deed of conveyance made pur-
suant to this Act shall—

(a) provide that the land conveyed shall
be used solely for the stated purpose by
Sonnenberg Gardens, and in a manner that
will not, in the judgment of the Administra-
tor of Veterans' Affairs, or his deslgnate, in-
terfere with the care and treatment of pa-
tlents in the Veterans' Administration
Hospital, Canandalgua, New York;

(b) contain such additional terms, condi-
tions, reservations, easements, and restric-
tions as may be determined by the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to be
necessary to protect the interest of the
United States;

(c) provide that if Sonnenberg Gardens,
or its successors in interest, violate any pro-
vision of the deed of conveyance or alienate
or attempt to alienate all or any part of the
parcel so conveyed, title thereto shall revert
to the United States:; and that a determina-
tion by the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs
of any such violation or allenation or at-
tempted alienation shall be final and con-
clusive; and

(d) provide that in the event of such re-
version, improvements shall vest in the
United States without payment or compen-
sation therefor.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
thank and extend to all of my colleagues
today my sincere appreciation for their
cooperation in passing H.R. 13780, a bill
which conveys certain Veterans® Ad-
ministration property in Canandaigua,
N.Y., to Sonnenberg Gardens, Inc., a
nonprofit, educational corporation.

The property contains the gardens
and mansion of Sonnenberg. The land
was originally owned by Mrs. Frederick
Ferris Thompson, who commissioned
Ernest W. Bowdich to design and super-
vise construction of the Sonnenberg
Gardens. From 1865 to 1923, when Mrs.
Thompson died, many distinguished
people visited Sonnenberg. Each com-
memorated his visit by the planting of
a rare tree. Many of these, now grown
to maturity, remain today.

The Thompson heirs sold the estate
to the U.S. Government in 1930, and a
Veterans’ Administration hospital was
erected on the site. The present total
acreage at the VA hospital facility is
now 208.

In 1966, the worth of the remaining

estate was recognized. The difficulty and
expense to the hospital and its staff to
continue adequate maintenance of the
gardens and mansion of Sonnenberg,
coupled with the harsh upstate New
York winters and vandalism, have re-
sulted in the physical depreciation of
Sonnenberg. This led to the proposal of
turning over the mansion, gardens, and
grounds surrounding them to an inter-
ested civic organization for restoration
and public use.

The Canandaigua Lively Arts Council,
Inc., accepted this commission following
initial investigation by the chamber of
commerce. Thereafter, responsibility was
given to Sonnenberg Gardens, Inc., a
nonprofit, tax-exempt, educational cor-
poration, chartered by the New York
State Board of Regents for the following

urposes:

First. To receive, hold, restore, and
improve the gardens, grounds, and the
bemansion of the estate known as Sonnen-

rg.

Second. To display and exhibit for
both study and enjoyment numerous
types and styles of gardens, landscape
architecture, and structural architecture.

Third. To provide a place for the dis-
play of paintings, sculpture, and art-
works in general.

Fourth. To provide a place for the per-
formance of musical concerts, operas,
and dance ballet recitals, art exhibits,
and other performing and fine arts in
general.

Sonnenberg Gardens, Inc., is charged
with the responsibility of developing a
plan for restoration of the mansion
and gardens and the institution of a
program of cultural pursuit which will
enrich all who visit them. An infinite
variety of cultural programs could be
conducted within the mansion, gardens,
and the estate. Cost estimates for the
project of restoration and maintenance
range in the area of half a million dollars
for the restoration, and annual expendi-
tures of approximately $200,000 for op-
erational expenses.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I extend my grati-
tude and that of the people of Canandai-
gua fo my colleagues for passing this
measure today.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

AUTHORIZING THE SALE OF CER-
TAIN LANDS OF THE SOUTHERN
UTE INDIAN TRIBE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5332)
to authorize the sale of certain lands of
the Southern Ute Indian Tribe, and for
other purposes.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that a similar Sen-
ate bill, S. 1140, be considered in lieu of
the House bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the Senate hill, as follows:
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8. 1140
An act to authorize the sale of certain lands
of the Southern Ute Indian Tribe, and for
other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, sub-
ject to the provisions of the Bouthern Ute
Indian tribal constitution and the ordinances
and resolutions adopted thereunder, any
lands that are held by the United States in
trust for the Southern Ute Indian Tribe or
that are subject to a restriction al-
fenation or taxation imposed by the United
Btates, and that are not needed for Indian
use, may be sold by the Southern Ute Indian
Tribe, with the approval of the Secretary of
the Interior, and such sale shall terminate
the Federal trust or restrictions against al-
ienation or taxation of the lands, except that
the trust or restricted status of sald lands
may be retained, upon approval of the Sec-
retary of the Interlor, in any sale to a mem-
ber of the tribe.

Sec. 2. All funds derived from the sale of
lands pursuant to this Act shall be used only
for the purchase of real property within the
boundaries of the Southern Ute Indian Res-
ervation. Title to any lands purchased with
such funds and title to any lands reacquired
by the tribe by foreclosure of a mortgage or
deed of trust shall be taken in the name of
the United States In trust for the Southern
Ute Indian Tribe.

SEc. 3. Any tribal lands that may be sold
pursuant to section 1 of this Act may, with
the approval of the Secretary of the Interlor,
be encumbered by a mortgage or deed of
trust, and shall be subject to foreclosure or
sale pursuant to the terms of such mortgage
or deed of trust in accordance with the laws
of the State in which the land is located.
The United States shall be an indispensable
party to any such proceeding with the right
of removal of the procee to the United
States district court for the district in which
the land is located, following the procedure
in section 1446, title 28 of the United States
Code, and the United States shall have the
right to appeal from any order of remand in
the proceeding.

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

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, S. 1140
authorizes the Southern Ute Tribe to sell
any land that is held by the United
States in trust for the tribe or land that
is subject to a restriction against aliena-
tion or taxation imposed by the United
States, and that is not needed for Indian
use. Funds derived from the sale of tribal
land must be used for the purchase of
other land within the reservation. The
tribe will also have the authority, with
the approval of the Secretary of the In-
terior, to encumber by mortgage or deed
of trust any land that may be sold pur-
suant to section 1 of the bill, in order to
raise money with which to purchase
other land needed by the tribe.

This authority is needed by the South-
ern Ute Tribe of Indians in order to con-
solidate trust or restricted lands on their
reservation into more usable and profit-
able units. The tribe has adequate
authority to acquire land and to ex-
change tribal land, but it lacks authority
to sell tribal lands. The Southern Ute
Tribe owns approximately 302,000 acres
of land in trust, approximately 38,000 of
which are isolated tracts that are not
bordered on at least two sides by other
tribally owned or Indian allotted land.
The location of these tracts throughout
the reservation area presents problems in
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use, access, development, and manage-
ment. They are for the most part un-
fenced, lack a sufficient water supply,
contain no commercial timber, have in-
adequate forage, and are of insufficient
size to constitute an economic unit. Loca~-
tion, terrain, accessibility, soils, and
moisture supply make the cost of opti-
mum development too high when com-
pared with the return the owners may
expect to receive after development.

The tribe has heretofore designated
three primary areas for concentrated
development efforts. In the past, the tribe
has been hampered in its attempts to
acquire key tracts of land because of its
limited financial resources. The enact-
ment of this legislation will provide an
opportunity to improve the land base of
the Indians and be of considerable eco-
nomic benefit to the tribe. It may be able
to dispose of undesirable isolated parcels
and thus obtain funds to purchase land
that has an immediate foreseeable value
to the tribe.

The Senate bill was ordered to be read
a third time, was read the third time,
and passed, and a motion to reconsider
was laid on the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 5332) was
laid on the table.

PERTAINING TO THE INHERITANCE
OF ENROLLED MEMBERS OF THE
CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE
WARM SPRINGS RESERVATION OF
OREGON

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5721)
pertaining to the inheritance of enrolled
members of the Confederated Tribes of
the Warm Springs Reservation of Ore-
gon.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. b721

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatlives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

BectioN 1, (a) A person who is not an en-
rolled member of the Confederated Tribes
of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon
with one-fourth degree or more blood of such
tribes shall not be entitled to receive by
devise or inheritance any interest in trust or
restricted lands within the Warm Springs
Reservation or within the area ceded by the
treaty of June 25, 18556 (12 Stat. Treatles,
37), if, while the decedent's estate 1s pending
before the Examlner of Inheritance, the Con-
federated Tribes of the Warm Springs Re-
servation of Oregon pay to the Secretary of
the Interior, on behalf of such person, the
fair market value of such interest as deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Interior after
appralsal, The interest for which payment
is made shall be held by the Secretary in trust
for the Confederated Tribes of the Warm
Springs Reservation of Oregon,

(b) On request of the Confederated Tribes
of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon
the Examiner of Inherltance shall keep an
estate pending for not less than two years
from the date of decedent’s death.

(c) When a person who is prohibited by
subsection (a) from acquiring any interest by
devise or inheritance is & surviving spouse of
the decedent, a life estate in one-half of the
interest acquired by the Confederated Tribes
of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon
shall, on the request of such spouse, be re-
served for that spouse and the value of such
life estate so reserved shall be reflected in the
Secretary's appraisal under subsection (a).
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Bec. 2. The provislons of sectlon 1 of this
Act shall apply to all estates pending before
the Examiner of Inheritance on the date of
this Act, and to all future estates, but
s?.al.:d not apply to any estate heretofore
closed.

With the following committee amend-
ment:
On page 1, lines 5 and 8, strike out “with

one-fourth degree or more blood of such
tribes".

The committee amendment was agreed

(Mr, HALEY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorbp.)

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, HR. 5721
limits the right to receive by devise or in-
heritance any interest in trust or re-
stricted property on the Warm Springs
Reservation to persons who are enrolled
members of the Confederated Tribes with
one-fourth degree or more blood of such
tribes. The limitation will not apply, how-
ever, unless the person who is precluded
from inheriting is paid by the tribes the
fair market value of the interest in the
lands.

This bill is an exact parallel of the
statute enacted by the 91st Congress for
the Yakima Reservation—act of Decem-
ber 31, 1970; 84 Stat. 1874, The purpose
in both cases is to keep as much of the
reservation as possible in the ownership
of tribal members, and to preclude the
transfer of reservation lands by devise or
descent to nonmembers of the tribe. As a
matter of fairness, however, if an heir or
devisee is precluded from taking an in-
terest in reservation land he must be paid
for its fair market value. If he is not pald
he may inherit. In other words, the non-
member is entitled either to the land or
its value in money, and the choice rests
with the tribe.

The enactment of the bill is also
needed to correct an inequity created by
the Yakima statute. Many members of
the Yakima and Warm Springs Tribes
are intermarried and have property on
both reservations. A Yakima member
may inherit land on the Warm Springs
Reservation, but a Warm Springs mem-
bers may not inherit land on the Yakima
Reservation. The bill will make the same
rule of law apply to both groups.

COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND

INSULAR AFFAIRS,
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, D.C., June 1, 1972,
Hon. Ar, ULLMAN,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR CoLrLEAGUE: Attached 1s a copy of
your bill, H.R. 5721, together with the report
of the Committee on Interlor and Insular
Affairs. This bill is scheduled for considera-
tion on the Consent Calendar on Monday,
June 5, 1972.

The Committee would like for you to be
on the Floor when the Calendar is called so
that you can help answer any detailed in-
quiries that might arise concerning this bill,

It is advised that you contact the Mem-
bers of the Objectors Committee before the
session when the bill will be considered.

Bincerely yours,
WAYNE N. AspivNaLL, Chairman.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and & motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.
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AMENDING THE ACT ENTITLED “AN
ACT TO PROVIDE FOR THE DIS-
POSITION OF JUDGMENT FUNDS
NOW ON DEPOSIT TO THE CREDIT
OF THE CHEYENNE-ARAPAHO
TRIBES OF OELAHOMA,” AP-
PROVED OCTOBER 31, 1967 (81
STAT. 337)

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6575)
to amend the act entitled “An act to pro-
vide for the disposition of judgment
funds now on deposit to the credit of the
Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribes of Okla-
homa,” approved October 31, 1967 (81
Stat. 337).

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, and I do not intend to
object.

This is a bill to provide for the dis-
position of judgment funds. But might I
ask if we may expect all of these type bills
for the disposition of judgments to be
amended now by separate legislation low-
ering the age for such adjudged distribu-
tions to age 18, as this one does?

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

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

Mr. HALEY. Of course, I might say to
my distinguished friend, the gentleman
from Missouri, it depends what the tribe
itself wants in many instances.

Mr. HALL. I see, this varies, depending
on the decision of the council from tribe
to tribe and there will not be a blanket
bill, which I would prefer, rather than
handling them all on an individual basis
and bringing in a mass of repetitive legis-
lation, even under the Consent Calendar.

Mr. HALEY. Of course, I would be glad
to try to bring as many of these bills here
and more or less put them all together.
But then they do vary from tribe to tribe
on the distribution of funds and so forth
so it is impossible to put in an omnibus
bill to take care of all of them.

Mr. HALL. I understand, Mr, Speaker.
I thank the gentleman for his reply. I
respect his wisdom and will incidentally
say the work that has been done on set-
tling these claims and finally bringing to
a close the cessation of all of these find-
ings by the courts for the various tribes,
will always be a feather in the headdress
of the gentleman from Florida, and mem-
bers of the committee, and we appreciate
it.

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

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 6575

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sub-
sections (a), (b) ( and (c) of section 3 of the
Act entitled “An Act to provide for the dis-
position of judgment funds now on deposit
to the credit of the Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribes
of Oklahoma", approved October 31, 1967
(81 Stat. 337), are amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(a) A share payable to an enrollee not
less than elghteen years of age shall be ‘pnld.
directly in one payment to such enrollee,
except as provided in subsections (b) and
{c) of this section;

“(b) A share payable to an enrollee dying
after the date of this Act shall be distributed
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to his heirs or legatees upon the filing of
proof of death and Inheritance satisfactory
to the Secretary of the Interior, or his au-
thorized representative, whose findings and
determinations upon such proof shall be
final and conclusive: Provided, That if a
share of such deceased enrollee, or a portion
thereof, is payable to an heir or legatee
under eighteen years of age or to an heir or
legatee under legal disability other than
because of age, the same shall be paid and
held in trust pursuant to subsection (¢) of
this section;

“(e) A share or proportional share payable
to an enrollee or person under eighteen years
of age or to an enrollee or person under legal
disability other than because of age shall be
paid and held in trust for such enrollee or
person pursuant to a trust agreement to be
made and entered into by and between the
Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma,
as grantor, and a national banking associa-
tion located in the State of Oklahoma, &8
Trustee, which trust agreement shall be au-
thorized and approved by the tribal govern-
ing body and approved by the Secretary of
the Interior.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 2, line 23, between the period and
the quotation marks insert:

“The Secretary of the Interior is authorized
to approve amendments to trust agreements
entered into pursuant to the Act of October
31, 1967 (81 Stat. 837), to permit the dis-
tribution of assets to, and the termination
of trusts for, minor beneficiaries, not under
other legal disability, who have attalned or
who shall hereafter attain the age of eighteen
years.”

The committee amendment
agreed to.

(Mr. HALEY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6575
amends a 1967 statute which authorized
the distribution and use of a judgment
against the United States that was re-
covered in the Indian Claims Commis-
sion by the Cheyenne-Arapahoe Tribes
of Oklahoma. The amendment changes
the age of majority for the purpose of
distributing the judgment from 21 to 18.

The 1967 statute provided that the
share of a tribal member who is 21 years
of age or older will be paid directly to
him, and that a share payable to a mem-
ber who is under 21 will be held in a
private trust until the member reaches
21. The proposed reduction in the age
limitation from 21 to 18 is in accord with
the national trend with respect to voting
responsibility.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.
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DISPOSITION OF JUDGMENT FUNDS
OF YAVAPAI APACHE TRIBE
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 8694) to
provide for the disposition of funds ap-
propriated to pay a judgment in favor
of the Yavapai Apache Tribe in Indian
Claims Commission docket Nos. 22-E
and 22-F, and for other purposes.
There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:
H.R. 8694
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
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funds appropriated by the Act of July 22,
1969 (83 Stat. 49, 62), to pay a judgment to
the Yavapal Indians in Indian Claims Com-
mission dockets numbered 22-E and 22-F,
together with any Interest thereon, after
payment of attorney fees and litigation ex-
penses and costs of carrying out the pro-
visions of this Act, shall be distributed as
provided herein.

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Interior prepare
a roll of all persons who were born on or prior
to and living on the date of this Act and are
(a) enrolled or entitled to be enrolled as
members of the Yavapal Apache Indian Com-
munity of the Camp Verde Reservation, or
the Fort McDowell Mohave Apache Commu-
nity, or the Yavapal Prescott Community;
or (b) are residing on the date of this Act
with the Payson Indian Band at Payson,
Arizona, and can establish Yavapal lineal
descent to the satisfaction of the Secretary.
Applications for enrollment must be filed
with the Area Director, Bureau of Indian
Affairs, Phoenix, Arizona, In the manner and
within the time limits prescribed by the
Secretary for that purpose. The Secretary’s
determination on all applications for en-
rollment shall be final.

Sec. 3. Bubsequent to the establishment of
the roll as provided in section 2 of this Act,
the funds shall be apportioned among the
cited groups on the basis of the number of
enrollees in each group bearing to the total
number enrolled. The funds so apportioned
shall be redeposited in the Treasury of the
United States to the credit of the respective
groups and may be advanced, expended, in-
vested, or reinvested in any manner author=
ized by the governing bodies and approved by
the Secretary. All funds so accruing to the
Payson Band shall be utillzed pursuant to
a plan agreed upon between the governing
body thereof or by the members thereof at
a meeting called in accordance with rules
prescribed by the Secretary of the Interlor.
Title to land purchased with funds appor-
tioned to the Payson Band may be taken In
the name of the United States in trust for
the Payson Band.

Sec. 4. None of the funds distributed per
caplita under the provisions of this Act shall
be subject to Federal or State income taxes;
and only those persons enrolled under the
provisions of section 2 of this Act shall be
permitted to share Iin any per capita dis-
tribution of the funds apportioned to the
cited groups. Sums payable to enrollees or
heirs or legatees who are less than twenty
one years of age or who are under a legal
disability shall be paid in accordance with
such procedures, including the establishment
of trusts, as the Secretary determines ap-
propriate to protect the best interests of such
persons,

Sec. 6. The Becretary is authorized to
prescribe rules and regulations to carry out
the provisions of this Act, including the es-
tablishment of deadlines.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and Insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That the funds appropriated by the Act
of July 22, 1969 (83 Stat. 49, 62), to pay a
Judgment to the Yavapal Indians in Indian
Claims Commission dockets numbered 22-E
and 22-F, together with any interest thereon,
after payment of attorney fees and litigation
expenses and the costs of carrylng out the
provisions of this Act, shall be distributed
as provided herein.

“Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior shall
set aside for the benefit of the Payson Indian
Band, at Payson, Arizona, 3.5 per centum of
the net judgment funds described in section
1 of this Act, which shall be disposed of
pursuant to section 4 hereof.

“Bec. 3. For the purposes of apportion-
ing the funds, the Yavapal Apache Indian
community of the Camp Verde Reservation,
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the Fort McDowell Mohave-Apache commu-
nity, and the Yavapal-Prescott community
shall prepare rolls of all persons who were
born on or prior to and living on the date
of this Act, and who are enrolled or entitled
to be enrolled in accordance with the respec-
tive tribal constitutions or articles of asso-
clation, as the case may be, in effect on April
1, 1972, The Secretary of the Interior shall
verify and approve the rolls.

“Sgc, 4. Upon completion and approval
of the rolls as provided in section 3 of this
Act, the balance of the funds not set aside
pursuant to section 2 hereof shall be appor-
tloned among the cited groups in section 3
on the basis of the number of enrollees in
each group. The funds so apportioned shall
be redeposited in the Treasury of the United
States to the credit of the respective groups
and may be advanced, expended, invested,
or reinvested in any manner authorized by
the governing bodies and approved by the
Secretary. All funds so accruing to the Pay-
son Band pursuant to section 2 hereof shall
be utilized pursuant to a plan agreed upon
between the governing body elected by the
Payson Indian community or by the mem-
bers thereof at a meeting called in accord-
ance with rules prescribed by the Secretary
of the Interior.

“Sgc. 5. None of the funds distributed per
capita under the provisions of this Act shall
be subject to Federal or State income taxes.
Sums payable to enrollees or heirs or legatees
who are less than eighteen years of age or
who are under a legal disability shall be
paid In accordance with such procedures,
including the establishment of trusts, as the
Secretary determines appropriate to protect
the best interests of such persons.

“Sgc. 6, The Secretary is authorized to pre-
seribe rules and regulations to carry out the
provisions of this Act.”

The committee amendment
agreed to.

(Mr. HALEY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. HALEY. Mr, Speaker, HR. 8694
authorizes the distribution and use of a
claims judgment recovered by the Yava-
pai Apache Tribe. The money has been
appropriated, but it may not be used
without further authorization from
Congress.

The net amount available as of Sep-
tember 1, 1971, was $5,090,885. The
money is currently invested in interest
bearing accounts.

The Yavapai Indians are divided into
four separate groups. Legislation 1s
needed to divide the claims judgment be-
tween the four groups, and to authorize
the use of the money.

The four groups have agreed that the
Payson Indian Community, which has
no formal organization and which is not
recognized by the United States as a
separate reservation, will receive 3.5 per-
cent of the net judgment, and that the
remainder will be divided among the Fort
MecDowell Reservation, the Camp Verde
Reservation, and the Yavapai-Prescott
Reservation, according to the relative
numbers of members enrolled or entitled
to be enrolled at each place.

After the money is divided, the bill per-
mits it to be used for any purpose re-
quested by the respective groups and ap-
proved by the Secretary of the Interior.
Plans for the use of the money are as
follows:

Camp Verde: 23 percent for a per
capita and family plan program; 35.2
percent for economic and resources de-
velopment; 35.2 percent for a tribal trust

was
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and investment program; and 6.6 percent
for community development.

Fort McDowell: 30 percent for a per
capita and family plan program; 15 per-
cent for a tribal resources development
program; 20 percent for a community
development program; and 35 percent in
a tribal trust and investment program.

Yavapai-Prescott: 50 percent in a 10-
year irrevocable trust for investment;
15.625 percent in a resources develop-
ment fund; 18.125 percent in a commu-
nity development fund; and 16.250 per-
cent for family and individual planning.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

DISPOSITION OF JUDGMENT FUNDS
OF THE HAVASUPAI TRIBE OF
INDIANS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 9032)
to provide for the disposition of funds
appropriated to pay a judgment in favor
of the Havasupai Tribe of Indians in In-
dian Claims Commission docket num-
bered 91, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 9032

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
funds appropriated by the Act of December
26, 1969 (83 Stat. 447), to pay a judgment to
the Havasupal Tribe in Indian Clalms Com=-
mission docket numbered 91, together with
interest thereon, after payment of attorney
fees and litigation expenses, may be ad-
vanced, expended, invested, or reinvested for
any purpose that s authorized by the tribal
governing body and approved by the Sec-
retary of the Interlor.

Sec. 2, None of the funds distributed per
capita under the provisions of this Act shall
be subject to Federal or State Income taxes.

Sec. 3. Sums payable to adult living en-
rollees or to adult heirs or legatees of de-
ceased enrollees shall be paid directly to such
persons. Sums payable to enrollees or their
helrs or legatees who are less than eighteen
years of age or who are under legal disability
shall be paid in accordance with such proce-
dures, including the establishment of trusts,
as the Secretary determines appropriate to
protect the best Interests of such persons.

Sec. 4. The SBecretary of the Interior is au-
thorized to prescribe rules and regulations to
effect the provisions of this Act.

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

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 9032
authorizes the distribution and use of a
claims judgment recovered by the Hava-
supai Tribe. The money has been appro-
priated, but it may not be used without
further authorization from Congress.

The net amount available as of August
4, 1971, was $1,228,705. The money is
currently invested in interest bearing ac-
counts.

The Havasupai Tribe has adopted a
plan for the use of the money which in
summary is as follows:

Twenty-five percent for a standard of
living betterment program for individ-
uals in the form of per capita payments
of about $700.

Thirty-nine percent for economic de-

June 5, 1972

velopment programs, including improve-
ment and expansion of the tourism and
recreation enterprise, development of a
tribal livestock loan program, and devel-
opment and ownership of a public water
system for the reservation.

Thirty-six percent is to be reserved
for utilization in an irrevocable tribal
trust and investment fund program, the
interest from which would be used for
education and financing tribal govern-
ment services.

The bill permits the judgment to be
used in accordance with this plan, and
any modification that may be approved
by the Secretary of the Interior.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

DIVISION AND DISPOSITION OF
JUDGMENT FUNDS OF THE ASSIN-
IBOINE TRIBES OF THE FORT
PECK AND FORT BELKENAP RESER-
VATIONS, MONT.

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 10394)
to provide for the division and for the
disposition of the funds appropriated to
pay a judgment in favor of the As-
siniboine Tribes of the Fort Peck and
Fort Belknap Reservations, Mont.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 10304

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
funds appropriated by the Act of January
8, 1971 (Public Law 91 665), to pay a judg-
ment to the Assiniboine Tribes of the Fort
Peck and Fort Belknap Reservations,
Montana, in Indian Claims Commission
docket numbered 279-A, together with in-
terest thereon, after payment of actorney
fees and litigation expenses, shall be divid-
ed by the Secretary of the Interior on the
basis of 50 per centum to the Assiniboine
Tribe of the Fort Peck Reservation and 50
per centum to the Assiniboine Tribe of the
Fort Belknap Reservation.

Sec. 2. One hundred per centum of the
share of the Assiniboine Tribe of the Fort
Peck Reservation, after deduction of costs of
roll preparation and estimated costs of dis-
tribution, shall be distributed per capita to
each person born on or prior to, and living
on, the date of this Act who Is & citizen of
the United States and duly enrolled as &
member of the Assiniboine Tribe of the Fort
Peck Reservation, on rolls prepared accord-
ing to the membership ordinance of the
Tribe, subject to approval of the Secretary of
the Interior.

SEc. 3. SBums payable to enrollees or their
heirs or legatees who are less than eighteen
years of age or who are under legal disability
shall be pald in accordance with such provi-
slons, including the establishment of trusts,
as the Secretary determines appropriate to
protect the best interests of such persons.

Sec. 4. The funds distributed under the
provisions of this Act shall not be subject
to Federal or State income taxes, or to any
loan from the tribe, and shall not be con-
sidered in determining eligibility for public
assistance.

Bec. 5. The Secretary of the Interior is au-
thorized to prescribe such rules and regula-
tions as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this Act.

With the following committee amend-
ment:
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Page 1, beginning on line 3, strike out all
after the enacting clause and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“That the funds appropriated by the Act
of January 8, 1971 (84 SBtat. 1981), to pay a
judgment to the Assiniboine Tribes of the
Fort Peck and Fort Belknap Reservations,
Montana, in Indian Claims Commission
docket numbered 279-A, together with In-
terest thereon, after payment of attorney
fees and litigation expenses, shall be divided
by the Secretary of the Interlor on the basis
of 50 per centum to the Assiniboine Tribe
of the Fort Peck Reservation and 50 per
centum to the Assiniboine Tribe of the Fort
Belknap Reservation.

“Sec. 2. The share of the Assiniboine Tribe
of the Fort Peck Reservation, after deduct-
ing $50,000 to be used as provided in section
8 of this Act, and after deducting the esti-
mated costs of distribution and all other ap-
propriate expenses, shall be distributed per
capita to each person born on or before,
and living on, the date of this Act who is a
citizen of the United States, is duly enrolled
on the approved roll of the Assiniboine and
Sloux Tribes of the Fort Peck Reservation,
and is of Assiniboine lineal descent: Pro-
vided, That persons in the following cate-
gories shall not be eligible to receive a per
capita payment: (a) persons who possess a
greater degree of Fort Peck Sioux blood than
Fort Peck Assinibolne blood, (b) persons
who possess equal degrees of Fort Peck As-
siniboine and Fort Peck Sioux bloed and
who elect to be enrolled as Sioux, and (c)
perscns who participated, or were eligible to
participate, in the distribution of funds un-
der the provislons of the Act of June 19,
1970 (84 Stat. 318), for the disposition of
the judgment of the Sioux Tribe of the Fort
Peck Reservation in docket numbered
279-A.

“Sec. 8. Upon agreement by the Fort Peck
Assiniboine Tribe and the Fort Peck Sloux
Tribe on the amount each s to con-
tribute from the award to each tribe in In-
dian Claims Commission Docket No. 279-A,
the agreed contribution of the Fort Peck
Assiniboine Tribe shall be withdrawn from
the 50,000, and interest thereon, withheld
from per capita distribution pursuant to
section 2 of this Act, and shall be credited
to the joint account for expenditure pur-
suant to the Act of June 29, 1954 (68 Stat.
829) : Provided, That upon request of the
Fort Peck Assiniboine Tribe the Secretary
of the Interior in his discretion may dis-
tribute all or part of the aforesald 850,000
and interest thereon per capita to each per-
son eligible under section 2 of this Act.

“Sec. 4. The share of the Assiniboine Tribe
of the Fort Belknap Reservation, after de-
ducting $100,000 to be used as provided in
section 5, and after deducting the estimated
costs of distribution and all other appro-
priate expenses, shall be distributed per cap-
ita to each person borm on or before, and
living on, the date of this Act who is a citizen
of the United States, is duly enrolled on the
approved roll of the organized Fort Belknap
Community, and Is of Assiniboine lineal de-
scent: Provided, That persons in the follow-
ing categories shall not be eligible to receive
a per capita payment: (a) persons who pos-
sess a greater degree of Gros Ventre blood
than Assiniboine blood, (b) persons who pos-
sess equal degree of Fort Belknap Assiniboine
and Fort Peck Gros Ventre blood and who
elect to be enrolled as Gros Ventre, and (¢)
persons who participated, or were eligible to
participate, in the distribution of funds
under the Act of March 18, 1972 (P.L. 92-254),
for the disposition of the judgment of the
Blackfeet Tribe and the Gros Ventre Tribe
in Indian Claims Commission docket num-
bered 279-A.

“Sec. 5. The $100,000 withheld from distri-
bution under section 4, and interest thereon,
may be used for any purpcse authorized by
the Assiniboine Treaty Committee of the
Fort Belknap Tribe and approved by the
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Secretary of the Interlor, including contribu-
tions to Reservation community projects and
further per capita distribution.

“8ec. 6. The per capita shares shall be de-
termined on the basis of the number of per-
sons eligible for per capitas and the number
of persons rejected for per capitas who have
taken a timely appeal. The shares of those
persons whose appeals are denied shall re-
vert to the Tribe from whose share the per
capita would have been paid, to be expended
for any purpose designated by such tribe and
approved by the Secretary,

“Sec. 7. None of the funds distributed per
capita under the provisions of this Act shall
be subject to Federal or State income *axes.
Sums payable to persons under eighteen years
of age or under legal disability shall be pald
in accordance with such procedures, includ-
ing the establishment of trusts, as the Secre-
tary determines will protect the best Interests
of such persons.

“Sec., 8. The Secretary Is authorized to
prescribe rules and regulations to effect the
provisions of this Act, Including the estab-
lishment of deadlines.”

The committee amendment was agreed

(Mr. HALEY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorb.)

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, HR. 10394
authorizes the distribution and use of
a claims judgment recovered by the As-
siniboine Tribes of the Fort Peck and the
Fort Belknap Reservations. The money
has been appropriated, but it may not
be used without further authorization
from Congress.

The net amount available as of Janu-
ary 4, 1972, was $2,880,317. The money
is currently invested in interest-bearing
accounts.

The Assiniboine Indians are located on
two reservations. They share the Fort
Peck Reservation with the Sioux, and
they share the Fort Belknap Reservation
with the Gros Ventre. Legislation is
needed to divide the judgment between
the two groups, and to authorize the use
of the money.

The two groups have agreed that the
judgment should be divided between
them equally.

After the money is divided, the As-
siniboine Tribe at Fort Peck will reserve
$50,000 to be available to match a simi-
lar sum reserved from an earlier judg-
ment in favor of the Sioux Tribe, to be
used for reservation purposes. The As-
siniboine Tribe at Fort Belknap will re-
serve $100,000 which may be used sepa-
rately for tribal purposes or for reserva-
tion programs in conjunction with a sum
reserved from an earlier judgment in
favor of the Gros Ventre Indians. The
remainder will be distributed per capita
to all members of the respective Fort
Peck and Fort Belknap communities
who are of Assiniboine descent, exclud-
ing persons who have more Sioux or Gros
Ventre blood than Assiniboine blood,
and excluding persons who share or are
entitled to share in the prior Sioux and
Gros Ventre judgments.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

Mr, ASPINALL, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of a similar Senate bill (S.
3230), to provide for the disposition of
funds appropriated to pay a judgment in
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favor of the Assiniboine Tribes of In-
dians in Indian Claims Commission
docket No. 279-A, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the Sen-
ate bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-
lows:

8. 3230
An act to provide for the disposition of funds
appropriated to pay a judgment in favor
of the Assinibolne Tribes of Indians in

Indian Claims Commission docket num-

bered 279-A, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
funds appropriated by the Act of January 8,
1971 (84 Stat. 1981), to pay a judgment to
the Assiniboine Tribes In Indian Claims
Commission docket numbered 279-A, and
the Interest thereon, after payment of attore
ney fees and litigation expenses shall be di-
vided equally between the Assiniboine Tribe
of the Fort Peck Reservation, Montana, and
the Assiniboine Tribe of the Fort Belknap
Reservation, Montana.

Sec, 2. The share of the Assiniboine Tribe
of the Fort Peck Reservation, after deducting
$50,000 to be used for programs as provided
in section 5 of this Act, and after deducting
the estimated costs of distribution and all
other appropriate expenses, shall be distrib-
uted per capita to each person born on
or before and living on the date of this Act
who is a citizen of the United States and
duly enrolled on the approved roll of the
Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of the Fort
Peck Reservation, and duly enrolled as a
member of the Assiniboine Tribe of the Fort
Peck Reservation on a roll prepared and
approved by the Secretary of the Interior,
Persons in the following categories shall not
be enrolled as members of the Assiniboine
Tribe of the Fort Peck Reservation: (a)
persons who possess a greater degree of Fort
Peck Sloux blood than Fort Peck Assini-
boine blood, provided that a person, others
wise eligible, who posseses equal degrees of
Fort Peck Assiniboine and Fort Peck Sioux
blood, may, at his option, within a reasonable
time after notice, elect to be enrolled as an
Assiniboine; and (b) persons who partici-
pated, or were eligible to participate, in the
distribution of funds under the provisions
of the Act of June 19, 1970 (84 Stat. 313),
for the disposition of the judgment of the
Bloux Tribe of the Fort Peck Reservation in
docket numbered 279-A.

Sec. 3. The share of the Assiniboine Tribe
of the Fort Belknap Reservation, after de-
ducting $100,000 to be used for programs as
provided In section 5 of this Act, and after
deducting the estimated costs of distribu-
tion and all other appropriate expenses, shall
be distributed per capita to each person born
on or before, and living on, the date of this
Act who is a citizen of the United States,
is duly enrolled on the approved roll of the
organized Fort Belknap Community, and is
of Assinibolne lineal descent: Provided, That
persons in the following categories shall not
be eligible to receive a per capita payments:
(a) persons who possess a greater degree of
of Gros Ventre blood than Assiniboine blood,
(b) persons who possess equal degrees of
Fort Belknap Assiniboine and Fort Belknap
Gros Ventre blood and who elect to be en-
rolled as Gros Ventre, and (c) persons who
participated, or were eligible to participate,
in the distribution of funds under the Act of

March 18, 1972 (Public Law 92-254), for the
disposition of the judgment of the Black-
feet Tribe and the Gros Ventre Tribe in
Indian Claims Commission docket numbered
279-A.
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SEc. 4. The per caplta shares authorized In
sections 2 and 3 of this Act shall be deter-
mined on the basis of the number of per-
sons eligible for per capitas and the number
of persons rejected for per capitas who have
taken a timely appeal. The shares of those
persons whose appeals are denled shall re-
vert to the tribe from whose share the
per capita would have been paid, to be ex-
pended for any purpose designated by such
tribe and approved by the Secretary.

Sec. 5. The funds set aside for program
purposes for the Assiniboine Tribes in sec-
tlons 2 and 3 of this Act may be utilized for
any purposes authorized by the respective
Assiniboine treaty committees and approved
by the Secretary of the Interior and by
Congress through enactment of appropriate
legislation.

BSEc. 6. None of the funds distributed per
capita under the provisions of this Act shall
be subject to Federal or State income taxes,
and shall not be consldered as income or
resources when determining the extent of
eligibility for assistance under the Social
Security Act, and programs of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and Bureau of Indian
Affalrs. The provision of this section re-
garding eligibliity for assistance under the
Soclal Becurity Act 1s enacted in recogni-
tion of the unique circumstances applicable
to the tribes involved, and shall not be re-
garded as a precedent or as a general policy
for application to other tribes.

Sec. 7. Sums payable to persons under
eighteen years of age or under legal dis-
ability shall be pald in accordance with
such procedures, including the establish-
ment of trusts, as the Secretary determines
will protect the best interests of such
persons,

Sec. 8. The Secretary of the Interlor is
authorized to prescribe rules and regula-
tions to earry out the provisions of this Act.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, ASPINALL

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr., Speaker, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. AsSPINALL:
Strike out all after the enacting clause of
5.3230 and Insert in lleu thereof the pro-
visions of H.R. 10394, as passed.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Senate bill was ordered to be read
a third time, was read the third time, and
passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“To provide for the division and for the
disposition of the funds appropriated to
pay a judgment in favor of the Assini-
boine Tribes of the Fort Peck and Fort
Belknap Reservations, Montana.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 10394) was
laid on the table.

INHERITANCE OF INTERESTS IN RE-
STRICTED OR TRUST LAND WITH-
IN THE NEZ PERCE INDIAN RES-
ERVATION

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 10436)
to provide with respect to the inheri-
tance of interests in restricted or trust
land within the Nez Perce Indian Reser-
vation, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 10436

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That a per-
son who is not an enrolled member of the
Nez Perce Tribe of Idaho with one-fourth
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degree or more blood of such Tribe shall not
be entitled to recelve by devise or inheritance
any interest in trust or restricted land within
the Nez Perce Indian Reservation or within
the area ceded by the Treaty of June 11,
1855 (12 Stat. 957), if, while the decedent’s
estate 1s pending before the Examiner of
Inheritance, the Nez Perce Tribe of Idaho
pays to the Secretary of the Interior, on be-
half of such person, the falr market value
of such interest as determined by the Sec-
retary of the Interior after appraisal. The
interest for which such payment is made
shall be held by the Becretary in trust for
the Nez Perce Tribe of Idaho.

SEC. 2. On request of the Nez Perce Tribe
of Idaho the Examiner of Inheritance shall
keep an estate pending for not less than two
years from the date of decedent’'s death.

Sec. 3. When a person who is prohibited by
sectlon 1 from acquiring any interest by
devise or inheritance is a surviving spouse
of the decedent, a life estate in one-half of
the interest acquired by the Nez Perce Tribe
of Idaho shall, on the request of such spouse,
be reserved for that spouse and the value of
such life estate so reserved shall be refiected
in the Secretary’'s appraisal under section 1.

SEec. 4, The provisions of this Act shall ap-
ply to all estates pending before the Ex-
aminer of Inheritance on the date of this
Act and to all future estates, but shall not
apply to any estate heretofore closed.

(Mr. HALEY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp.)

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, HR. 10436
limits the right to receive by devise or
inheritance any interest in trust or re-
stricted property on the Nez Perce Res-
ervation to persons who are enrolled
members of the tribe with one-fourth
degree or more blood of the tribe. The
limitation will not apply, however, un-
less the person who is precluded from
inheriting is paid by the tribe the fair
market value of the interest in the land.

This bill is an exact parallel of the
statute enacted by the 91st Congress for
the Yakima Reservation—act of Decem-
ber 31, 1970; 84 Stat. 1874. The purpose in
both cases is to keep as much of the
reservation as possible in the ownership
of tribal members, and to preclude the
transfer of reservation lands by devise
or descent to nonmembers of the tribe.
As a matter of fairness, however, if an
heir or devisee is precluded from taking
an interest in reservation land he must
be paid for its fair market value. If he
is not paid he may inherit. In other
words, the nonmember is entitled either
to the land or its value in money, and
the choice rests with the tribe.

The enactment of the bill is also
needed to correct an inequity created by
the Yakima statute. Many members of
the Yakima and Nez Perce Tribes are
inter-married and have property on both
reservations. A Yakima member may in-
herit land on the Nez Perce Reservation,
but n Nez Perce member may not inherit
land on the Yakima Reservation. The
bill will make the same rule of law apply
to both groups.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

DISPOSITION OF JUDGMENT FUNDS
OF THE PUEBLO DE ACOMA

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 10858)
to provide for the disposition of funds
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appropriated to pay a judgment in favor
of the Pueblo de Acoma in Indian Claims
Commission docket No. 266, and for
other purposes.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 10858

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
funds on deposit in the Treasury of the
United States to the credit of the Pueblo
de Acoma that were appropriated by the Act
of January 8, 1971 (84 Stat, 1981), to pay a
judgment by the Indian Clalms Commission
in docket numbered 266, and interest there-
on, after payment of attorney fees and liti-
gation expenses, may be advanced, expended,
invested, or reinvested for any purpose that
is authorized by the tribal governing body
and approved by the Secretary of the In-
terior.

Sec. 2. None of the funds distributed per
capita under the provisions of this Act shall
be subject to Federal or State income taxes.

Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Interior is
authorized to prescribe rules and regulations
to carry out the provisions of this Act.

(Mr. HALEY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorbp.)

Mr, HALEY. Mr. Speaker, HR. 10858
authorizes the distribution and use of a
claims judgment recovered by the Acoma
Pueblo. The money has been appropri-
ated, but it may not be used without
further authorization from Congress.

The net amount available as of May 4,
1972, was $5,954,682. The money is cur-
rently invested in interest bearing ac-
counts.

The tribe has adopted a plan for the
use of the money, which contemplates
that the entire amount will be invested,
and only the interest will be used for,
first, aid to education, second, tribal ad-
ministration, third, tribal law enforce-
ment, fourth, youth services, fifth, land
acquisition, sixth, economic development,
seventh, matching funds for various Fed-
eral grant programs, eighth, preservation
of historic shrines, ninth, emergency aid
to the elderly, and tenth, long-range
planning.

The bill permits the judgment to be
used in accordance with this plan, and
any modification that may be approved
by the Secretary of the Interior.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

DISPOSITION OF JUDGMENT FUNDS
OF THE DELAWARE TRIBE OF IN-
DIANS AND THE ABSENTEE DELA-
WARE TRIBE OF WESTERN OKLA-
HOMA, AND OTHERS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 14267)
to provide for the disposition of funds
appropriated to pay a judgment in favor
of the Delaware Tribe of Indians in In-
dian Claims Commission docket num-
bered 298, and the Absentee Delaware
Tribe of Western Oklahoma, and others,
in Indian Claims Commission docket
numbered 72, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bills as follows:

HR. 14267

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of Amer-
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ica in Congress assembled, That the funds ap-
propriated by the Act of December 26, 1969
(83 Stat. 447, 453), to pay a judgment in fa-
vor of the petitioners, the Delaware Tribe of
Indians in docket 298, and the Absentee Dela-
ware Tribe of Western Oklahoma, and others,
in docket 72, together with any interest there-
on, after payment of attorney fees, litigation
expenses, and such expenses as may be nec-
essary in effecting the provision of this Act,
shall be distributed as provided herein.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interlor shall
prepare a roll of all persons who meet the
following requirements:

{a) they were born on or prior to and were
lving on the date of this Act; and

(b) they are citizens of the United States;

d

(¢) (1) their name or the name of a lineal
ancestor appears on the Delaware Indian per
capita payroll approved by the Secretary on
April 20, 1906, or

(2) their name or the name of a lineal an-
cestor is on or is eligible to be on the con-
structed base census roll as of 1940 of the
Absentee Delaware Tribe of Western OKla-
homa, approved by the Secretary.

SEc. 3. All applications for enrollment must
be filed either with the Area Director of the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Muskogee, Okla-
homa, or with the Area Director of the Bu~
reau of Indian Affairs, Anadarko, Oklahoma,
on or before the last day of the fourth full
month following the date of this Act, and
no application shall be accepted thereafter.
The Secretary of the Interior shall give a re-
jection notice within sixty days after receipt
of an application if the applicant is ineligible
for enrollment. An appeal from a rejected
application must be filed with the Area Di-
rector not later than thirty days from receipt
of the notice of rejection, The Secretary shall
make a final determination on each appeal
not later than sixty days from the date it is
filed. Each application and each appeal filed
with the Area Director shall be reviewed by a
committee composed of representatives of the
two Oklahoma Delaware groups prior to sub-
mission of the application or appeal to the
Secretary, and the committee shall advise the
Area Director in writing of its judgment re-
garding the eligibility of the applicant.

Sec. 4.(a) The Secretary of the Interior
shall apportion to the Absentee Delaware
Tribe of Western Oklahoma, as presently
constituted, so much of the judgment fund
and accrued interest as the ratio of the per-
sons enrolled pursuant to subsection 2(c) (2)
bears to the total number of persons en-
rolled pursuant to section 2. The funds so
apportioned to the Absentee Delaware Tribe
of Western Oklahoma shall be placed to the
credit of the tribe in the United States Treas-
ury and shall be used in the following man-
ner: 99 per centum of such funds shall be
distributed in equal shares to each person
enrolled pursuant to subsectlon 2(c)(2).
and 1 per centum shall remain to the credit
of the tribe in the United States Treasury,
and may be advanced, expended, invested, or
reinvested for any purpose that is authorized
by the tribal governing body and approved
by the Secretary of the Interior,

(b) The funds not apportioned to the Ab-
sentee Delaware Tribe of Western Oklahoma
shall be placed to the credit of the Delaware
Tribe of Indians in the United States Treas-
ury and shall be used in the following man-
ner: 90 per centum of such funds shall be
distributed in equal shares to each person
enrolled pursuant to subsection 2(c) (1),
and 10 per centum shall remain to the credit
of the tribe in the United States Treasury
and may be advanced, expended, invested,
or reinvested for any purpose that is au-
thorized by the tribal governing body: Pro-
vided, That the Secretary of the Interior
shall not approve the use of the funds re-
maining to the credit of the tribe until the
tribe has organized a legal entity which in
the judgment of the Secretary adequately
protects the Interests of its members.
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SEC. 5. Bums payable to living enrollees are
elghteen or older or to helrs or legatees of de-
ceased enrollees age eighteen or older shall
be pald directly to such persons, Sums pay-
able to enrollees or their heirs or legatees
who are under age eighteen or who are under
legal disability other than minority shall be
paid In accordance with such procedures,
including the establishment of trusts, as
the Secretary of the Interior determines ap-
propriate to protect the best interests of
such persons.

SEc. 6. None of the funds distributed per
capita under the provisions of this Act shall
be subject to Federal or State income taxes.

Sec. 7. The Secretary of the Interior is
authorized to prescribe rules and regula-
tions to carry out the provisions of this Act.

(Mr. HALEY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, HR. 14267
authorizes the distribution and use of
a claims judgment recovered by the
Delaware Tribe. The money has been ap-
propriated, but it may not be used with-
out further authorization from Congress.

The net amount available as of June
24, 1971, was $8,633,379. The money is
currently invested in interest bearing
accounts.

The Delaware Indians are divided into
two groups: the Delaware Tribe, and the
Absentee Delaware Tribe of western
Oklahoma. Legislation is needed to divide
the judgment between the two groups,
and to authorize the use of the money.

The two groups have agreed that the
judgment should be divided between
them on the basis of their relative num-
bers as shown on, first, a 1906 per capita
payment roll for the Delaware Indians,
and second, a constructed base census
roll as of 1940 for the Absentee Delaware
Tribe, after both rolls have been brought
up to date by adding the names of lineal
descendants and by deleting the names of
deceased persons.

After the money is divided, the bill
provides that the Absentee Delaware
Tribe will retain 1 percent for tribal pur-
poses, and that the Delaware Tribe will
retain 10 percent for tribal purposes, and
that the balance will be distributed per
capita to persons on the updated rolls.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

INTERSTATE OIL COMPACT
EXTENSION

The Clerk called the Senate Joint Res-
olution (S.J. Res. 72) consenting to an
extension and renewal of the interstate
compact to conserve cil and gas.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the Senate Joint Resolution as fol-
lows:

8.J. Res T2

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the consent of
Congress is hereby given to an extension and
renewal for a period of three years from
September 1, 1971, to September 1, 1974, of
the interstate compact to conserve oll and
gas, as amended, which was signed in its
initial form in the city of Dallas, Texas, the
16th day of February 1935, by the represent-
atives of Oklahoma, Texas, California, and
New Mexico, and at the same time and place
was signed by the representatives, as a recom-
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mendation for approval to the Governors
and legislatures of the States of Arkansas,
Colorado, Illinois, Eansas, and Michigan, and
which, prior to August 27, 1986, was pre-
sented to and approved by the legislatures
and Governors of the States of New Mexlco,
Kansas, Oklahoma, Illinois, Colorado, and
Texas, and which so approved by the six
States last above named was deposited in
the Department of State of the TUnited
States, and thereafter was consented to by
the Congress In Public Resolution Numbered
64, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved Au-
gust 27, 1935, for a period of two years, and
thereafter was extended by the representa-
tives of the compacting States and consented
to by the Congress for successive perlods,
without Interruption, the last extension he-
ing for the period from September 1, 1969,
to September 1, 1971, consented to by Con-
gress by Public Law Numbered 91-158,
Ninety-first Congress, approved December 24,
1969. The agreement to amend, extend, and
renew sald compact effective September 1,
1971, duly executed by representatives of the
States of Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas,
Colorado, Florida, Illinois, Indlana, Kansas,
Eentucky, Loulsiana, Maryland, Michigan,
Mississippl, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada,
New Mexico, New York, North Dakota, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, West Virginia, and
Wyoming has been deposited in the Depart-
ment of State of the United States and reads
as follows:

“AN AGREEMENT TO AMEND, EXTEND,
AND RENEW THE INTERSTATE COM-
PACT TO CONSERVE OIL AND GAS
“WHEREAS, on the 16th day of February

1935, In the City of Dallas, Texas, there was

executed "An Interstate Compact to Conserve

Oil and Gas' which was thereafter formally

ratified and approved by the States of Okla-

homa, Texas, New Mexico, Illinois, Colorado
and Kansas, the original of which is now on
deposit with the Department of State of the

United States;

“WHEREAS, effective as of September 1,
1871, the several compacting states deem it
advisable to amend sald compact so as to
provide that upon the giving of Congressional
consent thereto in its amended form, sald
Compact will remain in effect until Congress
withdraws such consent;

“WHEREAS, the original of sald Compact
as so0 amended will, upou execution thereof,
be deposited promptly with the Department
of State of the United States, a tr'i1e copy of
which follows:

“*AN INTERSTATE COMPACT TO CON-
BERVE OIL AND GAS
“*ARTICLE I

“‘This agreement may become effective
within any compacting state at any time as
prescribed by that state, and shall become
effective within those states ratifying it
whenever any three of the States of Texas,
Oklaghoma, California, Eansas and New
Mexico have ratified and Congress has given
its consent. Any oil-producing state may
become a party hereto as hereinafter pro-
vided.

“‘ArTICLE II

*“The purpose of this compact is to con-
serve oil and gas by the prevention of physi-
cal waste thereof from any cause.

‘“'‘ArTICLE IIT

“ ‘Each state bound hereby agrees that
within a reasonable time it will enact laws,
or if the laws have been enacted, then it
agrees to continue the same in force, to
accomplish within reasonable limits the
prevention of:

“*(a) The operation of any oil well with an
inefficient gas-oil ratio.

**‘(b) The drowning with water of any
stratum capable of producing oil or gas, or
both oil and gas, in paying quantities.

*‘{c) The avoidable escape into the open
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alr or the wasteful burning of gas from a archives of the Department of State of the

natural gas well.

“f(d) The creation of unnecessary fire
hazards.

“‘(e) The drilling, equipping, locating,
or operating of a well or wells so as to bring
about physical waste of oil or gas or loss In
the ultimate recovery thereof.

“*(f) The Inefficient, excessive or improper
use of the reservoir energy in producing any
well.

“‘The enumeration of the foregoing sub-
Jects shall not 1imit the scope of the author-
ity of any state.

“*ARTICLE IV

*‘Each state bound hereby agrees that it
will, within a reasonable time, enact stat-
utes, or if such statutes have been enacted
then that it will continue the same in force,
providing In effect that oil produced in vi-
olation of its valld oil and/or gas conserva-
tion statutes or any valid rule, order or reg-
ulation promulgated thereunder, shall be de-
nied access to commerce; and providing for
stringent penalties for the waste of either
oil or gas.

“ ‘ARTICLE V

‘Tt is not the purpose of this compact to
authorize the states joining herein to limit
the production of oil or gas for the purpose
of stabilizing or fixing the price thereof, or
create or perpetuate monopoly, or to promote
regimentation, but is limited to the purpose
of conserving oll and gas and preventing the
avoidable waste thereof within reasonable
limitations.

“'AnTiCLE VI

* ‘Bach state joining herein shall appoint
one representative to a commission hereby
constituted and designated as THE INTER-
STATE OIL COMPACT COMMISSION, the
duty of which sald Commission shall be to
make inquiry and ascertain from time to
time such methods, practices, circumstances,
and conditlons as may be disclosed for bring-
ing about conservation and the prevention of
physical waste of oil and gas, and at such
intervals as said Commission deems bene-
ficlal it shall report its findings and recom-
mendations to the several states for adoption
or rejection.

“ *The Commission shall have power to rec-
ommend the coordination of the exercise of
the police powers of the several states within
their several jurisdictions to promote the
maximum ultimate recovery from the pe-
troleum reserves of sald states, and to rec-
ommend measures for the maximum ulti-
mate recovery of oil and gas. Said Commis-
sion shall organize and adopt suitable rules
and regulations for the conduct of its busi-
ness.

“No action shall be taken by the Com-
mission except: (1) By the affirmative votes
of the majority of the whole number of the
compacting states represented at any meet-
ing, and (2) by a concurring vote of a ma-
jority in interest of the compacting states at
said meeting, such interest to be determined
as follows: Such vote of each state shall be
in the decimal proportion fixed by the ratio
of its daily average production during the
preceding calendar half-year to the dally
average production of the compacting states
during said period.

“‘ArTIcLE VII

«No state by joining herein shall become
financially obligated to any other state, nor
shall the breach of the terms hereof by any
state subject such state to financial responsi-
bility to the other states jolning therein.

* 'ARTICLE VIII

« wphis compact shall continue in effect
until Congress withdraws its consent. But
any state joining herein may, upon sixty
(60) days’ notice, withdraw herefrom.

“'The representatives of the signatory
states have signed this agreement in a single
original which shall be deposited in the

United States, and a duly certified copy shall
be forwarded to the governor of each of the
signatory states.

“‘This compact shall become effective
when ratified and approved as provided in
Article I. Any oll-producing state may be-
come a party thereto by affixing its signature
to a counterpart to be similarly deposited,
certified, and ratified.

“‘Done in the City of Dallas, Texas, this
sixteenth day of February, 1935."

"WHEREAS, the said ‘Interstate Compact
to Conserve Oil and Gas' in {ts initial form
has heretofore been duly renewed and ex-
tended with the consent of the Congress to
Beptember 1, 1971; and

“WHEREAS, it is desired to amend sald
‘Interstate Compact to Conserve Ol and
Gas’ effective September 1, 1971, and to re-
new and extend sald compact as so amended:

“NOW, THEREFORE, THIS WRITING

“It is hereby agreed that effective Sep-
tember 1, 1871, the Compact entitled ‘An
Interstate Compact to Conserve Ofl and Gas'
executed within the City of Dallas, Texas, on
the 16th day of February, 1935, and now on
deposit with the Department of State of
the United Btates, be and the same is here-
by amended by amending the first paragraph
of Article VIII thereof to read as follows:

“‘This compact shall continue in effect
until Congress withdraws its consent. But
any state joining herein may, upon sixty
(60) days' notice, withdraw herefrom.’ and
that said compact as so amended be, and the
same is hereby renewed and extended. This
agreement shall become effective when
executed, ratified, and approved as provided
in Article I of sald compact as so amended.

“The slgnatory States have executed this
agreement in a single original which shall
be deposited in the archives of the Depart-
ment of State of the United States and a
duly certified copy thereof shall be for-
warded to the Governor of each of the sig-
natory States. Any oll-producing State may
become a party hereto by executing a coun-
terpart of this agreement to be similarly de-
posited, certified, and ratified.

“Executed by the several undersigned
States, at their several BState capltols,
through their proper officials on the dates as
shown, as duly authorized by statutes and
resolutions, subject to the limitations and
qualifications of the acts of the respective
Btate Legislatures,

“THE STATE OF ALABAMA

Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF ALASEA

Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF ARIZONA

Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF COLORADO

Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF FLORIDA

Secretary of State

June 5, 1972
“THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF INDIANA

Secretary af ‘State
“THE STATE OF KANSAS
» Governor

Attest:

Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF EENTUCEY

By -, Governor
A s s e s b SR e
Attest:

(SEAL)

Becretary of State
“THE STATE OF LOUISIANA
By
Dated:
Attest:

Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF MARYLAND

Becretary of State
“THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI

Attest: ____

Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF MONTANA

Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF NEBRASKA

ol Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF NORTH DAEOTA

(sEar)

Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF OHIO
By
Dated:
Attest:

, Governor

Becretary of State
“THE STATE OF OELAHOMA
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“THE STATE OF SOUTH DAEOTA
. Governor

Becretary of Btate
“THE STATE OF TENNESSEE

Secretary of State
“THE STATE OF TEXAS

Becretary of State
“THE STATE OF UTAH

“THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA
By - ——=y GoOVernor
Dated: S

Becretary of State
“THE STATE OF WYOMING

(SEAL)

Secretary of State

Bec. 2. (a) The Attorney General of the
United States shall make a report to Con-
gress not later than two years after the
date of enactment of this Act as to whether
the activities of the States under the pro-
visions of such compact have been consistent
with the purposes as set out in Article V
of such compact.

(b) Section 2 of Public Law 185, Eighty-
fourth Congress (69 Stat. 891) is hereby
repealed.

Sec. 3. The right to alter, amend, or repeal
the provisions of the first section of this
joint resolution is hereby expressly reserved.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 11, line 4, insert before “States” the
following: “Interstate Olil Compact Com-
mission and the"

Page 11, line 6, Insert bafore the perlod
following: “, and have been limited to activi-
ties related directly to the immediate pur-
pose of such compact as set out In Article
II of such compact”.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. This concludes the
call of the Consent Calendar.

CIVIL RIGHTS OF THE PEOPLE VIO-
LATED IN CALIFORNIA BY ANGE-
LA DAVIS VERDICT

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

Mr. RARICE. Mr. Speaker, the revo-
lution to destroy the people’s confidence
in our institutions has scored another
victory.

A mockery has been made of justice
in our country. Judge Harold J. Hailey.
an assistant district attorney, and sev-
eral jurors were taken prisoner in their
own courtroom, the judge murdered, and
the prosecutor paralyzed from gunshot
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wounds—yet justice has not been satis-
fied.

Symbolically, the civil rights of all the
people of California were violated. Ac-
quittal by the jury on State charges does
not preclude trial on Federal charges un-
der the civil rights statutes.

Precedent exists in prosecutions of
earlier civil rights cases. I urge the At-
torney General of the United States to act
in the interest of preserving justice under
law rather than surrender to so-called
justice at the end of a gun barrel.

AUTHORIZING SPEAKER TO DE-
CLARE A RECESS ON THURSDAY,
JUNE 15

Mr., BOGGS. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in
order at any time on Thursday, June 15,
1972, for the Speaker to declare a recess
for the purpose of receiving in joint
meeting the President of the United
Mexican States.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

JUSTICE IN AMERICA?

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

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday was a sad day for America
and a banner day for international
communism. Angela Davis, the black,
self-avowed Communist, was acquitted
of charges of murder, kidnaping, and
criminal conspiracy, and set free to con-
tinue her personal war on this country.
Once again the leftwing version of jus-
tice has been served in the courts of our
land.

This same type of justice has been
witnessed before in the United States;
where those bent on the destruction of
our form of government and our free
society have been rewarded for a job
well done. In this instance, Angela
Davis’ “good job” resulted in the death
of a California judge and three other
persons, and the crippling for life of
another.

According to the local newspaper's
account of yesterday's acquittal, the
jurors, after returning the acquittal
verdict, attended a celebration party
for Miss Davis. Are we to presume that
the jury acted in a fair and impartial
manner and that justice was meted out
fair and impartially? For my own part,
I tend to think not.

Meanwhile, a member of our Armed
Forces, who has dutifully served his
country and who has fought the Com-
munist enemies of the free world, Lt.
Willlam J. Calley, continues to be con-
fined to quarters at Fort Benning, hav-
ing already been found guilty on a
rather dubious charge of killing Viet-
namese civilians while on a combat mis-
sion. He is awaiting the outcome of his
appeal,

There are those in our society who
for varying reasons continue to praise
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any and all who viciously attack
America, and Angela Davis falls into
that category, while they heap only
scorn and derision on anyone who at-
tempts to defend and protect our coun-
try from our enemies.

America cannot continue to remain
free with this kind of distorted one-
sided justice.

TRANSPO 72 A SUCCESS

(Mr. GRAY 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. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, Transpo 72
at Dulles International Airport is now
history. As a fixed wing and helicopter
pilot and former airport operator, I con-
sider the 9-day affair to be a tremen-
dous success and well worth what it cost
the taxpayers, the exhibitors, and the
more than 1,250,000 persons who visited
this international airshow.

It is indeed unfortunate that the air-
show portion of Transpo suffered three
fatalities. I am sure I speak for every
Member of the House when I say our
sympathies go out to the members of
the families of these brave men. How-
ever, these were highly professional fly-
ers who were performing almost daily
somewhere in this country, and their
unfortunate accidents could have oc-
curred anywhere and cannot be blamed
on Transpo. Two of the deaths can be
attributed to equipment failure.

Secretary Volpe, General Manager
Bird, Jim Evans, the publicity manager
and all the staff at Transpo 72 are to be
highly commended.

I hope we can start planning now
for an even bigger and better Transpo
in 1974, to follow the Paris Air Show in
1973.

TRIBUTE TO LATE TED PEARSON,
TOP POLITICAL WRITER FOR BIR-
MINGHAM NEWS

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

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, during these days when fre-
quent criticism is being leveled at the
press, there was a newsman in Alabama
who stood out like a giant among his
contemporaries. The mere byline, Ted
Pearson, carried great credibility.

It is with great sadness that I report
Pearson’s death June 2.

For almost all his life Ted Pearson
served the people of the State by keep-
ing them informed through the medium
of print journalism. He began as a copy
boy for the Mobile Press Register and
later became the top political writer for
the Birmingham News.

I can say without reservation that Ted
Pearson both personally and profession-
ally was among the finest people I have
known. His honesty and integrity were
above reproach and his constant pursuit
of truth and objectivity in his writing
was a comfort to his readers and an in-
spiration to his fellow writers.
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Ted Pearson was a leader in his field.
He will be sadly missed by all people of
Alabama.

MAJ. JOE HOWARD'S LIFE AN
INSPIRATION TO ALL

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

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, the
death of Air Force Thunderbird, Maj.
Joe Howard, at Transpo 72 is a tremen-
dous tragedy.

Joe Howard symbolized the gallantry
of the men and women in our Armed
Forces. He was the best of our young
men—a dashing leader.

A veteran of 2,500 hours of jet flying,
Joe Howard had flown 322 missions in
Southeast Asia, 69 of them over North
Vietnam. He wore the Silver Star, the
Distinguished Flying Cross, the Air
Medal with 18 Oak Leaf clusters, the
Purple Heart, an Air Force commenda~-
tion medal, the Vietnamese Service
Medal, four Bronze Stars and the Viet-
namese Campaign Medal.

All of us join in mourning this fine
young American and extend our condo-
lences to his widow, his family, and
friends.

Yet, Joe Howard’'s death cannot delay
the things for which he lived and flew.

He flew for the strength of the United
States.

He flew because he believed in Transpo
72 and the American industry.

He flew because he knew our Nation
could compete and we can sell our
technology.

When Joe Howard, flying in forma-
tion, erashed, his companions in their
F-4 Phantoms flashed over the site as if
to signify that things will keep on going.

The show went on. This Nation, of
course, goes on.

All goes on because of gallant people
who serve their country.

May we all think for a minute of Joe
Howard, of North Carolina.

May his life inspire us for the United
States of America.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1736,
PUBLIC BUILDINGS AMENDMENTS
OF 1972

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I call up the
conference report on the the (S. 1736)
to amend the Public Buildings Act of
1959, as amended, to provide for financ-
ing the acquisition, construction, altera-
tion, maintenance, operation, and pro-
tection of public buildings, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement of the managers be
read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, reserving
the right to object, does the gentleman
propose to take adequate time to explain
the conference report?

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.
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Mr. GRAY. Yes; I shall be delighted
to explain the conference report.

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

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the statement of the managers.

The Clerk read the statement.

Mr. GRAY (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the statement be considered as read. I
shall be glad to explain it.

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

There was no objection.

(For conference report and statement,
Eig?? 2pg‘cn(:e(-:i:ling‘s of the House of May 30,

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not pres-
ent.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 184]
Dwyer
Edmondson
Esch
Eshleman
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gibbons
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Halpern
Hanna
Hawkins
Hébert
Helstoskl

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Abzug
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Ashbrook
Badlllo
Baring
Barrett
Belcher
Bell
Bingham
Blanton
Blatnik
Boland
Burton
Caffery
Camp
Cederberg
Celler Holifleld
Chappell Jones, Tenn.
Chisholm Eee
Clancy Kyros
Landgrebe

Clark
Clawson, Del  Leggett
Lloyd

Clay
Collins, I11. Long, La.
Conte Lujan
Conyers MecClory
McCloskey

Curlin
Danlels, N.J. McDonald,
Mich,

Danielson
Davis, Ga. McKinney
Davis, 8.C. McMillan
Davis, Wis. Macdonald,
Dellums Mass,
Dennis Madden
Dent Mayne
Diggs Miller, Calif.
Dow Mink
Dowdy Moorhead Wilson,
Dulski Moss Charles H.

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 307
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-

ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

Murphy, N.¥.
Nix

O'Eonski
O'Neill
Passman
Pepper
Pettis
Podell
Pryor, Ark.

Stubblefield
Btuckey
Tiernan
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waldie
Whalley
Whitten
‘Widnall
Wilson, Bob

AMENDMENT OF TITLE OF S. 3230

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
title of S. 3230, which was considered,
amended, read a third time and passed
earlier this afternoon, following the pas-
sage of H.R. 10394 on the Consent Cal-
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endar, will be amended to conform to
that of the House bill,
There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1736,
PUBLIC BUILDINGS AMENDMENTS
OF 1972

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. Gray) is recognized.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, the confer-
ence report before us today is almost
identical with the House-passed bill
known as the Public Buildings Amend-
ments of 1972.

The House-passed bill was approved
by a vote of 331 to 40, and in conference
with the other body almost all of the
House language was agreed to.

Briefly, Mr. Speaker, the conference
report authorizes private financing for
a8 3-year period only for the construc-
tion of an 8-year backlog of 63 much-
needed Federal buildings in the United
States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin
Islands. The legislation also authorizes
the establishment of a revolving fund
in which will be deposited rents col-
lected from all Federal agencies using
space in Government-owned buildings.
These rents will be used to pay the pay-
ments on the purchase contracts for the
new buildings to be constructed.

We believe this will save the tax-
payers millions of dollars each year.

The conference report also contains
the House language concerning the
Kennedy Center and the Congressional
Hotel.

I might say to my distinguished
friend, the gentleman from Iows, it in-
cludes his amendment he offered and
which was adopted on the floor con-
cerning fair market value prices.

Mr. Speaker, the House bill was a
good bill. The conference report is the
same. I urge its adoption.

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

Mr. GRAY. I yield to my friend, the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I find one very
definite change in the conference report
from the House bill, that is the jurisdic-
tion of the Appropriations Committee to
review and approve proposed purchase
contracts for public buildings. Would the
gentleman explain why the language
was changed, which took away the juris-
diction of the Appropriations Committee
in this respect?

Mr. GRAY. Yes; I will be delighted to
explain,

First of all, let me state to my distin-
guished friend, the ranking minority
member on the House Committee on Ap-
propriations, that the Appropriations
Committee will have to approve all the
funds collected in rents that will go into
this revolving fund to pay the purchase
contracts, so the Appropriations Com-
mittee will still have control. What was
deleted in conference was the proviso
stating that before a contract could be
entered into, that line item or individual
contract should have been submitted
back to the Appropriations Committee.

We had adopted this provision in the
House and then we received a letter from
the Acting Attorney General, Hon. Rich-
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ard Kleindienst, pointing out it was his
opinion that the President would veto the
legislation with that precise language,
because he said it usurps the prerogative
of the administration by making them
come back to Congress before they award
a contract. As I said, it was our position
in the House that we wanted the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to have full and
complete control, not on one occasion,
but in this instance on two occasions.
However, we were faced with the letter
from the Acting Attorney General citing
precedents from President Roosevelt up
to and including the present incumbent
in the White House, President Nixon, and
stating after the Committee on Appro-
priations has approved the funds on this
revolving fund, they felt the administra-
tion should have the authority to award
the contract.

So we had no alternative but to agree
to substitute language, which merely says
that before they can enter into a contract
down at the General Services Adminis-
tration they must submit to the Appro-
priations Committee a list of the in-
tended contracts, and then the committee
has 30 days before GSA can go out and
award such a contract.

I realize it is not as much control as the
gentleman from Ohio would want.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. GRAY. I am glad to yield further.

Mr. BOW. Section (h) on page 6 of the
conference report is the one the gentle-
man is now referring to?

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. BOW. I must say they might as
well have left that out, because it says:

No space shall be provided pursuant to this
section until after the expiration of 30 days
irom the date upon which the Administrator
of General Services notifies the Committees
on Appropriations of the Senate and House of
Representatives of his determination that
the best interests of the Federal Government
will be served by providing such space by en-
tering into a purchase contract therefor.

Assuming that they do send up a 30-
day notice to the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and the Appropriations Commit-
tee would like to say “no”, there is noth-
ing in this language that gives the Ap-
propriations Committee any authority
except to read a 30-day notice and then
forget about it.

This is the point I raise. I believe there
is just nothing to it. It is meaningless so
far as any control is concerned.

Under the other provision, which refers
to the appropriations in the revelving
fund, how are funds brought info the
revolving fund?

Mr. GRAY. Under existing law the
Appropriations Committee has been ap-
propriating approximately $100 million
to $115 million a year for all public build-
ings construction throughout the coun-
try. Any residue left over from existing
appropriations now will go automatically,
when this legislation is signed into law,
into the revolving fund. That residue
from previous appropriations plus the
amount of rents collected from all Fed-
eral agencies will make up the total re-
volving fund, and the House Committee
on Appropriations will have complete
control on an annual basis over the re-
volving fund.
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Does that answer the gentleman’s
question?

Mr. BOW. It answers the question, but
I still believe, so far as the other provi-
sion is concerned, it has stripped the Ap-
propriations Committee of some of its
authority.

The gentleman referred to a letter
from the Justice Department. I have read
that letter carefully. There is nothing
in the letter that says the President
would veto the bill.

I believe the gentleman will agree his
statement that the letter said the Presi-
dent would veto is not completely cor-
rect; it might be implied, but it cer-
tainly is not in the language of the
letter.

Mr. GRAY. I believe what the letter
said was the fact that Presidents from
Mr. Roosevelt up to and including Mr.
Nixon have vetoed legislation precisely
for the same reasons and the same lan-
guage that was embodied in the House
bill. Then we were told on the telephone
that with all these precedents facing us
they felt sure the President would veto
the bill. That was the reason the At-
torney General wrote the letter.

I would say to my distinguished friend
from Ohio, I, too, subscribe to the House
language. In fact, the gentleman will
recall that we offered it and accepted it
on the House floor.

After receiving the letter from the At-
torney General pointing out all these
precedents, we had no alternative but to
agree to the substitute langauge in con-
ference if we wanted a bill.

Mr. BOW. May I say to the gentleman,
I hope that under this bill he is bringing
in now the backlog of Federal buildings
will be cut down. I believe there are some
60 now ready to go. I would hope that
even the Appropriations Committee will
continue to finance some of these build-
ings for direct Federal construction for
the many Members who have been wait-
ing for a long time to get Federal build-
ings built. I would hope the gentleman
would join with some of the rest of us in
insisting on that.

Under the present system, as I see it,
under this language in paragraph (h),
we have no assurance, certainly, that
these buildings will be built.

They are on both sides of the aisle,
and this is not partisan in any way. It
seems to me that the Members here have
been waiting for a long time for these
Federal buildings to be constructed, and
they should be in a position to have some
control over the funds so that the build-
ings will be built that are most urgently
needed by the people of the United
States.

Mr. GRAY. I agree with my friend im-
plicitly. Let me again reiterate what I
said just a few moments ago; namely,
that this legislation is only for a short, 3-
vear period, as it takes up the backlog.
The fact is that the gentleman’s com-
mittee after that short period of 3 years
will continue to fund with direct Federal
appropriations all future public build-
ing construction.

Mr. BOW. I thank the gentleman. I
only wish I would be here to overloock
the situation. As the gentleman knows,
this is my last session, and I will not be
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here next session, but I hope that the
gentleman will see to it that these build-
ings are actually constructed. It is a
great satisfaction to be a Member of this
House.

Mr. GRAY. I sincerely want to say the
gentleman'’s service will be missed around
here very much, because he is always
very active and helpful in managing the
taxpayers’ business.

I now yield to my distinguished friend,
the ranking member of the full Commit-
tee on Public Works, Mr. HarsHa, of
Ohio.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may use.

Mr. Speaker, I support the report and
the statement made by the gentleman
from Illinois. I think that this confer-
ence report does represent about 95 per-
cent of the House version of this bill.
Insofar as the colloquy that took place
concerning what we had in the House
version relating to the Appropriations
Committee amendment and what came
out of the conference, practically speak-
ing, I think there is quite an adequate
safeguard in what the Committee on Ap-
propriations can do in controlling the
implementation of this measure. All of
the money that goes into the revolving
fund must be appropriated before it is
expended. Therefore, the Committee on
Appropriations will have control from
that standpoint. It seems to me beyond
question that if the General Services Ad-
ministration sends up a prospectus and
gives the Committee on Appropriations
30 days’ notice, if an objection is lodged
by the Committee on Appropriations to
the funding or construction of that build-
ing, then the General Services Adminis-
tration would be very short-sighted if
it went ahead in the face of that objec-
tion or opposition to the building, to con-
struet it, knowing full well that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations had the ulti-
mate control of its annual appropria-
tion. So I think, as a practical matter,
while there may be some question about
the legality of such control, there is ade-
quate control vested in the committee.

Mr, Speaker, insofar as the bill as a
whole is concerned, I urge my colleagues
to support the recommendations of the
conference committee, This was a com-
plicated measure. The Public Buildings
Act Amendments of 1972 will effect a
wholesale revamping of the Government
construction and improvement program.
To eliminate the backlog of 63 badly
needed but unfunded buildings, a pur-
chase contract procedure of 3 years’' du-
ration was authorized. To finance the
Government building program there-
after on a fiscally sound and efficient
basis, a revolving fund would be estab-
lished. Government agencies occupying
space in public buildings would pay rent
equivalents at commercial rates for the
space they occupy.

As you know, the other body acted first
on this measure. Thereafter, your Com-
mittee on Public Works considered and
reported it to the House with several key
changes. These were incorporated in the
House approved measure.

As has already been stated, the essen-
tial features of the House approach were
retained in conference. Indeed, I think
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it fair to say that the bill follows the
House approach most of the time.

Two constructive changes were made
however, by the conference which I be-
lieve merit your consideration and sup-
port. The first relates to the language of
an amendment to the House bill which
sought to liberalize the construction of
any buildings utilizing the purchase con-
tract device beyond the 63 backlog struc-
tures. In conference, the House receded
from this amendment. As the matter
stands, any additional buildings to be
construeted must go through the regular
prospectus process. This means that to
initiate such buildings, GSA must submit
a prospectus describing their essential
features to the Committee on Public
Works of both Houses for their approval.

The second key accommodation that
emerged from the conference relates to
the appropriations amendment which
has already been discussed.

A final comment relative to this bill is
in order. Section 10 of the House bill pro-
vides for a transfer of the non-perform-
ing arts functions of the JFK Center of
the performing arts t¢ the National Park
Service. These include all maintenance,
security. information, interpretation,
janitorial and other similar services. This
section was retained in the conference.

The joint explanatory statement of the
committee of conference, with regard to
section 10 of the bill, states that the in-
terpretation of the National Park Service
and the Kennedy Center appear to differ
as to what is meant by “information”
and “interpretation,” that the section
does not confer exclusive responsibility
on the National Park Service for provid-
ing information and interpretatioa serv-
ices at the Center, and that in no way
gives authority to the National Park
Service over the Friends of the Kennedy
Center or places the friends under the
direction of the Park Service.

To clarify that statement it should be
pointed out that the Kennedy Center
trustees and the Park Service have al-
ready come to agreement on the role of
the Park Service in interpretive and in-
formational functions at the Center, and
on the role of the Friends of the Kennedy
Center.

As to the words “information” and “in-
terpretation,” the vice chairman of the
board of trustees, in a May 23, 1972, let-
ter to Senators RanooLpH and COOPER,
stated:

Principally, the words refer to the work
of guiding and informing the thousands of
visitors who come through the Center each
day. The National Park Service has long per-
formed such a role in other national me-
morials and in the park and monument sys-
tem, and it is appropriate that the Service
have overall responsibility for it in the Cen-
ter.

The Acting Director of the National
Park Service, in a letter of the same date
(May 23, 1972) , stated:

The National Park Service considers its au-
thority and responsibilities under section 10
to provide the public with an interpretive
program of high standards similar in quality
and integrity to the informational and inter-
pretive programs for other memorials in the
Washington area such as the Washington
Monument, Lincoln Memorial and Jefferson
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Memorial. It will provide under its control
guides and other visitor services.

In other words, the trustees and the
Park Service agree that the information
and interpretation function will be exer-
cised by the Park Service in the same way
that agency now operates the other me-
morials in the Washington area.

As to the role of the Friends of the
Kennedy Center, the vice chairman of
the board of trustees stated in his earlier
mentioned letter:

This kind of volunteer work is now being
performed by the Friends, to the great bene-
fit of the Center and the public. My under-
standing is that the Park Service s actively
encouraging such voluntary efforts through-
out its system, and believes it should be done
at the Center.

Thus, concerning information and in-
terpretation the trustees are of the opin-
ion that “it is appropriate that the Serv-
ice have overall responsibility for it in the
Center,” but that the work of the Friends
of the Kennedy Center should continue,
The Park Service agrees. It states in its
letter that—

We would not envision the present inter-
pretive and informational services now con-
ducted by the Friends of the Kennedy Center
to continue as an independent activity
should the Service assume responsibility for
this funection. It would be the hope of the
National Park Service, however, that the
Friends of the Kennedy Center could work
with the National Park Service in continuing
to furnish information and in interpreting
the functional or memorial aspects of the
Eennedy Center, provided that high stand-
ards are maintained.

It is apparent from the foregoing that
the two agencies are in agreement that,
first, the National Park Service will have
overall responsibility for informational
and interpretive functions at the Center,
exclusive of the performing arts func-
tions, of course, and second, the Friends
of the Kennedy Center will be encour-
aged to continue to provide their services,
subject to the high standards set by the
Park Service in the exercise of its man-
agement responsibility for the nonper-
forming arts functions at the Center.

Accordingly, the statement of the con-
ferees, that section 10 in no way gives
the National Park Service authority over
the Friends of the Kennedy Center, must
be interpreted as applicable only to the
performing arts functions, since the au-
thority of the National Park Service over
the nonperforming arts functionsis clear.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to
adopt the conference report.

Mr. BOW. Will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr, HARSHA, Yes, I yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BOW. I should like to ask the gen-
tleman from Ohio and the gentleman
from Illinois whether there is anything
in this bill that would prevent direct
financing of public buildings by the Gen-
eral Services Administration.

Mr. HARSHA. No, sir. As far as I am
concerned the answer would be “no”.

Mr. GRAY. I concur with Lhe state-
ment made by the gentleman from Ohio.
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Mr. BOW. If funds were provided for
direct financing the gentleman feels it
could be done in that manner under the
provisions of this bill?

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. BOW. I thank both of the gentle-
men.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield 3 minutes to me?

Mr. HARSHA. I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Ohio for yielding to me
to propound a few questions to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. Gray).

Before doing so, may I observe that
this conference report may well be sub-
stantially the House bill, but that does
not make it any more palatable to some
of us who are opposed to the financing
provisions for the so-called Kennedy
Cultural Center,

When was it, if the gentleman will re-
vive my memory, that he told the House
that we were through making appro-
priations of tax dollars to the Cultural
Center.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, will be gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. GRAY. I made that statement on
the floor when we authorized the Ken-
nedy Center. There is not one dime in
this bill for the performing arts func-
tions of the Center. What is contained in
this bill, as the gentleman well knows,
is $1.5 million to pay for the costs al-
ready incurred for maintenance and
security, which is an obligation to keep
up this monument in similar fashion as
we maintain the Washington Monument,
the Jefferson Memorial, the Lincoln Me-
morial, and many other places of na-
tional interest.

And, also, in the bill, as the gentle-
man knows, we have tried to attack this
maintenance and security problem as a
permanent basis by giving to the Na-
tional Park Service the responsibility for
security and maintenance so we will not
have to come back year after year for
this item.

Mr, GROSS. What is the difference be-
tween nonperforming and performing
arts? There must be a building for per-
forming arts unless the performances
are in a tent or something of that kind.

Mr. GRAY. Essentially, the perform-
ing arts functions start at 8 p.m. and
the nonperforming art functions are car-
ried on in the daylight hours when about
12,000 to 15,000 people & day, many of
which are schoolchildren, are given the
opportunity to go through and see the
John F. Kennedy Center.

The air conditioning, the guards, the
guides, and the other services and other
functions of the nonperforming arts costs
money not related to the performing arts.
So we delineate the two functions down
there. The performing arts are going on
at 8 o’clock and the daylight hours will
be for the nonperforming arts for the
general public who just want to come to
see the monument and not a play or
other performance that is taking place.

Mr. GROSS. And, so, the park service,
under this open-ended appropriation—
and I would be interested to know why it
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is open ended for the purpose of the
legislation——

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

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. GROSS. So, the park service will
vacate the premises at 8 p.m. each and
every day, is that correct?

Mr. GRAY. No; the park service will
have the full authority for policing, se-
curity, and maintenance. The cost for
special services after the performing arts
functions start at 8 p.m. will be charged
to the performing arts. It is estimated
that it will cost about $586,000 to secure
and maintain the building in the even-
ing and approximately $2 million a year
for the rest of the cost of the nonper-
forming arts functions. This promise is
contained in the letter addressed to us
by Mr. Hartzog, Director of the National
Park Service.

Mr. GROSS. What does the gentleman
estimate the total will be to the taxpayers
in financing the park service from now
on in perpetuity?

Mr. GRAY. The total cost will be about
$2 million per year. However, about
$5,000 per week is being collected by the
so-called Friends of the Kennedy Center
through the sale of various items with
reference to the center. The money from
that will go to help pay for guides and
other costs and will be subtracted from
the total.

Mr. GROSS. What is the meaning of
“interpretation” as used here? Appar-
ently it is to be an obligation or respon-
sibility of the park service?

Mr. GRAY. If the gentleman will yield
further, on the last page of the report we
state that an agreement will be signed
by the National Park Service and the so-
called Friends of the Kennedy Center
for these services.

Mr. GROSS. Well, what is “interpre-
tation?” What is the meaning of inter-
pretation in this context?

Mr. GRAY. Interpretation would be an
umbrella over the guide service to explain
the building and tell a little bit of the
history about the building, similarly to
our guide service operations here at the
Capitol.

Mr. GROSS. Does “interpretation”
mean providing funds for day and night
nursery care for children of those who
go to see the performing and nonper-
forming arts?

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. GROSS. I yield.

Mr. GRAY. Only for the purpose of
disseminating information of interest to
school groups and the public visiting the
Center will be included, nothing else, no
private services whatsoever.

Mr. GROSS. So that the taxpayers,
once having been assured that this cul-
tural center would not cost them a dime,
are now going to be called upon for $2
or $3 million a year, and that is probably
minimal, for the upkeep of the cultural
center from now on into perpetuity. This
after having seen $57 million of their
money dumped into the thing. Is that
correct?

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentle-
man from Iowa has again expired.
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Mr, GRAY, I yield 1 additional minute
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. Speaker, will the genfleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Of course I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. GRAY. I would say to my friend,
the gentleman from Iowa, that there is
not one red cent in this bill for further
construction at the Eennedy Center. We
are treating this national monument to
a former deceased President in ident-
ically the same fashion as we treat all
other national monuments to all of our
other former Presidents, and this in-
cludes, of course, President Lincoin,
President Washington, President Jeffer-
son, and the other national monuments
in the Capital City for which we have an
annual, recurring appropriation to main-
tain those national monuments. And I
am sure that the gentleman from Iowa
would not want to see anybody do any-
thing to prevent the security and up-
keep of a monument to any of our former
Presidents.

Mr. GROSS, Then this will be the only
monument so treated?

Mr. GRAY. Absolutely not, all of the
other monuments, in fact——

Mr. GROSS. I am talking about this
particular former President—this will
be the only national monument that will
be so treated, the only edifice bearing his
name that will be so treated. As for
the rest of them, it will be up to their
friends, or whatever they are, to take
care of them; is that correct?

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield further?

Mr. GROSS. I yield further to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman is correct,
this is the only authorized national mon-
ument to former President Kennedy con-
structed in the Nation where we have
any obligation for its upkeep.

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

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, final
approval by the House of S. 1736 will
mark a landmark in the efforts to put the
construction of Federal public buildings
on a businesslike basis. Since the lease-
purchase program is a pioneer program
as far as the Federal Government is con-
cerned, the bill wisely contains a 3-year
limitation. This will enable future legis-
lation to profit from experience under
this legislation.

However, it seems to me that there are
two major achievements of the bill, one
with an immediate effect, the other hav-
ing a long-range effect. The immediate
effect is that the bill will allow the Gen-
eral Services Administration to move
ahead without delay on the many Fed-
eral building projects which have been
held up under the old system in which
the financing from the start required
congressional appropriations. Because of
fiscal constraints, this meant that only a
few such buildings could be completed
each year. Many cities have had to wait
many years before obtaining the neces-
sary office space to accommodate ade-
quately the Federal employees engaged
in work in the locality.

The city of Akron, Ohio, has been wait-
ing for over 8 years for a Federal office
building. The site has been cleared, the
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title to the land is in the General Serv-
ices Administration, the architect’s de-
signs for the building have been com-
pleted and paid for, yet the construction
of the building has been held up for sev-
eral years, even though both GSA and
the Public Works Committee have both
given it high priority.

Moreover, the completion of the down-
town urban renewal program, so impor-
tant to the preservation to the central
city as a viable economic resource, has
been stalled because prospective devel-
opers were uncertain as to the future
construction of the Federal office build-
ing. This has meant that millions of Fed-
eral and local dollars invested in the
downtown urban renewal program have
not been achieving their maximum effect
and that the city of Akron has been los-
ing millions of dollars of potential tax
revenue.

I have been advised that, once this bill
becomes law, the GSA is prepared to
move rapidly ahead on the Akron Federal
building, and I am sure, on many similar
projects in other parts of the country.
This is a most welcome break for the
many thousands of citizens who are de-
pendent upon services of the Federal
Government and it is a most welcome
break for the taxpayers in the city of
Akron.

The long-range achievement of the bill
is to require the occupying agencies and
other Federal offices to pay a rental for
the space. This should facilitate proper
accounting within the Federal Govern-
ment itself and curb any tendencies to-
ward excessive office space on the part of
any particular agency. It also builds up a
revolving fund for construction of future
Federal office buildings.

The Public Works Committee and its
Subcommittee on Public Buildings and
Grounds are to be commended for their
excellent work in putting together this
legislation.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
favor of the conference report on S. 1736,
Public Buildings Amendments of 1972.
One provision contained in the report
ends a long battle by the people of my
district to have the opportunity to con-
struet housing on the Morgan Annex site
at 29th Street and Ninth Avenue in
Manhattan.

The Morgan Annex property was
acquired by the Post Office in Decem-~
ber 1963, for $5.4 million. Some 300
families and businesses were displaced
so that the annex could be built ad-
jacent to the Morgan Station postal fa-
cility. In 1966, Congress authorized a
proposed expansion plan for the site, but
a 1967 fire in Morgan Station halted
those plans. The posf office then decided
it wanted a massive rail handling facility
in Secaucus, N.J.

In an executive session of the Building
and Grounds Subcommittee of the Pub-
lic Works Committee, held June 11, 1970,
Assistant Postmaster General Henry
Lehne declared that if the Secaucus
facility were authorized, Morgan Annex
would be declared excess to Post Office
needs and conveyed to the City of New
York for housing. The transcript reads
as follows:
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Mr, LEaNE. What I wanted to say is that 1t
seems like part of the property is going to be
surplus to the Post Office Department needs.
We plan to discuss that with General Serv-
ices (Administration) as soon as possible.
The entire disposition of the property will
be up to them.

We have reached the point that we do
want to modify Morgan Station as preferen-
tial mail handling only. This will relieve
greatly the need, because that whole prop-
erty was involved in foreign mall, which is
now going to Jersey and bulk mall, so some
of the property will be made available to
General Services. How much, we will have to
discuss with them.

Mr. Lehne’s assistant, Jerry Reyn-
olds, made the same promise again on
June 22, 1970, in a letter to Rep. KEN-
wETH. J. GRAY, chairman of the Buildings
and Grounds Subcommittee. The rele-
vant paragraph is as follows:

As soon as the New Jersey facllity is op-
erational, this truck trafic will decrease by
about one-half in the Morgan Station area,
and the Post Office Department will no
longer need the block in question for park-
ing and maneuvering purposes, except, of
course, the 16,000 square feet which would
be involved in a 20-foot widening of 20th
Street. Thus, of the approximately 160,000
square feet in the block, 144,000—80 per
cent—would become avalilable.

These promises were in part respon-
sible for eventual approval by Congress
of the Secaucus facility, which, it may
be noted, has already experienced a cost
overrun of about 109 percent with no
end in sight.

In a Nov. 3, 1970, letter to Commis-
sioner Albert A. Walsh of the New York
Housing and Development Administra-
tion, Mr. Lehne again said:

As soon as the New Jersey facility is op-
erational, this truck traffic will decrease and
the block in question will no longer be
needed, except for the widening at 29th
Street.

The Public Works Subcommittee on
Buildings and Grounds, of which I am a
member, met in New York City on May
14, 1971, to ascertain public feeling on
the future of the annex land. Sentiment
was overwhelmingly in favor of hous-
ing—and housing only—on the proper-
ty. Post Office officials appearing at that
hearing, however, were vague as to their
plans for Morgan Annex, so the question
of Post Office plans was again raised
before the Investigations and Oversight
Committee of the Public Works Commit-
tee in Washington on July 13, 1971.

On that date, Mr. Lehne again said at
least three times that the Post Office
would not need the Morgan Annex once
the Secaucus facility became opera-
tional:

It is still the intent of the Postal Service
that in June of 1973, provided the schedules
are continuing to be met as we now plan
them, that that land will be avallable.

L L L] - L]

The letter that we signed 1s Post Office
policy. The land will no longer be avallable
to it for our use, no longer needed for our
use.

- - - - -

I think we have stated, Mrs. Abzug, that
the property is not required in our plans
when the Morgan Statlon refurbishing is
complete, and when the New Jersey facilities
are operational in 1973.
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There is no question that this com-
mitment was made, repeatedly and
firmly, to the people of New York City by
responsible Post Office officials.

In order to insure that the Postal Serv-
ice would fulfill their commitment, I of-
fered an amendment when this bill was
marked up in the Subcommittee on
Buildings and Grounds. This amend-
ment, which was accepted without
change by the subcommittee, provided
that the Morgan Annex site be conveyed
to New York City without charge, for
use solely for housing purposes.

Shortly after the original submission
of my amendment, the Post Office—now
reconstituted as the U.S. Postal Serv-
ice—cast aside all it had promised ear-
lier and announced that it needed the
Morgan Annex land.

In another letter from Mr. Reynolds
to members of the Buildings and
Grounds Subcommittee, the Postal Serv-
ice proposd to build its Vehicle Mainte-
nance Facility—VMPF—for 1,300 trucks
on the site. This letter, dated Nov. 8,
1971, read as follows:

Mr. Lehne testified that the Postal Service
did not anticipate having a need for this
property once the Secaucus bulk installation
becomes operational in approximately two
years.

Since that date, it has become apparent
that the Postal Service will have a critical
need for this property, even after Secaucus
becomes operational.

The Postal Service thereupon pro-
posed a four-story VMF, two floors above
ground and two below, with walls and
foundations sufficiently reinforeced to al-
low construction of 20 stories of housing

above the garage. For the reinforcement,
the Postal Services would require $4 mil-
lion from the city of New York.

The Chelsea-Clinton community, while
anxious to get housing, expressed a pref-
erence to do so without mixed use of the
Morgan site. Among other objections
raised to the Postal Service’s decision to
build on the site was the fact that an
eminently satisfactory alternative loca-
tion for the vehicle facility was available
nearby. It is a full block, half owned by
the city and half by the Sharp Develop-
ment Corp. at 30th Street and 12th Ave-
nue. It possesses all the advantages the
Postal Service cites for Morgan Annex: a
lower Manhattan location, available
space, and reasonable financing. In addi-
tion, the site would not interfere with
existing traffic patterns, would not dis-
rupt a residential 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 Engineers
and which has not yet been completed.

However, a General Accounting Office
report which I commissioned revealed
that the Postal Service’s cost analysis had
been prepared from preliminary data in
1 day. It further showed that according
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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, subsequently
made another offer to the Postal Service
that would provide the full block and
would be even less costly, thus tipping the
economic balance in favor of the Sharp
site.

Unfortunately, the Postal Service per-
sisted in its objections, and the provision
was amended on the House floor to pro-
vide that although the city would receive
the air rights to the site without charge,
the Postal Service would be afforded 2
years to begin building its facility there.
The provision was not altered by the
conference committee.

Subsequent to House consideration of
the bill, Postal Service and New York
City officials met to begin planning the
consfruction for the site. Among other
things, the Postal Service agreed to ad-
vance to the city funds for the prelimi-
nary design study of the high rise resi-
dential tower, to defer payment of the
city’s share of the foundation cost of
$1.9 million—which had originally been
expected to be around $3 million—and
to aid the city in seeking financial as-
sistance from the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development.

In summary, then, we began with a
situation in which the Postal Service had
decided to foreclose the building of any
housing on or above the Morgan Annex
site. The hearings before the Subcom-
mittee on Buildings and Grounds, fol-
lowed by its adoption of my original
amendment, compelled the Postal Serv-
ice to enter into bargaining on the ques-
tion, and the final result is somewhat
better than the best offer which the Post-
al Service had advanced prior to floor
consideration of the buildings legisla-
tion.

A site which was unavailable for hous-
ing will now become available to the peo-
ple of my district who so desperately
need adequate shelter. Thanks for this
victory are due to many members who
helped bring it about—Chairman Jouw
BLaTNIR, Acting Chairman Bos JoNEs,
and Subcommittee Chairman EKen
Gray—as well as to the fine staff of the
Public Works Committee and the Build-
ings and Grounds Subcommittee.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I move the
pre‘tr;ious question on the conference re-
port.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object to the
vote on the ground that a quorum is not
present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will eall
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 278, nays 40, not voting
114, as follows:
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Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif,
Anderson, Il1.
Andrews, Ala.
Annunzio

Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass,
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo,
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Carey, N.Y.
Carlson
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Chamberlain
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Daniel, Va.
Davis, 8.C.
de 1a Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
du Pont
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood

Flowers

Flynt

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

Willlam D.
Forsythe
Fountain

Archer
Biester
Bow
Bray
Brinkley
Collier

[Roll No, 185]

YEAS—278

Fraser
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gettys
Giaimo
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Haley

Hathaway
Hays

Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis

Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Howard

Hull

Hungate
Hunt

Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa,
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Earth
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Eeating

Kee

Keith

Eemp

Kuykendall
Landrum
Latta
Lennon
Lent

Link

Long, Md.
MeClure
MeCollister
MecCormack
MeCulloch
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McKay
McEevitt
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Metcalfe
Mikva
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Minshall
Mitchell
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Morgan

NAYS—40

Collins, Tex.
Crane
Dennis
Dickinson
Duncan
Evins, Tenn.
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Rostenkowsk!
Roush
Roy
Ryan
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Schneebell
Bchwengel
Scott
Seiberling
Shriver
Bikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Black
Smith, Towa
Staggers
Stanton,

J. Willilam
Stanton,

James V.
Stephens
SBtratton
Sullivan
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Udall
Vander Jagt
Vanlk
Vigaorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Wiggins
Willlams
Winn
Wolft
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylle
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Gaydos
Goodling
Gross

Hall
Hutchinson
Jacobs

Quillen
Rarick
Robison, N.Y.
Ruth

Scherle
Sebelius
Smith, Calif.
Snyder

Jonas

Kyl

Martin
Mathis, Ga.
Michel
Mills, Md.
Pelly

Price, Tex.

Spence

Steed

Steiger, Arlz.
Steiger, Wis.
Teague, Calif.
Young, Fla.

NOT VOTING—114

Eshleman
Frelinghuysen
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gibbons
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Halpern
Hanna
Hawkins
Helstoskl
Holifield
Jones, Tenn.
Kyros
Landgrebe
Leggett
Lloyd
Long, La.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
MeDonald,
Mich.
McKinney
MecMillan
Macdonald,
Mass,
Madden
Melcher
Miller, Calif,
ink

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Abzug
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Ashbrook
Baring
Belcher
Bell
Bingham
Blanton
Blatnik
Boland
Burton
Caffery
Camp
Cederberg
Celler
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clawson, Del
Caollins, Il
Conte
Conyers
Curlin
Danlels, N.J.
Danlelson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Dellums
Diggs
Dow
Dowdy
Dulski
Edmondson

M
Moorhead

Moss
Murphy, N.Y.
Nix

O’Eonskl

So the conference report was agreed

t

with

Mr. Rhodes for,
against.

with Mr.

O’Neill
Passman
Pepper
Pettls
Pryor, Ark.
Purcell
Railsback
Rangel
Rhodes
Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Rooney, N.Y.
Rousselot
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe
St Germain
Scheuer
Schmitz
Shipley
Shoup
Smith, N.Y.
Springer
Steele
Stokes
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symington
Tiernan
Uliman
Van Deerlin
Veysey
Waldie
Whalley
‘Whitten
Widnall
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.

0.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. Widnall for,
against,

Mr.

Mr. Gude for, with Mr. Schmitz against.

Mr. Del Clawson for, with Mr. Ashbrook

against.
Mr. Bob
against,

Wilson for,

Mr. Frelinghuysen for, with Mr. McClory

against.
Until further notice:

with Mr.

Mr. S8hipley with Mr. Cederberg.

Mr. Tiernan with Mr. Andrews of North

Dakota.

Mr. Boland with Mr. Conte.
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Mec-

Donald of Michigan.

Mr. Daniels of New Jersey with Mr. Ralls-

back.

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Ruppe.

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Bell.
Mr. Celler with Mr. Halpern.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Grover.
Mr. Pepper with Mr. Clancy.

Mr. Gibbons with Mr. McKinney.
Mr. Rangel with Mr. Waldle.

Mrs. Abzug with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr, Lloyd.
Mr. Holifleld with Mr. Pettls.

Mr. Conyers with Mr. Helstoskl.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr, Lujan.

Mr. 8t Germain with Mr. Davis of Wis-

consin.

Mr. O'Nelill with Mr, McCloskey.
Mr. Dent with Mr. Eshleman.
Mr. Dellums with Mr. Scheuer.

Mr. Dow with Mr. Stokes.

Mr. Dulskl with Mr. Dowdy.
Mr. Galafianakis with Mr. Collins of Ill-

nois.

Rousselot

Landgrebe

Camp
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Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Rodino.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. O'Konskl.

Mr. Burton with Mr. Nix.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Whalley.

Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Belcher.

Mr. Moss with Mr. Shoup.

Mr. Moorhead with Mr,
York.

Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr,
Springer.

Mr. Kyros with Mr. Steele.

Mr, Leggett with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Runnels.

Mr. Hagan with Mr. Robinson of Virginia.

Mr. Abbitt with Mr. Whitten.

Mr. Curlin with Mr, Baring.

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr, Pryor of
Arkansas.

Mr. McMillan with Mr, Stubblefield.

Mr, Symington with Mr. Hawkins,

Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Purcell.

Mr. Roybal with Mr. Ullman.

Mr, Van Deerlin with Mr. Madden.

Mr. Caffery with Mr. Anderson of Tennes-
see,

Mr. Abernethy with Mr, Long of Loulsiana.

Mr, Bingham with Mr. Blanton.

Mr, Chappell with Mr. Danielson.

Mr, Griffin with Mr. Stuckey.

Mrs. Mink with Mr. Charles H. Wilson.

Mr. Melcher with Mr. Passman.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Smith of New

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to extend their
remarks on the conference report just
agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the requess of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL CEMETERIES ACT
OF 1972

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 12674) to amend title 38 of the
United States Code in order to establish
a National Cemetery System within the
Veterans' Administration, and for other
purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act
may be cited as the “National Cemeteries Act

of 1972",
Sec. 2. (a) Part II of title 38, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new chapters 24 and
25:
“Chapter 24 —NATIONAL CEMETERIES
AND MEMORIALS
“Sec.
“1000. Establishment of National Cemetery
System; composition of such sys-
tem; appointment of director.
Persons eligible for interment in
national cemeteries.
Memorial areas.
Administration.
Disposition of inactive cemeteries.
Acquisition of lands.
Authority to accept and maintain
suitable memorials.
“§ 1000. Establishment of National Cemetery
System; composition of such sys-
tem; appointment of director

1001.

“1002.
“1003.
“1004.
*“1006.

““1008.
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‘““(a) There shall be within the Veterans’
Administration a National Cemetery System
for the interment of deceased servicemen and
veterans. To assist him in carrying out his re-
sponsibilities in administering the cemeter-
ies within the System, the Administrator may
appoint a Director, Natlonal Cemetery Sys-
tem, who shall perform such functions as
may be assigned by the Administrator.

*(b) The Natlonal Cemetery System shall
consist of—

“(1) national cemeteries transferred from
the Department of the Army to the Veterans’
Administration by the National Cemeterles
Act of 1972;

“(2) cemeteries under the jurlsdiction of
the Veterans' Administration on the date of
enactment of this chapter; and

“(3) any other cemetery, memorial, or
monument (which is designated by the Ad-
ministrator as a national cemetery) trans-
ferred to the Veterans’' Administration by the
National Cemeteries Act of 1972, or later ac-
quired or developed.

“§ 1001. Persons eligible for interment Iin
national cemeterles

“(a) Under such regulations as the Ad-
ministrator may prescribe and subject to the
provisions of section 3505 of this title, the
remains of the following persons may be
buried in any open national cemetery:

“{1) Any veteran (which for the purposes
of this chapter includes a person who died in
the active military, naval, or alr service).

“(2) Any member of a Reserve component
of the Armed Forces, and any member of the
Army National Guard or the Alr Natlonal
Guard, whose death occurs under honorable
conditions while he is hospitalized or under-
going treatment, at the expense of the United
States, for injury or disease contracted or
incurred under honorable conditions while he
is performing active duty for tralning, in-
active duty training, or undergoing that
hospitalization or treatment at the expense
of the United States.

“(8) Any member of the Reserve Officers’
Tralning Corps of the Army, Navy, or Alr
Force whose death occurs under honorable
conditions while he is—

“{A) attending an authorized training
camp or on authorized practice cruise;

“{B) performing authorized travel to or
from that camp or cruise; or

“*(C) hospitalized or undergoing treatment,
at the expense of the United States, for in-
jury or disease contracted or incurred under
honorable econditions while he is—

“{1) attending that camp or on that
cruise;

*(11) performing that travel; or

“(11i) undergoing that hospitalization or
treatment at the expense of the United
States.

“(4) Any citizen of the United States who,
during any war In which the United States
is or has been engaged, served In the armed
forces of any government allled with the
United States during that war, and whose last
such service terminated honorably.

*“(6) The wife, husband, surviving spouse,
minor child, and, in the discretion of the
Administrator, unmarried adult child of any
of the persons listed in paragraphs (1)
through (4).

*(6) Such other persons or classes of per-
sons as may be designated by the Adminis-
trator.

“{b) Eligibllity criterla for interment in
national cemeteries shall be applied uni-
formly with respect to all such cemeteries
in the National Cemetery System.

*§ 1002. Memorial areas

“{a) The Administrator shall set aside,
when availlable, suitable areas in national
cemeteries to honor the memory of members
of the Armed Forces missing in action, or
who died or were killed while serving in
such forces and whose remains have not been
identified, have been buried at sea, or have
been determined to be nonrecoverable,
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“{b) Under regulations prescribed by the
Administrator, appropriate memorials or
markers may be erected to honor the mem-
ory of those individuals, or groups of indi-
viduals, referred to in subsection (a) of this
section.

“§1003. Administration

“(a) The Administrator is authorized to
make all rules and regulations which are
necessary or appropriate to carry out the
provisions of this chapter, and may desig-
nate those cemeteries which are considered
to be national cemeteries.

“({b) In conjunction with the development
and administration of cemeteries for which
he is responsible, the Administrator may
provide all necessary facilities including, as
necessary, superintendents’ lodges, chapels,
crypts, mausoleums, and columbariums.

“(e) Each grave in a national cemetery
shall be marked with an appropriate marker.
Such marker shall bear the name of the
person burled, the number of the grave, and
such other information as the Administrator
may by regulation prescribe.

“(d) There shall be kept in each national
cemetery, and at the main office of the Vet~
erans' Administration, a register of burials
in each cemetery setting forth the name of
each person buried in the cemetery, the
number of the grave in which he is buried
and such other information as the Adminis-
trator by regulation may prescribe.

“(e) In carrying out his responsibilities
under this chapter, the Administrator may
contract with responsible persons, firms, or
corporations for the care and maintenance
of such cemeteries under his jurisdiction as
he shall choose, under such terms and con-
ditions as he may prescribe and without re-
gard to the laws concerning advertising for
competitive bids.

“(f) The Administrator is authorized to
convey to any State, or political subdivision
thereof, in which any national cemetery is
located, all right, title, and interest of the
United States in and to any Government-
owned or confirolled approach road to such
cemetery if, prior to the delivery of any in-
strument of conveyance, the State or politi-
cal subdivision to which such conveyance is
to be made notifies the Administrator in
writing of its willingness to accept and main-
tain the road included in such conveyance.
Upon the execution and delivery of such a
conveyance, the jurisdiction of the United
States over the road conveyed shall cease and
thereafter vest in the State or political sub-
division concerned.

*“{g) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Administrator may at such time
as he deems desirable, relinquish to the Btate
in which any cemetery, monument, or me-
morial under his jurisdiction is located, all,
or such portion as he may deem desirable, of
the jurisdiction acquired by the United
States over the lands involved, reserving to
the United States such concurrent or partial
jurisdiction as he may deem necessary. Relin-
quishment of jurisdiction under the author-
ity of this subsection may be made by filing
with the Governor of the State involved a
notice of such relinquishment and shall take
effect upon acceptance thereof by the State
in such manner as its laws may prescribe.

“(h) The Administrator shall provide for
the care, maintenance, and operation of any
cemetery or burial plot transferred to the
Veterans' Administration by the National
Cemeteries Act of 1972 but which is not a
part of the National Cemetery System, and
may prescribe conditilons for interment
therein.

“§ 1004. Disposition of inactive cemeteries

“(a) The Administrator may transfer, with
the consent of the agency concerned, any in-
active cemetery, burial plot, memorial, or
monument within his control to the Depart-
ment of the Interior for maintenance as a
national monument or park, or to any other
agency of the Government.
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“(b) The Administrator may also trans-
fer any inactive cemetery or burial plot, or
portion thereof, to a Btate, or political sub=
division thereof, which agrees to maintain
such cemetery in an appropriate manner,
with the understanding that control there-
of shall be returned to the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration if the Administrator deems such
action to be appropriate.

“(c) If a cemetery not within the National
Cemetery System has been or is to be dis-
continued, the Administrator may provide for
the removal of remains from that cemetery
to any cemetery within such System. He may
also provide for the removal of the remains
of any veteran from a place of temporary in-
terment, or from an abandoned grave or
cemetery, to a national cemetery.

“§ 1005. Acquisition of lands.

“As additional lands are needed for na-
tional cemeteries, they may be acquired by
the Administrator by purchase, gift (includ-
ing donations from States or political sub-
divisions thereof), condemnation, transfer
from other Federal agencies, or otherwise,
as he determines to be in the best interest of
the United States.

“§ 1006. Authority to accept and maintain
suitable memorials

“Subject to such restrictions as he may
prescribe, the Administrator may accept gifts,
devises, or bequests from legitimate socleties
and organizations or reputable individuals,
made In any manner, which are made for the
purpose of beautifying national cemeteries,
or are determined to be beneficial to such
cemetery. He may make land available for
this purpose, and may furnish such care and
maintenance as he deems necessary.

“Chapter 25.—AMERICAN BATTLE
MONUMENTS COMMISSION

“Sec,

“1100. The American Battle Monuments
Commission; purpose; appolntment;
terms of office; vacancies; expenses;
designation of secretary.

. Punctions of Commission.

. Armed Forces officers assigned; other

personnel.

. Military cemeteries in forelgn coun-
tries; determination as permanent
cemeteries; selection of new sites;
design and construction; mainte-
nance; construction by Armed
Forces; burials and reburials; re-
entry.

Powers and duties as to memorials.

Approval of designs for memorials.

Cooperation with States, citizens,
municipalities, or associations, in
erection of memorials.

Arrangements with foreign countries.

Punds received from States, munici-
palities, or private sources.

Transfer of administrative functions,
supplies, materials, and equipment
to Commission; maintenance of
cemeteries located In foreign coun-
tries.

Acquisition and disposition of land in
forelgn countries; operation of ve-
hicles; establishment of offices;
printing authority; contract power;
claims against Commission.

“1111. Regulations; delegations.

*“§ 1100. The American Battle Monuments
Commission; purpose; appoint-
ment; term of office; vacancles;
expenses; designation of secretary.

‘“(a) The American Battle Monuments

Commission (hereinafter in this chapter re-

ferred to as the ‘Commission’) established

pursuant to the Act entitled ‘An Act for
creation of the American Battle Monuments

Commission to erect suitable memorials com-

memorating the services of the American

soldier in Europe, and for other purposes’,
approved March 4, 1923 (42 Stat. 1509), as

amended by the Acts of June 26, 1946 (60

Stat. 317), and July 25, 1956 (70 Stat. 640),

is continued as an instrumentality of the

"1104.
“1105.
“1106.

*1107.
*“1108.

“1109.

*“1110.
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United States within the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration to administer and maintain, under
the Administrator, the permanent military
cemeteries, monuments, and memorials on
foreign soil and perform such other functions
as are set forth in section 1101 of this chap-
ter.

“({b) (1) The Commission shall consist of
not more than eleven members who shall be
appointed by the Presldent, who shall des-
ignate one such member as Chairman. The
members shall serve at the pleasure of the
President who shall fill any vacancies that
from time to time occur.

“(2) Notwithstanding any other provi-
elon of law, commissioned officers of the
Armed Forces of the United States may be
appointed members of the Commission.

“(3) The members of the Commission
shall serve as such without compensation, ex-
cept that (A) thelr a~tual expenses in con-
nection with the work of the Commission,
(B) when in a travel status outside the
continental United States, a per diem of
$40 In lieu of subsistence, and (C) when
in a travel status within the continental
United States a per dlem at tha same rate
authorized to be pald under section 5703
() (1) of title 5, may be paid to them from
any funds appropriated for the purposes of
this chapter, or acquired by other means
authorized by this chapter.

(c) There shall be a secretary to the
Commission who may be a commissioned
officer of the United States Armed Forces
on active duty.

“§ 1101. Punctions of Commission

“The functions of the Commission shall
be those necessary to—

“(1) administer and maintain World War
I American national cemeteries, memorials,
and monuments in Europe;

*“(2) erect and maintaln works of archi-
tecture and art in such American ceme-
terles located outside the United States,
its territorles, and possessions, as the Secre-
tary of the Army shall declare to be perma-
nent cemeteries, and to administer and main-
tain such cemeteries after they have been
transferred to the Commission;

*“(8) prepare plans and estimates for the
erection of suitable memorials to mark and
commemorate the services of the American
Armed Forces;

“(4) erect and malntain memorials in the
United States or outside the United States
where the American Forces have served or
shall hereafter serve as the Commission and
the Administrator shall determine; and

“(5) carry out any other function desig-
nated by the President or the Administrator.
“§ 1102. Armed Forces officers assigned; other

personnel

“(a) Upon the request of the Administra-
tor, the SBecretary of the Army, Navy, or Air
Force Is authorized to designate such per-
sonnel, and to make available to the Com-
mission such facilities, as may be necessary
to assist in carrying out the purposes of this
chapter, and may expend for such purposes
any funds appropriated to such department,
and services, with reimbursement from the
Veterans' Administration for the pay and
allowances of the personnel so designated.
The Administrator is authorized to employ
such further personnel as may be necessary
to carry out the purposes of this chapter.

“(b) Where station allowance has been
authorized by the Department of the Army
for officers of the Army serving the Army at
certain foreign stations, the same allowance
shall be authorized for officers of the Armed
Forces assigned to the Commission while
serving at the same foreign stations.

“(c) When traveling on business of the
Commission, officers of the Armed Forces
serving as members or as secretary of the
Commlission may be relmbursed for expenses
as provided for civilian members of the Com-
mission.
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“§ 1103. Military cemeteries in foreign coun-
tries; determination as perma-
nent cemeteries; selection of new
sltes; deslgn and construction;
maintenance; construction by
Armed Forces; burials and re-
burials; reentry

“When, as a result of combat operations,

the Armed Forces shall establish military
cemeteries in zones of operations outside the
United States and its territories and posses-
sions, the Commission and the Secretary of
the Army immediately upon the cessation of
hostilities, shall determine which of the
cemeteries so established, if any, shall be-
come permanent cemeteries or, as they may
deem desirable, select new sites at any other
location for such cemeteries, The Commis-
slon shall be solely responsible for the design
and construction of such permanent ceme-
teries, and of all buildings, plantings, head-
stones, and other permanent improvements
inecidental thereto except that (1) the Armed
Forces shall be responsible for the mainte-
nance of such permanent cemeteries until
such time as the Commission shall express
its readiness to assume the functions of ad-
ministration hereinafter authorized, (2) all
construction undertaken by the Armed
Forces in establishing and maintaining the
cemetery prior to its transfer to the Commis-
sion shall be nonpermanent in nature, (3)
burials and reburials therein by the Armed
Forces shall be carrled out in accordance
with plans prepared by the Commission, (4)
the Armed Forces shall have the right to re-
enter any cemeteries transferred to the Com-
mission for the purpose of making exhuma-
tions or reinterments should they deem any
such action to be necessary.

““§ 1104. Powers and duties as to memorials

“(a) The Commission shall prepare plans
and estimates for the erection of suitable
memorials to commemorate the services of
the American Armed Forces, and shall erect
and maintain memorials at such places out-
side the United States where the American
Armed Forces have served since Aprll 6, 1917,
or shall hereafter serve, as the Commission
shall determine. The Commission shall also
erect and maintain works of architecture and
art in such American cemeterles located out-
side of the United States, its territories, and
possessions, as have been or may hereafter
be declared to be permanent cemeteries,

“(b) The Commission shall control as to
materials and design and provide regulations
for, and supervise the erection of, all memo-
rial monuments and buildings in American
cemeteries located outside the United States,
its territories, and possessions.

“{c) The Commission shall control as to
design and provide regulations for the erec-
tion of all memorial monuments and build-
ings commemorating the services of the
American Armed Forces erected in any for-
eign country or political division thereof
which may authorize the Commission to per-
form such functions.

“(d) (1) The Commission is authorized, in
its discretion, to assume responsibility for
the control, administration, and maintenance
of any war memorial erected before, on, or
after the effective date of this subsection out-
side the United States by an American citi-
zen, a State, a political subdivision of a State,
any other non-Federal governmental agency,
foreign agency, or private assoclation to com-
memorate the services of any of the Ameri-
can Armed Forces in hostilities occurring
since April 6, 1917, if (A) the memorial is
not erected on the territory of the former
enemy concerned, and (B) the sponsors of
the memorial consent to the Commission's
assuming such responsibilities and transfer
to the Commuission all their right, title, and
interest in the memorial. If reasonable ef-
fort falls to locate the sponsors of a memo-
rial, the Commission may assume responsi-
bility therefor wunder this subsection by
agreement with the appropriate foreign au-
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thorities. A decision of the Commission to
assume responsibility for any war memorial
under this subsection is final.

“(2) Any funds accumulated by the spon-
sors for the maintenance and repair of a
war memorial for which the Commission
assumes responsibility under this subsection
may be transferred to the Commission for
use in carrying out the purposes of this sub-
section. Any such funds so transferred shall
be deposited by the Commission in the man-
ner provided for in section 1108 of this
chapter.

“(e) The Commission is authorized to
take necessary measures to demolish any war
memorial erected on foreign soil by an Amer-
ican citizen, a State, a political subdivision
of a State, any other non-Federal govern-
mental agency, foreign agency or private as-
soclation and to dispose of the site of such
memorial in such manner as it deems
proper, if—

“(1) the appropriate foreign authorities

to such demolition; and

“(2) the sponsors of the memorial con-
sent to such demolition; or

“(3) the memorial has fallen into disre-
palr and a reasonable effort on the part of
the Commission has failed—

“(A) to persuade the sponsors to maintain
the memorial at a standard acceptable to the
Commission, or

“(B) to locate the sponsors.

“(f) As used in this section, the term
‘sponsors’ includes the legal successors to the
SpOnsor.

“§ 1105. Approval of designs for memorials

“Before any designs for any memorial is
accepted by the Commission, it shall be ap-
proved by the National Commission of Fine
Arts.

“§ 1106. Cooperation with States, citizens,
muniecipalities, or associations, in
erection of memorials

“The Commission is authorized to co-

operate with American citizens, States, mu-
nicipalities, or associations desiring to erect
war memorials outside the continental lim-
its of the United States in such manner as
may be determined by the Commission: Pro-
vided, That no assistance In erecting any
such memorial shall be given by any admin-
istrative agency of the United States unless
the plan has been approved in accordance
with the provisions of this chapter.

“§ 1107. Arrangements with forelgn coun-
tries
“The President is requested to make the
necessary arrangements with the proper su-
thorities of the countries concerned to enable
the Commission to carry out the purposes
of this chapter.

“§ 1108. Funds received from States, mu-
nicipalities, or private sources

“The Commission is authorized to receive
funds from any State, municipal, or private
source for the purposes of this chapter, and
such funds shall be deposited by the Com-
mission with the Treasurer of the United

States and shall be kept by him in separate

accounts and shall be disbursed upon vouch-

ers approved by the Commission.

“§ 1109. Transfer of administrative func-
tions, supplies, materials and
equipment to Commission; main-
tenance of cemeteries located in
foreign countries

“The President may by Executive order
transfer to the Commission, with respect to
any permanent military cemeteries located
outside of the United States, its territories,
and possessions, the same functions of ad-
ministration which were transferred to the

Commission by Executive Order 6614, dated

February 26, 1934, and Executive Order

10057, dated May 14, 1949, as amended by

Executive Order 10087, dated December 3,

1949, together with any supplies, materials,

and equipment located therein or in mili-

tary depots overseas which are excess to the
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needs of the Department of Defense and are

requested by the Commission for the per-

formance of such functions. Thereafter the

Commission shall be responsible for the

maintenance of such cemetery and of all

improvements therein.

“§ 1110. Acquisition and disposition of land
in foreign countries; operation of
vehicles; establishment of offices;
printing authority; contract
power; delegation of authority;
claims agailnst Commission

“(a) Within the limits of any appropria-
tion or appropriations made for the purposes
of this chapter, the Commission is authorized
(1) to acquire land or interest in land in
forelgn countries for carrying out the pur-
poses of this chapter or of any Executive or-
der conferring functions upon the Commis-
slon without submission to the Attorney
General of the United States under the pro-
visions of section 255 of title 40; (2) to estab-
lish offices outside of the United States; (3)
to rent office and garage space in foreign
countries which may be paid for in advance;
(4) to procure printing, binding, engraving,
lithographing, photographing, and typewrit-
ing, including the publication of informa-
tion concerning the American activities, bat-
tlefields, memorials, and cemeteries with re-
spect to which it may exercise any functions.

“(b) Notwithstanding the requirements of
existing laws or regulations, under such
terms and conditions as the Commission
may in its discretion deem necessary and
proper, the Commission may contract for
work, supplies, materials, and equipment
outside, or for use outside, of the United
States and engage, by contract or otherwise,
the services of architects, firms of architects,
and other technical and professional person-
nel,

“(e) The Commission may under such
terms and conditions and in such manner
as it may deem proper dispose of any land
or interest in land In foreign countries which
has been or may after June 26, 1946, be ac-
quired by the Commission in connection
with its work.

“(d) Claims of the type described In sec-
tion 224d of title 31, on account of damage
to or loss or destruction of property both
real and personal, or personal injury or death
of any person, arising on or after July 25,
1956, and caused by the negligent or wrong-
ful act or omission of any member of the
Commission the secretary of the Commis-
sion, any member of the Armed Forces as-
signed to the Commission, eivilian employee
of the Veterans' Administration detailed or
assigned to the Commission, while acting
within the scope of his office or employ-
ment, may be considered, ascertained, ad-
justed, determined, and paid in the manner
provided in sections 224d-2241 of title 31 for
the settlement of Army claims, except that
in such cases one or more officers of the
Armed Forces or employees of the Veterans'
Administration who are detalled to or work-
ing with the Commission upon the recom-
mendation of the Commission may be ap-
pointed by the Secretary cf the Army to a
claims commission or commissions or as of-
ficers to approve settlements of claims made
by such commission or commissions, and all
payments in settlement of such claims shall
be made out of appropriations made for the
purposes of this chapter.

“§ 1111. Regulations; delegations

“{a) The Commission, with the approval
of the Administrator, has authority to make
all rules and regulations which are necessary
or appropriate to carry out the functions
provided in this chapter.

“(b) The Commission may delegate to its
Chairman, secretary, or officials in charge of
any of Its offices, under such terms and con-
ditions as it may prescribe, such of its au-
thority as it may deem necessary and
proper.”
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(b) The table of chapters of part II, and
the table of parts and chapters of title 38,
United States Code, are each amended by
inserting immediately below

“23. Burial benefits

the following:

24, National cemeteries and memo-
1000"

rials ..
“25. American

Battle

(c) Section 5316 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new paragraph:

*(182) Director, National Cemetery System,
Veterans’ Administration.”

Bec. 3. (a) The Administrator shall con-
duct a comprehensive study and submit his
recommendations to the Ninety-third Con-
gress, within thirty days after the convening
of such Congress, concerning—

(1) the criteria which should govern the
development and operation of the National
Cemetery System, including the concept of
regional cemeteries;

(2) the relationship of the Natlonal Cem-
etery Bystem to other burial benefits pro-
vided by the Federal Government to service-
men and veterans; and

(3) the steps to be taken to conform the
existing Bystem to the recommended cri-
teria.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Administrator of Veterans' Af-
fairs shall not transfer (by sale, lease, or
otherwise) any real property under the juris-
diction of the Veterans’ Administration, to
any public or private agency or person, ex-
cept pursuant to a public law.

SeEc. 4. (a) Chapter 23 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by—

(1) amending section 903 to read as fol-
lows:

“§ 003. Death In Veterans’ Administration
facility; plot allowance

“(a) Where death occurs in a Veterans'
Administration facillty to which the de-
ceased was properly admitted for hospital or
domiciliary care under section 610 or 611 of
this title, the Administrator—

“{1) shall pay the actual cost (not to ex-
ceed $250) of the burlal and funeral or, with-
in such limits, may make contracts for such
services without regard to the laws requiring
advertisement for proposals for supplies and
services for the Veterans' Administration;
and

“(2) shall, when such a death occurs in a
State, transport the body to the place of bu-
rial in the same or any other State.

“(b) In addition to the foregoing, If such a
veteran, or a veteran eligible for a burial al-
lowance under section 902 of this title, is not
buried in a national cemetery or other ceme-
tery under the jurisdiction of the United
States, the Administrator, in his discretion,
having due regard to the circumstances in
each case, may pay a sum not exceeding $150,
as a plot or interment allowance to such per-
son as he prescribes. In any case where any
part of the plot or interment expenses have
been pald or assumed by a State, any agency
or political subdivision of a State, or the em=
ployer of the deceased veteran, no claim for
such allowance shall be allowed for more than
the difference between the entire amount of
the expenses incurred and the amount paid
or assumed by any or all of the foregoing
entities.'””; and

(2) adding at the end of such chapter the
following new section:

“§ 906. Headstones and markers

“{a) The Administrator shall furnish,
when requested, appropriate Government
headstones or markers at the expense of the
United States for the unmarked graves of
the following:

“(1) Any individual buried In a national
cemetery or in a post cemetery.

“(2) Any individual eligible for burial in a
national cemetery (but not buried there),
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except for those persons or classes of persons
enumerated in section 1001(a) (4), (5), and
(6) of this title.

“(3) Soldiers of the Union and Confederate
Armies of the Civil War.

“(b) The Administrator shall furnish,
when requested, an appropriate memorial
headstone or marker to commemorate any
veteran dying in the service, and whose re-
mains have not been recovered or identified
or were buried at sea, for placement by the
applicant in a national cemetery area re-
served for such purposes under the provisions
of section 1002 of this title, or in any private
or local cemetery.”

(b) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 23 of title 38, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by striking out
“903. Death in Veterans'

facility.”
and inserting in lieu thereof
“903. Death in Veterans’ Administration fa-
cllity; plot allowance.”;

Administration

and

(2) inserting immediately after
““805. Persons eligible under prior law.”
the following:

“906. Headstones and markers."”.

Sec. 6. (a) (1) There are hereby transferred
from the Secretary of the Army to the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs all jurisdic-
tion over, and responsibility for, (A) all na-
tional cemeteries (except the cemetery at the
United States Soldiers’ Home), and (B) any
other cemetery (including burial plots),
memorial, or monument under the jurisdic-
tion of the SBecretary of the Army Immedi-
ately preceding the effective date of this sec-
tion (except the cemetery located at the
United States Military Academy at West
Point).

(2) There are hereby transferred from the
Secretary of the Navy and the Secretary of
the Air Force to the Administrator of Vet-
erans’ Affairs all jurlsdiction over, and re-
sponsibility for, any cemetery (including
burlal plots), memorial, or monument under
the jurisdiction of either SBecretary immedi-
ately preceding the effective date of this sec-
tlon (except those cemeteries located at the
United States Naval Academy at Annapolis,
the United States Naval Home Cemetery lo-
cated at Philadelphia, and the United States
Alr Force Academy at Colorado Springs).

(b) So much of the personnel, property,
records, and unexpended balances of appro-
priations, allocations, and other funds avail-
able to, or under the jurisdiction of, the Sec-
retary of the Army, the Secretary of the Navy,
and the Secretary of the Air Force, in connec-
tion with functions transferred by this Act,
as determined by the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget, are transferred to
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs.

(c) There are hereby transferred from the
American Battle Monuments Commission
to the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs all
jurisdiction over, and responsibility for, any
cemetery, memorial, and monument under
the jurisdiction of the American Battle
monuments Commission immediately pre-
ceding the effective date of this section.

(d) The personnel, property, records, and
unexpended balances of appropriations, allo~
catlons, and other funds avalilable to the
American Battle Monuments Commission are
hereby transferred to the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs.

(e) All offenses committed and all penal-
tles and forfeitures incurred under any of
the provisions of law amended or repealed
by this Act may be prosecuted and punished
in the same manner and with the same effect
as If such amendments or repeals had not
been made.

(f) All rules, regulations, orders, permits,
and other privileges issued or granted by
the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of
the Navy, the Secretary of the Air Force, or
the American Battle Monuments Commis-
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slon with respect to the cemeteries, memo-
rials, and monuments transferred to the Vet-
erans’ Administration by this Act, unless
contrary to the provisions of such Act, shall
remain in full force and effect until modi-
fied, suspended, overruled, or otherwise
changed by the Administrator of Veterans’
Affairs, by any court of competent juris-
diction, or by operation of law.

(g) No suit, action, or other proceeding
commenced by or against any officer in his
official capacity as an official of the Depart-
ment of the Army, the Department of the
Navy, the Department of the Air Force, or
the American Battle Monuments Commis-
slon with respect to functions transferred
under subsection (a) or (¢) of this section
shall abate by reason of the enactment of
this section. No cause of action by or against
any such Department or Commisslon with
respect to functions transferred under such
subsection (a) or (¢), or by or against any
officer thereof in his official capacity. shall
abate by reason of the enactment of this sec-
tion. Causes of actions, suits, or other pro-
ceedings may be asserted by or against the
United States or such officer of the Veterans'
Administration as' may be appropriate and,
in any litigation pending when this section
takes effect, the court may at any time, upon
its own motion or that of any party, enter
an order which will give effect to the pro-
visions of this subsection. If before the date
this sectlon takes effect, any such Depart-
ment or Commission, or officer thereof in his
official capacity, is a party to a sult with
respect to any function so transferred, such
suit shall be continued by the Administrator
of Veterans' Affairs.

Sec. 6. (a) The following provisions of law
are repealed, except with respect to rights
and dutles that matured, penalties, liabilities,
and forefitures that were incurred, and pro-
ceedings that were begun, before the effec-
tive date of this section:

(1) Sections 4870, 4871, 4872, 4873, 4875,
4877, 4881, and 4882 of the Revised Statutes
(24 U.8.C. 271, 272, 278, 274, 2786, 279, 286, 287) .

(2) The Act entitled “An Act to provide
for a national cemetery in every State”, ap-
proved June 29, 1938 (24 U.B.C. 271a).

(3) The Act entitled “An Act to provide
for selection of superintendents of national
cemeteries from meritorious and trustworthy
members of the Armed Forces who have been
disabled In line of duty for active field serv-
ice”, approved March 24, 1948, as amended
(24 U.8.C. 275).

(4) The proviso to the second paragraph
preceding the center heading “MEDICAL DE-
PARTMENT" In the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the support of the
Army for the fiscal year ending June thir-
tieth, eighteen hundred and seventy-seven,
and for other purposes”, approved July 24,
1876, as amended (24 U.S.C. 278).

(5) The Act entitled “An Act to provide
for the procurement and supply of Govern-
ment headstones or markers for unmarked
graves of members of the Armed Forces dying
in the service on or after honorable dis-
charge therefrom, and other persons, and for
other purposes”, approved July 1, 1948, as
amended (24 U.8.C. 279a-279¢).

(6) The Act entitled “An Act to establish
eligibility for burial in national cemeteries,
and for other purposes”, approved May 14,
1948, as amended (24 U.S.C. 281).

(7) The Act entitled **An act to provide for
the erection of appropriate markers in na-
tional cemeteries to honor the memory of
members of the Armed Forces missing in ac-
tion"”, approved August 27, 1954, as amended
(24 U8.C. 2794) .

(8) The Act entitled "An Act to provide for
the utilization of surplus War Department
owned military real property as natlonal
cemeteries, when feasible", approved August
4, 1947 (24 U.S.C. 281a-281c).

(9) The Act entitled “An Act to preserve
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historic graveyards in abandoned military
posts”, approved July 1, 1947 (24 U.S.C. 206).

(10) The Act entitled “An Act to provide
for the utilization as a national cemetery of
surplus Army Department owned military
real property at Fort Logan, Colorado”, ap-
proved March 10, 1950 (24 U.S.C. 281d-1).

(11) The Act entitled “An Act to provide
for the expansion and disposition of certain
national cemeteries”, approved August 10,
1950 (24 U.S.C. 281g).

(12) The ninth paragraph following the
side heading “National Cemeteries” in the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
sundry civil expenses of the Government for
the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nineteen
hundred and thirteen, and for other pur-
poses”, approved August 24, 1912 (24 U.B.C.
282).

(13) The fourth paragraph after the center
heading “NATIONAL CEMETERIES” in title IT of
the Act entitled “An Act making appropria-
tions for the military and nonmilitary activi-
ties of the War Department for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1926, and for other pur-
poses”, approved February 12, 1925 (24 US.C.
288)

(14) The second paragraph following the
center heading “CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” In the
Act entitled “An Act making appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1942, for
civil functions administered by the War De-
partment, and for other purposes", approved
May 28, 1941 (24 U.S.C. 289).

(16) (A) The first proviso to the second
paragraph and all of the third paragraph fol-
lowing the center heading “NATIONAL CEME-
TERIES” In title II of the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for the military
and nonmilitary activities of the War De-
partment for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1927, and for other purposes"”, approved April
15, 1926 (44 Stat. 287).

(B) The first proviso to the second para-
graph and all of the third paragraph follow-
ing the center heading “NATIONAL CEMETER~
1Es” in title IT of the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the military and
nonmilitary activities of the War Department
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1928, and
for other purposes’”, approved February 23,
1927 (44 Stat. 1138).

(C) The first proviso to the fourth para-
graph and all of the fifth paragraph follow-
ing the center heading “NATIONAL CEMETER-
mEs” In title IT of the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the military and
nonmilitary activities of the War Depart-
ment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1929,
and for other purposes”, approved March 23,
1928 (45 Stat. 354).

(D) The first proviso to the second para-
graph and all of the third paragraph follow-
ing the center h “NATIONAL CEMETER-
mEs” in title IT of the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the military and
nonmilitary activities of the War Depart-
ment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1930,
and for other purposes”, approved February
28, 1929 (45 Stat. 1375).

(E) The first proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” In title II of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the miiltary and nonmilitary activities of the
War Department for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1931, and for other purposes”, ap-
proved May 28, 1930 (46 Stat. 458).

(F) The first proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately following the center heading *‘cEM-
ETERIAL EXPENSES” in title II of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the military and nonmilitary activities of
the War Department for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1822, and for other purposes”,
approved February 23, 1831 (46 Stat. 1302).

(G) The first proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately following the center heading “crnm-
ETERIAL EXPENSES” in title II of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
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the military and nonmilitary activities of the
War Department for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1933, and for other purposes”, ap-
proved July 14, 1832 (47 Stat. 688).

(H) The first proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” in title II of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the military and nonmilitary activities of the
War Department for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1934, and for other purposes”, ap-
proved March 4, 1933 (47 Stat. 1595).

(I) The first proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” In title IT of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the military and nonmilitary activities of the
War Department for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1935, and for other purposes”,
approved April 26, 1934 (48 Stat. 639).

(J) The first proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES" In title II of the Act
entltled “An Act making appropriations for
the military and nonmilitary activities of the
War Department for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1936, and for other purposes”,
approved April 9, 1935 (49 Stat. 145).

(E) The first proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” In title IT of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the military and nonmilitary activities of the
War Department for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1937, and for other purposes”,
approved May 15, 1936 (49 Stat. 1305).

(L) The first proviso to the paragraph
following the center heading ‘'CEMETERIAL
EXPENSES” In the Act entitled “An Act mak-
ing appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1938, for civil functions adminis-
tered by the War Department, and for other
purposes”, approved July 19, 1937 (50 Stat.
515).

(M) The first proviso to the first paragraph
and all of the second paragraph following the
center heading “CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” in the
Act entitled “An Act making appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, for
civil functions administered by the War
Department and for other purposes”, ap-
proved June 11, 1938 (52 Stat. 668) .

(N) The first proviso to the first paragraph
and all of the second pargraph following the
center heading ""CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” in the
Act entitled “An Act making appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1940, for
civil functions administered by the War
Department, and for other purposes”, ap=
proved June 28, 1939 (53 Stat. 857).

(O) The first proviso to the first paragraph
and all of the second paragraph immediately
following the center heading *“CEMETERIAL
EXPENSES” in the Act entitled “An Act mak-
ing appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1841, for civil functions adminis-
tered by the War Department, and for other
purposes”, approved June 24, 1940 (54 Btat.
505).

(P) The first proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately following the center heading “cEm-
ETERIAL EXPENSEsS" In the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1944, for civil functions ad-
ministered by the War Department, and for
other purposes”, approved May 23, 1941 (556
Stat. 191).

(Q) The first proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately following the center heading “cEm-
ETERIAL EXPENSES” in the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1943, for civil functions ad-
ministered by the War Department, and for
other purposes”, approved April 28, 1942 (56
Stat. 220).

(R) The first proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES In the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1944, for eivil functions
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administered by the War Department, and
for other purposes”, approved June 2, 1943
(57 3tat. 94).

(8) The first proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately following the center heading “cEmM-
ETERIAL EXPENSES” In the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1945, for civil functions ad-
ministered by the War Department, and for
other purposes”, approved June 26, 1944 (58
Btat. 327-328).

(T) The first proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately following the center heading “cEmM-
ETERIAL EXPENSiEs” in the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1946, for civil functions ad-
ministered by the War Department, and for
other purposes”, approved March 31, 1945 (59
Stat. 39).

(U) The first proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately following the center heading “cem-
ETERIAL EXPENSES” In the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1947, for civil functions, ad-
ministered by the War Department, and for
other purposes”, approved May 2, 1948 (60
Stat. 161).

(V) The first proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately following the center heading “‘cem-
ETERIAL EXPENSES” in the Act entitled “An

Act making appropriations for civil functions
administered by the War Department for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, and for other
purposes”, approved July 31, 1947 (61 Stat.
687)

(W) The first proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately following the center heading “cEm-
ETERIAL EXPENSES” in the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for civil functions
administered by the Department of the Army
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1949, and
for other purposes"”, approved June 25, 1948
(62 Stat. 1019).

(X) The first proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” in the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for ecivil
functions administered by the Department
of the Army for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1950, and for other purposes”, approved
October 13, 1049 (63 Stat. 846).

(Y) The first proviso to the paragraph
following the center heading “CEMETERIAL
EXPENSES"” In chapter IX of the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for the sup-
port of the Government for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1951, and for other pur-
poses”, approved September 6, 1950 (64 Stat.
725).

(Z) The first proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” in the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for civil
functions administered by the Department
of the Army for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1952, and for other purposes”, approved
October 24, 1951 (65 Btat. 617).

(AA) The first proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center hea
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” In the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for ecivil
functions administered by the Department
of the Army for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1963, and for other purposes”, approved
July 11, 1952 (66 Stat. 579).

(BB) The first proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” in the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for elvil
functions administered by the Department
of the Army for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1954, and for other purposes”, approved
July 27, 1953 (67 Stat. 197).

(CC) The first and second provisos to the
paragraph immediately following the center
heading ‘‘CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” In the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
civil functions administered by the Depart-
ment of the Army for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 19556, and for other purposes”,
approved June 30, 1854 (68 Stat, 331).
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(DD) The first and second provisos to the
paragraph immediately following the center
heading " CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” in the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Atomic Energy Commission, the Tennes-
see Valley Authority, certain agencles of the
Department of the Interior, and civil func-
tlons administered by the Department of the
Army, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1956, and for other purposes”, approved July
15, 1955 (69 Stat. 360).

(EE) The first and second provisos to the
paragraph immediately following the center
heading “CEMETERIAL EXPENSES" In the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Tennessee Valley Authority, certain
agencies of the Department of the Interior,
and civil functions administered by the De-
partment of the Army, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1957, and for other purposes”,
approved July 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 474).

16(A) The third proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” In the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for eivil func-
tions administered by the Department of the
Army and certain agencies of the Depart-
ment of the Interior, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1958, and for other purposes”,
approved August 26, 1057 (71 Stat. 416).

(B) The third proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
*'CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” in the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for civil func-
tions administered by the Department of the
Army, certain agencles of the Department of
the Interior, and the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1859, and for other purposes”, approved Sep-
tember 2, 1958 (72 Stat. 1572).

(C) The third proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” in the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for civil func-
tions administered by the Department of the
Army, certain agencies of the Department of
the Interior, and the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1960, and for other purposes”, approved Sep-
tember 10, 1969 (73 Stat. 492).

(D) The third proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” In the Act entitled
**An Act making appropriations for civil fune-
tions administered by the Department of the
Army, certain agencles of the Department
of the Interior, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, the Tennessee Valley Authority and
certain study commissions, for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1961, and for other purposes”,
approved September 2, 1969 (74 Stat. T43).

(E) The third proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSEsS” in the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for civil fune-
tions administered by the Department of the
Army, certain agencies of the Department of
the Interlor, the Atomic Energy Commission,
the Tennessee Valley Authority and certain
study commissions, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1962, and for other purposes”,
approved September 30, 1961 (75 Stat. 722).

(F) The third proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSEs” In the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for certain
civil functions administered by the Depart-
ment of Defense, certain agencles of the De-
partment of the Interior, the Atomic Energy
Commission, the Saint Lawrence Seaway
Development Corporation, the Tennessee
Valley Authority and certaln river basin
commissions for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1963, and for other purposes”, approved
October 24, 1962 (76 Stat. 1216).

(G) The third proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL ExXPENSES” in the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for certain
civil functions administered by the Depart-
ment of Defense, certain agencies of the
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Department of the Interior, the Atomic
Energy Commission, the Saint Lawrence Sea~-
way Development Corporation, the Tennessee
Valley Authority and certain river basin
commissions for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1964, and for other purposes', approved
December 31, 1963 (77 Stat. 844).

(H) The third proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSEsS” In the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for certain
civil functions administered by the Depart-
ment of Defense, the Panama Canal, certain
agencies of the Department of the Interior,
the Atomic Energy Commission, the Saint
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation,
the Tennessee Valley Authority and the Dela-
ware River Basin Commission, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1065, and for other pur-
Bp;l;?s approved August 30, 1964 (78 Stat.

(I) The third proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” In the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for certain
civil functions administered by the Depart-
ment of Defense, the Panama Canal, certain
agencies of the Department of the Interior,
the Atomic Energy Commission, the Saint
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation,
the Tennessee Valley Authority and the Dela-
ware River Basin Commission, and the
Interoceanic Canal Commission, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1966, and for other pur-
xl)gg:", approved October 28, 1965 (79 Stat.

(J) The third proviso to the paragraph im-
mediately followilng the center heading
“CEMETERIAL ExrENSES” in the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for certain
civil functions administered by the Depart-
ment of Defense, the Panama Canal, certain
agencies of the Department of Interior, the
Atomic Energy Commission, the Atlantic-
Pacific Interoceanic Canal Study Commission,
the Delaware River Basiln Commission, the
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Cor-
poration, the Tennessee Valley Authority, and
the Water Resources Council, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1967, and for other
purposes”, approved October 15, 19668 (80
Stat. 1002).

(K) The third proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” In the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for certain
civil functions administered by the Depart-
ment of Defense, the Panama Canal, certain
agencies of the Department of Interlor, the
Atomic Energy Commission, the Atlantic-
Pacific Interoceanic Canal Study Commis-
slon, the Delaware River Basin Commission,
Interstate Commission on the Potomac
River Basin, the Tennessee Valley Authority,
and the Water Resources Council, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and for
other purposes’”, approved November 20, 1967
(81 Stat. 471).

(L) The third proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES” In the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for certain
civil functions administered by the Depart-
ment of Defense, the Panama Canal, certain
agencies of the Department of Interlor, the
Atlantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal Study
Commission, the Delaware River Basin Com-
mission, Interstate Commission on the Po-
tomac River Basin, the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, and the Water Resources Council,
and the Atomic Energy Commission, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, and for other
purposes', approved August 12, 1968 (82
Stat. 705).

(M) The third proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“CEMETERIAL EXPENSES" In the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for public
works for water, pollution control, and power
development, including the Corps of Engi-
neers—Civil, the Panama Canal, the Federal
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Water Pollution Control Administration, the
Bureau of Reclamation power agencies of the
Department of the Interior, the Tennessee
Valley Authority, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, and related independent agencies
and commissions for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970, and for other purposes”, ap-
proved December 11, 1969 (83 Stat. 327).

(N) The first proviso to the paragraph
following the center heading “‘CEMETERIAL
EXPENSES” in the Act entitled “An Act mak-
ing appropriations for public works for water,
pollution control, and power development,
including the Corps of Engineers—Civil, the
Panama Canal, the Federal Water Quality
Administration, the Bureau of Reclamation,
power agencies of the Department of the
Interior, the Tennessee Valley Authority, the
Atomic Energy Commission, and related in-
dependent agencies and commissions for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, and for
other purposes”, approved October 7, 1870
(84 Stat. 893).

(O) The first proviso to the paragraph fol-
lowing the center heading ‘/CEMETERIAL EX-
PENSES” in the Act entitled “An Act making
appropriations for public works for water
and power development, including the Corps
of Engineers—Civil, the Bureau of Recla-
mation, the Bonneville Power Administra-
tion and other power agencies of the De-
partment of the Interior, the Appalachian
Regional Commission, the Federal Power
Commission, the Tennessee Valley Author-
ity, the Atomic Energy Commission, and re-
jated independent agencles and commis-
sions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972,
and for other purposes”, approved October 5,
1971 (85 Stat. 368).

(17) The Act entitled "An Act to revise
eligibility requirements for burlal in na-
tional cemeteries, and for other purposes”,
approved September 14, 1959 (73 Stat. 547).

(18) The Act entitled “An Act to amend
the Act of March 24, 1948, which establishes
special requirements governing the selection
of superintendents of national cemeteries”,
approved August 30, 1961 (75 Stat. 411).

(b) The following provisions of law are
repealed, except with respect to rights and
duties that matured, penalties, llabilities,
and forfeitures that were incurred, and pro-
ceedings that were begun, before the effec-
tive date of this section:

(1) The Act entitled “An Act for creation
of the American Battle Monuments Com-
mission to erect suitable memorials com-
memorating the services of the American sol-
dier in Europe, and for other purposes”, ap-
proved March 4, 1923 (42 Stat. 1609), as
amended by the Acts of June 26, 1946 (60
Stat. 317), and July 25, 1956 (70 State. 640).

(2) The second and third provisos to the
paragraph immediately following the center
heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COM-
mMissIoN” in the Act entitled “An Act mak-
ing appropriations to supply deficlencies in
certain appropriations for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1924, and prior fiscal years, to
provide supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for
other purposes”, approved April 2, 1924 (43
Stat. 3856).

(8) The first and second provisos to the

ph immediately following the center
heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COM=-
missIoN” in the Act entitled “An Act making
appropriations for the Executive Office and
sundry Independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, and offices, for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1825, and for other
purposes”, approved June 7, 1924 (43 Stat.
522).

(4) The second, third, fourth, and fifth
provisos to the paragraph immediately fol-
lowing the center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE
MONUMENTS commIssIoN” in the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for the Ex-
ecutive Office and sundry independent ex-
ecutive bureaus, boards, commissions, and
offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
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1927, and for other purposes”,
April 22, 1926 (44 Stat. 306).

(5) The first, second, third, fourth, fifth,
and sixth provisos to the paragraph immedi-
ately following the center heading "AMERI-
CAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION" “in the
Act entitled “An Act making appropriations
for the Executive Office and sundry Inde-
pendent executive bureaus, boards, commis-
slons, and offices, for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1928, and for other purposes”, ap-
proved February 11, 1927 (44 Stat. 1071).

(6) The first, second, and third provisos to
the paragraph Immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
coMmissIoN"” In the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the Executive Of-
fice and sundry independent executive bu-
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1929, and for
other purposes”, approved May 16, 1928 (45
Btat. 576).

(7) The first, second, and fourth provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
commissioN” in the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the Executive Of-
fice and sundry independent executive bu-
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1030, and for
other purposes”, approved February 20, 1929
(45 Stat. 1231).

(8) The first, second, and fourth provisos
to the paragraph Immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
commassioN” in the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the Executive Of-
fice and sundry independent executive bu-
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1931, and for
other purposes”, approved April 19, 1830 (46
Stat. 230).

(9) The first, second, and fourth provisos
to the paragraph Immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
commIssioN” in the Act entitled "An Act
making appropriations for the Executive Of-
fice and sundry independent executive bu-
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 80, 1932, and for
other purposes”, approved February 23, 1931
(46 Stat. 1356) .

(10) The first, second, and fourth provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
commissioN” In the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the Executive Of-
fice and sundry independent executive bu-
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933, and for
other purposes”, approved June 30, 1932 (47
Stat. 454).

(11) The first and third provisos to the
paragraph immediately following the center
heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COM-
assioN” in the Act entitled “An Act mak-
ing appropriations for the Executive Office
and sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, and offices, for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1034, and for other
purposes”, approved June 16, 1933 (48 Stat.
285).

(12) The first, third, and fourth provisos to
the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
commissioN” in the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the Executive Of-
fice and sundry independent executive bu-
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1936, and for
other purposes”, approved February 2, 1935
(49 Stat. 7).

(18) The first, third, and fourth provisos to
the paragraph immediately following the cen-
ter heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
coMmmMIssIOoN" in the Act titled “An Act mak-
ing appropriations for the Executive Office
and sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, and offices, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1937, and for other pur-
poses”, approved March 19, 1936 (49 Stat.

1169).

approved

19637

(14) The first, third, and fourth provisos to
the paragraph immediately following the cen-
ter heading *“AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
commissioN” in the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the Executive Of-
fice and sundry independent executive bu-
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1838, and for
other purposes”, approved June 28, 1937 (50
Stat. 331).

(15) The first, third, and fourth provisos to
the paragraph Immedlately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
coMMISsSION” In the Act entitled “An Act
meaking appropriations for the Executive Of-
fice and sundry independent executive bu-
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for
other purposes”, approved May 23, 1938 (52
Btat. 412).

(16) The first, third, and fourth provisos to
the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
commMissIoN” in the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the Executive Of-
fice and sundry independent executive bu-
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1840, and for
other purposes”, approved March 16, 1939 (53
Stat. 525).

(17) The first, third, and fourth provisos to
the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
coMMISSION” in the Act entitled “An Act
making appropriations for the Executive Of-
fice and sundry independent executive bu-
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1941, and for
other purposes", approved April 18, 1940 (54
Stat. 113).

(18) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading "“AMERICAN BATTLE MONU-
MENTS coMMISSION" in the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for the Execu-
tive Office and sundry independent execu-
tive bureaus, boards, commissions, and of-
fices, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1942,
and for other purposes”, approved April 5,
1941 (55 Stat. 95).

(19) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading ‘AMERICAN BATTLE MONU-
MENTS coMMIssION” in the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for the Execu-
tive Office and sundry independent execu-
tive bureaus, boards, commissions, and of-
fices, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1943,
and for other purposes', approved June 27,
1942 (56 Stat. 395).

(20) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONU-
MENTS comMMissioN” in title I of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Executive Office and sundry independent
executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and
offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1944, and for other purposes”, approved June
20, 2943 (5T Stat. 171).

(21) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center neading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONU=
MENTS coMMISSION" in title I of the Act en-
titled "An Act making appropriations for the
Executive Office and sundry independent ex-
ecutive Office and sundry independent ex-
ecutive bureaus, boards, commissions, and
offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1945, and for other purposes”, approved
June 27, 1944 (58 Stat. 363).

(22) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading "“AMERICAN BATTLE MONU=-
MENTS coMmiIssioN” in title I of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Executive Office and sundry independent
executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and
offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1946, and for other purposes”, approved May
3, 1945 (59 Stat. 107).

(23) The first and second provisos to the
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paragraph immediately following the center
heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COM-
mMIssIoN™ in title I of the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for the Executive
Office and sundry independent exectuive bu-
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1847, and for
other purposes”, approved March 28, 1946
(60 Stat. 62).

(24) The first proviso to the paragraph
immediately following the center heading
“AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENT COMMISSION"
in title I of the Act entitled “An Act making
appropriations for the Executive Office and
sundry Independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1948, and for other
purposes”, approved July 30, 1947 (61 Stat.
588).

{(25) The first and second provisos to the
paragraph immediately following the center
heading "AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
coMmMIssTON™ In title I of the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for the Ex-
ecutive Office and sundry Independent ex-
cutive bureaus, boards commissions, and of-
fices, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1949,
and for other purposes' approved April 20,
1948 (62 Btat. 179).

(26) The first and second provisos to the
paragraph immediately following the center
heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COM-
MI1ss10N” in title I of the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for the Executive
Office and sundry independent executive
bureaus, boards, commissions, corporations,
agencles, and offices, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1950, and for other purposes”,
approved August 24, 1949 (63 Stat. 633).

(27) The first and second provisos to the
paragraph immediately following the center
heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
coMMISSION" in chapter VIII of title I of the
Act entitled “An Act making appropriations
for the support of the Government for the
fiscal year ending June 80, 1951, and for oth-
er purposes”, approved September 6, 1950 (64
Stat. 699).

(28) The first and second provisos to the
paragraph immediately following the cen-
ter heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
commissioN” in title I of the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for the Ex-
ecutive Office and sundry independent ex-
ecutive bureaus, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, agencles and offices, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1952, and for other pur-
gg‘;ﬁs", approved August 31, 1951 (65 Btat.

(29) The first and second provisos to the
paragraph immediately following the center

heading "AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
comMiIssIoN” in title I of the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for the Ex-
ecutive Office and sundry independent ex-
ecutive bureaus, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, agencies, and offices, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1953, and for other pur-
poses”, approved July 5, 1952 (66 Stat. 395).

(30) The first and second provisos to the
paragraph immediately following the center
heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
commMIssToN" in title I of the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for the Ex-
ecutive Office and sundry independent ex-
ecutive bureaus, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, agencies, and offices, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1954, and for other pur-
ggg;es", approved July 31, 1953 (67 Stat.

(81) The first, second, and third provisos
to the first paragraph and the first and sec-
ond provisos to the second paragraph follow-
ing the center heading *“AMERICAN BATTLE
MONUMENTS COMMISSION" In title I of the
Act entitled “An Act making appropriations
for the Executive Office and sundry independ-
ent executive bureaus, boards, commissions,
corporations, agencles, and offices, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes”, approved June 24, 1954 (68 Stat.
275).
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(32) The first, second, and third provisos
to the first paragraph and the first proviso
to the second paragraph following the center
heading "AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COM=
MIssIoN™ in title I of the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for the Executive
Office of the President and sundry general
Government agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1956, and for other purposes”, ap-
proved June 29, 1955 (69 Stat. 194),

(83) The first, second, and third provisos
to the first paragraph and the first proviso to
the second paragraph following the center
heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COM-~
missioN" In title I of the Act entitled "An
Act making appropriations for the Executive
Office of the Presildent and sundry general
Government agencles for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1957, and for other purposes”,
approved June 13, 1956 (70 Stat. 279).

(34) The first, second, and third provisos
to the first paragraph and the first proviso to
the second paragraph following the center
heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COM-
MIssION” in title I of the Act entitled “An
Act making appropriations for the Executive
Office of the President and sundry general
Government agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1858, and for other purposes”,
approved June 5, 1957 (71 Stat. 52).

(35) The Act entitled “An Act vesting in
the American Battle Monuments Commis-
sion the care and maintenance of the Sur-
render Tree site in Santiago, Cuba", ap-
proved August 13, 1957 (71 Stat. 344).

(36) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
commissioN” In title I of the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for the Ex-
ecutive Office of the President and sundry
general Government agencles for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1959, and for other pur-
poses”, approved June 25, 19568 (72 Stat. 223).

(37) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
commiIssIoN” In title I of the Act entitled
“An Act making appropriations for the Execu-
tive Office of the President and sundry gen-
eral Government agencles for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1960, and for other pur-
poses”, approved July 8, 1959 (73 Stat. 164).

(38) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading ‘“AMERICAN BATTLE MONU=-
MENTS coMmMmIssion" in title I of the Act en-
titled “An Act making appropriations for
the Executive Office of the President and
sundry general Government agencies for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and for
other purposes”, approved July 12, 1860 (74
Stat. 476).

(39) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading "“AMERICAN BATTLE MONU-
MENTS COMMISSION" In title IV of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Executive Office of the President, the De-
partment of Commerce, and sundry agencies
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1962, and
for other purposes”, approved August 38,
1961 (75 Stat. 279).

(40) The first, second, and third pro-
visos to the paragraph immediately following
the center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONU-
MENTS coMmIssION" in title V of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Departments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, the Judiciary, and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, and
for other purposes”, approved October 18,
1962 (76 Stat. 1100).

(41) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONU-
MENTS cOoMMISSION™ in title V of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Departments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, the Judiclary, and related agencles
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, and
for other purposes”, approved December 30,
1963 (7T Stat. 796).
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(42) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONU=
MENTS coMMISSION" In title V of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Departments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, the Judiclary, and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, and
for other purposes”, approved August 31,
1964 (78 Stat. 731).

(43) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONU-
MENTS coMMISSION” In title V of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Departments of State, Justice, and Com-~
merce, the Judiclary and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and for
other purposes”, approved September 2, 1965
(79 Stat. 639).

(44) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONU=-
MENTS coMMISSION" in title V of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Departments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, the Judiclary, and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and
for other purposes”, approved November 8,
1966 (80 Stat. 1501).

(45) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading "“AMERICAN BATTLE MONU=
MENTS COMMISSION” in title V of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Department of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, the Judiciary, and related agencles for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and for
other purposes”, approved November 8, 1967
(81 Stat. 429).

(46) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONU-
MENTS COMMISSION" in title V of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Departments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, the Judiclary, and related agenciles
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, and
for other purposes", approved August 9,
1968 (82 Stat. 686).

(47) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading ‘“AMERICAN BATTLE MONU-
MENTS COMMISSION" in title V of the Aect
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Departments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, the Judiciary, and related agencles
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and
for other purposes”, approved December 24,
1969 (83 Stat. 421).

(48) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading *“AMERICAN BATTLE MONU-
MENTS COMMISSION" in title V of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Departments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, the Judicliary, and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending June 80, 1971, and for
other purposes”, approved October 21, 1970
(84 Stat. 1058).

(49) The first, second, and third provisos
to the paragraph immediately following the
center heading “AMERICAN BATTLE MONU-
MENTS cOMMISSION” in title V of the Act
entitled “An Act making appropriations for
the Departments of BState, Justice, and
Commerce, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cles for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972,
and for other purposes”, approved August 10,
1071 (85 Stat. 264).

(c) Nothing in this section shall be deemed
to affect In any manner the functions, pow-
ers, and duties of—

(1) the Secretary of the Interior with re-
spect to those cemeteries, memorials, or
monuments under his jurisdiction on the
effective date of this section, or

(2) the Secretary of the Army, the Secre-
tary of the Navy, or the Secretary of the Air
Force with respect to those cemeteries,
memeorials, or monuments under his juris-
diction to which the transfer provisions of
section 5(a) of this Act do not apply.
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Sec. 7. Section 3505 (a) of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by inserting im-
mediately after the words “gratuitous bene-
fits” where first appearing therein, the fol-
lowing: ‘(including the right to burial in
a national cemetery) .

Sec. 8. Subchapter II of chapter 8 of title
88, United States Code, is amenced by adding
at the end thereof the following new section:
“g 218. Standards of conduct and arrests for

crimes at hospitals, domiciliaries,
cemeteries and other Veterans' Ad-
ministration reservations

“(a) For the purpose of maintaining law
and order and of protecting persons and
property on lands (including cemeteries) and
in bulldings under the jurisdiction of the
Veterans’ Administration (and not under
the control of the Administrator of General
Services) the Administrator or officers and
employees of the Veterans’ Administration
duly authorized by him may—

“(1) make all needful rules and regula-
tions for the government of the property
under their charge and control, and annex
to such rules and regulations such reason-
able penalties within the iimits prescribed
in subsection (b) of this section, as will
insure their enforcement. Such rules and
regulations shall be posted in a conspicuous
place on such property;

“(2) designate persons who shall have
authority to make arrests for violation of the
rules and regulations made and published
under subsection (a) (1) of this section or
for any crime or offense against the United
States committed on such Veterans' Ad-
ministration installations. The jurlsdictlon
and policing powers of such designated per-
sons shall not extend to the service of civil
process, and arrests by such persons for
viclations of Veterans' Administration rules
and regulations shall be made only on prop-
erty over which the United States has ac-
quired exclusive or concurrent jurisdiction.
Any person so arrested shall be taken forth-
with before the nearest United States magi-
strate within whose jurlsdiction the prop-
erty is located; and

“(3) empower officers or employees of the
Veterans' Administration who have been duly
authorized to perform Iinvestigative func-
tions to act as special Investigators and to
carry firearms, whether on Federal property
or in travel status. Such special investiga-
tors shall have, while on real property under
the charge and control of the Veterans’' Ad-
ministration, the power to enforce Federal
laws for the protection of persons and prop-
erty and the power to enforce rules and regu-
lations made and published under subsection
(a) (1) of this section. Any such special in-
vestigator may make arrests without warrant
for any offense committed upon such prop-
erty if he has reasonable ground to believe
(1) the offense constitutes a felony under
the laws of the United States, and (2) that
the person to be arrested is guilty of that of-
{fense.

“(b) Whoever shall violate any rule or
regulation promulgated pursuant to sub-
section (a) (1) of this section shall be fined
not more than $50 or imprisoned not more
than thirty days, or both.”

(b) Section 625 of title 38, United States
Code, is hereby repealed.

(¢c) The table of sections at beginning
of chapter 3 of title 38, United States Code,
is amended by inserting immediately after—
#3217, Studies of rehabilitation of disabled

persons.”

the following

»218. Standards of conduct and arrests for
crimes at hospitals, domiciliaries,
cemeteries, and other Veterans' Ad-
ministration reservations.”,

and the table of sections at the beginning of

chapter 17 of title 38, United Btates Code, 1s

amended by striking out—

“g25. Arrests for crimes in hospitals and
domiciliary reservations.”.
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Sec. 9. (a) The Administrator, in coopera-
tion with the Secretary of Defense, is author-
ized and directed to cause to be brought to
the United States a body of an American, who
was a member of the Armed Forces, who
served In Southeast Asia and who lost his life
during the Vietnam era and whose identity
has not been established, for burial in the
Memorial Amphitheater of the National
Cemetery at Arlington, Virginia.

(b) The implementation of this section
shall take place after the United States has
concluded its participation in hostilities in
Southeast Asia, as established by the Presi-
dent or the Congress of the United States.

(¢) There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this section.

Sec. 10. (a) The first section and sections
2 and 7 of this Act shall take effect on the
date of enactment of this Act.

(b) Sections 4, 5, and 6 of this Act shall
take effect July 1, 1973, or on such earlier date
as the President may prescribe and publish
in the Federal Register; except that clauses
(1) and (2) of section 4(a) shall take effect
on the first day of the second calendar month
following the date of enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER, Is a second demanded?

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. TEAGUE of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
H.R. 12674, entitled the “National Ceme-
teries Act of 1972,” has several objectives
which I will briefly outline, but is pri-
marily designed to establish a national
cemetery system within the Veterans’
Administration.

In my extension of remarks I will in-
clude for the Recorp a detailed section-
by-section analysis of the bill, accom-
panied by a brief review of the back-
ground of this legislation and a résumé
of the reasoning behind the various pol-
icy decisions made by the committee and
reflected in the reported bill. In its pres-
ent form the bill would—

Establish within the Veterans’ Admin-
istration a national cemetery system
which would consist of national ceme-
teries transferred to the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration from the Department of
the Army, cemeteries presently under the
jurisdiction of the VA, and all military
post cemeteries, as well as other ceme-
teries, memorials, or monuments which
may be later acquired or devel-
oped. The only cemeteries not so trans-
ferred are those located in national parks
operated by the Department of the In-
terior, cemeteries at the three military
academies located at Colorado Springs,
Colo., Annapolis, Md., and West Point,
N.Y., the U.S. Soldiers’ Home at Wash-
ington, D.C., and the U.S. Naval Home
located in Philadelphia, Pa.

Continue the American Battle Monu-
ments Commission as an instrumental-
ity of the United States within the Vet~
erans’ Administration, to administer and
maintain, under the Administrator of
Veterans’ Affairs, the military cemeteries,
monuments, and memorials on foreign
soil. The Commission is to operate sub-
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stantially as now authorized by law, but
all statutory provisions are incorporated
in title 38, United States Code. The re-
sponsibility of the Battle Monuments
Commission, under the VA, would be ex-
tended by authorizing it to assume re-
sponsibility for maintenance of certain
memorials on foreign soil over which
they do not now have jurisdiction.

Direct the Administrator of Veterans’
Affairs to conduct a comprehensive study
and submit his recommendations to the
93d Congress within 30 days after the
convening of such Congress, concerning:
(a) the criteria which should govern the
development and operation of the Na-
tional Cemetery System, including the
concept of regional cemeteries; (b) the
relationship of the national cemetery
system to other burial benefits provided
by the Federal Government to service-
men and veterans; and (c) the steps to
be taken to conform the existing system
to the recommended criteria.

Provide that notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Administrator
of Veterans' Affairs shall not transfer—
by sale, lease, or otherwise—any real
property under the jurisdiction of the
Veterans Administration, to any public
or private agency or person, except pur-
suant to a Public Law.

Authorize a special plot allowance of
$150 (in addition to the present allow-
ance for burial and funeral expenses of
$250) payable in any case in which the
veteran is not buried in a national or
other Federal cemetery.

Provide authority in VA, now exercised
by the Department of the Army, for fur-
nishing a headstone or marker, upon re-
quest, for the unmarked graves of any
individuals buried in a national cemetery
or in a post cemetery, as well as most in-
dividuals eligible for burial in those loca-
tions but not buried there, and soldiers
of the Union and Confederate Armies of
the Civil War.

Provide broader authority in the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans’ Affairs to estab-
lish standards of conduct and arrests for
crimes at hospitals, domiciliaries, ceme-
teries and other VA reservations. This
authority would supersede the more
limited authority now vested in the Ad-
ministrator under 38 U.S.C. 625 and, ac-
cordingly, the latter provision would be
repealed.

Include provision for the burial of an
unknown soldier of the war in Vietnam
and Southeast Asia in Arlington National
Cemetery at an appropriate time to be
selected at a later date.

Throughout the hearings on this pro-
posal it was practically the unanimous
view of all interested parties that the
various Federal Cemetery Systems in the
United States are unduly and ineffici-
ently fragmented. On this point, it would
be well to quote the following excerpt
from the Veterans Administration's re-
port on H.R. 12674, which report was, of
course, cleared by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget:

There is merit in consolidating the na-
tional cemeteries now under the juris-
diction of the Department of the Army
with those cemeteries currently oper-
ated by the Veterans' Administration, in
order to achieve administrative simplic-
ity and maximum utilization. While ex-
perience over many years has shown that
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the Department of the Army can admin-
ister a National Cemetery System in an
efficient manner, the figures which have
been made available to us reveal that
more than 90 percent of interments in
national cemeteries are of veterans and
their dependents, with servicemen dying
in active service comprising less than 10
percent. Thus, as it now exists, burial
in a national cemetery is more closely re-
lated to veterans' benefits than to the
functions of a service department. Con-
sequently, we believe that it would be
logical for the national and Veterans'
Adminstration cemeteries to be consoli-
dated into one system to be administer-
ed by the Veterans' Administration. We
would also agree that the responsibility
for providing grave markers and head-
stones should likewise be transferred to
the Veterans’ Administration as a cor-
relative function.

Our Committee believes it is entirely
appropriate, in view of the objective of
uniform consolidation, to include Arling-
ton National Cemetery in the overall
transfer. At the same time, we recognize
that this particular installation adjacent
to the Nation’s Capitol has certain uni-
que aspects. It is expected that the Ad-
ministrator will avail himself to the full-
est extent that he deems it desirable
and feasible to utilize with the Depart-
ment of the Army the broad ‘“cross-serv-
icing” authority which is available to
him under 31 U.S.C. 686, as well as ap-
propriate mutual agreements that may
be entered into. The Army representa-
tive stated in testimony before the Com-
mittee on March 28, 1972, that many of
the ceremonies of state that are con-
ducted at Arlington are coordinated with
the Military District of Washington. The
Committee feels that the Veterans Ad-
ministration can coordinate these func-
tions with the Military District of Wash-
ington under the cited authority, as well
as can the Department of the Army. Sim-
ilarly, such cross-servicing may be ap-
propriate in connection with the opera-
tion of certain post cemeteries where un-
usual circumstances are present.

We will await with interest receipt of
the Administrator’s in-depth report and
recommendations at the beginning of
the 93rd Congress. At the hearings the
VA spokesman indicated that there has
been an in-house study conducted by
the VA on this subject for some time
and that certain meaningful data has
already been compiled.

While the Committee is realistic
enough not to assume that the newly
authorized plot allowance will serve as
a total solution to the national cemetery
problem, it will necessarily have a major
effect in reducing the current demands
for burials in existing national ceme-
teries. In this connection, experience has
shown that the families of deceased vet-
erans, in the vast majority of cases, have
preferred and sought burial of the vet-
erans within 50 miles of the family home.
Although the plot allowance is relatively
modest, its availability should serve to
encourage more burials in local and sur-
rounding cemeteries.

The provision for the burial of a Viet-
nam unknown soldier in Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery follows the text of a
separate bill (H.J. Res. 609) introduced
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by the Honorable Hamilton Fish, Jr. of
New York.

Our Committee has learned and is
pleased to invite attention to the his-
torical fact that in 1920 a similar reso-
lution resulting in the creation of the
Tomb of the Unknown Soldier of World
War I was sponsored by the father of
Congressman Fish, the Honorable Ham-
ilton Fish, Sr. The Defense Department
advises that to date all deceased service-
men have been accounted for; however,
this authorizing legislation is desirable
since it will permit immediate imple-
mentation at such time as the hostilities
have been finally terminated.

In recent years, the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs has been disturbed at the
increasing activity of certain segments
in the executive branch which have, as
a result of extensive surveys, attempted
to effect the disposition of thousands of
acres of Federal land. It would be pre-
sumptuous for me to allege a lack of
justification across the board for any
such disposition. On the other hand, our
Committee has a deep interest and abid-
ing concern that substantial blocks of
acreage surrounding our veterans’ hos-
pitals throughout the land must not be
indiscriminately whittled away without
its oversight knowledge and congres-
sional approval in advance. In the event
of enactment of the provision of the bill
prohibiting the transfer of any VA lands
except by Public Law, the committee
assures the executive branch that any
proposals to transfer real property under
the jurisdiction of the Veterans’ Admin-
istration will receive an objective hearing
and serious consideration of the justifi-
cation submitted.

I think it appropriate to particularly
point out that, contrary to certain pro-
posals in the past, this legislation does
not propose to abolish the American Bat-
tle Monuments Commission. Since, with
minor exceptions, the bill places overall
responsibility for the administration of
all Federal cemetery activity in the Vet-
erans’ Administration, it would appear
logical to place the Commission within
the organizational framework of the
VA. As will be noticed more particularly
in the sectional analysis, the various re-
sponsibilities and duties of the Commis-
sion will continue substantially as now
authorized by law, but the existing stat-
utory provisions are more appropriately
incorporated in title 38, United States
Code. At the specific request of the Bat-
tle Monuments Commission, the commit-
tee has included in the bill a provision
which extends greater authority in that
body with respect to certain memorials,
monuments, and so forth, on foreign soil,
over which they do not now have juris-
diction.

A new section 8 has been added to H.R.
12674 which would give the Administra-
tor authority to maintain the peace, dig-
nity and decorum in the national ceme-
teries under his jurisdiction. This au-
thority is substantially comparable to
that provided under existing law for the
General Services Administration under
40 U.S.C. 318-318d, and for the National
Park Service of the Department of Inte-
rior under 16 U.S.C. 10-10a. For many
years, the law (now 38 U.S.C. 625) has
authorized the Administrator for the
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purpose of maintaining law and order
and protecting persons and property at
Veterans’ Administration hospitals and
domiciliaries, to designated persons at
such hospitals and domiciliaries who shall
have authority to make arrests for any
crime or offense against the United
States committed on the reservation of
hospitals or domiciliaries.

The provisions added by Section 8
would authorize the Administrator to
prescribe rules and regulations necessary
to maintain law and order and protect
persons and property in cemeteries and
would establish reasonable penalties nec-
essary to ensure their enforcement; and
to designate persons having authority to
investigate and make arrests for viola-
tions of such rules and regulations and
for crimes against the United States.
Since the Committee believes it is desir-
able for this authority to apply equally
to other lands, buildings and facilities
over which the Administrator has juris-
diction, the new section added by the bill
would have that effect and, therefore,
would repeal the current provisions of 38
U.S.C. 625.

COST

With respect to cost, the VA has ad-
vised as follows:

Except for certain costs Incidental to the
transfer of records and personnel, it is not
anticipated that the first-year costs of the
administration of the proposed national
cemetery system within the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration would exceed that being in-
curred by the separate organization entities.
However, we estimate that the enactment of
section 4(a) of the bill would result In a
first-year cost of $39.6 million, and a total
first 5-year cost of $217.5 million. A detailed
cost table covering each of the first 5 years
is enclosed.

- L ] - - -

Based on a recent VA study, approxi-
mately 15 percent of the veterans dying were
buried In a national cemetery. Assuming
this proportion still prevalls, and that each
purchaser receives the maximum payment,
estimated costs of H.R.12674, if enacted
would be as follows:

Burial awards
affected

Additional
annual cost

Note: The amended bill provides that if any part of the plot
or interment expense has been paid by a State or its sub-
division, or by an erencricyar of the deceased veteran, a claim
could only be allowed for the difference between the entire

t of the exp and the t paid. To this extent,
wl:iich ;annot be estimated, the costs set out above would be
reduced.

Mr. Speaker, our committee has giv-
en extended and thoughtful considera-
tion to the problem of national ceme-
teries and related matters. I believe H.R.
12674 represents a reasonable and for-
ward looking approach to what we hope
will be an ultimate satisfactory solution
and I strongly recommend its approval
by the House.

At this point, I include in my remarks
a detailed section-by-section analysis of
H.R. 12674, as amended, together with
pertinent tables setting forth the loca-
tions, interments, and other relevant sta-
tistical data with regard to all of the ex-
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isting national cemeteries, cemeteries un-
der the Department of the Interior, and
cemeteries under the jurisdiction of the
Veterans’ Administration:
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS oF H.R. 12674,
92p CONGRESS, AS AMENDED
A bill to amend title 38 of the United States
Code, in order to establish a National
Cemetery System within the Veteran's Ad-
ministration, and for other purposes.
SECTION 1
This section provides that this Act may be
cited as the “National Cemeteries Act of
1973".
SECTION 2
Subsection (a) amends part IT of title 38,
United States Code, to add new chapters 24
and 25. The contents of the new chapter 24
are largely patterned after chapter 7 of title
24, United States Code, and chapter 8 of
title 36, United States Code. The language of
the new chapter 24 has been modernized and
simplified to have it conform with the pres-
ent language of title 38. A more detailed anal-
ysis of the new chapter 24 follows:
CHAPTER 24 —NATIONAL CEMETERIES
AND MEMORIALS

?330. Establishment of National Cemetery
System; composition of such system;
appointment of director.

Persons eligible for interment in na-
tional cemeteries.

Memorial areas.

Administration,

1004. Disposition of inactive cemeteries,

1005. Acquisition of lands

1006 Authority to accept and maintain sult-

able memorials

Section 1000. Establishment of National
Cemetery System; composition of such sys-
tem; appointment of director
A Natlonal Cemetery System would be es-

tablished within the Veterans Administra-

1001,

1002,
1003.

tion for interment of deceased servicemen
and veterans. The new System would be
headed by a Director who would be responsi-
ble to the Administrator for operation of
those cemeteries encompassed within the
new System as well as any other placed un-
der the jurisdiction of the Veterans Admin-

istration. The new Syst would consist of
national cemeteries transferred from the De-
partment of the Army to the Veterans Ad-
ministration: cemeteries under the jurisdie-
tion of the Veterans Administration at the
time this bill is enacted; and any other
cemetery, memorial, or monument trans-
ferred by this bill or later acquired or devel-
oped.
Section 1001. Persons eligible for inierment
in national cemeteries

This section designates those persons who,
subject to regulations the Administrator
shall prescribe and the forfelture provisions
of section 8505 of title 38, shall be eligible
for interment in national cemeteries. These
include certain servicemen, veterans, reserv-
ists, Natlonal Guardsmen, Reserve Officers
Training Corps members, United States citi-
zens who served honorably with armed forces
allled with the United States In wars en-
gaged in by this country, certain dependents
of eligible persons in the aforegoing categor-
ies, and other persons or classes of persons as
may be designated by the Administrator. The
eligibility criteria for interment in natlonal
cemeteries would be required to be applied
uniformly with respect to all cemeteries in
the new System.

Section 1002. Memorial areas

The Administrator would be directed to set
aside, when avallable, sultable areas in na-
tional cemeteries to honor the memory of
those servicemen missing in action, or whose
remains have not been Identified, those
buried at sea and those whose remains have
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been determined to be nonrecoverable. He
would be authorized to prescribe regulations
governing the erection of appropriate memo=
rials or markers to honor such individuals or
such groups of individuals.

Section 1003. Administration

The Administrator would be authorized to
make all rules and regulations necessary to
carry out the provisions of chapter 24 of title
38; to designate those cemeteries considered
to be National Cemeterles; and to provide all
necessary facilitles for cemeteries including
superintendents' lodges, chapels, crypts, mau-
soleums and columbariums. Graves in na-
tional cemeteries would be required to be
marked by appropriate markers and with cer-
tain specified information placed thereon.
Reglsters of burials would be kept in each
cemetery and also at the main office of the
Veterans Administration.

In carrying out his responsibilities under
this new chapter of title 38, the Administra-
tor would be authorized to contract, with-
out regard to the laws concerning advertising
for competitive bids, for the care and main-
tenance of these cemeteries.

The Administrator would be authorized to
convey to any State, or political subdivision
thereof, in which any national cemetery is lo-
cated, all right, title and interest of the Unit-
ed States to any Government-owned or Gov-
ernment-controlled approach road providing
the State or political subdivision states In
writing, prior to such conveyance, its willing-
ness to accept and maintain such road. Upon
conveyance, the jurisdiction of the United
States over such road would cease and would
vest in the State or political subdivision.

When the Administrator deemed it to be
desirable, he could relinquish to a State in
which any cemetery, monument or memorial
under his jurisdiction is located, all or part
of the jurisdiction the United States has over
such lands, reserving such concurrent or par=
tial jurisdiction as he deemed necessary. The
relinguishment would be accomplished by fil-
ing with the Governor of the State Involved
a notice of such relinquishment of jurisdic-
tion and would take effect upon acceptance
by the State.

The Administrator would be directed to
care for, maintain and operate any cemetery
or burial plot transferred by the bill which
would not be a part of the Natlonal Ceme-
tery System and would be authorized to pre-
scribe the conditions for interment therein.

Section 1004. Disposition of inactive
cemeteries

The Administrator would be authorized to
transfer, with the consent of the agency
concerned, any Inactive cemetery, burial
plot, memorial or monument within his con-
trol to the Department of the Interior for
maintenance as a natlonal monument or
park, or to any other agency of the Govern-
ment. He also would be permitted to trans-
fer any Inactive cemetery or burlal plot to
a State or political subdivision thereof pro-
vided the State or subdivision agreed to
maintain such cemetery in an appropriate
manner. The transfer would be subject to an
understanding that the Administrator might
reacquire the property if he deemed such
action to be appropriate.

Where a cemetery not within the National
System has been or is to be discontinued, the
Administrator could provide for the removal
of remains from that cemetery to any ceme-
tery within the System and for the removal
of any veteran's remains from a place of
temporary interment, or from an abandoned
grave or cemetery, to a national cemetery.

Section 1005. Acquisition of lands

The Administrator would be authorized to
acquire additional lands for national ceme-
terles as needed. This could be accomplished
by purchase, gift (including donations from
States or political subdivisions), condemna-
tion, transfer from other Federal agencies,
or otherwise, as he deemed In the best in-
terest of the United States.
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Section 1006. Authority to accept and
maintain suitable memorials

The Administrator, subject to such re-
strictions as he may prescribe, would be
authorized to accept gifts, devises, or be-
quests from legitimate socleties and orga-
nizations or from reputable individuals, for
the purpose of beautifying or benefiting na-
tional cemeteries. He also would be author-
ized to make land available for this purpose
and to furnish such care and maintenance
as he deemed nec A

The contents of the new chapter 25 are
largely patterned after chapter 8 of title 36,
United States Code. The language of the
new chapter 25 has been slmplified and re-
formed to conform to the present language
of title 38. In general it confines the author-
ity of the American Battle Monuments Com-
mission to the administration and care of
cemeteries, monuments, and memorials lo-
cated outside the United States, with one
exception. That exception is a preservation
of its authority to design and erect the
General John J. Pershing memorial in Wash-
ington, D.C. (Public Law 89-786). A more de-
talled analysis of the new chapter 25 follows:
CHAPTER 25.—AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS

COMMISSION

Sec.

1100. The American Battle Monuments Com-
mission; purpose,; appointment;
terms of office; vacancles; expenses;
designation of secretary.

. Functions of Commission.

. Armed Forces officers assigned; other
personnel.

. Military cemeteries In forelgn coun-
tries; determination as permanent
cemeteries; selection of new sites;
design and construction; mainte-
nance; construction by Armed
Forces; burials and reburlals; re-
entry.

. Powers and duties as to memorials.

. Approval of designs for memorials.

. Cooperation with States, citizens, mu-
nicipalities, or associations, in erec-
tion of memorials,

. Arrangements with foreign countries.

. Punds received from States, munici-
palitles, or private sources.

. Transfer of administrative functions,
supplies, materials, and equipment
to Commission; maintenance of
cemeteries located in foreign coun-
tries.

. Acquisition and disposition of land in
forelgn countries; operation of ve-
hicles; establishment of offices;
printing authority; contract power;
claims against Commission.

1111. Regulations; delegations.

Section 1100. The American Battle Monu-
ments Commission; purpose; appoint-
ment; term of office; ies, ez
designation of secretary
Subsection (a) provides that the Ameri-

can Battle Monuments Commission, is con-
tinued as an instrumentality of the United
Btates within the Veterans Administration
to administer and maintain, under the Ad-
ministrator, the permanent military ceme-
teries, monuments, and memorials on for-
elgn soll and perform such other functions
as are set forth in section 1101 of this
chapter,

Subsection (b) provides that (1) the Com-
mission shall consist of not more than eleven
members appointed by and serving at the
pleasure of the President, with one such
member designated by him as Chairman;
the President is authorized to fill vacancies;
(2) officers of the Armed Forces of the United
States may be appointed as members of the
Commission; and (3) members of the Com-
mission shall serve without compensation,
except they can receive actual expenses and
travel expenses.

Subsection (c) provides that there shall
be a secretary to the Commission who may

b ']
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be a commissioned officer of the TUnited

States Armed Forces on active duty.
Section 1101. Functions of Commission

This section provides that the functions
of the Commission shall be those necessary
to—

(1) administer and maintain World War I
American national cemeteries, memorials,
and monuments in Europe.

(2) erect and maintain works of archi-
tecture at such American cemeteries located
outside the United States as the Secretary of
the Army declares to be permanent, and to
administer and maintaln such cemeterles
after they have been transferred to the Com-
mission;

(8) prepare plans and estimates for the
erectlon of memorials to mark and com-
memorate the services of the American
Armed Forces;

(4) erect and maintain memorials in the
United States or outside where American
Forces have served or shall hereafter serve
as the Commission and the Administrator
shall determine; and

(6) carry out any other function desig-
nated by the Presldent or the Administra-
tor.

Section 1102. Armed Forces officers assigned,
other personnel

Subsection (a) provides that the SBecretary
of the Army, Navy, or Air Force, upon request
of the Administrator, is authorized to make
personnel and facilities available to the Com-
mission on a reimbursable basis, as may be
necessary to assist in carrying out the pur-
poses of this chapter. The Administrator is
authorized to employ such further person-
nel as may be necessary.

Subsection (b) provides that where station
allowance has been authorized for Army offi-
cers at certain foreign stations, the same
allowance is authorized for Armed Forces
officers serving with the Commission at the
same forelgn stations.

Subsection (¢) provides that Armed Forces
officers serving as members or as secretary
of the Commission would recelve relmburse-
ment for travel expenses as provided for
civillan members of the Commission.

Seetion 1103. Military cemeteries in foreign
countries; determination as permanent
cemeteries; selection of new sites; design
and construction; maintenance; construc-
tion by Armed Forces; burial and reburials;
reentry
This section provides that when as a result

of combat operations, the Armed Forces es-
tablishes military cemeteries in zones of op-
erations outside the United States and its
territories and possessions, the Commission
and the Secretary of the Army immediately
upon the cessation of hostilities, shall deter-
mine which of these cemeteries, if any, shall
become permanent cemeteries or, if they
deem desirable, select new sites at any other
location for such cemeteries., The Commis-
slon shall be solely responsible for the design,
construction, bulldings, plantings, head-
stones and other permanent improvements
of the permanent cemeteries and the perma=-
nent improvements incidental thereto with
exception that—

(1) the Armed Forces shall be responsi-
ble for maintenance of the permanent ceme-
terles until the Commission expresses its
readiness to assume the functions of admin-
istration authorized In this legislation;

(2) the construction undertaken by the
Armed Forces in establishing and maintaln-
in accordance with plans prepared by the
Commission shall be of a nonpermanent
nature;

(3) any burials or reburials by the Armed
Forces In the cemetery shall be carried out
in accordance wtih plans prepared by the
Commission;

(4) the Armed Forces has the right to re-
enter any cemeteries transferred to the Com-
mission for the purpose of making exhuma-
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tlons or reinterments should they deem any
such action to be necessary.

Section 1104. Powers and duties as to
memorials.

Subsection (a) provides that the Commis-
slon shall prepare plans and estimates for
the erection of suitable memorials to com-
memorate the service of the American
Armed Forces, and shall erect and main-
tain memorials at such places outside the
United States where the American Armed
Forces have served since April 8, 1917, or shall
hereafter serve, as the Commission shall de-
termine. This subsection also provides that
the Commission shall erect and malntain
works of architecture and art in Amerlcan
cemeteries located outside of the United
States, 1ts territories, and possessions, as have
been or may be declared to be permanent
cemeteries.

Subsection (b) provides that the Commis-
slon shall control the materials and design
and provide regulatlons for and supervise the
erection of all memorial monuments and
buildings in the American cemeteries located
outside the United States, its territories, and
possessions, as have been or will be declared
to be permanent cemeteries.

Subsection (¢) provides that the Commis-
slon shall control the design and provide
regulations for the erection of every memo-
rial, monuments and buildings commemorat-
ing the services of the American Armed
Forces erected in any foreign country or po-
litical division thereof which may authorize
the Commission to perform such functions.

Subsection (d) contains the following
provisions:

(1) The Commission is authorized, in its
discretion, to assume responsibility for the
control, administration, and maintenance of
any war memorial erected before, on, or after
the effectlve date of this subsection (d) out-
slde the United States by an American citi-
zen, a State, a political subdivision of a State,
any other non-Federal governmental agency,
foreign agency, or private assoclation to com-
memorate the service of any of the American
Armed Forces in hostilities occurring since
April 6, 1917, if (A) the memorial is not
erected on the territory of the former enemy
concerned, and (B) the sponsors of the me-
morial consent to the Commission's assum=-
ing such responsibilities and transfer to the
Commission all thelr right, title, and interest
in the memorial. The Commission may as-
sume responsibility for a memorial where a
reasonable effort falls to locate its sponsors
and such agreement is made with the appro-
priate foreign authorities. The decision of the
Commission to assume responsibility for any
war memorial under subsection (b) is final.

(2) Under this subsection, funds accumu-
lated by the sponsors for the malntenance
and repair of a war memorial for which the
Commission assumes responsibility under this
subsection may be transferred to the Com-
mission for use in carrying out the purposes
of this subsection and shall be deposited in
the manner provided for in section 1108 of
this chapter.

Subsection (e) authorizes the Commission
to take necessary measures to demolish any
war memorial erected on foreign soil by an
American citizen, a State, a political subdi-
vision of a State, any other non-Federal Gov-
ernmental agency, forelgn agency or private
assoclation and to dispose of the site of such
memorial in such mannert as it deems proper,
ir—

(1) the appropriate foreign ruthorities
agree to such demolition; and

(2) the sponsors of the memorial consent
to such demolition; or

(3) the memorial has fallen Into disrepair
and a reasonable effort on the part of the
Commission has failed—

(A) to persuade the sponsors to maintain
the memorial at a standard acceptable to the
Commission, or

(B) to locate the sponsors.
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Subsection (f) provides that the term
“sponsors” includes the legal successors to
the sponsor.

Section 1105. Approval of designs for memo-
rials

This sectlon provides that before any de-
slgn for any memorial is accepted by the
Commission, it shall be approved by the Na-
tional Commission of Fine Arts.

Section 1106. Cooperation with States, citi-
zens, municipalities, or associations, in
erection of memorials
This sectlon authorizes the Commission

to cooperate with American citizens, States,

municipalities, or associations desiring to
erect war memorials outside the continental
limits of the United States in such manner
as may be determined by the Commission.

The sectlon contalns a proviso that no assist-

ance In erecting any such memorial shall

be given by any administrative agency of the

United States unless approval of the plan

has been made in accordance with the pro-

visions of this chapter.

Section 1107. Arrangements with foreign
countries

This section requests the President to
make arrangements with the proper authori-
ties of the countries concerned to enable the
Commission to carry out the purposes of
Chapter 25.
Section 1108. Funds received from States,

municipalities, or private sources

This section authorizes the Commission to
receive funds from any State, municipal, or
private source for the purposes of this chap-
ter. The funds shall be deposited by the Com-
mission with the Treasurer of the United
States, be kept by him in separate accounts,
and disbursed upon vouchers approved by
the Commission.

Section 1109. Transfer of administrative
Junctions, supplies, materials and equip-
ment to Commission; maintenance of cem-
eteries located in foreign countries
This section provides that the President

may by Executlive order transfer to the Com-
mission, with respect to any permanent mili-
tary cemeteries located outside of the United
States, its territories, and possessions, the
same functions of administration which were
transferred to the Commission by Executive
Order 6614, dated February 26, 1934, and
Executive Order 10057, dated May 14, 1949,
as amended by Executive Order 10087, dated
December 3, 1940, together with any supplies,
materials, and equipment located therein or
in military depots overseas which are excess
to the needs of the Department of Defense
and are requested by the Commission for the
performance of such functions. This section
further provides that the Commission shall
be responsible for the maintenance of such
cemeteries and for all improvement therein.

Section 1110. Acquisition and disposition
of land in foreign countries; operation of
vehicles; es*qblishment of offices; printing
authority; coniract power; delegation of au-
thority; claims against Commission

Subsection (a) authorizes the Commission
within the limits of any appropriation or ap-
propriations made pursuant to chapter 25—

(1) to acquire land or interest in land In
forelgn countries for carrying out the pur-
poses of this chapter or of any Executive
order conferring funetions upon the Com-
mission without submission to the Attorney
General of the United States under the pro-
vislons of section 266 of title 40;

(2) to establish offices outside of the United
States;

(3) to rent office and garage space in for-
eign countries which may be pald for in ad-
vance;

(4) to procure printing, binding, engrav-
ing, lithographing, photographing, and type-
writing, including the publication of in-
formation concerning the American activi-
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ties, battlefields, memorials, and cemeteries
with respect to which it may exercise any
functions.

Subsection (b) provides that not with-
standing any requirements of existing laws
and regulations, the Commission may con-
tract for work, supplies, materials, and
equipment outside, or for use outside, of the
United States and engage, by contract or
otherwise, the services of architects, firms of
architects, and other technical and profes-
sional personnel under such terms and con-
ditions as the Commission in its discretion
deems necessary and proper.

Subsection (¢) allows the Congress to dis-
pose of any land or interest in land or for-
eign countries which has been or may after
June 26, 1946, be acquired by the Commis-
slon in connection with Its work in such
manner as it may deem proper.

Subsection (d) provides that claims of the
type described in section 224d of title 31, on
account of damage to or loss or destruction
of property both real and personal, or per-
sonal injury or death of any person, arising
on or after July 25, 1956, and caused by the
negligent or wrongful act or omission of any
member of the Commission, the secretary
of the Commission, civillan employee of the
Veterans Administration detalled or assign-
ed to the Commission, while acting within
the scope of his office or employment, may be
considered, ascertalned, adjusted, deter-
mined, and pald in the manner provided in
sections 224d-2241 of title 31 for the settle-
ment of Army claims, except that in such
cases one or more officers of the Armed Forces
or employees of the Veterans Administration
who are detalled to or working with the Com-
mission upon the recommendation of the
Commission may be appointed by the Sec-
retary of the Army to a claims commission
or commissions or as officers to approve set-
tlements of claims made by such commis-
slon or commissions. This subsection further
provides that all payments and settlement
of such clalms shall be made out of ap-
propriations made for the purposes of this
chapter.

Section 1111. Regulations; delegations

Subsection (a) provides that the Com-
mission has the authority to make all rules
and regulations which are necessary or appro-
priate to carry out the functions of new
chapter 25 once the approval of the Ad-
ministrator has been obtained.

Subsection (b) allows the Commission to
delegate to its Chalrman, secretary, or offi-
clals in charge of any of its offices, under
such terms and conditions that may be
prescribed under the necessary and proper
authority.

SECTION 3

This section directs the Administrator to
conduct a comprehensive study and sub-
mission of his recommendations to the 93d
Congress within 30 days after such Congress
convenes, concerning the ecriteria which
should govern the development and opera-
tion of the Natiomal Cemetery System, in-
cluding the concept of reglonal cemeteries;
the relationship between that system to
other Federal burial benefits provided serv-
icemen and veterans; and the steps to be
taken to conform the existing System to the
recommended criteria. It would also prohibit
the Administrator from transferring any real
property under his jurisdiction to any public
or private agency or person except pursuant
to a Public Law.

SECTION 4

Subsection (a) would (1) amend section
903 of title 38 to provide that in addition to
the amounts payable for the burial or funeral
expenses of an eligible veteran under sec-
tions 902 or 803, if the veteran is not buried
in a national cemetery or other cemetery
under the jurisdiction of the United States,
the Administrator, in his discretion, having
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due regari to the circumstances in each case,
may pay & sum not exceeding $150 as a
plot cr interment allowance to such person
as he prescribes. If any part of the plot or
interment expense has been paid or assumed
by a State or its subdivision, or the em-
ployer of the deceased veteran, a claim for
only the difference between the entire
amount of the expenses and the amount paid
could be allowed; (2) amend chapter 23 of
title 38 to add a new section 906 on head-
stones and markers. This transfers the exist-
ing authority of the Secretary of the Army
under chapter 7 of title 24, United States
Code, to provide headstones and markers
to the Administrator of Veterans Affairs.
The language has been modernized and sim-
plified to make it conform with the present
language of title 38. The new section directs
the Administrator to furnish appropriate
headstones or markers at Government ex-
pense where requested, for the unmarked
grave of (1) any individual buried in a na-
tional cemetery or post cemetery; (2) any
individual eligible for burial in a national
cemetery, but not burled there (except for
graves of the United States citizens who
served honorably with the armed forces of
foreign countries allled with the United
States, dependents of certain servicemen and
veterans, and those other persons or classes
of persons designated by the Administrator
as eligible for burial in such cemeteries) ; and
(3) soldiers of the Union and Confederate
Armies of the Civil War.

Subsection (b) of this new section author-
izes the Administrator to furnish, when re-
quested, an appropriate memorial headstone
or marker to commemorate any veteran dying
in the service and whose remains have not
been recovered or ldentified or were burled at
sea, for placement in a national cemetery
area reserved for such purposes or in a pri-
vate or local cemetery.

Subsection (b) of section 4 of the bill
amends the table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 23 of title 38 to include a reference
to the new section 906.

SECTION 5

Section 5(a) provides for the transfer from
the Secretary of the Army to the Administra-
tor of Veterans Affairs jurisdiction over and
responsibility for all national cemeteries, Ex-
cepted from this transfer is the cemetery at
the United States Soldiers’ Home. This sub-
section also provides for the transfer from
the Secretaries of the Army, Navy and Air
Force to the Administrator of Veterans Af-
fairs, jurisdiction over and responsibility for
any cemetery, memorial or monument com-
ing within their respective jurisdiction.

Excepted from this transfer are the ceme-
terles located at the United States Military
Academy at West Point, the United States
Naval Academy at Annapolis, the United
States Naval Home at Philadelphia, and the
United States Air Force Academy at Colo-
rado Springs.

Subsectlon (b) directs the transfer of so
much of the personnel, property, records, and
unexpended balances of appropriations, al-
locations and other funds available to the
Secretaries of the Army, Navy and Air Force,
in connection with functions transferred by
this bill, as determined by the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget, to the
Administrator of Veterans Affairs,

Bubsection (c) directs the transfer from
the American Battle Monuments Commission
to the VA of all cemeteries, memorials, and
monuments under its jurisdiction.

Subsection (d) would transfer all person-
nel, property, records, and unexpended bal-
ances of appropriations, allocations, and
other funds available to the American Battle
Monuments Commissjion to VA.

Subsection (e) is a savings clause whereby
all offenses committed and all penalties and
forfeitures incurred under any law amended
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or repealed by this measure may be prose-
cuted and punished in the same manner as
if these amendments or repeals had not been
made.

Subsection (f) provides that all rules,
regulations, orders, permits, and other privi-
leges issued or granted by the Secretaries of
the Army, Navy, Alr Force, or the American
Eattle Monuments Commission will remain
in full force and effect until modified, sus-
pended, overruled, or otherwise changed by
the Administrator, by any court of competent
Jurisdiction, or by operation of law.

Subsection (g) is a further savings clause
under which (1) no suit, action, or other
proceeding commenced by or against any
officer in his official capacity as an official
of the Departments of the Army, Navy, Alr
Force, or the American Battle Monuments
Commission with respect to functions trans-
ferred by this bill shall abate because of the
enactment of this bill; (2) no cause of ac-
tlon by or against any Department or Com-
mission concerning the functions trans-
ferred or by or against any officer thereof
in his official capacity shall abate because
of the enactment of this bill; (3) causes
of actions, suits, or other proceedings may
be asserted by or against the United States
or appropriate officer of the Veterans Ad-
ministration in any litigation pending at
the time this Act takes effect with the court,
on its own motion or the motion of any
party, being authorized to enter an order
giving such effect; and (4) suits com-
menced prior to the date of the enactment
of this bill with respect to any function
transferred shall be continued by the Ad-
ministrator.

SECTION 6

Section 6(a) provides for the repeal of
statutes giving the Secretary of the Army
Jurisdiction over and responsibility for na-
tional cemeteries. At the same time, all
rights and duties that matured, penalties,
liabilities, and forfeitures that were in-
curred, and proceedings that were begun
the effective date of the transfer of these
cemeteries to the new Natlonal Cemetery
System are preserved under the language
of this subsection.

Subsection (b) provides for the repeal of
statutes giving the American Battle Monu-
ments Commission jurisdiction over and
responsibility for national cemeterles, me-
morials, or monuments located outside the
United States. At the same time, all rights
and duties that matured, penalties, liabil-
ities, and forfeitures that were incurred,
and proceedings that were begun, before
the effective date of the transfer of such
cemeteries, memorials, or monuments are
preserved under the language of this sub-
section.

Subsection (¢) provides that nothing in
the repeal section shall be deemed to affect
in any manner the functions, powers, and
duties of the Secretary of the Interior with
respect to those cemetrles, memorials, or
monuments coming within his jurisdiction
on the date the new National Cemetery
System is created or those of the Secretaries
of the Army, Navy, or Air Force with re-
spect to those cemeteries, memorlals, or
monuments under their respective jurisdic-
tion to which the transfer provisions of this
bill do not apply.

SECTION 7

Bection 7 amends section 3505(a) of title
38, United States Code, to provide that
where an individual is convicted of certain
crimes which are subversive in nature, he
shall forfeit his right to burlal in a national
cemetery.

SECTION 8

This sectlon would amend subchapter II

of chapter 3 of title 38, by adding a new sec-

tion 218. The new section would authorize
the Administrator to prescribe rules and reg-
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ulations necessary to maintain law and or-
der and protect persons and property in
cemeteries and on other VA lands and in
buildings, and establish reasonable penal-
tles necessary to insure their enforcement;
and to designate persons having authority
to make investigations and arrests for viola-
tions of such rules and regulations and for
crimes against the United States committed
in such cemeteries or on other VA installa-
tions. Since this provision would apply not
only for offenses committed in the cemeteries
of the national cemetery system, but also in
VA hospitals, domiciliaries, or nursing homes

and other VA facilities, subsection (b) of
the bill would repeal current section 625 of
title 38,

Subsection. (c) would make technical
changes in the table of sections at the be-
ginning of chapter 3, by inserting the catch-
line for the new section 218.

SECTION 9

Subsection (a) of this sectlon would au-
thorize and direct the Administrator, in co-
operation with the Secretary of Defense, to
cause to be brought to the United States a
body of an unidentified American who was a
member of the Armed Forces who served in
Southeast Asia and who lost his life during
the Vietnam era, for burial in Arlington Na~
tional Cemetery Memorial Amphitheater.

Subsection (b) provides that implementa-
tion of this section shall take place after the
United States has concluded its participation
in hostilities in Southeast Asla.

Subsection (¢) authorizes to be appropri-
ated such sums as may be necessary to carry
out the provisions of this chapter.
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SECTION 10

Section 10(a) provides that section 1, re=-
lating to the title of the Act; section 2, cre-
ating the new Cemetery System and provid-
ing for its administration; and section 7, re-
lating to forfeiture of right to burial, are to
take effect on the date of the bill's enact-
ment.

Subsection (b) provides that section 4,
concerning headstones and markers; section
6, transferring the various cemeteries to the
new System; and section 6, repealing present
authority of the SBecretary of the Army over
the transferred areas, are to take effect on
July 1, 1973 or on such earlier date as the
President may prescribe and publish in the
Federal Register; except that clauses (1) and
(2) of section (4)(a) shall take effect on
the first day of the second calendar month
following the date of enactment of the Act.

CLASSIFICATION OF INTERMENTS IN NATIONAL
CEMETERIES—FISCAL YEAR 1971

Percent
of total
interred

19.0
32.8

Number
interred

World War | veterans_......._..
World War 1l veterans_..___.
Korea veterans 3.
Peacetime veterans. . __... 3.
Spanish American War veterans.
Vietnam veterans = 1
Retired servicemen 7.
7.

_ Total veterans..
Active duty servicemen________..___._..

25,058
1,217

3.

26,275 0.

10,995 9.
37,270

Total veterans and servicemen. ..
Dependents

2
1
i
1
6
)
2
5
5
0

Grand total.. v i mvncaagenn 100.
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CLASSIFICATION OF INTERMENTS IN ARLINGTON NATIONAL
CEMETERY—FISCAL YEAR 1971

Percent of
- total
interred

Number
interred

World War 1 veterans. . _.____.._.._._.
World War 11 veterans.. .

Korea veterans

Peacetime veterans

Spanish American War veterans

Retired servicemen___._.____.___._._._

Total veterans
Active duty servicemen...... sapdsaman

Total veterans and servicemen._ ..
Dependents

T I

CLASSIFICATION OF INTERMENTS IN SOLDIERS"
HOME NATIONAL CEMETERY—FISCAL YEAR 1971

Percentof
Number
interred

Spanish American War veterans..
Retired servicemen

Total veterans
Active duty sery

Total veterans and servicemen....
Dependents. ... oo oeeeeoeas eyl

Grand total

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF SUPPORT SERVICES, WASHINGTON, D.C

Area in acres

Interments

National cemeteries Inshad Total Developed

Known Unknown Total National cemeteries

estab-
lished

Date Area in acres

Total Developed

Interments

Known Unknown

Alexandria, Pineville, La_. - £.230
Alexandria, V: ; 5. 500
Alton, Wl_...___ <480 480
Annapolis, Md__ ... 2 4.125
430. 300
. 057
5573
72,227

Arlington, Fort Myer, Va..
Balls Bluff, Leesburg, Va_ .
Road Risht -of-way_ ..
Baltimore, Md_____.__
Barrancas, Pensacola, Fl
Baton Rouge, La
Beaufort, S. C. .
Bavafl NI

ills, Sturgis, K-
Camp Butler,S nnsﬂeld 1.
Cawp Nelson, Nicholasvifle,

y
Cave Hill, Louisville, Ky
Chattanooga, Tenn____
City Point, Hopewell, V.
Oavd Harbor, Mechanic:
a._
Corinth,
Crown  Hill,

Culpeper,
Cypress Hills, Brooklyn,
N.Y

Fayetteville, Ark._..

Finn’s Point, Salem, N.J_._.

Florence, S.C._._.. 1. - _-

Fort Bliss, Tex

Fort Gibson, Okla.__.

Fort Harrison, near Rich-
mond, Va..._ ...

Fort Leavenworth, Kans.__

Fort Logan, Denver, Colo...-

Fort McPherson, Maxwell,

Nel
Fn[r:t Rosecrans, San Diego,

Fort SII'I'I Houston, San
Antonio, Tex.

Fort Scott, Ka

Fort Smith, Ark_ .. _.......

Forl Snelllng St. Paul,

476. 570
Glendala “near Rll:hmnnd

2.080

161. 500
3.210

4,602 2,380

125
2
206

6,982 | Hampton, Va.

Jefferson Barracks, St.
Lotis, Mo . _.l.io.

Jefferson City, Mo

Keokuk,

Knoxville, Tenn

Lebanon, Kﬁ....

Lexington, Ky...

Little Rock

Long lsland Farmtngdaie
Long Isl

Loudon Patk, Baitimore
Md

Marietta, Ga. .
Memphis, Tenn_
Mill Springs, Nancy. Ky.
Mobile, Ala
Mound’ City, I e
Nashville, Madjson, Tenn_.
Natchez, Miss
National Memorial Ceme-

tery of Pacific, Hawaii....
Mew Albany, Ind._ .
New Bern, N.C_.
Petry\nlle, Ky...
Philadelphia, Pa
Port Hudson, La.. -
Puerto icn Bayamon, P.R...
gumcy

alaigh N. C

ichmond,; V.

Rock Island, l.II_
St. Augustine, Fla.
Salisbury, N.C_._.
San Antonio, Tex.
San Francisco, Calif.
Santa Fe, N. Mex.
Seven Pines, Va_.
Sitka, Alaska.____.
Soldier's Home, District of

12,141
13,559

2,627
45,192

26,473
, 484
3,406

47,795
910

Staunton, Va

Willamette, Oreg
Wilmington, N.C......
Winchester, Va

Woodlawn, Elmira, N.Y. .
Zachary Taylnr Luulswﬂe

L L R i L B

48,078
1,870

26. 530

105. 330
2.010
3,100

. 830

2,830
750

24,950

364, 000

20, 564

L
#EP02BEE &

P por
Brmmn ~eEl =0l =RBo
[WIFELIS ZFE EIE

-

~ Bl
2838

P

2BZ5288 88

o
<]
&

8
& e

g

Total cemeteries
97,930 under the Depart-

97, 969
1,428 2,092

ment of the Army_.___..... 3,763.738 2,561.502 1, 105,907

110,967 1,216, 874
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CEMETERIES UNDER THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Area in acres Interments Area in acres Interments

National cemeteries Total Developed Known Unknown Mational cemeteries Total Developed Known Unknown

Andersonville, Ga 27. 150 Poplar Grove, Va.____ 8.650 8,650
Prison Park......_... " 4. 200 60. 000 : 10. 250 1,379
Andrew Jnhnsnn Tenn_.__. 14,250 - 569 | Stones River, Tenn.. . 20, 000 4,291
Vicksburg, Miss & 117. 850 5,254

Antietam, Md__ 11. 500 e
1 1.033 45 Yorktown, Va. . 000 3. 000 758

. 033

Chalmette, La. 17.330

Custer Battlefield, Mont. 8.080 8. 080 Total cemeteries under the
Fort Donelson, Tenn 15, 000 5. 000 54 512 ’ Department of the Interior..  460.758  336.643 51, 805

Fredencksburg, Va.. 12, 005 :

Gettysburg, Pa 5 20. 550 7 1,665 | Totalof ali cemeteries__.._... 4,224.496 2 898.545 1,157,712 159,259 1,316,971

Note: List of national cemeteries authorized by act of Congress of July 17, 1862, and subsequent acts, showing the area of and number of interments in each as of Dec. 31, 1971,

NATIONAL CEMETERIES OPERATED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF THE' ARMY AS OF DEC. 31, 1971

Fiscal year Other personnel

Acreage Gravesites
Date Expected Grade of

No.—Cemetery and location (city and State) d - Undevel p d d Undeveloped closed super

1. Alexandria: Pineville, La e = 1981 GS-7.....
2. Alexandria: Alexandria, Va...... 967 ...~ None

3 Al ARon M L =

4, Annapolis: Annapolis, Md.—. - oo eee

5. Arlington: Arlington, Va

6. Balls Bluff: Leesburg, Va

7. Baltimore: Baltimore, Md.

8. Barrancas: Pensacola, Fla...

9. Baton Rouge: Baton Rouge, La.

10, Beaufort: ufort, S.C.._.

11. Beverly: Beverly, N.J

12. Black Hills: Sturgis, S. Dak._.

13. Camp Butler: Spnngfelﬂ (] 19

14. Camp Nelson: Nicholasville, Ky

15. Cave Hill: Louisville, Ky

16. Chattanooga: Chattanooga, Tenn.-.__.__

17. CE? Point: Hopewell, Va. .. ...

d Harbor: ochlrucswlle Wi

19. Corinth: Corinth, Miss. ... ..roreeceaeeean
20. Crown Hill: Indi lis, Ind &
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26. Finn's Point: Salem, N.J
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28, Fort Bliss: Fort Bhss, Tex, . 15
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31, Fort L rth: Fort Leav th, Kans___.
32, Fort Logan: Denver, Colo o
33. Fort McPherson: Maxwell‘ Nebr_
34. Fort Rosecrans: San Diego, Calif__

35. Fort Sam Houston: San Antonio, Tex_

36. Fort Scott; Fort Scott, Kans
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39. Glendale: Richmond, Va. ...
40, Golden Gate: San Bruno, Cal
41, Grafton: Grafton, W. Va__.
42. Hampton: Hampton, Va_
43. Jefferson Barracks: St. Louis,
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44. Jefferson City: Jefferson City, Mo.

45. Keokuk: Keokuk, lowa. .

46. Knoxville: Knoxville, Tenn

47, Lebanon: Lebanon, Ky_..

48. Lexington: Lexington, Ky.

49, Little Rock: Little Rock, Ark..

50. Long Island: Farmingdale, N.Y. .. ...

™
i

ccoocomo

-
ARY T

8.

= 1GS-5.
1978 GS-14_ " " 16S-13,1657,7
GS-5's, 3 G5-4's,
5 GS-3's, and 1

51. Loudon Park: Baltimore, Md i o e T S R T SRl L e AR IR
52, Marietta: Marietta, Ga G
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NATIONAL CEMETERIES OPERATED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY AS OF DEC. 31, 1971— Continued

Fistal year
Acreage Gravesites y 4 Other personnel A
ion (ci Date Expected Grade of
No.—Cemetery and location (city and State) Developed  Undeveloped loped  Undevel closed closeout superintendent Graded hﬁ:ﬁ

. Santa Fe: Santa Fe, N. Mex 14. 460
. Seven Pines: Sandston, Va 1.900
. Soldiers’ Home: Washington, D.C_.._.

. Springfield: Springfield, Mo

. Staunton: Staunton, Va. ... ...

. Willamette: Portiand, Oreg.

. Wilmington: Wilmington, N.C . 1976 GS-7.____
. Winchester: Winchester, Va # GS-7

. Woodlawn: Elmira, N.Y_.
. Zachary Taylor: Louisvili

OVERSEAS NATIONAL CEMETERIES

1. National Memorial Cemetery of the Pacific: 111.540 0 27,328 1980 GS-12_________ 1 GS-10,1 GS-5, 1
Honolulu, Hawaii. GS-4,65-3.

2. Puerto Rico: Bayamon, Puerto Rico 29.300 78.940 11,676 30,179 2000, 4+ GS-11_. : ;

3. Sitka: Sitka, Alaska 1.390 0 669 0 1993 None

1 Contract. ] h . 2 Not suitable for gravesites.
* This is the closeout date for the present developed area currently available for burial. The entire 4 No burials.
acreage to be used for Arlington National Cemetery will extend the life to beyond the year 1986.

ANNUAL REPORT, VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION CEMETERIES—AS OF JUNE 30, 1971

(¢h} @) 3) @ () ) @ @) @ (10)

Acreage Graves Developed graves Graves used—fiscal year Burials—fiscal year
Original Date

. cemetery of  Devel- Undevel-  Devel- Undevel- Avail-
Station data operation oped oped oped oped able 1971 1970 1969 1971 1970 1969

VAC, Bath, N.Y. - -.---.s
VAC, Biloxi, Miss..._......
VAH, Danville, I1_________
VAC, Dayton, Ohio________
VAH, Fort Lyon, Colo

VAH, Houston, Tex

VAECH, Los Angeles, Calif_
VAH, Marion, Ind..c.. ...
VAC, Mountain Home, Tenn._
VAH, Roseburg, Or

VAC, Leavenworth,

VAD, White City, Oreg.
VAC, Wood, Wis

VAC, Bay Pines, Fla2......
Ft. Bavard, N. Mex.2

VAH, Fort Meade, S. Dak?__
VAC, Hampton, Va2 ... _.
VAC, Hot Springs, S. Dak.2..
VAH, Kerrville, Tex2. ...
VAC, Togus, Maine?.

8,109
11,336
6, 552
22,507
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VA, Bath, Y. o oo i e e e e $11, 449
VAC, Biloxi, Miss 3 5, 408 7,330
VAH, Danville, 1lI

VAC, Dayton, Ohio.

VAH, Fort Lyon, Colo....
VAH, Houston, Tex G
VAZCH, Los Angeles, Calif
VAH, Marion, Ind____._..
VAC, Mountain Home, T
VAC, Prescott, Ariz

VAH, Roseburg, Or

VAC, Leavenworth,

VAD, White City, Oreg-
VAG, Wood, W

VAC, Bay Pines, Fla.2 ___
Fort Bayard, N, Mex2.__
VAH, Fort Meade, S. Dak2..
VAC, Hampton, Vai. ...
VAG, Hot Springs, S. Dak...
VAH, Kerrville, Tex2...
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1 Notincluded in estimated closing date,
% Closed, grave sites not available,
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Mr. Speaker, at the time of the hear-
ings on this subject the Veterans' Ad-
ministration representative referred to a
VA task force that had developed some
background material on the historical,
factual, and statistical information rela-
tive to Federal burial and cemetery bene-
fits for servicemen and veterans. At his
request, there was inserted in the REcorp
this material as exhibit B. For the in-
formation of the Members and for ready
reference, the committee report incorpo-
rated this same material which is found
on pages 46 through 60 of the report. Un-
fortunately, it is not clearly shown to be
attributable to the Veterans’ Administra-
tion, rather than to the committee. The
executive director of the National Fun-
eral Directors Association has recently
informed me that it is their belief that
some of the statistical data included in
the VA exhibit may be misleading. Ac-
cordingly, I insert at this point a letter
to me dated June 2, 1972, from Howard
C. Raether, executive director, National
Funeral Directors Association,

NATIONAL FUNERAL DIRECTORS AS-
SOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES,
Inc.,

June 2, 1972,

Hon. Ornin E. TEAGUE,

Chairman, Commiltee on Velerans' Affairs,
Cannon House Office Building, Washing-
ton, D.C.

DeAr CoNGrEssMAN TEAGUE: In the Report
No. 92-1069 of the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs which deals with H.R. 12674 there is
the following paragraph on page 60:

“These figures indicate that the veterans’
funeral expenses were substantially in line
with those incurred on behalf of other de-
ceased citizens. The rise in the average costs
incurred on behalf of deceased veterans is
somewhat higher than that experienced na-
tlonwide. According to the Monthly Labor
Review of May 1971, the 1970 index of adult
funeral services was 1129 (based on 1967—=
100). This had increased to 115.9 in March
1971, Our survey reports indicates an increase
of 34 percent in the same period.”

The officers of our asscclation feel that the
average reader of this paragraph may be mis-
led by it because it is our belief that an er-
roneous deduction is made in it. Furthermore,
the paragraph is unclear as to what the pe-
riod of your “recent surveys" is.

Let me take up the matter of the question
first. Some who have read the above quoted
paragraph and the one before it belleve that
your survey reports are comparing 1967 with
March, 1971 statistics and that a 349 in-
crease in the cost of funerals is reflected-
therein. Others who have read these para-
graphs feel that what you are saying is that
the 349 Increase is between 1970 and March
of 1971. We feel sure that this is not what
is intended. On the other hand, this is what
has been read into the statistic which could
be quoted and provide inaccurate informa-
tion in the process.

Beyond the error of interpretation which
there could be based on the manner in which
the dates are given, it must be pointed out
that a meaningful comparison or contrast
cannot be made between the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor Index statistic and the aver-
age cost of funerals selected.

The U.S. Department of Labor Index is a
continuing comparison of the same or sim-
{lar funeral with the same or similar mer-
chandise and services. The data is based on
specifications spelled out in the gathering of
information for the Index as to adult serv-
fces. It may be of interest to you to know
that using the 1967 base as 100%,. the U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics shows that as of
January, 1972 the index for the cost of liv-
ing as 123.2; the index for the cost of serv-
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ices less rent, 134.1; and, the index for adult
funeral services, 119.5.

On the other hand, apparently your fig-
ures are of the expenses of a variety of
funerals as selected by veterans’ families.
The increase in them between 1967 and
1971, If these are the dates compared in
the report, was an average of 34%. This is
due to the fact that the familles selected and
got better services and merchandise. Buf,
during the same period, had they continued
to purchase the same quality of service and
merchandise they did in 1967, the increase
would undoubtedly have been In the area
of 16%. Only if the service and merchandise
selected by veterans' families in 1967 was the
same or similar to that selected in March,
1971 could an accurate comparison be made
between the Bureau of Labor percentage and
that which is based on the “recent surveys"”
referred to In the report.

Inasmuch as this measure will soon be
considered by the House, and perhaps later
by the Senate, we thought you and Senator
Vance Hartke and a member of each of your
staffs should have the explanation contained
herein.

Respectfully submitted,
Howarb C. RAETHER,
Ezxecutive Director.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr,
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I support this bill. How-
ever, I will not take the time of the House
to repeat the reason why, which were so
ably explained by the chairman of the
committee.

Mr. Speaker, this measure will con-
solidate the administration of the vari-
ous Federal cemetery systems and re-
quire the Veterans’ Administration to
make a comprehensive study and report
to Congress on the criteria which should
govern the future of the national ceme-
tery system. Under the terms of the bill,
the Veterans’ Administration report is
due within 30 days of the convening of
the next session of Congress.

The need for national guidelines to
determine the location of cemeteries to
be constructed is readily apparent. No
new national cemeteries have been con-
structed since 1950. Those already in
existence are gradually being closed to
further interment because they have
reached their capacity. In my own State
of California all of the existing national
cemeteries are closed to future burials.
Accordingly, I have introduced a meas-
ure calling for the establishment of a
national cemetery on the grounds of
Vandenberg Air Force Base. This site is
centrally located and easily accessible
by any conventional form of transpor-
tation from the populous areas of the
State. I am hopeful that the Veterans'
Administration study will result in a rec-
ommendation for a cemetery at Vanden-
berg Air Force Base.

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, the bill au-
thorizes an allowance of $150 for the
purchase of a burial plot in a private
cemetery on behalf of any veteran not
buried in a national cemetery. Since it
would be highly impractical to create
national cemeteries in every city in the
Nation, the plot allowance offers an
equitable solution for those who must
necessarily be buried in private ceme-
teries.

I support the bill and urge that it be

passed.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for yielding me this time.

Mr, Speaker, I wish to commend the
chairman of the Veterans' Affairs Com-
mittee for developing and reporting this
legislation and I again indicate my en-
thusiastic support of this bill to establish
a national cemetery system within the
Veterans’ Administration. I have in re-
cent years been privileged to work for
such legislation and have testified before
the Veterans' Affairs Committee, which
has reported this bill.

I could cite numerous facts and figures
regarding our national cemetery policy,
but no amount of statistical or rhetorical
analysis of the system can detract from
or add to the underlying attitude of the
veterans, and the public generally, to-
ward the privilege of burial in a national
cemetery.

Every veteran should have the right to
burial in a national cemetery reason-
ably close to his home, and the condi-
tions under which the national ceme-
tery policy is to be established are square-
1y up to Congress.

Opposition in the past to any expan-
sion of the cemetery system has basically
been on two points: first that in many
areas it is not feasible or financially pos-
sible to acquire the necessary land, and
second that it is discriminatory to place
national cemeteries where large sections
of the country do not have access to
them.

Both points are well taken; however,
my support of the legislation being con-
siderec. today has been based in part on
the firm belief that we have not done
enough to explore all the possible means
for expanding our national cemetery
system. In my testimony before the Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee, I have advo-
cated one possible approach, heretofore
unexplored, which could, I believe, pro-
vide an opportunity to expand our na-
tional cemetery program without lavish
spending proposals.

I have recommended that a survey of
available Federal land be undertaken to
determine what land may be available
for use as national cemeteries at little
or no cost to the American taxpayer. In
my own Third District of Michigan, the
Department of Defense has declared as
excess to its needs a portion of land
within the present boundaries of the
Fort Custer Military Reservation and
adjacent to the existing post cemetery.
Development of a national cemetery
there would not affect planning for fur-
ther Federal, State, or private use of
other portions of the military reserva-
tion.

I would also point out that the area is
ideally situated midway between Detroit
and Chiecago and is serviced by air as well
as two four-lane approaches, and nu-
merous smaller roads connecting it with
Interstate Highway I-94. Such a ceme-
tery site would serve the thousands of
eligible veterans living in the upper
Midwest.

I am sure that many such sites exist
across our Nation which can serve as
hallowed ground and the final resting
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place of those who have given so much
to our Nation.

The legislation being considered today
will do much to provide a systematic con-
sideration of this and other possibilities
to guarantee to our veterans their right
and privilege to burial in a national
cemetery.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would be re-
miss if I were not at this time to bring
to the attention of my colleagues in the
House the untiring efforts and enthusi-
astic support of Mr. Ira Dodrill of Battle
Creek, Mich., who is the national chair-
man of the Disabled American Veterans
efforts to expand our national cemetery
system and who has for the last five and
a half years worked unceasingly to see a
national cemetery become a reality at
Fort Custer. Mr. Dodrill has made a
special trip to Washington today to be
present for, and ohserve, the passage of
this vital legislation.

While I would say to Mr. Dodrill that
passage of this bill does not insure the
establishment of a national cemetery at
Fort Custer, it is an essential first step,
and I join with him and veterans all
across our Nation in rejoicing at this
most important and constructive step to-
ward the establishment of a national
cemetery system within the Veterans’
Administration.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.

Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON.)

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to express my concern about
the transfer of the American Battle Mon-
uments Commission to the jurisdiction of
the Veterans' Administration, as provided

in HR. 12674.

I certainly favor those portions of the
bill that would assist the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration in providing benefits for vet-
erans and their dependents and survivors
by transferring to it the national ceme-
teries that are open for burials. However,
I do feel obligated to call to the atten-
tion of the House my extreme disappoint-
ment that when this bill was being
marked up in executive session that ap-
parently an amendment was added at
that time that would put the American
Battle Monuments Commission under the
Veterans'’ Administration.

When H.R. 12674 was introduced and
scheduled for hearings before the House
Veterans' Affairs Committee, the trans-
fer of the American Battle Monuments
Commission from its current independent
status to the jurisdiction of the Veterans’
Administration was not included in the
bill. Nevertheless, the committee did con-
tact the Commission, asking if the Com-
mission wished to testify on the matter.
Because the Commission was not in-
cluded in the provisions of the bill at that
time, members of the Commission de-
cided that their testimony was not neces-
sary. Subsequently the committee decided
in executive session that the Commission
should be included in the formation of a
new National Cemeteries System. In
reading the hearing record, I have dis-
covered that the matter of transferring
the Commission was mentioned only
twice, and one of these was when a rep-
resentative of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion reiterated the administration’s op-
position to the transfer.
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Let me quote several pertinent ex-
cerpts from the testimony of Mr. Rufus
H. Wilson, Associate Deputy Administra-
tor of Veterans’ Affairs:

Let me briefly describe the current Federal
cemetery function. Four cemetery systems
are managed by Federal agencies: The De-
partment of the Army operated the National
Cemetery System; the American Battle Mon-
uments Commission operates the overseas
cemeteries; the Department of the Interior,
through the National Park Service, operates
cemeteries in conjunction with Military and
Battlefield Parks; and the Veterans Adminis-
tration. We operate 24 cemeteries and burial
plots of which 14 are currently open for
further burials. Eligibility for burial in these
VA cemeteries is generally limited to vet-
erans who die while receiving hospital, domi-
ciliary, or nursing home care in a Veterans
Administration facility or while receiving
such care at Veterans Administration ex-
pense in a non-Veterans Administration fa-
cllity, or where an eligible veteran dies in
the immediate vicinity of a Veterans Ad-
ministration field station having a cemetery,
whose body is unclalmed and whose relatives
cannot be located.

L * L L L

Consolidation of national cemeteries . . .
with Veterans Administration cemeteries
into a single system administered by the
Veterans Administration would appear logli-
cal, and we would favor such transfer of
Jurisdiction . . . As noted above, there are
two other Federal cemetery systems, The
cemeteries operated by the Department of
Interior are generally closed to future burials
and are in the nature of military or battle-
field parks such as Gettysburg. The Congress
has recognized this distinction in maintain-
ing jurisdiction over these cemeteries in the
Committee on Interlor and Insular Affairs in
both the House and Senate, and we agree
that they should be excluded from any new
National Cemetery System.

The remaining system is comprised of those
cemeteries, memorials and monuments under
the jurisdiction of the Amrican Battle Monu-
ments Commission. These are in the nature
of historical parks or shrines and, with limit-
ed excepton, are not open for burials. They
are, therefore, comparable to those cemeteries
operated by the Department of Interior.
Hence, the arguments which favor consoli-
dating the administration of Federal ceme-
teries in which veterans and servicemen may
be buried do not have equal force when
applied to the overseas cemeteries operated
;y the American Battle Monuments Commis-

on,

The Administrator of Veterans’ Af-
fairs, Mr. Johnson, has not changed his
assessment of the proposed transfer in
this bill since the conclusion of the hear-
ings. He still maintains, as he stated in
a letter to the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Veterans' Affairs, Mr. TeacuE of
Texas, that—

These cemeteries (l.e., those of the Depart-
ment of Interior and the American Battle
Monuments Commission) are generally
closed to future burials and are in the nature
of historical parks or shrines. We agree that
they shoud not be included in the new pro-
posed consolidated system.

I understand from this bill that even
though the committee decided to trans-
fer those cemeteries under the current
care of the American Battle Monuments
Commission to the jurisdiction of the
Veterans’ Administration, it did not de-
cide to transfer those under the Depart-
ment of the Interior. Not only are these
cemeteries analogous as pointed out in
the testimony previously cited, but there
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is the added fact that inclusion of the
American Battle Monuments Commis-
sion’s cemeteries and memorials in a new
Federal system will absolutely not ad-
dress the critical problem of a shortage
of available plots in these cemeteries.

The Commission’s cemeteries are lo-
cated on foreign soil. The only people
now being buried there are those who are
still being found on the battlefields of
past wars. These cemeteries exist through
the good graces of the governments of
the countries in which they are located.
Even if it were conceivable that these
memorials have adequate space to ac-
commodate veterans and their depend-
ents to be buried in the future, it is not
conceivable that any agreement to this
end could be reached with the concerned
foreign governments.

Additionally, I fail to see how any plan
such as this will help to alleviate the
problem of interring veterans at great
distances from their families and friends.
As has been stated, many veterans in
California must now be buried in Wash-
ington State or even further away. A
closed cemetery in Holland or France
would certainly not solve this dilemma.

I certainly agree that action to combat
this growing problem is needed in the
Congress, but the act of transferring the
American Battle Monuments Commis-
sion to the jurisdiction of the Veterans’
Administration will have no such effect.
It will most likely only decrease the effi-
ciency and increase the operating costs
of the Commission by placing it in the
hierarchy of an ever-growing bureauc-
racy which already has numerous and
critical problems to face. I am not imply-
ing that the Veterans' Administration is
not doing a good job for caring for the
veterans in our Nation. Its record has
been and continues to be admirable, but
it does not need this added burden, which
it has explicitly stated it does not want.

What I am asserting is that the record
of the American Battle Monuments Com-
mission, operating on approximately $3.2
million per year, has been commendable
in every respect. I had the occasion re-
cently to look at some of the colored
pictures that have been taken of all these
monuments and memorials, and we can
indeed be proud as Americans of the job
that this Commission is doing. At this
point, I would like to read from several
letters which have been written to the
Commission by persons who have loved
ones buried in the Commission's ceme-
teries:

On a recent visit to Europe and the grave-
site of our son who is buried at Henri Cha-
pelle Military Cemetery, we had the pleasure
of meeting the Superintendent of this Ceme-
tery, Bert Dewey. He met us at the train and
drove us to the Cemetery. The rain and wind
being rather bad, he furnished Mrs. Gettin-
ger and I with heavy raincoats and hats for
the trip . . . Mr. Dewey was unusually kind
and concerned and so solicitous in regard to
Mrs. Gettinger . . . Certainly, any one who
visits with Mr. Dewey would have a tremen-
dous respect not only for the man, but for
the country he represents.” (George D. Get-
tinger, Terre Haute, Ind.)

I have just returned from my fifth con-
secutive tour of the American Military Cem-
eteries in France, Luxembourg and the
Netherlands . . . As each year in the past, I
found each of these hallowed resting places
to be a thing of beauty and in magnificent
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condition . . . I wish to compliment the
Battle Monuments Commission and the Su-
perintendents . . . they may justly feel proud
of their effi . (Harold F. Mohn, Myers-
town, Pa.)

I had occasion . . . to visit my brother's
gravesite at Margraten Cemetery in the
Netherlands . . . how pleased and happy I
was to see this lovely memorial. It was kept
50 beautiful and it shows that no one has
forgotten these cemeteries. The men we
talked t0 were very helpful and kind and
seem to care very deeply about the cemetery.
They took a lovely picture of my brother's
cross and presented it to us. I wish I could
tell all relatives of the men buried at Mar-
graten what I saw and felt while I visited
there, (Mrs. Daniel Parielis)

The testimony of these letters and
hundreds like them bespeak the effec-
tiveness and tactfulness which the
American Battle Monuments Commis-
sion has brought to its sensitive tasks far
better than I can in these brief mo-
ments.

To summarize, I must take objection
to transferring the American Battle
Monuments Commission to the VA and
including it in a new Federal Cemetery
System which is so critically needed for
the following reasons:

First. The cemeteries operated by the
Commissior: are closed for all practical
purposes. They would not in any way al-
leviate the prevalent shortage of ceme-
tery space.

Second. The cemeteries operated by the
National Park Service under the Depart-
ment of the Interior are essentially the
same as those operated by the Commis-
sion. It would be logical to follow the
course recommended by the Administra-
tor of Veterans' Affairs and transfer
neither group of cemeteries to the new
system.

Third. The proposed transfer of the
Commission was not adequately discussed
by the Committee in hearings on this leg-
islation, and the evidence that was pre-
sented tends to support the opposite
course,.

Fourth. The proposed transfer, besides
doing nothing to combat the central
problem of shortage, would likely reduce
the efficiency and increase the costs of
operating the Commission. While I
recognize and agree with the public and
congressional sentiment in favor of es-
tablishing a National Cemeteries System,
I discern no sentiment among the ma-
jority of my colleagues or the public to
move the American Baftle Monuments
Commission to the jurisdiction of the VA.

Mr. Speaker, I have stated earlier that
I favor those sections of this bill which
relate to benefits for veterans and their
dependents. I again commend the com-
mittee for its work in this area, and be-
cause of the urgency of the problem, I
will vote in favor of this legislation today.
I do hope that before the Congress takes
final action on this matter that the trans-
fer of the American Battle Monuments
Commission will be reconsidered and that
the Congress will decide to let this small,
dedicated group of men and women con-
tinue with their excellent, efficient, and
economic work.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
man from Arkansas (Mr. HaAMMER-
SCHMIDT) .

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speak-
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er, I rise in support of H.R. 12674. This
is a bill designed to create a mnational
cemetery system. It would be adminis-
tered by the Veterans’ Administration.
With very few exceptions all cemeteries
created for members of the Armed
Forces, veterans and their dependents
would come under the system as would
any that may be acquired or developed
in the future. Currently, most military
cemeteries are maintained and adminis-
tered by the Department of the Army.
Experience has shown, however, that 90
percent of the burials are of veterans
and their dependents. It is more prac-
tical, therefore, to place the program
under the Veterans' Administration.

For many years there has been almost
no planning for future burials despite
the basic entitlement to it of all honor-
ably discharged veterans and their de-
pendents, This bill directs the Veterans’
Administration to conduct a study and
submit recommendations to the next
Congress. This is absolutely necessary be-
cause available burial sites are fast dis-
appearing and a program will have to be
worked out to meet the needs of the im~
mediate future.

A plot allowance of $150 also is pro-
vided for those veterans who are buried
in private cemeteries. This is an approach
which should reduce the demand for
burial sites in military cemeteries. Head-
stones or markers will continue to be
available for gravesites with the respon-
sibility of supplying them transferred to
the Veterans’ Administration. At present
they may be obtained from the Depart-
ment of the Army.

The American Battle Monuments
Commission would come under the or-
ganizational framework of the Veterans’
Administration. It would continue to
function substantially as it has since it
was created with the additional author-
ity of maintaining certain memorials
and monuments on foreign soil not now
under its jurisdietion.

I consider this bill to be well conceived
and very necessary if we are to fulfill
our obligation to our veterans and their
dependents.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. Scortt).

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, as a co-
sponsor I rise in support of HR. 12674.
This bill would establish a National
Cemetery System within the Veterans’
Administration. Much of the present
system is administered by the Depart-
ment of the Army. Of course, this came
about because initially only soldiers who
fell in battle or died of disease in the
field and in hospitals were eligible for
burial in a military cemetery. Over the
vears the eligibility was enlarged to in-
clude wartime veterans and their de-
pendents with the result that at the
present time fewer than 10 percent of
the burials are active-duty decedents.
The remaining more than 90 percent are
veterans and their dependents. In view
of this it is not only more appropriate,
but also more expeditious to place the
program under the Veterans' Adminis-
tration and in so doing coordinate other
smaller cemetery programs, including
the one operated by the Veterans
Administration under one system.
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The bill also provides for a plot allow-
ance of $150 for those veterans who are
buried in private cemeteries and the fur-
nishing of a headstone or marker for
the gravesites of all eligible veterans.

The American Battle Monument Com-
mission would continue to administer and
maintain military cemeteries, monu-
ments, and memorials on foreign soil
with the added responsibility for the
maintenance of certain memorials on
foreign soil not now under their juris-
diction. The Commission would operate,
however, within the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration and under the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs.

The Veterans' Administration is di-
rected also to conduct a study and sub-
mit recommendations to the next Con-
gress regarding the overall program of
veterans burial benefits.

I would hope this recommendation
would include a provision for relief of
the crowded condition at Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery. One solution would be
an auxiliary such as the measures I have
sponsored for a cemetery at the Manas-
sas National Battlefield Park or adjacent
thereto. Our committee has had hear-
ings on one of these bills but has taken
no further action. This acute problem
must be resolved.

I believe this bill represents a sound
approach to a problem which is increas-
ingly urgent and I intend to vote for it.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. FisH).

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I am glad to yield to the
distinguished chairman of the committee.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to tell the House that the
father of the gentleman from New York
introduced the first bill for the unknown
soldier’s interment in Arlington Ceme-
tery, and the gentleman from New York
(Mr. F1su) has introduced this bill this
year for a spot for the unknown soldier.

Our report says that there is no un-
known soldier at this time. But what we
should have said was that they really
will not know until the war is over and
all the missing in action are counted.

We certainly think by that time that
there will be an unknown soldier.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the gentle-
man from New York for recognizing the
situation and doing something about it.

Mr. FISH. I thank you very much, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
National Cemeteries Act of 1972—H.R.
12674. This legislation would revise and
streamline the administration of our na-
tional cemeteries by consolidating them
under the jurisdiction of the Veterans’
Administration. The bill also authorizes
a comprehensive study by the VA on the
future development and operation of the
National Cemeteries System and provides
for an additional plot allowances of $150
in cases where the veteran is not buried
in a national or other Federal cemetery.

I am particularly proud that the Vet-
erans Affairs Committee has incorpo-
rated into their omnibus measure, legis-
lation which I originally introduced as
House Joint Resolution 609. My bill, now
section 9 of H.R. 12674, would authorize
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the interment of an unknown soldier
from the Vietnam war in the Arlington
National Cemetery.

Over 51 years ago, on December 21,
1920, my father, Hamilton Fish, Sr.,
introduced a similar measure in the
House of Representatives. The adoption
of my father’s resolutions resulted in the
creation of the Tomb of the Unknown
Soldier, a revered national shrine. Since
that time, unknown casualties of both
World War II and Korea have joined
their comrade of World War I, and are
similarly enshrined near the tomb of
Arlington. I introduced my resolution at
the urging and with the support of my
father, who at the age of 83 continues to
be very active on behalf of our Nation's
28 million veterans.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly believe that
this is a most appropriate way to com-
memorate the sacrifices made by Amer-
ican servicemen in Vietnam. We all know
that the Vietnam war is uniquely differ-
ent from those which preceded it. It
has, perhaps, mustered a lower level of
public support than any other war in
our country’s history. But we cannot
permit these political facts to obscure
the equally real sacrifices made by the
2.5 million young men who have served
in Southeast Asia.

This tragic war has resulted in over
50,000 dead and well over a quarter of
a million wounded. Through the adoption
of this legislation, Congress can demon-
strate that, despite diverging opinions on
the wisdom of this conflict, that the
personal sacrifices of these boys and
their families will not be forgotten.

Section 9 provides that the implemen-
tation of this provision will take place
after the United States has concluded
its participation in hostilities in South-
east Asia. The proposal has the ex-
pressed public support of the Depart-
ment of Defense, specifically the De-
partment of the Army, and the Office
of Management and Budget. Numerous
veterans organizations have also ex-
pressed their strong support, including:
the American Legion, the Veterans of
Foreign Wars, the Catholic War Veter-
ans, the Blinded Veterans Association,
the Military Order of the World Wars,
the Military Order of the Purple Heart,
the Fleet Reserve Association, the Ma-~
rine Corps League, the Reserve Offi-
cers Association of the United States and
the Congressional Medal of Honor So-
ciety.

In conclusion, I want to express my
deep appreciation to chairman OrLin E.
TeacvE of the Veterans' Affairs Com-
mittee, for his courtesy and assistance
regarding the Vietnam Unknown Sol-
dier legislation. I also want to congratu-
late the chairman and the entire mem-
bership of the Veterans' Affairs Com-
mittee for their excellent work on the
national cemeteries bill. It deserves the
overwhelming support of the House of
Representatives and I urge all my col-
leagues to vote accordingly.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield the balance of the time
remaining to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SAYLOR).

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, for too
many years, this Nation has had little if
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any policy on the future of national
cemeteries and burial benefits for the
Nation’s veterans. If any policy has
emerged, it has been a dictum of sorts
laid down years ago by the agency that
preceded OMB, the Bureau of the Budg-
et—"“We are opposed to any expansion of
the national cemetery system.”

Under this mandate, and despite the
fact that all of the Nation's 28 million
veterans are entitled by law to burial in
a national cemetery, the national ceme-
tery system is rapidly phasing out. Of the
84 national cemeteries operated by the
Department of the Army, 39 are closed
to further burials. Only 13 of the re-
maining 42 active cemeteries will be open
for interments in the year 2000. Many
areas of the Nation have no national
cemetery. In California, for example, all
of the national cemeteries are closed and
deceased veterans who had expressed a
desire to be buried in a national cemetery
must be interred in Willamette at Port-
land Oreg., or even further from the
home of his survivors.

Mr. Speaker, the bill before this body
today, H.R. 12674, represents the first
step in creating a national pelicy on
cemeteries and burial benefits for veter-
ans. It wiil vest the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration with administrative responsibility
for the operation of most of the ceme-
teries maintained by the Federal Gov-
ernment. The bill requires the Veterans’
Administration to make an indepth study
and report to Congress on the criteria
which should govern the future of the
national cemetery system. Finally, Mr.
Speaker, the bill will provide a burial
plot allowance of $150, to be paid on be-
half of any veteran not interred in a
national cemetery.

There are several agencies presently
administering a Federal cemetery pro-
gram. The Department of the Army ad-
ministers the national cemetery system.
The military services also administer the
many military post cemeteries through-
out the Nation. The Veterans’ Adminis-
tration operates several burial grounds
adjacent to Veterans’ Administration
hospitals. The American Battle Monu-
ments Commission maintains the over-
seas cemeteries on foreign soil, all of
which are closed. The Interior Depart-
ment operates a group of cemeteries lo-
cated in national parks. All of these
systems, under the terms of the bill, with
the exception of cemeteries operated by
the Interior Department, would be trans-
ferred to the Veterans’ Administration.
Since approximately 90 percent of the in-
terments in national cemeteries are those
of veterans, it seems logical that the Vet-
erans’ Administration should operate the
new system. Because cemeteries of the
Interior Department are located within
the boundaries of national parks, it ap-
pears equally logical that national park
personnel should continue to be respon-
sible for maintaining these grounds.

Mr. Speaker, with approximately 1
million grave sites available for 28 million
eligible veterans, it would be virtually im-
possible to provide sufficient national
cemetery grave sites equitably dispersed
geographically to care for this need. It is
also true that all veterans do not wish to
be interred in national cemeteries. The
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$150 burial plot allowance, which would
be payable in additional to the existing
statutory burial plot allowance, would
permit the next of kin of those veterans
not buried in national cemeteries to pur-
chase burial space in private cemeteries
near their homes.

Mr. Speaker, this is necessary legisla-
tion and I urge that it be passed.

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

Mr. SAYLOR. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding and commend
him on the fine statement he has made
on this important bill.

Mr. Speaker, today I rise to support
H.R. 12674, the National Cemeteries Act
of 1972.

I had the honor of being a cosponsor
of this measure and would certainly like
to take this time to commend the chair-
man of our Veterans' Affairs Committee,
the Honorable OLiN TEAGUE of Texas, for
his handling of this matter.

This measure will put the National
Cemetery System under the jurisdiction
of the Veterans’ Administration.

At the present time such cemeteries as
Arlington National, are under the juris-
diction of the Department of the Army.

This measure will also give the VA the
needed funds to operate and maintain
this cemetery system.

The VA will provide grade markers and
headstones for the graves.

This legislation also provides for the
burial of a Vietnam unknown soldier
in Arlington National Cemetery. Mr.
Speaker, I have spoken of this many
times in my congressional district, and
find that there is great support among
my constituents for this type of project.

During the past few years we have had
many inquiries and proposals regarding
the development of the National Ceme-
tery system. This bill will direct the VA
Administrator to conduct a comprehen-
sive study and submit his recommenda-
tions to the 93d Congress concerning the
criteria which should govern the develop-
ment and operation of the National
Cemetery System including the concept
of regional cemeteries.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that this bill be
passed by this 92d Congress.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to my colleague,
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr, Speak-
er, I was remiss in commending only the
gentleman from Texas, the chairman
of the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, for
his fine work in developing this veterans’
legislation. I should also in my earlier
remarks have commended the gentleman
in the well, the ranking minority member,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, for
his work also. I know the gentleman was
always present in the development of this
legislation, and certainly my commenda-
tion and congratulations go to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania also.

Mr. SAYLOR. I thank the gentleman
from Michigan. I might say this work was
begun when the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. Rutherford was on the committee,
We have attempted to continue his work.
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, is there any-
thing in this proposed legislation that
would limit the amount of space that any
one individual may be allocated in
Arlington Cemetery?

Mr. SAYLOR. No, there is nothing in
this bill that would limit the amount of
space, but in any case, Arlington is filling
so rapidly those eligible now under the
statute will be lucky to get one burial
plot.

Mr. GROSS. In other words, the spouse
and other dependent members of the
ordinary family will, in the future, have
to be buried in tiers rather than in sepa-
rate spaces. Is that correct?

Mr. SAYLOR. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. But there is still nothing
to limit certain individuals from getting
all the space in Arlington Cemetery that
their families might desire. Is that
correct?

Mr. SAYLOR. There is nothing at the
present time. I am hoping when the
Veterans’ Administration gives their sur-
vey to the Congress that this matter will
be covered.

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

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield fo the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I fake this
opportunity to commend the gentleman
from Pennsylvania for his stand on this
matter. As the gentleman knows, we are
vitally interested in southern New Jer-
sey in obtaining some additional land for
the Beverly National Cemetery. For a
number of years the Beverly Cemetery
has been closed out except for the fam-
ilies now occupying some of the spaces.
The Congressman from New Jersey (Mr.
Rog) and I have a bill in that would have
somebody find some additional land in
the vicinity of Beverly for the purpose
of enlarging our cemetery.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for his assistance in that matter.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, would the
gentleman yield for one further question?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, is there any
plan to claim any portion of the burial
space in Arlington Cemetery that was
wrongfully allocated because it is far be-
yond any conscionable need and will de-
prive veterans of final resting places
there?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. So far as I
know, there is none.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
I support H.R. 12674, the National
Cemeteries Act of 1972, and urge its
passage.

It is widely recognized that the vari-
ous Federal cemetery systems are frag-
mented in site locations, administra-
tively complex, inadequate to handle eli-
gible interments, and inequitable in the
treatment of the Nation's veterans. The
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fact that since 1967 Arlington National
Cemetery has been closed for veteran
burials, except for certain “VIP” classi-
fications, has brought the whole prob-
lem to national attention.

Additionally, it has been obvious that
the present meager $250 allowance for
burial and funeral expenses, which has
not been increased since 1858, is totally
inadequate in reducing current demands
for burials in national cemeteries and
encouraging more local burials. I be-
lieve the committee has done a com-
mendable job in setting forth a basic
restructuring of the national cemeteries
system and creating a more rational and
equitable policy with respect to the
rights of servicemen and veterans who
have fought for and served this Nation.

H.R. 12674 provides for a consolida-
tion of cemeteries into one system under
the jurisdiction of the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration. In that 90 percent of the
interments in national cemeteries are
veterans and their dependents, the VA
is the most logical and appropriate ad-
ministering agency.

The bill also increases the burial al-
lowance to $400 for veterans not buried
in a national cemetery, and perhaps most
important to a permanent resolution to
the overall problem directs the VA to
conduct a comprehensive survey and
make recommendations early next year
for the development and operation of a
national cemetery system including the
concept of regional cemeteries.

H.R. 12674 is landmark legislation and
requires prompt consideration and ap-
proval by the Congress.

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

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ).

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman, my col-
league from Texas.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the
distinguished gentleman a question. As
the gentleman knows, I represent an area
that contains, not even with the excep-
tion of Arlington, no more historical or
no more hallowed ground for veterans
and soldiers than Fort Sam Houston Na-
tional Burial Park in San Antonio. We
have had a problem I have discussed with
the gentleman. The question I have is,
There is nothing in this proposed legisla-
tion that would preclude Fort Sam Hous-
ton National Cemetery from continuing
as such?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. There is not.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr, Speaker, I am concerned about the
Fort Sam Houston National Cemetery be-
cause it represents a unique case. Expan-
sion of this cemetery has been barred be-
cause of the existing freeze policy. Yet
Government-owned land exists for this
expansion, and in fact use of this land—
some 15 or more acres—has long been in-
tended for cemetery purposes. Ironically,
it would cost the Government nothing to
acquire land enough to keep this ceme-
tery in operation for many more years,
beyond the projected closing date of 1977.
Therefore, I am heartened by the gentle-
man’s assurance that this bill is designed
to permit the continued operation of this
cemetery.
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I believe that the Fort Sam Houston
National Cemetery should be expanded.
Its expansion would provide burial space
for veterans at a cost less than would be
possible through any other means, since
the planned expansion would involve the
use of land already owned by the Govern-
ment and designated for cemetery use.
It is only an accident that the freeze pol-
icy, which was intended to remedy a
problem wholly unrelated to the case at
Fort Sam Houston, happened to affect it.

Mr., ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, the American Battle Monu-
ments Commission presently adminis-
ters and maintains the American mili-
tary cemeteries, monuments, and memo-
rials on foreign soil.

The bill before us continues the Amer-
ican Battle Monuments Commission.
However, the commission is transferred
to the jurisdiction of the Veterans’
Administration.

Some citizens, knowing the excellent
work of the Commission, have expressed
a very real concern that the proposed
transfer will result in a deterioration of
the American cemeteries on foreign soil.

For example, Mr. Speaker, let me read
you a letter from a constituent of mine
whose son is buried in Margraten, Hol-
land. She writes:

I have learned that the House Veterans
Affairs Committee has placed a provision in
the National Cemetery Bill (H.R. 12674) that
would reassign the American Battle Monu-
ments Commission to the control of the Vet-
erans Administration in leu of its present
position of reporting directly to the Presi-
dent of the Unitec States.

I am un&itembly opposed to the inclusion
of the American Battle Monuments Coms=-
mission In this bill and believe it is not in
the best Interests of our country. I ask that
you vote against this provision.

I have visited the American Military
Cemetery in Margraten, Holland, where my
son is buried. It is comforting to know what
our government is doing in giving perpetual
care, and the gooc job the American Battle
Monument Commission is doing. To change
anything that would place this program in
Jeopardy would be a grievous mistake. I
therefore ask your support in maintaining
the American Battle Monuments Commis-
sion under its prasant direction.

SBincerely,
J. HELENE MURPHY.

I certainly agree with Mrs. Murphy
that we should not take any action which
would jeopardize the American Battle
Monuments Commission.

Can the gentleman give her any as-
surance that the excellent work of the
Commission will be continued?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. This bill ex-
pands the authority of the Battle Monu-
ments Commission. It takes nothing
from it. The members will be appointed
by the President, as they have been in
the past.

This merely brings the whole cemetery
system a little closer together. I cannot
feature the Battle Monuments Commis-
sion being harmed in any way, shape, or
form.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. So, in
effect, there would be no change to the
detriment of the system so ably admin-
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istered by the Battle Monuments Com-
mission?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. In my opinion
there would be no change in that way.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I thank
the gentleman.

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

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. MIZELL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise at this time to offer
a word of support for the National
Cemeteries Act of 1972.

As I have said on many occasions, in
this Chamber and elsewhere, there is no
group of citizens more worthy of our
consideration and assistance than the
veterans of our armed services, and I am
happy to see that several excellent pro-
visions have been included in this leg-
islation which we are considering today.

One of the provisions I am particu-
larly gratified to see is that section au-
thorizing a special plot allowance of
$150, in addition to the present allow-
ance for burial and funeral expenses of
$250, payable in cases in which veterans
are not buried in a national or other
Federal cemetery.

As all of my colleagues know, many of
our national cemeteries are approach-
ing capacity, and the families of veterans
are having to turn increasingly to pri-
vate facilities, causing substantial addi-
tional expense, This additional payment
will greatly help these families.

The other provisions, which have been
discussed in detail here today, are also
generous measures designed to insure
that the honor the American veteran
earned in life is maintained after his
passing.

More than a century has passed since
President Lincoln first issued the great
national commitment ‘“to care for him
who shall have borne the battle, and for
his widow and his orphan.” I am grati-
fied to see that this Congress is still
dedicated to that commitment, still try-
ing to enlarge and strengthen it, as this
legislation surely does.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 12674,
the National Cemeteries Act of 1972.

Across the country, veterans are being
denied their right to burial in national
cemeteries of their choosing.

In California, the problem is especially
acute. There are over 3.1 million veter-
ans in California and approximately 2
million in southern California.

But, what facilities do we have for
those who wish to be buried in a national
cemetery?

In the San Diego area, there is Fort
Rosecrans, a national cemetery operated
by the Department of the Army. This
facility was closed to further develop-
ment in 1967.

In northern California, there is the
Golden Gate National Cemetery located
in San Bruno, and the national ceme-
tery at the Presidio of San Francisco. Ac-
cording to the Veterans’ Administration,
the cemetery at San Bruno was closed
in 1967, and the cemetery at the Pre-
sidio was closed in 1962,

The only remaining cemetery is lo-
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cated in Los Angeles at the Wadsworth
Veterans Center. This facility is expected
to close for further development in 1975.
But, presently, it does not meet the needs
of the area. In fact, Mr. Rufus Wilson,
Associate Deputy Administrator of Vet-
erans Affairs, testified that “with some
few exceptions, the only people buried
in Sawtelle—Wadsworth—are those who
died in the VA hospital there.”

Mr. Speaker, this does not meet the
needs of those veterans in the Los An-
geles area who served honorably, and
would like to be buried in a national
cemetery within a reasonable distance of
their families.

I am shocked by reports that Cali-
fornia veterans, who wish to be interred
in a national cemetery, are being buried
as far away as Portland, Oreg., or Santa
Fe, N. Mex.

In order to provide for the establish-
ment of a national cemetery in Los An-
geles County, I introduced H.R. 11465.
After the tragic earthquake of February
1971, which demolished the Olive View
Veterans Hospital in the San Fernando
Valley, I had hoped that the VA would
establish a cemetery at that 94-acre site.
However, the land was transferred to the
county of Los Angeles for the purpose of
building a park.

The bill before us today, HR. 12674,
would undertake a revision in the ceme-
tery program by consolidating all De-
partment of the Army, military post, and
Veterans' Administration cemeteries un-
der a national cemetery system within
the Veterans’ Administration. This ad-
justment is necessary to eliminate the
confusing and uncertain conditions pres-
ently associated with the national ceme-
tery program,

In addition, this proposal directs the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to
conduct a comprehensive study and sub-
mit his recommendations to the 93d Con-
gress within 30 days after convening.
This study will focus upon, first, the cri-
teria which should govern the develop-
ment and operation of the national ceme-
tery system. Second, it would study the
relationship of the national cemetery sys-
tem to other burial benefits provided by
the Federal Government to servicemen
and veterans. Third, this study will spell
out the steps to be taken to carry out the
recommendations.

An important provision of the bill
would prevent the VA from transferring
any real property to any other agency
without the approval of the Congress.

In order to help the widow and the
family of a veteran meet the expenses of
a funeral and burial, a special plot allow-
ance of $150—in addition to the present
allowance of $250—is payable in any case
in which the veteran is not buried in a
national cemetery.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the chairman
of the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, Mr,
TeaGUE, for his sincere concern for the
problems in this area, and for his willing-
ness to come to grips with the many
deficiencies inherent in the system as it
is presently constituted.

I feel that the proposal, HR. 12674, is
a major step toward shaping the frame-
work of a Federal cemetery policy that
will be in the best interests of the Na-
tion’s veterans and their families.
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Finally, Mr. Speaker, I will continue
to keep in close contact with the VA in
order to develop a program which will
alleviate the problems in the southern
California area by establishing a national
cemetery in Los Angeles County.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting the passage of HR. 12674, the
National Cemeteries Act of 1972.

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of H.R. 12674, the Na-
tional Cemeteries Act, I do so in spite of
the fact that the Veterans’ Administra-
tion recommended against favorable
consideration of my two bills, HR. 9984,
which would establish a national ceme-
tery in Broward or Dade County, Fla.,
and H.R. 10027, which would establish a
national cemetery elsewhere in the State
of Florida.

The Veterans’ Administration objected
to my bills on the basis that until the
policy with respect to the future of the
National Cemetery System has been re-
solved, it is premature to consider any
measure proposing the expansion of that
system.

In fairness, our national cemetery pro-
gram was not originally planned. Federal
agencies and officials did not originally
grant the right of burial in a national
cemetery to all who served honorably in
the Armed Forces, There was no assess-
ment of the total impact of isolated
policy decisions to embrace the many
categories of decedents among those now
eligible for burial, In fact, no action was
ever taken at the final decision level to
provide, on & continuing basis, the re-
?ources needed even to implement the

aw.

At last some action is being taken to
place the various Federal cemeteries such
as post cemeteries of garrisons, Veterans’
Administration cemeteries, and Army
National Cemeteries, under the jurisdie-
tion of one Federal agency; namely, the
Veterans' Administration.

Originally the purpose of Federal cem-
eteries was simple. Post cemeteries were
used to bury the dead at isolated military
posts. Veterans cemeteries served the Na-
tional Homes for Disabled Volunteer Sol-
diers that cared for the veterans disabled
by the war, and national cemeteries were
intended for soldiers of the United States
who died in battle or of disease in the
field of combat.

Many changes have occurred, however,
since the 1800’s when these cemeteries
first were established. A study in the 87th
Congress showed that fewer than 10 per-
cent of the persons buried in national
cemeteries were active-duty soldiers and
their families, Instead more than 90 per-
cent of the burials were veterans and
their dependents. Further, about 83 per-
cent of those interred lived within 50
miles of the cemeteries of their burial,
indicating a close relationship between
proximity and the use made of national
cemeteries. Again, about 83 percent of
all burials regularly occur in 11 national
cemeteries near large cities.

This inequitable distribution of exist-
ing cemeteries, the wide variation in the
size of installations, the heavy concen-
trations of workload in a comparatively
small number of cemeteries, and the dis-
parity between the number of persons
now eligible for burial, and the availabil-
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ity of gravesites is a grave injustice to
most veterans and their families.

Florida, as you know, is an attractive
place for our citizens to retire. Many re-
tired military, as well as veterans of
either World War I or World War II,
have found their way to Florida to live
out the remainder of their lives. The mild
climate and the casual style of living
eases the weight of time. For many, the
most important thing they want to be
remembered for is their service to their
country in the military. The part of those
that served in the military in securing
liberty and a democratic way of life for
themselves, and all other citizens of our
country, is the memory they cherish
most. I feel it is only fitting that national
cemeteries be made available to them
in recognition of the valor of their deeds.
Further, I feel it is important that these
cemeteries be located as close as possible
to the residents of the family to honor
them in death for their service to our
country.

At the present time the only national
cemetery in Florida is Barrancas Na-
tional Cemetery in Warrington, Fla. This
cemetery has only T77 available grave-
sites, while the projected deaths of vet-
erans in Florida in fiscal year 1972 is
11,000. Further, the projected cumulative
number of veteran deaths in Florida by
the fiscal year 2000, according to the Vet-
erans’ Administration, is 743,000. Cer-
tainly, a meager 777 gravesites is woe-
fully inadequate to meet present de-
mands, and only a token for the future.

In addition, the present national cem-
etery is located in the Florida panhandie
which is approximately 650 miles north-
west of the area I represent. This puts it
too far away for many of my constitu-
ents who would like to be interred in a
national cemetery. Broward County, Fla.,
which I represent is one of the three fast-
est growing counties in the United States,
according to the 1970 U.S. census. Much
of the increase, as I indicated above, is
due to the influx of retired persons, many
of whom are veterans. There are more
than 204,400 veterans in Dade County,
and more than 84,800 in Broward
County.

The legislation before us today, HR.
12674, the National Cemeteries Act of
1972, will direct that the Administrator of
the Veterans’ Administration conduct a
comprehensive study and submit his rec-
ommendations to the 93d Congress con-
cerning the criteria which should govern
the development and operation of the
national cemetery system. Includecd in
this study will be the concept of regional
cemeteries, the relationship between that
system and other burial benefits provided
servicemen and veterans, and the steps
to be taken to conform the existing sys-
tem to the recommended criteria.

If all veterans are to have equal access
to national cemeteries as they should
have, then it is time we took cognizance
of the fact that although initial legisla-
tion provided for the burial in national
cemeteries of only those soldiers who died
on active duty, eligibility has been ex-
tended since then to approximately 28
million veterans and some of their de-
pendents. For this reason, these ceme-
teries ‘hould be consolidated under the
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Veterans’ Administration since it is
estimated that 90 percent of the total
interments in national cemeteries are
veterans and their dependents. The ad-
ditional costs created by H.R. 12674,
above the customary expenses of ad-
ministering and maintaining the ceme-
teries, are those incidental to the transfer
of records and personnel, and costs in-
curred by providing for burial plot allow-
ances which would result in a first-year
cost of $39.6 million, and a total first 5-
year cost of $217.5 million.

I strongly favor this legislation because
I feel that it moves us toward implemen-
tation of the Federal Government’s obli-
gations to provide national cemeteries for
our veterans who wish to be buried in
them.

Mr, DONOHUE. Mr, Speaker, I most
earnestly hope that this House will
promptly and overwhelmingly approve
this measure now before us, HR. 12674,
the National Cemeteries Act of 1972.

In substance this measure provides for
the transfer, to the Veterans’ Administra-
tion, of the responsibility for adminstra-
tion of practically all Federal cemetery
activity; authorizes a plot allowance of
$150, in addition to the present allowance
for burial and funeral expenses in any
case in which a veteran is not buried in a
national or other Federal cemetery; and
extends authority to the Veterans' Ad-
ministration to provide, upon request, a
headstone or marker for unmarked vet-
erans’ graves. The bill further directs
the Veterans' Administration to conduct
a study and submit recommendations to
the Congress, very shortly after the open-
ing of the 93d Congress, concerning
methods to improve the operation of the
national cemetery system, including
the concept of regional cemeteries, the
relationship of the new cemetery sys-
tem to other veterans' and servicemen’s
burial benefits, and the steps neces-
sary to expedite the conformity of the
present system to the new system.

Mr. Speaker, the recommendations
contained in this bill for increased as-
sistance to families in the overall burial
expenses of a veteran and the projection
of the establishment of regional ceme-
teries, particularly in our New England
area where we have long advocated such
establishment, are timely and unques-
tionably in the national interest. In sub-
stance and in projection the wholesome
improvements, affecting our veterans
and servicemen, contained in this meas-
ure are long overdue and I believe they
merit the resounding approval of the
House.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, having in-
troduced similar legislation in both the
91st and 92d Congresses, I want to ex-
press my wholehearted support of HR.
12674, which would establish a National
Cemetery System under the administra-
tive control of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion.

As I pointed out in early 1969 when I
first introduced legislation on this sub-
ject, since 1966, uncommitted gravesites
at seven national cemeteries have been
exhausted. I am sure that this situation
has grown worse in the intervening
3 years. Moreover, the Department of
the Army at one time estimated that an
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additional 21 national cemeteries will
become inactive by 1975.

This increasing scarcity of gravesites
amply demonstrates the need for the
comprehensive program of administra-
tion and expansion that this bill would
provide. Important in this regard is a
provision of the bill directing the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs to sub-
mit recommendations to the 93d Con-
gress regarding the development and
further expansion of the cemetery sys-
tem.

I also applaud the authorization of a
special plot allowance of $150 for the
burial of a veteran in a place not desig-
nated as a national or other Federal cem-
etery. Hopefully the enactment of this
provision will help ease the currently
unmanageable demand for burials in
existing national cemeteries.

I have been attempting since 1965 to
have a national cemetery established in
New England. Passage of this legislation
is a necessary first step for the reassess-
ment of the need for additional ceme-
teries not only in New England but
throughout the Nation as well. I urge its
enactment.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, today
we are considering a bill which will, if
passed, benefit thousands of young men
and women who have sacrificed some of
the best years of their lives, and some
their lives, for their country. H.R. 12674,
the National Cemeteries Act of 1972, not
only brings the national cemetery sys-
tem under th~ Veterans’ Administation,
but it requires the Director of Veterans’
Affairs to conduct a comprehensive study
of the system and submit a report to the
93d Congress.

This study will include the ecriteria
which should govern the development
and operation of the national cemetery
system, including the concept of re-
gional cemeteries; the relationship of
the National Cemetery System fo other
burial benefits provided by the Federal
Government to veterans; and the steps
to be taken to conform the existing sys-
tem to the recommended criteria.

The study is important at this time
because it is a possible first step in the
revision and expansion of the system.
We are all aware that our national cem-
efery system is woefully inadequate.
Many of the cemeteries are filled to
capacity, while many more are rapidly
approaching that state. In addition,
many areas of the country have no fa-
cilities at all convenient for veterans.

Mr. Speaker, this is especially true of
New England. For many years I have
sponsored legislation to establish a na-
tional cemetery in this area of our coun-
try. Arlington, Va. is still the closest place
where there is any space available for
those who has served their country from
New England. Even there, however, the
space is severely limited with the re-
maining gravesites reserved for long-
term veterans or those who have died
in Vietnam.

But even if there were more space
available in Arlington, it would be a
hardship on the friends and relatives of

a deceased veteran to require them to
travel hundreds of miles to visit the
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gravesite and fo pay their proper re-
spects. This in effect is denying our vet-
erans a right which has been granted
them and leaves unfulfilled a promise
that our Nation has made to those who
have fought for her.

It is my hope that the study provided
for in this bill today will recommend the
establishment of more national ceme-
teries. Something should be done to pro-
vide our veterans with the burial so many
desire and all deserve; in a place of
honor, a national cemetery.

Another important part of this bill is
the provision for a special $150 plot al-
lowance for veterans who either cannot
or do not wish to be buried in national
cemeteries. The rising cost of burial ex-
penses makes this addition to the $250
reimbursement allowance for burial and
funeral expenses a necessary and hu-
mane step. This is especially true in light
of the crisis in the national cemetery
system.

It is for these reasons that I support
the National Cemetery Act of 1972 and
urge my colleagues to vote for it.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of H.R. 12674, the Na-
tional Cemeteries Act.

In Maryland, there is no space avail-
able in national cemeteries. California
and New England face the same prob-
lem. Within 10 years, there will be no
more space available in 17 out of the 50
veterans’ cemeteries now open in the
United States. Veterans in these areas
will have to be transported to other
States in order to be buried in a national
cemetery.

The Veterans' Administration pays
$250 toward burial of a veteran in a pri-
vate cemetery, but this amount rarely
covers the cost of a private burial. Our
veterans deserve a fairer deal.

This legislation will show America's
appreciation to those deserving men who
served in our Armed Forces. I urge my
colleagues to support the bill.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong support of H.R. 12674, the
National Cemeteries Act of 1972. This bill
is long overdue and I am confident it will
receive our overwhelming endorsement.

I believe the Veterans’ Affairs Commit-
tee has been able to develop a realistic,
effective bill that permits us to rapidly
resolve the problems facing our national
cemetery system.

Many people are not aware that for
each available burial plot in a national
cemetery, there are more than 100 eligible
veterans. This does not even include
eligible dependents.

The value of the legislation we have
before us is in its dual approach to this
growing problem. First, it requires an in-
depth, comprehensive analysis to be made
of the cemetery system which will per-
mit a complete evaluation of the criteria
which should govern the development
and operation of the national cemetery
system.

In addition, the bill provides for a
needed increase in the burial allowance.
This $150 plot allowance—in addition to
the present allowance for burial and
funeral expenses of $250—is payable in
any case in which the veteran is not
buried in a Federal cemetery. This
amount more fully reflects modern burial
costs.

I am convinced that any study of the
existing cemeteries will clearly show the
need to expand the system. No additions
have been made in over 20 years and
over two-thirds of the existing facilities
are products of the Civil War.

During the study authorized by the bill
we are considering, I will, or get the VA
to look into the feasibility of creating a
new national cemetery in the Redwood
empire of California. It would be par-
ticularly appropriate, in my judgment,
that a sacred resting grounds for our
veterans be located in or near the ca-
thedral-like Redwood groves of the Red-
wood National Park.

I have discussed the question of a new
national cemetery in northern California
as well as the issue of modernization of
the national cemetery system with many,
many members of veterans groups in my
congressional district. They have been
unanimous in support of the concepts
embodied in HR. 12674.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous matter on the bill HR. 12674.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TEaGUE) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill H.R.
12674, as amended.

The guestion was taken.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
seﬁt Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 312, nays 4, not voting 116, as
follows:

[Roll No. 186]
YEAS—312
Adams

Addabbo
Anderson,
Callf,
Anderson, I11.
Andrews, Ala.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Baker
Barrett
Begich
Bennett

Bergland
Betts

Bevill
Blaggl
Biester
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman

Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Carey, N.XY.
Carlson
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Chamberlain
Clausen,
Don H.
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Daniel, Va.

Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Duncan

du Pont
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.

Edwards, Callf.

Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flynt
Foley
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Ford, Gerald R.

Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Goldwater
Gongzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gross
Haley
Hall
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash,
Harrington

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.,
Heinz
Henderson
Hicks, Mass,
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis

Hogan

Horton

Hosmer

Lennon

Bray
Crane
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Lent
Link
Long, Md.
McClure
MecCollister
McCormack
McDade
McDonald,
Mich,
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEevitt
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mitchell
Mizell
Mollohan

Monagan
Montgomery

Evins, Tenn.

Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roy
Ruth
Ryan
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Selberling
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Black
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

Btelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott

Taylor

Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis,
Thone

Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
‘Wampler
Ware
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Willlams

Wiggins

NOT VOTING—118

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Abzug
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.,
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Ashbrook
Baring
Belcher
Bell
Bingham
Blanton
Boland
Bow
Burton
Caffery
Camp
Cederberg
Celler
Chappell

Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clawson, Del
Clay

Collins, 111,
Conte
Conyers
Curlin
Daniels, N.J.
Danlelson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Dellums
Diggs

Dow

Dowdy
Dulski
Edmondson
Eshleman
Flowers
Frelinghuysen
Galifianakis

Gallagher
Gibbons
Green, Oreg.
Griffin

Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Halpern
Hanna
Hawkins
Helstoskl
Holifield
Jonas
Kyros
Landgrebe
Leggett
Lloyd
Long, La.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCulloch
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Pettis

Podell

Prvor, Ark.
Rallsback
Rangel
Rhodes
Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Rooney, N.Y.
Rousselot
Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe

St Germain
Sarbanes Wilson, Bob
Scheuer Wilson,
Pepper Schmitz Charles H.

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr, Shipley with Mr. Cederberg.

Mr. Tiernan with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.

. Boland with Mr, Conte.
. Rooney of New York with Mr, Bow.
. Daniels of New Jersey with Mr. Rails-
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McKinney

MecMillan

Macdonald,
Mass.

Shipley
Shoup
Smith, N.X.
Springer
Stokes
Stubblefleld
Stuckey
Tiernan
Van Deerlin
Veysey
Waldie
Whalley
Whitten
Widnall

Madden
Miller, Calif.
Mink
Minshall
Moorhead

. Hanna with Mr. Ruppe.
. Miller of California with Mr. Bell.
. Celler with Mr, Halpern.
. Murphy of New York with Mr. Grover.
. Pepper with Mr. Clancy.
. Gibbons with Mr. McEinney.
. Rangel with Mr. Waldie.
Mrs. Abzug with Mr, Diggs.
Mr. Alexander with Mr. Lloyd.
Mr. Holifleld with Mr. Pettis.
Mr. Conyers with Mr. Helstoskl,
Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Lujan.
Mr. St Germain with Mr. Davis of Wiscon-

sin.
Mr. O'Neill with Mr. McCloskey.
Mr. Podell with Mr. Eshleman.
Mr. Dellums with Mr, Scheuer.
Mr. Dow with Mr. Stokes.
Mr. Dulskl with Mr. Gerald R. Ford.
Mr. Galifianakis with Mr. Collins of Illi-
nois.
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Rodino.
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. O'Konskl.
Mr. Burton with Mr, Nix.
Mr. Clark with Mr. Whalley.
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Belcher.
Mr. Moss with Mr. S8houp.
Mr, Moorhead with Mr. Smith of New
York.
Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr.
Bpringer.
Mr. Kyros with Mr. Ashbrook.
Mr, Leggett with Mr. Gubser.
Mr. Minshall with Mr, Runnels.
Mr. Hagan with Mr. Robinson of Virginia.
Mr. Abbitt with Mr. Whitten.
Mr. Curlin with Mr, Baring.
Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Pryor of
Arkansas,
Mr, McMillan with Mr, Stubblefield.
Mr. Sarbanes with Mr. Hawkins.
. Abourezk with Mr. Camp.
. Roybal with Mr. Clay.
. Van Deerlin with Mr. Madden.
. Caffery with Mr. Anderson of Tenn-

. Abernethy with Mr. Long of Louisiana.
. Bingham with Mr,. Blanton.
. Chappell with Mr. Danlelson.
Mr. Griffin with Mr. Stuckey.
Mrs. Mink with Mr. Charles H. Wllson,
Mr. Rousselot with Mr. Passman.
Mr. Flowers with Mr. Del Clawson.
Mr, Patman with Mr, McCulloch.
Mr, Frelinghuysen with Mr, Schmitz.
Mr. Rhodes with Mr. Landgrebe.
Mr. Gude with Mr, Jonas.
Mr. Widnall with Mr. MecClory.
Mr. Coughlin with Mr. Bob Wilson,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 7117, TO AMEND THE FISHER-~
MEN'S PROTECTIVE ACT OF 1967

Mr. DINGELL, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 7T117) to
amend the Fishermen’s Protective Act
of 1967 to expedite the reimbursement
of U.S. vessel owners for charges
paid by them for the release of ves-
sels and crews illegally seized by for-
eign countries, to strengthen the provi-
sions therein relating to the collection
of claims against such foreign countries
for amounts so reimbursed and for cer-
tain other amounts, and for other pur-
poses, with Senate amendments 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 Mich-
igan? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
GarMATZ, DINGELL, and PELLY.

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES ACT

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
9501) to amend the North Pacific Fish-
eries Act of 1954, and for other purposes,
as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 9501

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—AMENDMENT OF THE NORTH
PACIFIC FISHERIES ACT OF 1954

Sec. 101. The North Pacific Fisherles Act of
1954 (hereinafter in this title referred to as
the “Act”) is amended by redesignating sec-
tion 7 as section 8 and by inserting immedi-
ately after section 6 the following new sec-
tion:

“Sec. 7. The Secretary of Commerce is
authorized and directed to administer and
enforce all the provisions of the Conven-
tion, this Act, and regulations issued pur-
suant thereto, except to the extent otherwise
provided for in this Act. In carrying out such
functions he is authorized and directed to
adopt such regulations as may be necessary
to carry out the purposes and objectives of
the Convention and this Act, and, with the
concurrence of the Secretary of Btate, he
may cooperate with the duly authorized offi-
cials of the government of any party to the
Conventlon. He shall adopt such regulations
on consultation with the United States Sec-
tlon and they shall apply only to stocks of
fish in the Convention area north of the
parallel of north latitude of 48 degrees and
30 minutes. No such regulations shall apply
in the Convention area south of the 49th
parallel of north latitude with respect to
sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka) or
pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha).”.

Sec. 102. Section 8 of the Act as amended—

(1) by redesignating such section as sec-
tion 9;

(2) by redesignating subsections (a), (b),
(c), and (d), as subsections (b), (c), (d),
and (e), respectively;

(3) by striking out “subsection (a)” each
place it appears in subsections (c¢), (d), and
(e), as so redesignated by paragraph (1) of
this section, and inserting in lieu thereof
at each such place *“subsection (b)";, and

(4) by inserting immediately after “Sec.
9.”, as so redesignated by paragraph (1) of
this section, the following new subsection:

“(a) Enforcement activities under the pro-

visions of this Act relating to vessels en-
gaged in fishing and subject to the juris-
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diction of the United States shall be pri-
marily the responsibility of the Secretary of
the Department in which the Coast Guard
is operating, In cooperation with the Secre-
tary of Commerce. The Secretary of the
Department in which the Coast Guard is
operating, with the concurrence of the Sec-
retary of Commerce and the Secretary of
State, is authorized to adopt such regulations
as may be necessary to provide for procedures
and methods of enforcement pursuant to
articles 9 and 10 of the Convention.”.

Sec. 103. Section 9 of the Act is redesig-
nated as subsection (f) of section 9, as so
redesignated by paragraph (1) of section 102
of this title.

SEec. 104. Section 10 of the Act is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (a), (b),
(e}, (d), and (e) as subsections (b}, (¢), (d),
(e),and (f), respectively;

(2) by striking out “subsection (a)" each
place it appears in subsection (¢}, 8s soO re-
designated by paragraph (1) of this section,
and inserting in lleu thereof at each place
“subsection (b)'";

(3) by inserting immediately after
10.” the following new subsection:

“{a) It shall be unlawful for any person
subject to the jurisdiction of the United
States to engage in fishing in violation of
any regulation adopted pursuant to this
Act or of any order of a court issued pur-
suant to section 11 of this Act; to ship,
transport, purchase, sell, offer for sale, im=-
port, export, or have in custody, possession,
or control any fish taken or retained in vio-
lation of any such regulation or order; to
fall to make, keep, submit, or furnish any
record or report reguired of him by such
regulation, or to refuse to permit any offi-
cer authorized to enforce such regulations
to inspect such record or report at any rea-
sonable time.”; and

(4) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(g) It shall be unlawful for any person
or vessel subject to the jurisdiction of the
United States to do any act prohibited or fail
to do any act required by any regulation
adopted pursuant to this Act.".

SEc. 105. Section 11 of the Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “subsection (a), (b),
or (¢)” in subsection (a) of such section and
inserting in lieu thereof “subsection (b), (c).
or (d)";

(2) by striking out *“subsection (d)"” in
subsection (b) of such section and inserting
in lieu thereof “subsection (e)";

(3) by striking out “subsectlon (e)” in
subsection (c¢) of such section and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “subsection (f)"; and

(4) by amending subsection (d) of such
section to read as follows:

“(d) Any person violating any other pro-
vision of this Act or any regulation adopted
pursuant to this Act, upon conviction, shall
be fined for a first offense not more than
$500 and for a subsequent offense committed
within five years not more than $1,000 and
for such subsequent offense the court may
order forfelted, in whole or in part, the fish
taken by such person, or the fishing gear
involved in such fishing, or both, or the mon-
etary value thereof. Such forfeited fish or
fishing gear shall be disposed of in accordance
with the direction of the court.”.

Sec. 106. Section 12 of the Act is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 12. (a) Any duly authorized en-
forcement officer or employee of the Depart-
ment of Commerce; any Coast Guard officer;
any United States marshal or deputy
United States marshal; any customs officer;
and any other person authorized to enforce
the provisions of the Convention, this Act,
and the regulations issued pursuant thereto,
shall have power without warrant or other
process to arrest any person subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States commit-
ting In his presence or view a violation of
the Convention or of this Act, or of the
regulations issues pursuant thereto, and
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to take such person immediately for ex-
amination before a justice or judge or any
other official designated in section 3041 of
title 18 of the United States Code; and shall
have power, without warrant or other proc-
ess, to search any vessel subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States when he
has reasonable cause to believe that such
vessel is engaging in fishing in viclation of
the provisions of the Convention or this
Act, or the regulations issued pursuant
thereto. Any person authorized to enforce
the provisions of the Convention, this Act,
or the regulations issued pursuant thereto,
shall have power to execute any warrant or
process issued by an officer or court of com-
petent jurisdiction for the enforcement of
this Act, and shall have power with a search
warrant to search any vessel, vehicle, per-
son, or place at any time. The judges of the
United States district courts and the United
States magistrates may, within their re-
spective jurisdictions, upon proper oath or
affirmation showing probable cause, issue
warrants in all such cases. Any person au-
thorized to enforce the provisions of the
Convention, this Act, or the regulations
{ssued pursuant thereto may, except In the
case of a first offense, seize, whenever and
wherever lawfully found, all fish taken or
retained, and all fishing gear involved in
fishing, contrary to the provisions of the
Convention or this Act or to regulations
issued pursuant thereto. Any property so
seized shall not be disposed of except pur-
suant to the order of a court of competent
jurisdiction or the provisions of subsection
(b) of this section, or, if perishable, in the
manner prescribed by regulations of the
Becre of Commerce,

"(bﬂotwlthstandmg the provisions of
section 2464 of title 28, United States Code,
when a warrant of arrest or other process in
rem is issued in any cause under this section,
the marshal or other officer shall stay the
execution of such process, or discharge any
property seized if the process has been levied,
on receiving from the claimant of the prop-
erty a bond or stipulation for double the
value of the property with sufficlent surety
to be approved by a judge of the district
court having jurisdiction of the offense, con-
ditioned to dellver the property seized, if
condemned, without impairment in value or,
in the discretion of the court, to pay its
equivalent value In money or otherwise to
answer the decree of the court in such cause.
Such bond or stipulation shall be returned
to the court and judgment thereon against
both the principal and sureties may be re-
covered in event of any break of the condl-
tions thereof as determined by the court.”.

Sec. 107. (a) In subsection (b) of section ]
of the Act, as so redesignated by section 102
of this title, strike out “Coast Guard in co-
operation with the Fish and Wildlife Service
and the Bureau of Customs” and insert in
lieu thereof “Secretary of the Department in
which the Coast Guard is operating, in co-
operation with the Secretary of Commerce
and the Secretary of the Treasury”.

(b) In subsections (c) and (e) of section 9
of the Act, as so redesignated by section 102
of this title, strike out “Fish and Wildlife
Service” and insert in lieu thereof “Depart-
ment of Commerce”.

(c) In subsection (f) of section 9 of the
Act, as so redesignated by section 103 of this
title, and In subsection (b) of section 13 of
such Act, strike out “Secretary of the In-
terior” and insert in lieu thereof “Secretary
of Commerce”.

SEc. 108. (a) Sectlon 3 of the Act is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“Sgc. 8. (a) The United States shall be
represented on the Commission by not more
than four United States Commissioners to be
appointed by the President and to serve at
his pleasure; except that after January 1,
1973, (1) each United States Commissioner
shall be appointed for a term of office of not
to exceed four years, but 1s eligible for re-
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appointment; and (2) any United States
Commissioner may be appointed for a lesser
term if necessary to insure that the term of
office of not more than one Commissioner
will expire in any one year, Of such Com-
missioners, who shall receive no compensa-
tion for their services as Commissioners, one
shall be an official of the United States Gov-
ernment, and each of the others shall be a
person residing in a State, the residents of
which maintain a substantial fishery in the
Convention area.

“(b) The Secretary of State, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Commerce, may
designate from time to time Alternate United
States Commissioners to the Commission. An
Alternate United States Commissioner may
exercise, at any meeting of the Commission
or of the United States Section or of the Ad-
visory Committee established pursuant to
section 4, all powers and duties of a United
States Commissioner in the absence of a duly
designated Commissioner for whatever rea-
son. The number of such Alternate United
States Commissioners that may be designated
for any such meeting shall be limited to the
number of authorized United States Com-
missioners that will not be present.”.

(b) The second sentence of section 4(d)
of the Act is amended by striking out “may”
and inserting in lieu thereof “shall".

(c) Section 5 of the Act is repealed.

(d) Section 13(a) (1) of the Act is amended
by inserting immediately after “Commission-
ers” the following: ‘“‘or Aiternate Commis-
sioners™.

TITLE II—ALTERNATE COMMISSIONERS

Bec. 201. In order to insure appropriate
representation at meetings of international
fisheries commissioners, the Secretary of
State, in consultation with the Becretary of
Commerce or of the Interior as appropriate
may designate from time to tlme Alternate
Unlted States Commissioners to the North
Pacific Fur Seal Commission, the Inter-
American Tropical Tuna Commission, the
International Pacific Halibut Commission,
the International Whaling Commission, the
Commission for the Conservation of Shrimp
in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico, the Interna-
tional Commission for the Conservation of
Atlantic Tunas, and any similar commission
(other than the International Commission
for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries and the
International North Pacific Fisherles Com-
mission) established pursuant to a conven-
tion between the United States and other
governments. Alternate United States Com-
missioners may exercise, at any meeting of
the respective Commission or of the United
States Section thereof, all powers and dutles
of a United States Commissioner in the ab-
sence of a duly designated Commissioner for
whatever reason. The number of such Alter-
nate United States Commissioners that may
be designated for any such meeting shall be
limited to the number of authorized United
States Commissioners that will not be pres-
ent. In the event that there are Deputy
United States Commissioners pursuant to
the convention or statute, such Deputy
United States Commissioners shall have
precedence over any Alternate Commission-
ers so designated pursuant to this title.

Sec. 202. Alternate United States Com-
missioners shall receive no compensation for
their services. They may be pald travel ex-
penses and per diem in lleu of subslstence at
the rates authorized by section 5703 of title 5,
United States Code, when engaged in the
performance of their duties.

SEc. 203. (a) Section 5 of the Great Lakes
Fisheries Act of 10568 (16 U.S.C. 934) is
repealed.

(b) Section 5 of the Tuna Conventions Act
of 1050 (18 U.S.C. 954) is repealed.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.
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There was no objection.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr, Speaker, the Inter-
national Convention for the High Seas
Fisheries of the North Pacific Ocean was
signed in Tokyo on May 9, 1952, by the
countries of the United States, Canada,
and Japan.

The Convention has as its purpose to
promote and coordinate the scientific
studies necessary to ascertain the con-
servation measures required to insure
the maximum sustained productivity of
the North Pacific Ocean fisheries re-
sources of joint interest to the signatory
nations.

The Convention established the In-
ternational Commission for the North
Pacific Fisheries. The Commission is
composed of three national sections, each
of which consists of not more than four
members appointed by the governments
of the respective signatory nations.

In order to implement the U.S. role in
the Convention, the Congress passed and
the President signed the North Pacific
Fisheries Act of 1954, In brief, the origi-
nal act did four things: It provided for
U.S. representation on the Commission—
by not more than four; it established the
U.S. Advisory Committee—to be com-
posed of not less than five nor more than
20—and set forth its rights and func-
tions; it vested in the Coast Guard, in co-
operation with the Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Bureau of the Customs,
general enforcement authority; and it
described offenses and set forth penalties
for them.

Mr. Speaker, the North Pacific Fish-
eries Act now contains a provision—sec-
tion 12 of the act—which incorporates
by reference sections 7 (a) and (b), 9, 10,
and 11 of the Northwest Atlantic Fish-
eries Act. These provisions provide the
authority necessary to carry out the en-
forcement of the act.

The need for this legislation is occa-
sioned in part by enactment of legisla-
tion handled by the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee late last year which amended,
among other sections, those sections of
the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Act
which are incorporated in the North Pa-
cific Fisheries Act by reference. These
changes have the inadvertent effect of
modifying the provisions of the North
Pacific Fisheries Act,

Mr. Speaker, the Department of State
deemed it desirable not to amend the
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Act with
exceptions for the North Pacific Fish-
eries Act incorporated therein by ref-
erence, but to insert the pertinent provi-
sions in the North Pacific Fisheries Act
itself, including those provisions of the
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Act appli-
cable to it which are now being amended
in order that the North Pacific Fisheries
Act in the future will stand alone.

Mr. Speaker, the Department of State
forwarded to you Executive Communica-
tion No. 634 which in turn was forwarded
to the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee for consideration. The dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, Mr.
GarmaTz introduced legislation to carry
out the purposes of the Executive Com-
munication in the form of H.R. 9501.

Mr. Speaker, briefly explained, sections
101 through 107 of the bill would ac-
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complish the purpose of including in the
North Pacific Fisheries Act those provi-
sions of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
Act that have previously been incorpo-
rated in the act by reference. These sec-
tions do not in any way amend the sub-
stance of those provisions; they are all
technical in nature.

Section 108 would make substantive
changes in the act. Subsection (a) of
this section would change the way in
which U.S. Commissioners to the Com-
mission have been appointed in the past.
Heretofore, such appointments have been
made by the President and the Commis-
sioners serve at the pleasure of the Pres-
ident. Subsection (a) would provide, that
after January 1, 1973, such appointments
will be made on a staggering term basis
and no Commissioner will be appointed
for a period of more than 4 years. How-
ever they would be able to succeed them-
selves.

Also subsection (a) of this section
would make a substantive change in the
act in that it would authorize the Secre-
tary of State, in consultation with the
Secretary of Commerce, to designate Al-
ternate Commissioners to the Commis-
sion so that in the event of the absence
of a regularly appointed Commissioner,
the United States would be assured of
full representation at meetings of the
Commission. These appointments would
be made on a case by case basis and
would be limited to the number of au-
thorized U.S. Commissioners that would
not be present at any scheduled meet-
ing.

Subsection (b) of this section would
make it mandatory that the Department
of State pay the travel expenses and per
diem of those members of the Advisory
Committee—not to exceed three—that
are designated by the committee to be in
attendance at meetings of the Commis-
sion.

Subsection (d) of this service would
have the effect of providing this same
courtesy to Alternate Commissioners ap-
pointed to attend a meeting of the Com-
mission.

Subsection (¢) of this section would
repeal section 5 of the act—at the rec-
ommendation of the Department of Jus-
tice—which would have the effect of
making Commissioners and members of
the Advisory Committee who are ap-
pointed “from private life,” in general,
exempt from the conflict of interest laws,
as provided in 18 U.S.C. 202-209, which
provides the extent to which the conflict
of laws apply to any “special Govern-
ment employee.”

Title IT of the bill would do the fol-
lowing things: Provide for the appoint-
ment of Alternate U.S. Commissioners to
approximately 12 other Commissioners
enumerated in the bill; the payment of
travel expenses and per diem for their
services; and it would repeal section 5
of the Great Lakes Fisheries Act of 1956
and section 5 of the Tuna Convention
Acts of 1950, which would have the ef-
fect of making the conflict of interest
laws provisions of 18 U.S.C. 202-209 ap-
plicable to Commissioners and Advisory
Committee members appointed “from
private life.”

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 9501 received favor-
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able departmental reports and was unan-
imously reported by the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries and I
urge its prompt passage.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of HR.
9501, a bill to amend the North Pacific
Fisheries Act of 1954. The purpose of
this act is to carry out the obligations
of the United States pursuant to the
International Convention for the High
Seas Fisheries for the North Pacific
Ocean. That convention entered into
force on June 12, 1953. The convention
between the United States, Canada, and
Japan was prompted by the continuing
need to insure the maximum sustained
productivity of the fishery resources of
the North Pacific Ocean. The conven-
tion provided for the establishment of
an International Commission composed
of four representatives of each of the
contracting parties. The central theme
of the Commission is that the contract-
ing parties will recognize the established
conservation measures of the respective
nations and abstain from taking those
stocks of fish which are of particular
significance to the respective parties in
the designated areas of the North Pacific
Ocean. The convention primarily covers
halibut, herring, and, most importantly,
salmon.,

The International Commission was
established to perform scientific studies
of the stocks of fish in the North Pacific
Ocean to determine which specifically
qualify under the abstention principle.
Based upon its studies, the Commission
recommends to the contracting parties
the conservation measures which should
be taken to carry out the spirit of the
convention.

Each of the contracting parties is re-
quired by the terms of the convention
to enact domestic legislation providing
for the enforcement of the convention
with respect to its nationals. The North
Pacific Fisheries Act of 1954 sets forth
the necessary mechanisms for the ap-
pointment of the U.S. Commissioners,
the Advisory Committee to the U.S. sec-
tion, and contains necessary enforcement
provisions to insure that American fish-
fdrmen abide by the terms of the conven-

on.

Since the North Pacific Fisheries Act
and its implementing legislation followed
by several years the adoption of the In-
ternational Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
Convention, it was considered expedient
to incorporate by reference into the
North Pacific Fisheries Act, much of the
housekeeping and procedural language
of the earlier Northwest Atlantic Fish-
eries Act.

This has, however, proved cumbersome,
particularly in view of the fact that the
two conventions are substantially dif-
ferent with respect to enforcement mech-
anisms. The principal purpose of H.R.
9501, therefore, is to incorporate into the
North Pacific Fisheries Act appropriate
housekeeping and enforcement provisions
so that it will no longer be necessary to
refer to the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
Act.

M:. Speaker, your committee has
amended this bill in several important
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respects which will insure that the U.S.
section of the International Commission
functions more smoothly and receives a
periodic infusion of new ideas and view-
points. To accomplish this, your com-
mittee has provided that the expenses
of Advisors and Alternate Commissioners
who are authorized to attend the meet-
ings of the Commission shall be paid by
the Federal Government. The permissive
language of the existing law has acted as
a restraint upon the Advisors who on
many occasions have been reluctant to
travel great distances, for example Ja-
pan, to attend meetings, when the issue
of their travel expenses has been unre-
solved. If the U.S. section of the Com-
mission is to have the benefit of the
knowledge of these Advisors, they ob-
viously must be present at the meetings
of the Commission. They are selected
for their expertise, without regard to
their ability to finance such trips.

The Commission meets annually in a
city of one of the three contracting par-
ties. Only when the Commission meets in
Japan will this involve anything more
than nominal expenses. To insure a fresh
viewpoint, your committee has amended
the bill to provide for a 4-year term on
the U.S. section. Heretofore, the mem-
bers of the U.S. section have served at
the pleasure of the President for in-
definite periods of time. The committee
amendment provides that a new Com-
missioner will be appointed each year.

Title II of H.R. 9501 provides for the
appointment of alternate U.S. Commis-
sioners to a variety of international fish
commissions which do not now provide
for the designation of alternates in the
case of the absence of one or more of the
regular Commissioners.

The enforcement provisions set forth
in H.R. 9501 are similar to those already
enacted for many fishery commissions.
The Coast Guard and the Department of
Commerce have the primary enforce-
ment authority under this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, the International North
Pacific Fisheries Commission is one of
the most important multilateral efforts
to conserve fishery resources that we
have been engaged in. HR. 9501 will in-
sure that U.S. participation in the con-
vention will continue at its traditionally
high level and will enjoy an even
greater degree of expertise so that the
U.S. position on the important con-
servation issues before the Interna-
tional Convention will have even greater
weight. I, therefore, urge all of my col-
:;.Egues to support the passage of this

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for
time.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries (Mr. GARMATZ) .

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 9501. This legis-
lation, which was unanimously reported
by the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, also has received favorable
reports from the concerned Federal
agencies.

The legislation is rather complex, and
a full explanation of its many details was
presented today by the Honorable
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Joun D. DinGELL, the distinguished chair-
man of our Subcommittee on Fisheries
and Wildlife Conservation.

Rather than confuse the issue by going
into additional detail on this legislation, I
prefer to make a general observation that
the bill will help to clarify and to make
more effective the role of the United
States in international fishery agree-
ments entered into by the United States
with other fishing nations of the world.

I introduced this legislation in order to
carry out the purposes and goals out-
lined in Executive Communication No.
634, which was submitted by the State
Department. I hope my colleagues in the
House will support and rapidly pass this
bill.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DingeLL) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill H.R.
9501, as amended.

The question was taken; and—two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof—
the rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DINGELL, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to revise
and extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Michi-
gan?

There was no objection.

SEAL BEACH NATIONAL WILDLIFE
REFUGE

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
10310) to establish the Seal Beach Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 10310

To establish the Seal Beach National
Wildlife Refuge

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to
establish the Seal Beach National Wildlife
Refuge (hereafter referred to in this Act as
the “refuge”) as part of the national wild-
1ife refuge system.

Sec, 2. (a) The refuge shall consist of cer-
tain lands, to be determined by the SBecretary
of the Interior with the advice and consent
of the Secretary of the Navy, within the
United States Naval Weapons Station, Seal
Beach, California.

(b) Upon determination of the boundaries
of the refuge by the Secretary of the Interlor
and the Secretary of the Navy the Secretary
of the Interior shall immediately designate
the area agreed upon as the refuge by pub-
lication of a description of such area in the
Federal Register.

(c) That portion of the United States
Naval Weapons Statlon, Seal Beach, Cali-
fornia designated pursuant to this Act as a
national wildlife refuge shall be transferred,
without consideration, to the administrative
jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior
at such times as such portion is determined
by the Department of Defense to be excess to
its needs.

Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Interior shall
administer the refuge in accordance with the
National Wildlife Refuge Bystem Adminis-
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tration Act of 1966, as amended (80 Stat. 927:
16 U.S.C. 668dd—668ee) , and pursuant to plans
which are mutually acceptable to the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of
the Navy.

Sec. 4. There is authorized to be appro-
priated until the close of June 30, 1977, not
to exceed $525,000 to carry out the purposes
of this Act.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Michigan is recognized.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of HR. 10310
is to protect and preserve a valuable salt
water marsh and estuarine habitat for
migratory waterfowl and other wildlife
within the U.S. Naval Weapons Station
at Seal Beach, Calif.

Mr, Speaker, the Seal Beach Naval
Weapons Station is located just south of
the city of Los Angeles. The station con-
sists of approximately 5,400 acres, of
which approximately 700 acres consists
of tidal slough. This tidal slough is the
last pristine salt water marsh on the
southern California coast.

It is the natural spawning and nurs-
ing area for such game fish as the Cali-
fornia halibut and diamond turbot. It is
the feeding and resting area for migra-
tory waterfowl and for such endangered
species as the light-footed clapper rail,
California least tern, and the brown
pelican.

Mpr. Speaker, because of the possible
threat of the construction of a highway
through this salt marsh area, my good
friend and colleague from the State of
California, Crarc HosMER, along with 16
other Members of the House from the
State of California, all of whom I would
like to highly commend at this time, took
the initiative in introducing this legisla-
tion that is designed fo give this area the
protection to which it is entitled.

Briefly explained H.R. 10310 would au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior—
with the advice and consent of the Sec-
retary of the Navy—to designate certain
lands within the Seal Beach Naval
Weapons Station as a national wildlife
refuge. The designated lands would be
transferred, since they are already in
Federal ownership, without considera-
tion to the Secretary of the Interior and
such lands would be administered by the
Secretary as a part of the National Wild-
life Refuge System, There would be au-
thorized to be appropriated not to ex-
ceed $525,000 over a 5-year period to
carry out the purposes of the act.

Mr. Speaker, the bill received favor-
able departmental reports and all wit-
nesses testifying at the hearings were
strongly in favor of the legislation. The
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries unanimously ordered the bill
reported to the House and I urge its
prompt passage.

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to my good
friend, the gentleman from Iowa, for a
question.
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Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
from Michigan for yielding. What hap-
pens at the end of the 5-year period?

Mr. DINGELL, The rules of the House
require that in reporting legislation to
the House, we give the total cost antici-
pated for the 5-year period. The commit-
tee suggested that cost. Frankly, it is my
judgment that the succeeding costs will
be rather less than the $525,000 in that
most of that sum is for construction
work and work necessary to preserve and
protect the marsh and it will not be re-
petitive probably.

Mr. GROSS. I am not so much refer-
ring to the total cost, but what happens
at the end of the 5 years?

Mr. DINGELL. It will be a unit of the
National Wildlife Refuge system and will
continue to be administered by the De-
partment of the Interior.

Mr. GROSS. Why is it not admitted at
this time to that system?

Mr. DINGELL. The legislation does so
provide that it will be admitted to the
refuge system, but I simply gave you the
estimated cost of $525,000.

Mr. GROSS. Then that represents an
additional cost to the National Wildlife
Refuge system for the administration.

Mr. DINGELL. That is the total cost
of administering this particular area.

Mr. GROSS. This particular area over
8 5-year period?

Mr. DINGELL. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. And then it will be ab-
sorbed into the system?

Mr. DINGELL. That is correct. It is
the total cost of services, administration,
protection, development, and all of the
things that are necessary to have it as a
viable unit of the refuge system.

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle-
man, I think it is much more worth while
than the bkill we had earlier this after-
noon dealing with the so-called cultural
center.

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

Mr. DINGELL. I thank my good friend
from Iowa. He has always looked with
kindness and sympathy at the conserva-
tion bills reported by our committee and
I appreciate his kindness.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the distin-
guished sponsor of this legislation, the
gentleman from California (Mr. Hos-
MER).

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the distinguished chairman
of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee for his prompt action on H.R.
10310, which will establish a national
wildlife refuge within the naval weapons
station at Seal Beach, Calif. I also want
to thank my colleague from Michigan
(Mr. DinceLL) for his considerate and
interested attention to this legislation.
Without his help and that of the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr., PELLY)
who has been equally kind and helpful,
we could not have progressed so swiftly.

This legislation directs the Secretaries
of the Interior and the Navy to develop
boundaries for a Seal Beach National
Wildlife Refuge within the Federal prop-
erty of the naval weapons station. Since
this area is already owned by the Fed-
eral Government, no additional expendi-
ture for land acquisition will be required,
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and there will be no interference with
the Navy’s use of the property as an
ammunition storage depot.

Sinece 1940, this area has been a wild-
life refuge in practice, if not in law, due
to Federal ownership and the Navy's
conscientious program for preserving the
natural environment and protecting the
fish and wildlife resources.

While the Navy is to be commended for
its diligent efforts to preserve this re-
source, the legislation before the House
today would place the area under the care
and protection of the Department of the
Interior, assuring its character as a ref-
uge for all time.

Mr. Speaker, through enactment of
H.R. 10310, the Congress is afforded an
opportunity for multiple use of land al-
ready in Federal ownership.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 10310, a bill to establish the Seal
Beach National Wildlife Refuge. This
refuge will consist of approximately 700
acres of salt marsh, water, and uplands
located within the boundaries of the Seal
Beach Naval Weapons Station. This land
situated just south of the city of Los An-
geles is the largest single undisturbed
tract of salt marsh between San Francis-
co and the Mexican border. The land is
a nesting ground for the endangered Cal-
ifornia least tern and the light-footed
clapper rail. Other threatened species
such as brown pelican also frequent this
area.

The Navy is to be commended for its
farsighted preservation of this land. The
personnel of the Naval Weapons Station
have taken pride in this preservation
effort. The Department of the Interior
and the Navy contemplate that limited
public access to the refuge will be pro-
vided at sites near the Pacific coast high-
way where an elevated wildlife trail will
be constructed. The refuge, of course, is
within easy reach of the Los Angeles
metropolitan area and offers an excel-
lent opportunity for the residents of this
area to appreciate the diverse wildlife
values found here. Since this already is
Federal land, no acquisition costs are in-
volved. However, it is contemplated that
the development of limited public access
to the area and management expenses
will be in the neighborhood of $500,000
over the 5-year period authorized by the
bill.

The Secretary of the Interior will ad-
minister the refuge in accordance with
the National Wildlife System Admin-
istration Act of 1966 pursuant to plans
which are mutually acceptable to the
Secretary of the Interior and Secretary
of Navy. The bill is strongly supported
by the Interior Department and the
Navy, and I think is an excellent example
of our efforts to preserve areas of signifi-
cant wildlife value in the vicinity of ma-
jor metropolitan centers. Wetland areas
such as Seal Beach are now as rare as
many of the birds which inhabit them.
This relationsip between the land and
the wildlife is such that it is pointless to
declare any animal or bird an endan-
gered specie unless we are prepared to
take the necessary steps to preserve its

habitat.
I commend the sponsors of this legis-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

lation (Mr. HosMER and Mr. MAILLIARD)
and other Members of the California del-
egation who joined with them in in-
troducing this bill, and I urge all of my
colleagues to support its passage.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Merchant Marine arnd Fisheries, the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. Gar-
MATZ) .

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, the de-
mands of our modern society are caus-
ing many problems, but one of the most
serious is the constant and ever-growing
absorption and destruction of irreplace-
able natural resources—such as wet-
lands, wooded areas and wildlife refuge
areas.

One of the primary responsibilities of
the Congress is to assure the protection
and conservation of some of these inval-
uable natural resources, so they may be
enjoyed by future generations of Ameri-
cans.

H.R. 10310 is a bill designed with that
purpose in mind. Its purpose is to protect
and preserve for posterity a salt water
marsh and estuarine area located south
of Los Angeles.

The area in question, which is located
on the Seal Beach Naval Weapons Sta-
tion, is a valuable habitat for migratory
waterfowl and other wildlife, and a val-
uable spawning and nursing area for im-
portant California game fish—such as
the halibut and diamond turbot.

Recently, there has been talk about the
possible construction of a highway
through this valuable marsh area. This
kind of senseless destruction must be
blocked, and that is precisely what H.R.
10310 would do, Mr. Speaker. Basically,
this legislation would specifically set
aside certain lands within the Seal
Beach Naval Weapons Station—and they
would be preserved as a wildlife refuge.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
California (Mr. HosMER) and the gentle-
man from California (Mr. MAILLIARD) as
cosponsors of this legislation have shown
great interest in it. Of course, the
gentleman from California (Mr. MaIiL-
LIARD) is a valued member of the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

Mr. Speaker, I vigorously support this
legislation, and I urge its rapid approval
by the Hcuse.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to urge favorable
consideration of HR. 10310, a bill to
establish the Seal Beach National Wild-
life Refuge.

I am one of the 16 Californians who
have joined Congressman Craic HOSMER
in coauthoring this legislation. I am
familiar with the circumstances and the
very great need for preservation of this
area as part of the National Wildlife
Refuge System.

California, fortunately is a way-station
for migrating waterfowl and other
migratory birds following the Pacific
Flyway. The “gateway to California” on
this flyway from the north is the
Tulelake National Wildlife Refuge and
the Modoc National Wildlife Refuge,
both situated just south of the Oregon
border and in the Second Congressional
District, which I represent. Literally mil-
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lions of waterfowl stop at these refuges
during their twice a year migrations.

On down through the State in the
Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys,
the Federal Government and the State
government have established the system
of waterfowl refuges which are critical to
preservation of this flyway. Additional
refuges are needed in the southern por-
tions of the State. Since this land is al-
ready in Federal ownership and already
is used by more than 100 species of
migratory water, shore and marsh birds,
including such endangered species as the
least tern, the lightfooted clapper rail
and the threatened brown pelican, we
have an opportunity here today to estab-
lish a new national refuge without re-
moving from the private tax rolls any
more land and without a major acquisi-
tion cost.

The only expenses would be those in-
volved in a minimal development pro-
gram and an annual expenditure for
operation and maintenance of approxi-
mately $40,000. For this small annual
cost we will provide not only a resting and
feeding place for the migrating birds but
we anticipate that citizens of the metro-
politan Los Angeles area will visit the
refuge in order to see the wildlife at a
rate of possibly 100,000 visits per year.

Mr. Speaker, we are getting a very fine
program for our money and I hope that
the Congress will support this legislation.

Thank rou.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of HR.
10310, a bill which would establish the
Seal Beach National Wildlife Refuge in
my home State of California.

As a resident of Los Angeles County,
and as a coauthor of this bill, I am well
aware of the great need to protect and
preserve the valuable salt water marshes
and estuarine habitats along our coast.

In southern California, 75 percent of
the wet lands which existed in 1900 have
been paved-over, filled-in, dredged-out,
or otherwise destroyed. The remnant of
our tidal marshes are today threatened
by the lemming-like rush to populate
and develop our shoreline.

The salt marshes and mudfiats of Ana-
heim Bay, located within the U.S. Naval
Weapons Station at Seal Beach, are par-
ticularly valuable in that they provide
the vegetation and the environment
needed to sustain birds and fishes. Three
endangered species of birds are found
here. It is a nesting area for the endan-
gered southern California clapper rail.
The California least tern depends upon
Anaheim Bay for nesting and for food.

The outer portions of the bay provide
sanctuary for the California brown peli-
can. In total, some 107 bird species are
documented as using the marsh, and ad-
ditional species are still being sighted.

This valuable refuge also provides a
spawning, nursing, and feeding area for
over 50 different species of fish. It is
the key nursery between Point Fermin
and Oceanside for halibut and turbot,
staples of local sport and commercial
fishing.

The bill before us today would pro-
tect this pristine area by authorizing the
Secretary of the Interior—with the ad-
vice and consent of the Secretary of the
Navy—to designate certain lands within
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the U.S. Naval Weapons Station at Seal
Beach as a national wildlife refuge.

The Department of the Interior, which
will administer the lands, anticipates
that if the refuge is established, as pro-
posed, there would be approximately 100,~
000 visits annually at selected sites. An
elevated wildlife trail, an information
and interpretive contact center, and a
parking area are planned to be built in
the refuge.

For these reasons, I urge my colleagues
to join me in voting for the adoption of
H.R. 10310.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, as a mem-
ber of the Migratory Bird Conservation
Commission which oversees many of the
Government’s wildlife refuge programs,
I want to congratulate the Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries Committee for report-
ing out this bill. HR. 10310 would pro-
tect a salt water marsh and estuarine
habitat valuable for migrating water-
fowl and other wildlife in Seal Beach,
Calif.

It is most important that the House
take prompt aetion to preserve this nat-
ural resource, which is a valuable
spawning and nursery area for game
fish, as well as a feeding and resting
place for migratory shore and water
birds on the Pacific flyway. Unless this
bill is passed, there is grave danger that
heavy construction and other onslaughts
of modern civilization will seriously im-
pair this sanctuary for public fishing and
nature study.

I heartily endorse its approval by
this Chamber.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
as one of the coauthors of H.R. 10310, the
bill to establish a national wildlife refuge
at Seal Beach in southern California, I
would obviously ask the House to approve
it overwhelmingly.

The members of the commitiee have
explained the purposes of, and more than
adequately expressed the need for, this
legislation.

Mr. Hosmer, the lead author, is de-
serving of our highest commendation for
his diligent and competent leadership in
advancing this legislation.

In addition, I believe the REcorp should
indicate the key role our ranking Cali-
fornian on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committee, BiILL MAILLIARD, AC~
tually played in getting the committee
to move the bill to a position of higher
priority for consideration and passage.

During two discussions I had with
Chairman Garmarz, regarding the prog-
ress of the legislation, he conveyed, very
emphatically, to me, the impression and
in words, that Mr. MAILLIARD’S extremely
cooperative and constructive attitude on
the committee would guarantee favor-
able consideration and passage by the
committee.

Once again Congressman MAILLIARD
has proven his ability and effectiveness
in moving conservation legislation
through the committee and through the
House that has such broad support in
California.

I commend him and thank the com-
mittee for their responsiveness. I hope
the Senate will act just as expeditiously.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
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Michigan (Mr. Dingern) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill H.R.
10310, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
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Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush

Roy

Ruth

Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,
J. Willlam
Stanton,
James V.
Steed
Steele

that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum

is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call the

roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 314, nays 0, not voting 118, as

follows:

Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Callf.
Anderson, Il
Andrews, Ala.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Baker
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland

Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco

Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.

Burlison, Mo,

Byrne, Pa.
Byron
Cabell
Carey, N.Y.
Carlson
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Chamberlain
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Corman
Cotter
Co

Crane
Culver
Dantel, Va.
Davis, 5.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Duncan

[Roll No, 187]

YEAS—314

du Pent
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala,
Edwards, Calif,
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso

Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths

Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis

Hogan

Horton
Hosmer
Howard

Hull

Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord

Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Karth
Kastenmeler
Eazen
EKeating
Eeith

Eemp

King
Kluczynski
Koch
EKuykendall
Kyl
Landrum
Latta
Lennon
Lent
Link
Long, Md.
MeClure
McCollister
McCormack
McCulloch
McDade
McEwen
MecFall
McKay
MeKevitt
Macdonald,
Mass.
Malilliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif,
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark,
Mills, Md.
Minish
Minshall
Mitchell
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, Ill.
Myers
Natcher

Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Puclnski
Purcell
Qule
Quillen
Randall
Rarick
Rees

Reid
Reuss
Riegle

Roberts
Robison, N.X.

Ryan
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Bchwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Selberling
Shriver
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa

Steiger, Ariz.
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott

Taylor

Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J,
Thomson, Wis,
Thone

Udall

NAYS—0

Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Zwach

NOT VOTING—118

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Abzug
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Ashbrook
Baring
Belcher
Bell
Bingham
Blanton
Boland
Bow
Burton
Byrnes, Wis.
Caffery
Camp
Cederberg
Celler
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clawson, Del
Collins, 111,
Conte
Conyers
Curlin
Daniels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davls, Wis.
Dellums
Diggs
Dow
Dowdy
Dulski

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and

Edmondson
Eshleman
Evins, Tenn,
Flynt
Frelinghuysen
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gibbons
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Halpern
Hanna
Hawkins
Hébhert
Helstoskl
Holifield
Kee
Eyros
Landgrebe
Leggett
Lloyd
Long, La,
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McDonald,
Mich.
McEinney
McMillan
Madden
Mahon
Miller, Calif.

O'Konskl
O'Neill
Passman
Patman
Pepper
Pettis
Pryor, Ark.
Rallsback
Rangel

Stubblefield
Btuckey
Tiernan
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Veysey
Waldie

the bill, as amended, was passed.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Shipley with Mr. Landgrebe.
Mr, Tiernan with Mr. Ruppe.
Mr. O'Neill with Mr, Conte.

Mr. Celler with Mr. Halpern.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr, Ceder-

berg.

Mr. Mahon with Mr, Bow.
Mr. Leggett with Mr. Bell.
Mr. Holifleld with Mr, Del Clawson.

. Moss with Mr. McCloskey.

. McMillan with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin,

. Scheuer with Mr. Dellums,

. Bingham with Mr. Conyers.
. Moorhead with Mr. Eshleman.

. Flynt with Mr. Whalley.

. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Springer.
Mr, Galifianakis with Mr. Hawkins.
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Mr, Chappell with Mr, Belcher.
. Boland with Mr. Railsback.
. Hébert with Mr. Rhodes.
. Helstoskl with Mrs. Abzug.
. Abbitt with Mr, Ashbrook.
, Burton with Mr. Collins of Illinois.
. Nix with Mr. Dow.
. Stokes with Mr. Waldle.
. Daniels of New Jersey with Mr. Fre-
linghuysen.
Mr. Clark with Mr. Smith of New York.
Mr. Anderson of California with Mr.
Gubser.
Mr. Hanna with Mr. Rousselot.
Mr. Ullman with Mr, Shoup.
Mr. Patman with Mr. Widnall.
Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Camp.
Mr. Dulski with Mr. Grover.
Mr. S5t Germain with Mr. Gude
Mr. Runnels with Mr. Lujan.
Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr, Pettis.
Mr. Danielson with Mr. Schmitz.
. Madden with Mr. McDonald of Mich-

. Kyros with Mr. McKinney.
. Blanton with Mr. MeClory.
. Stuckey with Mr. Robinson of Virginia.
. Whitten with Mr. Byrnes of Wiscon-

. Sikes with Mr. Clancy.
. Alexander with Mr. Long of Louisiana.
. Baring with Mr. Stubblefield.
. Caffery with Mr. Pepper.
. Passman with Mr. Gibbons.
Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Pryor of
Arkansas.
Mr. Hagan with Mr. Griffin.
Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Murphy of New
York.
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Dowdy.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

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

There was no objection.

PERSONAL STATEMENT

Mr. SARBANES. Mr, Speaker, on roll-
call No. 186, the passage of the National
Cemeteries Act, I was necessarily absent
tending to a constifuency matter. Had
I been present, I would have voted “yea.”

SHOOTING ANIMALS FROM
AIRCRAFT

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
14731) to amend the Fish and Wildlife
Act of 1956 in order to provide for the
effective enforcement of the provisions
therein prohibiting the shooting at birds,
fish, and other animals from aircraft, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.E. 14731

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
13 of the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (85
Stat. 480-48; Public Law 92-158) is amended
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by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsections:

“(d) Tha Secretary of the Interior shall
enforce the provisions of this section and
shall promulgate such regulations as he
deems necessary and appropriate to carry out
such enforcement. Any employee of the De-
partment of the Interior authorized by the
Becretary of the Interior to enforce the pro-
visions of this section may, without warrant,
arrest any person committing in his presence
or view a violation of this section or of any
regulation issued hereunder and take such
person immediately for examination or trial
before an officer or court of competent juris-
diction; may execute any warrant or other
process issued by an officer or court of com-
petent jurisdiction for the enforcement of
the provisions of this section; and may, with
or without a warrant, as authorized by law,
search any place. The Secretary of the Inte-
rior is authorized to enter into cooperative
agreements with State fish and wildlife
agencies or other appropriate State author-
itles to facilitate enforcement of this sec-
tion, and by such agreements to delegate such
enforcement authority to State law enforce-
ment personnel as he deems appropriate for
effective enforcement of this section. Any
judge of any court established under the
laws of the United States, and any United
States magistrate may, within his respective
jurisdiction, upon proper oath or affirmation
showing probable cause, issue warrants in
all such cases.

*(e) All birds, fish, or other animals shot
or captured contrary to the provisions of
this section, or of any regulation issued
hereunder, and all guns, aircraft, and other
equipment used to ald in the shooting, at-
tempting to shoot, capturing, or harassing
of any bird, fish, or other animal in violation
of this section or of any regulation issued
hereunder shall be subject to forfelture to
the United States.

“(f) All provisions of law relating to the
seizure, forfelture, and condemnation of a
vessel for violation of the customs laws, the
disposition of such wvessel or the proceeds
from the sale thereof, and the remission or
mitigation of such forfeitures, shall apply to
the seizures and forfeitures incurred, or al-
leged to have been incurred, under the pro-
visions of this section, insofar as such pro-
visions of law are applicable and not incon-
sistent with the provisions of this section;
except that all powers, rights, and duties
conferred or imposed by the customs laws
upon any officer or employee of the Treasury
Department shall, for the purposes of this
section, be exercised or performed by the
Secretary of the Interior or by such persons
as he may designate.”

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr, DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, as T am
sure many of the Members of this dis-
tinguished body will recall, in November
of 1969, the NBC television network
showed a documentary film entitled,
“The Wolf Men.” Several of the scenes
from the film depicted the hunting of
wolves from aircraft and presented an
interesting account of the status of the
North American wolf, which now totals
approximately 5,400 in number.

Subsequent to the showing of this film,
my good friend and colleague from the
State of Pennsylvania, JOHN SAYLOR,
along with 21 other Members of the
House introduced H.R. 5060. This legis-
lation passed the House early last year
and was enacted into law on Novem-
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ber 18, 1971. It became Public Law
92-159,

Briefly explained, this law makes it
unlawful for anyone while airborne to
shoot or attempt to shoot for the pur-
pose of capturing or killing any bird, fish,
or other animals, or to harass any bird,
fish, or other animal, or to knowingly
participate in using an aircraft for any
of these purposes. Violators of the act
are subject to a $5,000 penalty or 1-year
imprisonment, or both.

Mr. Speaker, the need for the legisla-
tion under consideration today arises
from the fact that Public Law 92-159
amended the Fish and Wildlife Act of
1956. This act is simply a declaration of
national fish and wildlife policy and con-
tains no provision which would author-
ize enforcement responsibility. Where no
agency is given specific enforcement au-
thority in an act, then enforcement of
that act falls upon the FBI to carry out.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries unanimously
felt that the enforcement of this act
should be delegated specifically to the
Department of the Interior since it is
already responsible for the enforcement
of other Federal laws protecting fish and
wildlife. Also, they already have a
trained professional staff of U.8. Game
Management agents to carry out those
responsibilities.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 14731 would provide
the Secretary of the Interior with the
necessary enforcement authority needed
to effectively enforce the provisions of
this act.

Briefly explained, H.R. 14731 would au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to
promulgate such regulations as may be
necessary to enforce the act. Any em-
ployee of the Department of the Interior
designated by the Secretary could, with-
out a warrant, arrest any person comit-
ting in his presence or view a violation
of the aet and, with or without a war-
rant, as authorized by law, search any
place.

All birds, fish, or other animals cap-
tured and all articles used contrary to
the provisions of this act would be sub-
ject to forfeiture.

All provisions of laws relating to the
seizure, forfeiture, and condemnation of
a vessel for violation of the customs laws
would, in general, be applicable to sei-
zu:es and forfeitures incurred under this
act.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation received
favorable departmental reports and was
unanimously reported by the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, and
I urge its prompt passage.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wyoming
(Mr. RONCALIO).

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the eminent chairman of the
subcommittee for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, I intend to oppose this
legislation, and I would like to call the
attention of my colleagues to the fact
that this makes a bad law.

First, we are in the process now of
passing a bill specifically delegating to
the administrative appointees downtown
the right to promulgate such rules and
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regulations as they may desire. If we do
this, I think we are giving away and
delegating congressional authority, and
by doing so, we make the Congress some-
thing smaller.

Still, Mr. Speaker, we sit back and
acquiesce, as administrators do as they
please. The occupational safety and
health mess is the result of our having
delegated to someone downtown the right
to promulgate rules and regulations with
reference to the enforcement of that act.

Second, this bill provides that the
Secretary of the Department of the In-
terior may not make rules and regula-
tions which will affect the livestock man's
right to get a State permit to kill preda-
tors. I am worried that this may be a
detriment to the livestock operators.

There is no one, Mr. Speaker, speaking
for the cattlemen in the Western States.
As you know, just about every State_ in
that area has coyotes, and this legislation
makes ever more difficult for the cattle-
men to control the predator. We have
had pointed out what damage can be
done to the livestock industry through
the lack of eontrol of predators, nor do
I think this legislation will help to pro-
tect the endangered species.

Under the provisions of this bill, Fed-
eral inspectors would have the right to
go onto the premises of the cattlemen
and ranchers and invade their rights. It's
just that basic. -

T am opposed to this legislation for
these reasons. In my opinion we are over-
doing it in the case of predators and,
secondly, we are delegating to someone
downtown the right to make these rules
and regulations, someone who is notf
elected by the people and who has no
responsibility to the people.

I think you will find that it will not
have a beneficial effect.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
14731, amending the Fish and Wildlife
Act of 1956 in order to enforce the pro-
visions of that act prohibiting the shoot-
ing of wildlife from aircraft.

Earlier in this Congress, Public Law
92-159 was enacted. That statute, of
course, makes it unlawful for anyone,
while airborne, to shoot or attempt to
shoot for the purpose of capturing or kill-
ing any bird, fish or other animal. Har-
assment of wildlife also is prohibited. A
penalty of up to $5,000 and 1-year im-
prisonment is provided for. Public Law
92-159 was enacted as an amendment to
the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, which
is a declaration of national wildlife pol-
icy and contains no enforcement provi-
sions. Where no department or agency is
given specific authority to enforce an act,
this authority rests with the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation.

It does appear more appropriate that
enforcement authority of the shooting
from aircraft statute be vested in the
Department of the Interior, which has
broad authorities with respect to the en-
forcement of many other Federal wildlife
statutes. The bill, therefore, authorizes
the Secretary of the Interior to enforce
the provisions of Public Law 92-159, and
sets forth the normal authorities which
are incident to the enforcement of a Fed-
eral criminal statute.
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I am sure that all my colleagues will
agree that the indiscriminate shooting of
wildlife from aircraft should be prohib-
ited. Certainly this cannot be considered
a sport in any sense. Public Law 92-159
contains appropriate language exempt-
ing bona fide State wildlife management
programs. However, there are undoubt-
edly those who will be tempted to engage
in unauthorized shooting from aircraft.
This bill will give the Secretary of the
Interior the needed authority to arrest
such persons and provides for the dis-
position of illegally taken wildlife and
guns, aireraft or other equipment used in
such taking. I, therefore, urge my col-
leagues to support the passage of this
bill.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. GARMATZ),
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisher-
ies.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, a law to
prohibit the shooting of birds, fish, and
other wildlife from aircraft was enacted
on November 18, 1971. That legislation,
which is now Public Law 92-159, was the
subject of intensive hearings by our com-
mittee, and it was approved by the com-
mittee and the Congress because it was
widely recognized as being essential to
the cause of conservation.

But in order to make Public Law 92—
159 truly effective, my committee today
is asking the House to approve another
piece of legislation—H.R. 14731.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of H.R. 14731
is to give the Secretary of the Interior
the authority to enforce Public Law 92—
159. As that law is now written, it does
not give enforcement authority to any
specific agency, and in such situations
the FBI is required to perform the en-
forcement function.

The Interior Department is the logi-
cal agency to have this authority, be-
cause it has the expertise in the area of
wildlife conservation and management,
and because it already has the responsi-
bility for enforcing other Federal laws
which protect fish and wildlife.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
approve this needed legislation.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 14731, a bill I coauthored,
which would provide for effective en-
forcernent of a law passed earlier in this
Congress to prohibit the shooting of
birds, fish and other animals from air-
craft.

Last year, this Congress wisely decided
to halt the unsportsmanlike and un-
necessary practice of shooting wildlife
from aircraft. It was the Congress' in-
tent at that time to stop essentially all
aerial hunting, and to give only State
or Federal game control agents the right
to shoot from aireraft, and then only for
purposes of protection and administra-
tion of wildlife, livestock, and other re-
sources. It was certainly not the inten-
tion of the Congress to allow the States
to grant permits indiscriminately for the
aerial hunting of wolves, coyotes, or
other wildlife.

Unfortunately, a great deal of con-
troversy surrounds the intent of Con-
gress, I have received numerous letters
asking for interpretations of that law.
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The Interior Department has been con-
tacted several times by States and na-
tional conservation organizations to look
into alleged violations of the law, but they
have been powerless to act under the
provisions of the law which we passed
last year.

As one of the coauthors of the original
bill, I am very aware of the airborne
hunting situation as it exists in some
States. I have been receiving about one
letter a week from concerned individuals
from all over the country, pointing out
the violations of the law and asking what
can be done to protect the animals who
are victimized by these violations. This
bill will answer those people, providing
for enforcement by the Department of
the Interior,

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bill. Our Nation now realizes
the value of its natural resources, and
we cannot afford the indiscriminate
slaughter of our wildlife from aircraft,
whether the animal is predator or prey.
I applaud this committee's fast action on
this bill, and hope that with its passage
we will see the purpose of the original
prohibition against aerial shooting finally
realized.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days during which
to extend their remarks on the bill HR.
14731.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the reauest of the gentleman from Michi-
gan?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER., The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DinGeLL) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill HR.
14731 as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of or-
der that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members, and the Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 312, nays 5, not voting 115,
as follows:

[Roll No. 188]

YEAS—312
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrne, Pa.
Byron
Cabell
Carlson
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Chamberlain
Clausen,

Don H.
Clay
Cleveland

Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Culver
Daniel, Va.
Davlis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback

Adams
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, 111,
Andrews, Ala.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
Badillo
Baker
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Betts
Bevill
Biaggi
Biester

Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Donochue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Duncan
du Pont

Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
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Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley

Fish

Fisher
Flood

Flowers
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.

Fulton
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Gilaimo
Goldwater
Gonzsalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Grifiths
Gross
Haley
Hall
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis
Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hull

Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Eeating

Kee

Denholm
MecClure

Keith
Kemp
King
Kluczynski
Koch
Kyl
Landrum
Latta
Lennon
Lent
Link
Long, Md.
MecCollister
MecCormack
McCulloch
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEKay
McEevitt
Macdonald,
Mass.
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann

Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Ohio
Milils, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Minshall
Mitchell
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, Il

Rarick
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle

NAYS—5

Price, Tex.
Roncalio
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Roberts
Robison, N.Y.
Roe

Rogers
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush

Roy
Ruth
Ryan
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif,
Smith, Towa
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Terry

Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Wiggins
Williams
Winn

Wolft
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Zwach

Stelger, Ariz.

NOT VOTING—115

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Ashbroock
Baring
Belcher
Bell
Bingham
Blanton
Boland
Bow
Burton

Byrnes, Wis.
Caffery
Camp
Cederberg
Celler
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clawson, Del
Collins, 111,
Conte
Conyers
Curlin
Daniels, N.J.
Danlelson
Davis. Ga.
Davls, Wis.
Dellums

Diggs

Dow

Dowdy
Dulski
Edmondson
Eshleman
Flynt
Frelinghuysen
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gibbons
Green, Oreg,
Griffin
Grover
Gubser
Gude

Hagan
Halpern
Hanna

Moorhead

Moss

Murphy, N.Y.
ix

St Germain
Scheuer
Schmitz
Shipley
Shoup
Smith, N.Y.
Springer
Stokes
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Tiernan
Van Deerlin
Veysey
Waldie
Whalley
Whitten
Widnall
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.

Hawkins
Hébert
Helstoski
Holifield
Jonas
Euykendall
Kyros
Landgrebe
Leggett
Lloyd
Long, La.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McDonald,
Mich.,
McKinney
McMillan
Madden
Miller, Calif. Runnels
Mink Ruppe

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Shipley with Mr. Landgrebe.

Mr. Tiernan with Mr. Ruppe.

Mr, O'Neill with Mr. Conte.

Mr. Celler with Mr. Halpern.

. Rooney of New York with Mr, Ceder-

O'Konskl
O'Neill
Passman
Patman
Pepper
Pettis

Pryor, Ark.
Railsback
Rangel
Rhodes
Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Rooney, N.Y.
Rousselot
Roybal

. Leggett with Mr. Bell.
. Holifield with Mr. Del Clawson.
. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Bob Wilson.
. Curlin with Mr. O'Eonskl.
Mrs, Chisholm with Mr. Roybal.
Mr. Rodino with Mr. Rangel.
Mr. Moss with Mr. McCloskey.
. McMillan with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin.
. Scheuer with Mr, Dellums,
. Bingham with Mr, Conyers.
. Moorhead with Mr. Eshleman.
. Flynt with Mr. Whalley.
. Addabbo with Mr. Springer.
. Galifianakis with Mr. Hawkins,
. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Lloyd.
rs. Mink with Mr. Diggs.
Chappell with Mr. Belcher.
Boland with Mr. Rallsback.
Hébert with Mr. Rhodes.
Helstoski with Mrs. Abzug.
Abbitt with Mr. Ashbrook.
Burton with Mr. Collins of Illinois.
Nix with Mr. Dow.
Stokes with Mr. Waldie,
Danlels of New Jersey with Mr. Fre-
linghuysen.
Mr. Clark with Mr. Smith of New York.
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr.
Gubser.
Mr. Hanna with Mr. Rousselot.
Mr. Euykendall with Mr. Shoup.
Mr. Patman with Mr. Widnall.
Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.
Edmondson with Mr. Camp.
Dulski with Mr. Grover.
St Germain with Mr. Gude.
Runnels with Mr. Lujan.
Van Deerlin with Mr. Pettis,
Danielson with Mr. Schmitz.
Madden with Mr. McDonald of Michi-
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Kyros with Mr. McKinney.
Blanton with Mr. McClory.
Btuckey with Mr. Robinson of Virginia.
Whitten with Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin.
Jonas with Mr. Clancy.
Alexander with Mr. Long of Loulsiana.
Baring with Mr, Stubblefield.
Caffery with Mr. Pepper.

Mr. Passman with Mr. Gibbons.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Pryor of
Arkansas.

Mr. Hagan with Mr. Grifin.

Mr., Abernethy with Mr. Murphy of New
York.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Dowdy.

The result of the vote was announced
2s above recorded.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AMENDING THE WATER RESOURCES
PLANNING ACT

Mr., JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 14106) to amend the
Water Resources Planning Act to au-
thorize increased appropriations, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 14106

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
401 of the Water Resources Planning Act (79
Stat. 244), as amended (42 U.B.C. 1962(d)),
is amended by striking out subsection (b)
and Inserting a new subsection (b) as fol-
lows:

“(b) not to exceed $2,500,000 annually for
the expenses of the Water Resources Coun-
cil In administering this Act, excluding the
preparation of assessments, and not to exceed
$2,500,000 annually for the expenses of the
Water Resources Council In the preparation
of assessments: Provided, That the Council
may transfer to river basin commissions and
to Federal and State agencies, upon such
terms and conditions as it may prescribe,
such portion of the sums appropriated as it
deems desirable, and such commissions and
Federal agencles are hereby authorized to re-
ceive and expend such funds for the purpose
for which they were appropriated.”

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

Mr. HOSMER., Mr. Speaker, I demand
a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. AspiNALL), chairman of the
full committee.

Mr, ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, 7 years
ago the Water Resources Planning Act
was enacted to encourage and make pos-
sible the prudent development of the
Nation’s water and related land resources
through sound comprehensive and co-
ordinated planning.

To accomplish this purpose that act es-
tablished a Cabinet Level Water Re-
sources Ccouncil in the executive branch.
It also authorized the establishment of
River Basin Planning Commissions and
provided for financial assistance to the
States for water resources planning.

The legislation we have under consid-
eration today involves only the Water
Resources Council and the funding
needed to carry out its duties and re-
sponsibilities. Among other things, the
Council was given responsibility for as-
sessing national and regional water sup-
plies and needs and coordinating river
basin plans. H.R. 14106 authorizes addi-
tional appropriations to meet these two
responsibilities of the Council.

In line with our longstanding policy,
the Water Resources Planning Act in-
cludes a ceiling on the amounts author-
ized to be appropriated for the Council’s
operations. At the present time only $1.5
million annually is authorized to be ap-
propriated for the expenses of the Water
Resources Council in administering the
act. The Council has found from experi-
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ence over the last several years that this
amount is not sufficient to adequately
meet its responsibilities, particularly its
responsibilities for assessing the Nation's
water supplies and needs for coordinat-
ing river basin plans.

During the last several years the Coun-
cil has had to call upon the various Fed-
eral agencies in the water resources plan-
ning field for funds to assist it in carry-
ing out the directions given it by the Con-
gress. These funding arrangements have
not proved satisfactory, and both the
Council and the agencies have agreed
that funding through the Council’s budg-
et will improve the objectivity of the
assessment and coordinating work and
should result in a reduction in the over-
all cost. It seems clear to me that if the
Council has the responsibility for direct-
ing the assessment work and co-
ordinating the river basin plans, then it
should control the purse strings.

H.R. 14106 provides an increase of $3.5
million in the amount authorized to be
appropriated to the Water Resources
Council to carry out the program to as-
sess water resources and needs and to di-
rect and coordinate river basin plans.
For the most part, this increase will be
offset by a reduction in the amounts that
would otherwise have to be appropriated
to the various Federal agencies in the
water field.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the approval of this
legislation.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Say-
LOR).

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of HR. 14106 as reported unani-
mously by the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs,

This bill amends the Water Resources
Planning Act to authorize increased ap-
propriations to the Water Resources
Council in order that it may more ef-
fectively perform its assessment activi-
ties and exercise leadership and coordi-
nation of planning as set forth in Public
Law 89-90.

Briefly, that act sets forth four re-
quirements of the Council. Categoriza-
tion and augmentation of funding for
the implementation of two of those re-
quirements is a principal purpose of this
bill. The two requirements are, and I
quote from Public Law 89-90—

(a) maintain a continuing study and pre-
pare an assessment biennially, or at such
less frequent intervals as the Council may
determine, of the adequacy of supplies of
water necessary to meet the water require-
ments in each water resource reglon in the
United States and the national interest
therein; and

(b) maintain a continuing study of the re-
lation of reglonal or river basin plans and
programs to the requirements of larger re-
glons of the Nation and of the adequacy of
administrative and statutory means for the
coordination of the water and related land
resources policies and programs of the sev-
eral Federal agencies; it shall appraise the
adequacy of existing and proposed policles
and programs to meet such requirements;
and it shall make recommendations to the
President with respect to Federal policles
and programs.

The increase is $3,500,000. Of that
amount, $2,500,000 are categorized for
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the program to assess water resources
and needs. One national assessment has
been made and the Council intends that
the second assessment-shall be made
during fiscal years 1974 and 1975. The
Council estimates that about two-thirds
of these funds will be transferred to co-
operating agencies for this assessment
work.

The other $1,000,000 are to be used by
the Council to direct and coordinate
river basin plans. It will be utilized for
new study starts by agencies. During the
past 2 years, Congress has been appro-
priating funds for such work to single
agencies with the directive that the study
be performed with Council guidance. Un-
der the provisions of this bill, the ap-
propriation will be made to the Council
which will fund the studies through its
own budget.

Although this may seem like a large
increase in funding for the Council, in
reality it is not. As is pointed out in the
committee report accompanying this bill,
the net cost will be much less because
the appropriation to the Council will be
offset by a decrease in the amount that
would otherwise be appropriated to the
various participating Federal agencies.

This funding authority should provide
the Council with an efficient coordinat-
ing and control tool and should produce
assessments and plans that take into
consideration the demands of our in-
creasingly urbanized society and our
growing concern for environmental
quality.

I want to point out that the fiscal year
1973 budget request includes amounts of
$100,000 to initiate preliminary national
assessment work and $531,000 for the
Council’s direction and coordination of
river basin plans. This bill is necessary to
support those requests.

I urge your favorable vote on this leg-
islation.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the distinguished chair-
man of the full committee has explained
the background of this legislation.

H.R. 14106, which is recommended by
the administration, amends the Weater
Resources Planning Act by increasing the
authorization for the appropriation of
funds to administer the act from $1.5
million per year to $5 million per year.
This increase is necessary to permit the
Water Resources Council to adequately
carry out its responsibilities under the
act.

Congress made the Council responsible
for coordinating river basin plans and
maintaining a continuing study of water
supply requirements and management—
and it is in this area that the Council
finds that it cannot adequately meet its
responsibilities under the fund ceiling
presently in the act. The Council’s job
has become more difficull in the last
few vears because of the growing urban-
ization of our society, the problems of
pollution, the increased concern for the
environment, and the desire for sound
regional development. The Council has
the responsibility for developing a plan-
ning system to cope with these concerns
of our society.

If the Council is to direct the studies
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and coordinate river basin plans, the
funds needed for accomplishing this
should properly be appropriated to the
Council.

H.R. 14106 authorizes a $2.5 million
annual appropriation to assess this Na-
tion’s water resources and our future
water needs. These funds are earmarked
for assessment work only and cannot be
expended for any other purpose. The
Council has made one national assess-
ment and proposes to make a second
during fiscal years 1974 and 1975.

The remaining $1 million increase in
the annual appropriation authorization
will permit the Council to adequately
carry out congressionally assigned func-
tions of directing and coordinating river
basin plans.

Early enactment of this legislation is
needed because the fiscal year 1973
budget includes a request for funds in
excess of the amounts presently author-
ized to be appropriated. The budget in-
cludes $100,000 for preliminary work in
connection with the national assess-
ments and $531,000 for study direction
and coordination of four comprehensive
regional and river basin planning
studies.

Although the bill involves an apparent
cost of $3,500,000 annually, the net cost
will be much less because the appropri-
ation to the Council will be offset by a
decrease in the amounts that would
otherwise be appropriated to the various
Federal agencies. The national assess-
ment of water supplies and needs will
be undertaken in cooperation with the
participating Federal agencies, and ap-
proximately two-thirds of the funds for
making the assessment will be trans-
ferred to the cooperating agencies. If
the Council were not given the funding
authority, it would be necessary to in-
crease the budgets of the cooperating
agencies by a corresponding amount.
The same thing is true with respect to
directing and coordinating the regional
or river basin plans. If the Council were
not given the funding authority, it would
be necessary to designate one or more of
the Federal agencies as the lead agency
and increase its budget by a correspond-
ing amount. By authorizing the appro-
priation of the funds to the Council,
better controls over the programs can
be exercised.

This legislation was reported unani-
mously after a full and complete hearing
before my subcommittee. So far as I
am aware, there is no opposition.

I urge the legislation be approved.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
14106, a bill amending the Water Re-
sources Planning Act to authorize in-
creased appropriations.

The purpose of H.R. 14106 as reported
by the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs is to increase the appropriation
authorization for the administrative ex-
penses of the U.S. Water Resources
Council.

This legislation was introduced as a
result of an executive communication
from the Chairman of the Water Re-
sources Council which is printed in the
report accompanying the bill.

The Water Resources Council has been
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working along for quite a while. It has
4 more budgetary years to go. One of
the things that the Council does is co-
ordinate all river basin plans, and it has
been allowed the sum of $1.5 million for
this year for that purpose.

It has become apparent that to main-
tain this activity, it is going to take more
money. In this legislation, we have pro-
vided for $1 million more for that pur-
pose,

Less than $600,000 of that amount is
planned to be spent this year, but before
the program ends, it all will be consumed.

The other part of water resources
planning involves assessment of national
and regional water supplies and needs. In
the past, we have been doing that on an
interdepartmental and interagency basis.
We have had to put together a deal to
assess some particular region or river
system, and then get some agency like the
Corps of Engineers or the Department of
the Interior to request the money for the
project through its own budget. That has
turned out to be very inefficient. Experi-
ence with the studies has resulted in
the Council’s recommendation to us that
it be the conduit for future funding and
direction of studies remaining to be done.

In this bill $2.5 million is provided for
that purpose.

This is not really a new and additional
governmental expenditure, or a new way
of budgeting. It is merely implementa-
tion of good budgeting principles. But
make no doubt about it, the money al-
ways comes out of the taxpayer’s pocket
and that is not going to change in any
way. Here, we are merely authorizing
the Council to do the same job, but in
a better way.

By authorizing appropriation of these
funds directly to the Couneil, in accord-
ance with its request, it is hoped that
better coordination and control can be
exercised.

The Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs carefully reviewed this legis-
lation and believes its enactment will
improve the operations of the Water Re-
sources Council.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of this
amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may re-
quire to the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. KEE).

Mr. KEE. Mr. Speaker, I highly com-
mend our distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from California (Mr. JoHN-
soN) and I highly commend our illus-
trious chairman, the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. Aspiwarr) and highly
commend the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SavrLor) for the tremendous
amount of work that has gone into this
well thought-out bill.

Mr. Speaker, I would respectfully call
the attention of the Members of the
House to the language of the committee
report on page 2 which reads as follows
under “Committee Recommendation™:

The Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs believes that this legislation
is needed and, by a unanimous voice vote,
recommends that the bill, as amended,
be enacted.

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that this
bill will pass unanimously without one
single solitary vote against it.

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

Mr., JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests for
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Boces). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from California
(Mr. Jonson) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill HR. 14106, as
amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evidently
a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 318, nays 0, not voting 114,

as follows:
[Roll No. 189]
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Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, Il
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi

Nelsen
Nichols
bey
O'Hara
Patten
Pelly
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Pirnie
Poage
Podell
Poff
Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, 1.
Price, Tex.
Pucinski
Purcell
Quie
Quillen
Randall
Rarick
Rees
Reid
Reuss

Roncalio
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roy
Ruth
Ryan
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Selberling
Shriver
Sikes
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, ITowa
Snyder
BStaggers
Stanton,

J, William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
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Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone

Udall

Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
‘Wampler
Ware

‘Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Wiggins
Williams
Winn

‘Wolfl

Wright
Wyatt
Wydler

Wylie
Wyman
Yates

Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.

Adams
Addabbo

Aspin
Aspinall
Badlillo
Baker
Barrett
Begich
Bennett
Bergland
Betts

Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis,
Byron
Cabell
Carey, N.X.
Carlson
Carney
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Chamberlain
Clausen,
Don H.
Cleveland
Colller
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conover
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Culver
Daniel, Va.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm

YEAS—318

Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Duncan

Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman

Johnson, Calif.

Johnson, Pa.
Jonas

. Jones, Ala.

Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.

Earth
Eastenmeler
Kazen
Eeating

Kee

Keith

Kemp

King
Kluczynski
Eoch

EKuykendall

Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Puqua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gross
Haley
Hall
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hays
Hechler, W. Va,
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.

Kyl
Landrum
Latta
Lennon
Lent
Link
Long, Md.
McClure
McCollister
McCormack
McCulloch
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McKay
McEevitt
Macdonald,
Mass.

Mathias, Calif,

Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Metcalfe
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Minshall
Mitchell
Mizell
Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery

Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Riegle Stelger, Wis.
Roberts Stephens
Robison, N.Y. Stratton
Roe Sullivan

Rogers Symington
NAYS—0

NOT VOTING—114

Dulski O'Neill
Edmondson Passman
Eshleman Patman
Frelinghuysen Pepper
Galifianakis Pettis
Gallagher Pryor, Ark.
Gibbons Rallsback
Green, Oreg.
Griffin
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Halpern
Hanna
Hawkins
Hébert
Helstoski
Holifield
Eyros
Landgrebe
Leggett
Lloyd
Long, La.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McDonald,
Mich.
McEKinney
McMillan
Madden
Melcher
Miller, Calif.
Mink
Moorhead
Moss
Murphy, N.Y.
Nix

Abbitt
Abernethy
Abourezk
Abzug
Alexander
Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Ashbrook
Baring
Belcher
Bell
Bingham
Blanton
Boland
Bow
Burton
Caffery
Camp
Cederberg
Celler
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clark
Clawson, Del

Springer
Stokes
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Tiernan
Van Deerlin
Veysey
Waldie
Whalley
Whitten
Widnall
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.

Clay

Collins, 111.
Conte
Conyers
Curlin
Danliels, N.J.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.

O’Konski

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Shipley with Mr. Landgrebe.

. Tiernan with Mr. Ruppe.

. O'Neill with Mr. Conte.

. Celler with Mr. Halpern.

. Rooney of New York with Mr. Ceder-

. Burke of Massachusetts with Mr. Bow.
. Leggett with Mr. Bell.
. Holifleld with Mr. Del Clawson.
. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Bob Wilson.
. Curlin with Mr. O'Eonski.
. Miller of California with Mr. Clay.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Roybal.

Mr. Rodino with Mr, Rangel.
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. Moss with Mr. McCloskey.
. McMillan with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin,
., Scheuer with Mr, Dellums.
. Bilngham with Mr. Conyers.
. Moorhead with Mr. Eshleman.
. Spence with Mr. Whalley.
. Melcher with Mr. Springer.
. Galifianakis with Mr. Hawkins,
Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Lloyd.
Mrs., Mink with Mr. Diggs.
. Chappell with Mr. Belcher.
. Boland with Mr. Railsback.
. Hébert with Mr. Rhodes.
. Helstoski with Mrs. Abzug.
. Abbitt with Mr. Ashbrook.
. Burton with Mr. Collins of Illinois.
. Nix with Mr. Dow.
. Btokes with Mr. Waldie.
Mr. Daniels of New Jersey with Mr. Fre-
linghuysen,
Mr. Clark with Mr. Smith of New York.
Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr.
Gubser.
Mr. Hanna with Mr. Rousselot.
Mr. Sisk with Mr. Shoup.
Mr. Patman with Mr. Widnall.
Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Camp.
Mr. Dulski with Mr. Grover.
Mr. St Germain with Mr. Gude.
Mr. Runnels with Mr. Lujan.
Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Pettis.
Mr. Danielson with Mr, Schmitz.
Mr. Madden with Mr, McDonald of Michi-
gan.
. Kyros with Mr., McEinney.
. Blanton with Mr. McClory.
. Stuckey with Mr. Robinson of Virginia.
. Whitten with Mr. Clancy.
. Alexander with Mr. Long of Lousianla,
. Baring with Mr. Stubblefield.
Mr. Caffery with Mr. Pepper.
Mr. Passman with Mr. Gibbons.
Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Pryor of
Arkansas.
Mr. Hagan with Mr. Griffin.
Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Murphy of New
York.
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Dowdy.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

ENCLOSE IN OPAQUE INNER AND
OUTER COVERS BEFORE TRANS-
MITTING

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, Government
documents needlessly stamped secret or
confidential will keep piling up by the
millions as long as the security classifi-
cation system operates under executive
order instead of statutory law.

Hearings by the Foreign Operations
and Government Information Subcom-
mittee have disclosed that under the
present system, some documents are kept
secret for 75 years, the big four classify-
ing agencies spend twice as much to
withhold information from the public as
they do to make it available, and whole
volumes can be classified though they
contain nothing but unclassified infor-
mation.

I am pleased, therefore, to join the
subcommittee chairman, Mr. MOORHEAD,
in sponsoring the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act Amendments of 1972 (H.R.
15172) to put the system under statutory
control and help resolve disputes be-
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tween Congress and the executive branch
over access to information.

On March 8, when he issued an execu-
tive order providing for the classification
and declassification of national security
information and material, President
Nixon acknowledged that the present
system “has failed to meet the standards
of an open and democratic society, allow-
ing too many papers to be classified for
too long a time.” However, I accept Mr.
MoorHEAD'S judgment that the new Ex-
ecutive order ‘“does not correct the major
security classification problems about
which we are all gravely concerned. In-
deed, it is a document written by classi-
fiers for classifiers.”

Perhaps what is wrong with the pres-
ent system can be summed up in a word
borrowed from the National Security
Council directive implementing the Pres-
ident’s new Executive order. The direc-
tive, signed by Henry A. Kissinger and
published May 19, instructs that “classi-
fied information and material shall be
enclosed in opaque inner and outer cov-
ers before transmitting.” That is fair
enough, but I think our problem is that
the purposes of the security classifica-
tion system have become opaque to those
who operate it.

The independent Classification Review
Commission that "vould be created by the
Freedom of Information Act amend-
ments is a promising approach provided
that it truly builds an access bridge be-
tween Congress and the executive
branch, not a new barrier.

THE SHATTERING TRADE DEFICIT

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

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, last year’s
shattering trade deficit of $2.05 billion—
the first in nearly 100 years—already
has been eclipsed in 1972. In just 4
months the high water mark of red ink
has reached $2.2 billion.

Unquestionably, this situation is crit-
ical and experts on all sides are offering
solutions to turn the tide. Some of these
experts base their hopes on the new un-
derstanding between management and
labor with relation to increased produc-
tivity and a halt to unrealistic pay
boosts.

Mr. O. R. Strackbein, president of the
Nation-Wide Committee on Import-
Export Policy, discussed this proposed
solution to the trade dilemma in a re-
port to the Joint Economic Committee.
I am inserting a copy of the report into
the Recorp, and I am certain my col-
leagues will find Mr. Strackbein’s analy-
sis both interesting and informative.

PropucTIVITY AND FULL EMPLOYMENT

(By O. R. Strackbein)

Increasing the productivity of labor is
seemingly one of the present-day impera-
tives if we are to douse the fires of inflation
and meet foreign competition. Greater out-
put per man-hour at a given level of wages
will, of course, reduce the cost of produc-
tion. The foress of competition, to the ex-
tent that they operate, will then also re-
duce the cost to the consumer. If wages rise
less than productivity the consumer will en-
joy lower prices. If the wage level rises in
equal proportion to productivity prices will
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stand still, other things being equal. Of
course, 1f wages rise faster than productivity
prices would be expected under normal con-
ditions of supply, to rise. At least, so goes
the catechism of economies.

The imperative of increasing productivity
has been ralsed almost to the majesty of
the absolute.

It is desirable therefore fo examine some
of the credentials of this towering impera-
tive. While its very simplicity makes it at-
tractive, the side effects it may produce may
detract from any inclination to extend blank
endorsement to the mandate.

CREDENTIALS OF HIGHER PRODUCTIVITY

In the first place, productivity can be in-
creased in any meaningful sense only by
displacement of labor. This follows from the
fact that some 80¢9% of the corporate pro-
duction costs consists of employee compen-
sation. It was not the faster shoveling of
coal by the coal miners that so greatly in-
creased the output per man-hour in the coal
industry. It was the introduction of mam-
moth machines and strip-mining that ac-
complished the decimation of the miners’
ranks. The result was a great gain in com-
petitive standing, not only in opening for-
eign markets but in avoiding eviction of coal
irom our domestic market by petroleum and
natural gas.

The output of coal per man-year in-
creased from 1,239 tons in 1950 to 4,261 tons
in 1968. The number of coal miners on the
other hand, as might be expected, declined
from 415,000 in 1950 to 127,000 in 1968. (Sta-
tistical Abstract of the United States, 1971,
Table 1049, p. 642). In other words as pro-
ductivity rose 3.4-fold between 1950 and
1968, the number of miners declined in al-
most equal proportion, or by 70%, or to a
level of 30% of the 415,000 employed in
1950.

One of the results was, of course, the great
distress of the coal-mining region, usually
referred to euphemistically as “Appalachia®,
which has cost the Treasury hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars without curing the blight.
Meantime our exports rose to 50 million tons,
or 109 of our domestic output. Obviously
our amazing productivity achievement that
brought us gratifying exports and competi-
tive prowess did little to help the displaced
mine workers—some 300,000 of them or 70%
of the work force! Since the number of bitu-
minous coal miners (responsible for over
989 of our coal production) had fallen to
127,000 by 1968, the 10% exports saved the
jobs of some 12,000 miners, Such a meager
result should give pause to those who would
raise increasing productivity to the level of
a virtual categorical imperative, to be loved,
honored and obeyed.

In the field of economics hard facts armed
with a warhead of real meaning are not often
encountered. When we do encounter them we
should be grateful and learn something from
their significance, rather than dismissing
them because they raise disconcerting ques-
tions,

For example, higher productlvity in other
fields need not be looked to much more hope-
fully as a source of higher employment than
coal under the present status of world trade
and our position in it.

The further notion that we can pull our-
selves out of our present unenviable eco-
nomic position either at home or abroad by
increasing our exports, an endeavor that is
seen to rest on rising productivity, is almost
totally false. This is especlally true of in-
creasing exports of agricultural products
made possible by rising output per man-
hour. In the 1930's nearly half of our total
exports were agricultural products, After the
permanent displacement of some two-thirds
of agricultural workers by greater produc-
tivity our exports of farm products were only
some 16% of total exports.

It goes without saying that for the coal
mining industry the productivity leap was
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unguestionably an imperative, indeed the
only means of survival; but its cost in em-
ployment prevents its conversion into a jus-
tification for a similar course to be adopted
by other industries.
THE HISTORIC ROLE OF INCREASING
PRODUCTIVITY

It is true, on the other hand, that rising
productivity has been both the source of
greater employment and higher wages in
this country. In fact what was our unique
economic system until a few years ago owed
its genesls In great measure to the rising
productivity that flows from invention and
proliferating technology.

The fruits of technology, to be sure, were
not enough of themselves to bulld our sys-
tem, but they represented one of the cor-
nerstones. Without them we would not have
cut our anchorage that held us to the more
pedestrian European system some seventy
years ago. Technology by Iitself was not
enough because the mass-production of
which it was the efficlent cause did not and
cannot stand on its own feet. It needs the
complement of mass-consumption; and this
fact, a strictly American perception, though
in no sense abstruse, long evaded compre-
hension by our European forebears. Their
skepticism, as reflected by the British was no
doubt sustained many years by the negative
attitude of their leading economists, such
as Ricardo, toward wages and their economic
function. The British economists were in a
sense apologists for the factory system that
revulsed Dickens and Burke before him, and
others, who were appalled at the employ-
ment of children and the inhuman working
conditions imposed on factory workers and
miners In general.

ORIGIN OF FREE TRADE

English leadership in the world rested on
her commerce, protected by her navy. Since
she was short on natural resources she de-
pended on Imports of raw products to feed

her factories. These in turn not only supplied
the home market but also produced surplus
output for export. The latter brought her the
exchange necessary to sustain her necessary
imports.

The English situation indeed gave rise to
the elaboration of the blessings and benefits
of free trade—a system that was well suited
to England’'s interest in holding her colonies
as sources of raw materials (l.e., as agrarian
and raw material economies) and as markets
for her factory output. Our own academiec
economists drank deeply of the Adam Smith
vintage of free trade and, falling to note the
great difference between our economic situ-
ation and that of the British, undertook to
apply to us what was good for England but
not necessarily for us. They took the words
of the British economic apologists as the gos-
pel and using our chairs of university eco-
nomics preached the gospel of free trade to
generation after generation of students. The
result was an Infellectual and emotional
conditioning of our economists that has not
yet achieved the ability to break through to
reality. What was good for colonial England
in the 18th and 19th centuries was fastened
on us as if it were also a superb prescription
for our economic health. Actually we flouted
the theory In great part in practice and
erected a protective tarlff, beginning in 18186.
This action made possible our economic in-
dependence of England, as we had earlier
gained our political Independence.

However, it was not until after the Civil
War that we began to lay the basis for a
new system (still capitalistic, to be sure)
that greatly modified our economic heritage.
The point of departure was not immediately
visible but in time produced a divergence
of great proportions.

Once the post-Civil War heavy concentra-
tions of capital built trusts and wvirtual
monopolies we began to see the need for
anti-trust legislation if the lowered costs of
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production that were made possible by our
mechanical developments were to be passed
on to the public, le., the consumers, 1890
marked the passage of the Sherman Anti-
Trust Act. This was followed in some 25
years later by the Clayton Act, the Federal
Trade Commission and Federal Reserve Acts.
After another 20 years we put the Robinson-
Patman Act on our statute books: another
anti-monopoly measure.

After the turn of the century we turned
more and more to the mass production made
possible by our inventiveness and industrial
talent, Then came the redeeming recognition
of the link between mass-production and
mass-consumption. By itself mass production
wolld only accumulate indigestible surpluses
of goods. It was necessary to place higher
purchasing power into the hands of the con-
sumers.

Very well, who were the principal con-
sumers? Potentlally they were those who in
the aggregate have the most money to spend,
rather than the few who receive the highest
incomes.

In 1969 the number of males employed in
this country was 48.8 million while the num-
ber of employed females was 20.0 million.
The average pay of the males was $7,659
and of females $3,058. Here then was a po-
tential consumer market of $370 billion
among the employed males and $114 billion
among the employed females, for a total po-
tential market of $488 billlon. Had the per
capita income been only $1000 per year in-
stead of the higher figure, the potential
market, assuming the same price level, would
have been very much smaller, or about §79
billion instead of $488 billion. Yet such a
low level of income would still have exceeded
by far the average per capita income of the
Chinese (mainland) population of some 750
million and that of the Indian population of
some 550 million, not to mention the great
mafority of the 2656 million (plus) of Latin
American population.

U.S. DEVELOPMENT

This country was not noted as being in the
forefront of wage levels until the twentieth
century; nor was it noted as an industrial na-
tion, except perhaps as being on the threshold
of new departures.

Given our mechaniecal, technological and
managerial talent it nevertheless did not fol-
low that we would know what to do with it.
We had no greater endowment in those fields
than the Europeans from whom we sprang.
We did have greater distances staring us in
the face; and It may be guessed that, much
as the automobile is being castigated today
as the mother of many of our ills, the need
for farther and more agile locomotion, to
tame our distances, may have motivated and
sparked the mass-production outbreak to
which we gave ourselves in the early years
of this century when we tinkered with the
automoblile. In any event there can be little
question that the connectlon between mass-
production and mass-consumption was
grasped by the great entrepreneur of that in-
dustry who put it into actual effect before it
was recognized and implemented elsewhere.

It needed vision, obvious as the equation
is today, to perceive the great market pos-
sibilities that would open if the cost of a
highly useful and enjoyable product could
be brought to a level low enough to come
within the pocketbook reach of the mass of
the people. It needed not quite so much
sharpness perhaps to see further that
achievement of the objective could be helped
if the income of these masses could rise
and thus meet the lowering cost half way.

Monopoly power would perhaps have led
the automobile makers to concentrate on the
upper levels of income. If we would gain an
idea of the difference between the two ap-
proaches, l.e., a limited high-income market
and a mass market, we must move to recent
dates because of the state of avallability of
statistical data.
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In 1962 the number of “Top Wealthholders™”
in this country, l.e. those with gross assets
of $60,000 or more, was 4.13 million of a
population of over 180 million. Of these 4.13
million over half had gross assets under
$100,000. Those with gross assets of $200,000
or more numbered 670,000 and those with
assets of $1 million or more numbered 59
thousand. This was one person out of 3,000
of the 1962 population. (Ibid. 1971, Table
523, p. 327).

If we turn to actual income as distin-
guished from gross assets we come to a dif-
ferent but nonetheless very useful measure
so far as market potentials go.

In 1969 the median Income of males aged
14 and over was $6,429. For females the
median was $2,1832. Of the men 92.5% had
an income; and 65.8% of the females.

The males with an income of $10,000 and
over were 24.1% of the total; females 2.4%.
Males with an income of $7-0,999 were 21.6%
of the total; females 5.9%. The next lower
bracket of $6-6,999 showed 7.6% of the males
and 4.8% of the females. From $5-5,999, the
percentages were 7.0 %for males and 6.9% for
females. (Ibid., Table 509, p. 320.)

A yacht manufacturer might aim at the
market represented by the 670,000 who had
gross assets of $200,000 or more.

The earller automobile manufacturers no
doubt also aimed at the higher but sparsely
populated high income levels, because of the
high units cost of their product. Monopoly
power might have elected to stay at that
level, preferring a small volume with a high
profit per unit.

That was not, however, what happened.
Henry Ford is usually credited with the
breakthrough. He had no Census Bureau
statistics to show him the various layers of
income of the people, but he could guess
that he would have a much larger market
if he could bring down his costs to a level
that would tap the mass market. This he
did, thanks to his vision, his courage and
productive genius. He also recognized the
market-boosting effect of adequate wages.

He did have some conditions weighted in
his favor, such as a toll-willing population,
free enterprise, a national patent system,
free trade among the States, low tax levels,
no import competition distorting his timing
options, and skilled labor. There was ade-
quate competition, but, in view of his
glimpse of the potentials of a mass market
it is doubtful that he would have traded his
vision for a more limited but high-price
market.

The advent of the automobile, of course,
boded i1l for the wagon and carriage indus-
try, not to mention horse breeding and grow-
ing of feed grain.

There was a fruitful lesson still to be
learned. This lurked in the meaning of an
elastic demand. Not all products enjoy the
specles of growing demand that greeted the
cost reductions accomplished by the auto-
mobile industry. Had Henry Ford been a
wheat or corn farmer he would have faced
& wholly different market prospect. The rea-
son is simple and obvious. Every person has
only one stomach. Therefore blology sets a
Iimit to consumption. This is true also of
domesticated animals that may consume
grains,

Had Mr. Ford come into possession of mil-
lions of acres of crop land so that he could
have devoted his mechanical talents to mass
production and sharp reduction in the price
of wheat or corn per bushel, he would not
have been greeted by a happily expansive
market. The demand for food products is
quite inelastic. While everyone has a stomach
not everyone had an automobile. While
everyone needed a stomach in order to live
he did not need an automobile but could
perhaps use one if he could afford the cost
and expense of having one. He could even
own more than one machine, if it came to
that. A second or even an auxiliary stomach
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is perhaps noi yet even on the drawing
boards, much as gourmets might like an
extra one.

Mr. Ford might have succeeded in reduc-
ing the number of manhours to produce
wheat but this achievement would not have
increased the number of stomachs that
might be fed. The planters and harvesters
whom he would have displaced would not
have been rehired because of a ballooning of
demand such as greeted his automobile. In
the latter Instance the increased demand led
to the hiring of more and more workers. The
distressed carriage and wagon makers and
horse and feed grain producers would become
absorbed in the work force, albeit not di-
rectly or overnight, If there were other prod-
ucts to follow the example of the automobile,
the labor market would take up the slack
instead of settling into stagnation.

Mr. Ford's wheat would have accumulated
huge surpluses In search of storage space.
Presumably he might have sought export
markets and might indeed have found some.
Even so he would not*have encountered an
indefinitely expansible demand beyond the
head-count of the population here or abroad.

The national experience with agricultural
labor in this country under the farm pro-
gram completely supports these observations.
The six or seven millions of farm workers
who have been displaced by modern agri-
culture in this country and the phenomenal
increase in productivity of our farming op-
erations, have not found resettlement and
reemployment on the land. Inelasticity of
demand for food products, which account for
more than three gquarters of our farm acre-
age, is the bar absolute against achlevement
of the employment expansion characteristic
of new or radically modified nonessential
products produced by industry.

Rising productivity in the production of
essential goods, be they agricultural or min-
eral, represents a countervalling force work-
ing against full employment. When we re-
leased agricultural workers from the land
because of rising productivity they could no
longer remain on the land. They poured into
the cities, The higher productivity of farmers
did not lead to significantly higher consump-
tion of farm products. Therefore the dis-
placed workers remained displaced. They
could hope to find reemployment only in the
industries or services that catered to an
elastic demand. While the number of prod-
ucts for which the demand is elastic is very
large absorption of displaced workers is a
slow process. Witness Appalachia. With re-
spect to nonessential goods the only limit
to demand is income, assuming wage in-
creases in keeping with the higher produc-
tivity. (Today, to be sure, other limitations
are raising rather ugly heads in the form of
resource exhaustion, pollution, etc.)

We have obvlously not lacked rising em-
ployee compensation in recent years. We
have, however, encountered a different ob-
stacle to absorption of the work force. Time
was, until recently, when we could depend
on new products or revolutionized methods
of producing established products, to lead
to additional sales as costs were brought
down, as witness radio, television (for a
time), household appliances of a great va-
riety, synthetic textiles, etc. This meant new
job openings sufficient to absorb the net
additions to our work force which are now
well In excess of a million per year.

Now, however, even though costs can
still be reduced by mechanical and other
innovations, the incentive iz mno longer
what it was. We can no longer rely on our
domestic market to supply the customers
for made-in-U.8.A, products as we could
in the past.

Our high productivity has been exported,
so to speak. Forelgn costs are below ours
because foreign wages, while rising quite
rapldly, did not bridge the gap. Forelgn
productivity came much closer on our heels
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than foreign wages, partly because our com-
panles established manufacturing facilities
abroad and used our own patents in these
facilities, and partly because we licensed
foreign producers to use our patents.

A budding young Henry Ford today, look-
ing about himself, would see a vastly
changed world-setting from the one of
Henry Ford two generations ago. The latter
had all the time he needed to develop and
improve his product. Every substantial im-
provement In production meant more sales
as he cut his costs. If anyone contested his
market, his competitor, whoever he might
be, operated under the same wage levels
a8 himself, or not so far below that Mr.
Ford could not cope with the difference
within the amount of time he had avallable.

He (the elder Ford) was not likely to
awaken one day as does his young successor
in some other industry, to be confronted
by a chilling challenge from abroad where
some entrepreneur, either American or for-
eign, offers for the American market an
acceptable competitive product, as good as
his own, or better, at a cost so much lower
than he could match that he must look
beyond this country for additional sales
territory. Unlike his young successor the
elder Ford had no import competition, and
needed none to stir him into a maximum
effort.

His young counterpart would now be in
much the same straits with his marketing
as the elder Ford would have been with his
wheat surplus had he gone into vast wheat
acreage as previously pilctured. While the
young Ford’s sales of nonfood products would
not be limited by the one-stomach per per-
son as it would be with wheat, it would be
limited nevertheless by the import intrusion
that would despoil his market, upset his
planning and his timing no less than darken
his prospects for serving an expanding
market. The imports would do what the in-
elastic demand does for wheat.

He would now look abroad for an increas-
ing part of his expansion. The higher em-
ployment that would have happened here
under the old condition would now be shared
with his foreign plants and with other for-
eign producers.

The cry for greater efficiency is mow an
ironic mockery as it reverberates through ihe
manufacturing community, be it automobile,
steel or textiles, electronics, office machines
or a hundred varieties of other consumer
goods. Others can now manufacture the same
thing the Amerlcan industrial leader does,
and do it cheaper, be it in Japan, West Ger-
many, Italy, or wherever our technology has
taken root. Moreover, they need foreign
markets because their low wages do not pro-
vide a sufficient home market.

The competitive margin needed for hold-
ing our home market or expanding it for our
own products, has been greatly narrowed and
in & number of instances has disappeared.
The market for the nonessential product,
which is the mainstay of our employment,
has been converted increasingly into the rela-
tively static characteristic of the essential
product so far as job-generation is con-
cerned—for the reason already given.

When rising imports strike the market for
an essential product like wheat, meat or
other food product, they may take away a
certain share of the market and thus deprive
the growers of that much acreage output.
They must then curtail their acrease or run
the risk of creating a price-depressing sur-

lus.

& Yet the effect is not as serious as the In-
vasion of our market for nonessentials of
the kind that enjoy an expanding market as
the costs are reduced, the product improved,
made more useful, pleasurable and more at-
tractive. When the imports cut off the po-
tential expansion or cut the erpansion down
to merely supplying the increase in popula-
tion, our coefficient or ratio of expansion is
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destroyed or severely erippled and the non-
essential product is converted into the same
pedestrian pace as the nonessential one in
point of job creation.

Capital will not come forth readily or
eagerly to be poured into research and devel-
opment, consumer research, market cultiva-
tion, plant expansion and similar activities,
Rather a cautious atmosphere will prevail.
Venture capital aimed at production of non-
essentials is notorjously timid for the simple
reason that the consumer can for a varlety
of reasons curtail his spending, postpone his
buying or reduce his consumption, If possible
the venture capital will hedge by going over-
seas to participate in the low labor-cost ad-
vantage thal confers the competitive margin
on foreign producers by dint of which they
have penetrated our market.

Established industries will undertake for-
elgn manufacture to supply forelgn markets
from within, They will in many cases equip
their foreign plants with American machin-
ery and equipment and thus boost exports
of these products. In 1971 our exports of ma-
chinery continued to run a strong surplus
while nearly all other manufactured goods
sustained heavy trade deficits. The indica-
tion is that foreign productivity will continue
to rise as our export of machinery continues
at a high level.

However, this may be a short road, since
our imports of machinery have grown much
more rapidly in the past ten years than our
exports. The recipient countries of our ex-
ports are fast learning how to build their
own machinery and to gain world markets for
their exports,

If we insist on confronting our problem
with a hypnotic chant citing our superior
“know-how"”, hand in hand with a worship-
ful attitude toward increasing productivity,
and a nostalgic attachment to free trade
while refusing to accept the meaning of cu-
mulative evidence of the sterility of this pos-
ture, we will surrender the motivation that
brought us world industrial leadership in
the first instance.

It needs no heavy protectionist onslaught
to preserve what this country built in pio-
neering fashion. No turning back of the clock
is needed nor injury to our trading partners
in the world: only adaptation to radically
changed conditions.

OPPOSED TO INTERSTATE OIL
COMPACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. ConTE)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, as one who
has testified in opposition to Senate
Joint Resolution 72, to renew the Inter-
state Oil Compact, which was passed
earlier today on the Consent Calendar,
I want to explain why I do not object to
the bill in its present form, and to com-
mend the committee for its recognition
of the impropriety of past practices of
the Compact Commission and for moving
to correct these abuses.

The sole purpose of the compact is set
out in article IT as follows:

To conserve oil and gas by the prevention
of physical waste thereof from any cause.

As I testified, however, and as the com-
mittee report states, under the guise of
its concern for conservation, the Com-
pact Commission has engaged over the
years in a series of “extracurricular ac-
tivities” which “appear to fall outside, or
at best, have a very tenuous connection
with, the limited purposes of the com-
pact.ll

These extracurricular activities have,
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in my view, been nothing more than fed-
erally sanctioned lobbying activities in
favor of preserving every aspect of the
whole range of special privileges ex-
tended to the oil industry at the con-
sumer’s expense. Among other things
the Compact Commission has opposed
any cut in the depletion allowance,
fought to preserve oil import quotas
which cost U.S. consumers over $5 bil-
lion annually, and opposed any change
in the State production control, or pro-
rationing, system under which the oil
producing States of Texas and Louisiana
have been able to artificially hold down
production, and thereby maintain de-
mand and higher prices.

I want to commend particularly my
distinguished Massachusetts colleagues,
ToRBERT MacponaLp, chairman of the
Subcommittee on Communications and
Power, and HasTiNGs KEITH, its ranking
minority member, and their subcommit-
tee colleague, the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. Tiernan), for taking forth-
right action to end these abuses. As the
report explains, the resolution has been
amended to require the Attorney Gen-
eral to report specifically on whether the
operations of the Compact Commission
“have been limited to activities related
directly to the immediate purpose of such
compact.” No less important is the stern
warning in the report that such extra-
curricular lobbying activities “under the
aegis of the compact” must be stopped.

I should mention at this point, Mr.
Speaker, that I continue to have doubts
about the need for this compact legisla-
tion, but I am pleased that the Commis-
sion will no longer be able to serve as a
mouthpiece for the oil lobby. All of us
know that lobby’s voice is already heard
loud and clear in tooc many circles in
this Government.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would urge
that the Subcommittee on Communica-
tions and Power which has performed
this service today, now move to build on
this initial effort by considering my bill,
H.R. 3548—and identical companion bills
H.R. 4930, 4931, 4932, 5187 and 6750—
to repeal the so-called Connally “Hot
0il” Act which permits the prorationing
I spoke of earlier. Ninety of my House
colleagues, including Chairman Mac-
poNALD, Mr. KeITH, and Mr. TIERNAN, are
cosponsors of this bill. I am convinced
that hearings on this legislation would
demonstrate that this more substantive
consumer abuse simply must be ended.

STRONG CANADIAN PROTEST OVER
THE ALASKA PIPELINE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. AsrPIN),
is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to include in the Recorp today a letter
from the Canadian Minister for Energy,
Mines, and Resources, Donald S. Mac-
Donald, to Interior Secretary Rogers
C. B. Morton. Mr. MacDonald’s letter
charges that the Interior Department
failed to adequately consider Canada’s
views on the proposed trans-Alaska
pipeline and hints that U.S. approval
of the controversial pipeline could affect

future United States-Canada relations.
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I believe Mr. MacDonald’s letter is
strong evidence that the Interior De-
partment failed to make a good faith
effort to objectively compare the rela-
tive merits of a Canadian oil pipeline
as an alternative to the Alaska pipeline.
The letter tends to confirm my previous
assertion that the administration’s ap-
proval of the Alaska route was not based
on environmental and economic cri-
teria. Mr. MacDonald’s letter is un-
usually frank and reveals how the In-
terior Department has apparently gone
out of its way to avoid getting the
latest data on the Canadian pipeline.

The letter from Mr. MacDonald to
Secretary Morton follows:

May 4, 1972.
Hon. RoGeErs C. MORTON,
Secretary, Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SECRETARY MorToN: I found most
useful my meeting with you in your office in
Washington March 30 last, and appreclate
greatly your courtesy in discussing with me
certain aspects of the interesting decision you
have under consideration in connection with
an application for a permit to construct an
oil pipeline in Alaska.

At the time of our conversation, you sug-
gested that you would like to have more in-
sights and information into the Canadian
interest In having such an oil pipeline con-
structed through Canada from Prudhoe Bay.
I undertook to write this letter to you to ex-
pand on our current position regarding a pos-
sible Canadian project and, in particular, to
comment on matters related to the environ-
ment, financing and timing.

There would be many advantages arising
from the use of a Canadian pipeline route.
We believe it would enhance the energy
security of your country by providing an
overland route for your Alaska oll produc-
tion, thereby servicing the oil deficit areas of
the mid-continent and also the Pacific North
West. Although cost comparisons of the
Trans-Canada and Trans-Alaska routes are
interesting, they will, of course, not in the
strictest sense be subject to direct comparison
silnce the Canadian costs provide for plac-
ing Alaska North Slope oil directly into the
mid-continent and Puget Sound markets.
Canada has an interest in the energy securlty
of your country, and this land route for
Alaska crude oil would enhance that secu-
rity of supply to deficit areas in the United
States. Furthermore, this security of sup-
ply could be further enhanced during the
interim period of Northern pipeline con-
struction by extra Canadian crude, as I in-
dicated in my remarks in the House of Com-
mons April 18,

The MacKenzie route would, of course, be
advantageous to Canada in that it would give
access to our potential oil resources in the
Northern Yukon and MacEenzie River arcas.
‘Within Canada, also, there would be benefits
to the economy of these Northern reglons
from thls new actlvity and opportunities for
the employment and training of our native
peoples.

In reciting some of the advantages to the
United States and Canada of a cooperative
relationship between us in the construction
of an oil pipeline across Canada, I am mind-
ful, too, that such a measure would avold the
considerable increase in tanker movements of
oil on the Paecific Coast and particularly In
the inland waters of Alaska, British Columbia
and Washington State, and the resultant
significant risk of serious environmental and
economic damage. This is an area which, 1if
not solved with reason and wisdom by us to-
day, could produce difficult influence in
Canada-United States relations.

In considering the environmental impact of
oll pipelining in Northern Canada, it should
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not be overlooked that there are current pro-
posals belng studled by gas transmission and
distribution companies for a gas pipepline
from Alaska through Canada to the conti-
nental United States. If these proposals are
successful, there will be environmental dis-
turbance in any events.

The major environmental impact study
which was released by your department to the
public March 20 has been under review here
since 1ts receipt. The report is an historie
document in evaluation of the impact of
pipelining on the social and biological en-
vironment. Your department deserves con-
gratulations for the breadth of the study.

As you are well aware, the comments made
in the report on the so-called Canadian alter-
native are based on data in the publie sector,
some of which have become out of date and
very little of which was produced in the last
two years. Your officlals did not ask for any
technical assistance from departments of the
Government of Canada In connection with
the environmental aspects of this study. I
brought to your attention during our meet-
ing, and by way of a letter March 28, the sub-
stantial program of work in the environ-
mental field which my government has been
undertaking with the commencement of the
1970 field season. In addition, we have re=
cently made public and have provided to your
State Department a list of the thirty environ-
mental and social studies under way at this
time and scheduled for completion later this
year. Of course, our general work program
was known to officials of your department and
has been a matter of considerable public in-
formation in Canada,

We are of the view that your consideration
of the Canadian alternative could benefit
substantially from a knowledge of the work
which has been done by both industry and
government and which is to be completed
this year. A result of detalled consideration
would lead, in our view, to an improved ap-
preclation of the advantages in an environ-
mental sense of the Canadian alternative. We
would be prepared to hold meetings between
officials of our two governments at your early
convenience.

The Prime Minister of Canada, in a state-
ment on April 28, indicated the decision of
the government to begin construction of an
all-weather highway to link the communities
of Fort Simpson and Inuvik in the Northwest
Territories. When completed, this will provide
a road from the Northern boundary of the
Province of Alberta to the Arctic Ocean on a
route selected to be of use for oll or gas plpe-
lines bullt along the MacKenzie Valley. Such
a road will, in our judgment, substantially
ease the construction of a pipeline. This de=
cision is, I think, a significant new factor
which affects the balance of advantage be-
tween alternative routes. I am sure it will be
taken into account by any private entities
that may be interested in bullding an oll or
& gas pipeline, and I think it ought to be a
factor in governmental assessment as well.

As to the timing for construction and com-
pletion of an oll pipeline, this is dependent
on the assembly by the applicants of the tech-
nical information required, on the financlal
arrangements which are made and on other
normal criteria for pipeline construction in
Canada: These matters are subject to regula-
tory supervision under laws In Canada with
which your officials have had a familiarity in
connection with pipeline systems which now
carry the bulk of Canada-United States oil
and gas trade. I would confirm to you my
comments in Washington on March 30 last
that, in the opinion of our technical advisers,
there should be no reason why regulatory
and governmental consideration could not be
given in an expeditious manner commencing
with an application filed by the end of this
year,

I would be grateful for your reaction to the
suggestions put forward in this letter.

Yours sincerely,
DoNaLp 8. MacDONALD.
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END THE NATIONAL STATE OF
EMERGENCY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. ABzUG) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I am to-
day submitting a resolution which would
establish a House Special Committee on
the Termination of the National Emer-
gency. Similar to Senate Resolution 304,
introduced by Senator MartHIAS and 14
other Members of the other body, it
would direct the special committee to
study the effects of terminating the state
of national emergency declared by Presi-
dent Harry Truman in 1950 and still in
effect today.

It may surprise some to learn that we
are still in a state of national emergency
proclaimed in the depth of the Korean
war. And that while the Korean war has
passed into history, the emergency pro-
claimed to deal with that war remains in
force.

Based on authority granted by the
Emergency Banking Act of 1933, a Presi-
dent can, by the simple expedient of de-
claring a national emergency, assume a
vast web of powers rendering the Con-
gress expendable. This is not simply an
interesting anachronism without prac-
tical force. The powers available to the
President under this state of emergency
are not trivial—fully some 200 special
powers accrue to the President from it.
In January 1968, for example, President
Johnson used it to control American in-
vestments abroad in an effort to ease
that year’s balance-of-payments crisis.
In February 1971, President Nixon in-
voked the same authority to suspend the
provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act.

In this past year, we have witnessed a
striking application of Presidential emer-
gency powers. With a single speech on
August 15, President Nixon did more
than months of Senate hearings to
dramatize the enormous arsenal of
powers within the grasp of the Execu-
tive. Wielding authority granted him by
law, the President drastically changed
the economic course of the Nation and
the world. By the time Congress re-
turned 3 weeks later, it was required to
legislate in a radically altered political
and economic context.

The powers the President was able to
invoke with regard to economic stabiliza-
tion emphasize once again the incredi-
bly broad scope of authority which Con-
gress has relinquished—or permitted to
be arrogated—to the President and his
White House subordinates. In thus add-
ing power over the dollar to his command
of American military forces and his in-
fluence over mass media, the President
has lent support to the conclusion of
Prof. Duane Lockard, chairman of the
department of politics at Princeton,
that—

In essence the Presidency has become an
elective kingship with decisive power In a
broad range of matters . . . He can start a
war or end one; he can breathe life into a
domestic project or smother it.

This situation is not without legisla-
tive precedent. Alas, Congress has fre-
quently been accomplice in its own
decline, conceding initiatives to the ex-
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ecutive and tolerating procedural abuses
when their ends were agreeable. One
need only name the Formosa resolution
of 1955, the Middle East resolution of
1957, the Cuba resolution of 1962, and
the Gulf of Tonkin resclution of 1964 to
illustrate how readily Congress delivered
up to the President large elements of its
constitutional jurisdiction.

The resolution I am introducing today
seeks to restore the constitutional bal-
ance between the President and the Con-
gress. It establishes a bipartisan House
committee to study the problems which
may arise as the result of terminating
our protracted state of national emer-
gency and to consider the necessary or
desirable legislative actions toward this
end. It is expected that the committee’s
recommendations would, among other
things, have the effect of restoring to
Congress its full constitutional authority
to regulate commerce, and would clearly
define a national emergency. Together
with the war powers bill which was
passed by the Senate in April, this would
serve to assure that emergency powers
would only be applied for the duration
of genuine emergencies.

In the effort to restore the constitu-
tional balance between the executive and
legislative branches of our Government,
the war powers bill and now the emer-
gency powers resolution, represent a good
start. We must press forward to see them
passed this year. And we must repel any
effort to bring them into the arena of
partisan politics in this election year.
Restoring to Congress ifs constitutional
responsibility is an effort which must be
joined by Republicans and Democrats,
liberals and conservatives.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the REcorp
at the conclusion of my remarks the text
of the resolution and the text of a speech
made by Senator MatHIAS when he in-
troduced Senate Concurrent Resolution
27, the predecessor of Senate Resolution
304 and my resolution:

H. Res. 109
Resolution establishing the Speclal Commit-
tee on the Termination of the National

Emergency and authorizing expenditures

thereby

Whereas the existence of the state of
national emergency proclaimed by the Presi-
dent on December 16, 1950, is directly re-
lated to the conduct of United States foreign
policy and our national security: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That (a) there 1s hereby estab-
lished a special committee of the House of
Representatives to be known as the Special
Committee on the Termination of the Na-
tional Emergency (hereinafter referred to
as the “special committee”).

{b) The special committee shall be com-
posed of eighteen Members of the House
equally divided between the majority and
minority parties to be appointed by the
Speaker, no more than 8 of whom shall
be members of the Committee on Foreign

Affairs.

(c) The special committee shall select a
chairman and vice chairman from among
its members. A majority of the members of
the special committee shall constitute a
gquorum thereof for the transaction of busi-
ness, except that the special committee may
fix a lesser number as a quorum for the
purpose of taking testimony. Vacancles In
the membership of the special committee
shall not affect the authority of the re-
maining members to execute the functions
of the special committee.
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Sec. 2. (a) It shall be the function of the
special committee to conduct a study and
investigation with respect to the matter of
terminating the national emergency pro-
claimed by the Presldent of the United
States on December 16, 1850, and announced
in Presidentlal Proclamation Numbered
2914, dated the same date. In carrying out
such study and investigation the special
committee shall:

(1) consult and confer with the Presi-
dent and his advisers;

(2) consider the problems which may
arise as the result of termimating such
national emergency; and

(3) consider what administrative or legis-
lative actions might be necessary or desir-
able as the result of terminating such na-
tional emergency, including consideration
of the desirabllity and consequences of ter-
minating special legislative powers that were
conferred on the President and other offi-
cers, boards, and commissions as the result
of the President proclalming a national
emergency.

Sgc. 3. For the purposes of this resolution
the special committee is authorized from
date of agreement to this resolution through
February 28, 1973, in its discretion (1) to
make expenditures from the contingent fund
of the House, (2) to employ personnel, (3) to
hold such hearings, (4) to sit and act at such
times and places durlng the sessions, re-
cesses, and adjourned periods of the House,
(5) to require, by subpena or otherwlise the
attendance of such witnesses and the pro-
duction of such correspondence, books, pa-
pers, and documents, (6) to take such testi-
mony, (7) to procure the service of indi-
vidual consultants or organizations thereof,
in accordance with the provisions of sec-
tion 202(1) of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, as amended, and (8) with the
prior consent of the Government department
or agency concerned and the Committee on
House Administration, to use on a reilm-
bursable basis the services of personnel of
any such department or agency.

Bec. 4. The expenses of the speclal com-
mittee under this resolution shall not ex-
ceed $100,000, of which amount not to ex-
ceed $15,000 shall he available for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants, or organizations thereof as au-
thorized by section 202(1) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended.

Sec. 5. The special committee shall report
its findings, together with such recommenda-
tions for legislation as it deems advisable,
to the House at the earllest practicable date,
but not later than February 28, 1973.

Sec. 6. Expenses of the speclal committee
under this resolution shall be paid from the
contingent fund of the House upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the special
committee.

REMARES OF Mge. MATHIAS

Mr. MaTHiAS. Mr, President, last year, Con-
gress revoked the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution
of 1864. It was a first step in the long-over-
due effort to restore to Congress its respon-
sibilities under the Constitution for ques-
tions of war and peace.

In February of this year, Senator Javits
introduced S. 731, A Bill to Regulate Unde-
clared War. Also in February, Senator Church
introduced Senate Joint Resolution 48 to re-
peal the Formosa Resolution of 1955, I was
pleased to co-sponsor both. In the next weeks
I shall introduce legislation to repeal the

Middle East Resolution of 1957 and the Cuba
resolution of 1962,

Today, I rise to present a Senate Concur-
rent Resolution aimed at terminating the
state of national emergency rroclaimed by
President Truman in December, 1950 in the
depths of the Eorean War. It 15 a sad para-
dox that this country has remained officially
in a state of emergency since that time. In-
deed, it may be useful at this point briefly to
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review how Congress—with barely a whim-
per—relinquished important parts of its con-
stitutional authority to the office of the
President.

On May 9, 1933, at a moment of dire De-
pression emergency, Franklin D. Roosevelt
convened the Congress and demanded, in ef-
fect, that it revamp the Constitution before
midnight. The purpose of the reform was to
make Congress—and the Constitution—op-
tional at the discretion of the President, as
the national interest required.

The demand came as part of the Emer-
gency Banking Act, an omnibus bill reorga-
nizing the nation’s then collapsing banking
systemwn and retroactively legitimizing the
President's Bank Holiday proclamation of
three days before. Referred to the Banking
and Currency Committee—with instruections
that it be reported out in an hour the bill was
not printed and was not available for Sena-
tors to read. Senator Long complained that
he did not know what was In it until it was
read by the clerk. Most Senators indlcated
that they had grave reservations about what
they understood to be the bill’s provisions
and Senator Long protested the extraordi-
nary powers it granted to the President. But
in the extremity of he crisis at hand, Con-
gress felt it had to act Immediately as the
President demanded. The bill was passed by
both houses before midnight and the Ameri-
can constitutional Republic has been in its
Damoclean shadow ever since.

The key provision, not much remarked by
the Congress at the time, came in an amend-
ment to Section 5b of the Trading with the
Enemy Act of 1917. As enacted In 1917, SBec-
tion 5b shifted from Congress to the Presl-
dent the power to regulate .rade and flnan-
clal transactions between Americans and for-
eigners in wartime. The 1933 amendment to
5b authorized the President—by the simple
expedient of declaring a national emergen-
cy— to assume in peacetime these extensive
wartime emergency powers.

By declaring in the 1933 amendment that
the President could assume emergency pow-
ers by declaration in peace time, Congress
established a principle with reverberations
going far beyond the legislation at hand.
For the courts have interpreted the prin-
ciple as creating a virtually unlimited ex-
ecutive prerogative that now applies to some
200 laws granting special powers to the
President during national emergencies. But
neither Congress nor the courts have set
criteria to define the kind of crisis which
would justify innovation of these multi-
various powers. Since 1933 they have been
avallable essentlally as the President wishes.

In accord with President Roosevelt's ap-
proach, the President is left to determine by
himself when a national emergency exists
and when it ends—when the executive
should have access to the near dictatorial
authority conveyed in emergency legisla-
tion. The President decides when he should
share power with Congress as the Constitu-
tion prescribes, and when Congress can be
made optional by proclamation.

This assignment of emergency powers has
worked very smoothly over the years. Since
that dire extremity of 1933, there have been
six Presldents—four Democrats and two Re-
publicans. They have disagreed on many
issues. But they have been unanimous on
the question of when the country is in a
state of national emergency and when the
Congress, on a wide range of issues, is op-
tional. Their answer, guite simply put—in
a word—Is: always. In the last 37 years, the
country has passed through many vicissl-
tudes of war and peace. But Presidential
powers have been continuously “at war.” Not
once during that period has a President al-
lowed his special powers to lapse. The re-
sult, described by Jeffrey G. Miller and John
R. Garson in an excellent article In the
February 1970 issue of the Boston College
Industrial and Commercial Law Review, is
that “some 60 percent of the nation’s pop-
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ulation have lived their entire lives under
a continuous unbroken chain of national
emergencies.”

A court did judiclally acknowledge—in
19062—that the Depression had ended. But
no authority has yet recognized the end of
the Korean emergency, proclaimed by Presi-
dent Truman on December 16, 1950 and still
in effect today. Since the President declared
with reference to Korea that “world conquest
by communist imperialism is the goal of the
forces of aggression,” the State Department
has interpreted the emergency as meaning
the Cold War.

This interpretation, however, has not lim-
ited the emergency powers to military mat-
ters affecting the protracted conflict with the
Communists. The Korean authority, in fact,
was most recently invoked in 1968 in rela-
tion to our economic competition with our
European allies. President Johnson felt he
would have difficulty securing from Congress
the broad powers he needed to deal with the
deficit which had beer emerging for several
years in the nation’s balance of payments.
Yet the Constitution clearly reserves to the
Legislative branch all powers for regulating
Foreign Commerce. So the President invoked
the emergency powers granted in 1950 in re-
lation to the Korean war and signed Execu-
tive Order 11387, “Governing Certain Trans-
fers Abroad.” The Department of Commerce
immediately issued the Foreign Direct In-
vestment Regulations (FDIR). The Executive
Order and the FDIR restrict the amounts of
capital that American investors may transfer
to or accumulate in foreign affiliates and com-
pel repatriation of short term liquid balances
such as foreign bank deposits.

Without citation of the EKorean war pow-
ers, these measures clearly represent an un-
constitutional encroachment on legislative
authority. The courts have upheld them.
however, and they remain the law of the
land. It is currently the law of the land,
therefore; that the state of natlonal emer-
gency proclaimed by President Truman in
1050 in relation to the Korean confilct can
be invoked in relation to a balance of pay-
ments deficlt 18 years later. Similarly, regu-
lations against gold hoarding, activated by
the Depression emergency, are continued un-
der the 1950 proclamation. Other measures
invoked under 5b pursuant to the Eorean
proclamation include the Foreign Assets Con-
trol Regulations, the Egyptian Assets Control
Regulations, and the Cuban Assets Control
Regulations. The Cuban trade embargo of
1962 was also based In part on the 1950
emergency.

Among the nearly 200 other Emergency
laws are measures permitting the President
to sell stocks of strategic materials, revoke
leases on real and personal property, suspend
rules and regulations applicable to broad-
casting stations, detain enlisted troops be-
yond the term of their enlistments, detall
military men to the governments of other
countries, and exercise control over consumer
credit. Among hundreds of local properties
avallable to the Executive, the President may
take over parts of Howard University, and in
my own state of Maryland, he may close Fort
McHenry—the birthplace of the “Star Span-
gled Banner”—and “use it for such period
thereafter as the public needs may require.”

These powers infringe on so many crucial
constitutional rights and principles that col-
lectively they may be seen as placing our
system of democratic government in jeop-
ardy. Certainly the deprivation of rights and
property is authorized without due process.
But perhaps most important, these measures
threaten the Constitutional balance of pow-
ers between the executive and legislative
branches. Because a state of officlal emer-
gency has obtalned continuously since
1933—and has been upheld by the courts to
validate actions unrelated to the original
crisis—the national emergency powers have
accumulated and become Institutionalized
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in the zxecutive, The Presidency, already en-
hanced by modern trends, has been further
aggrandized by the paradox of the continu-
ous emergency.

Unless we accept the principle of an op-
tional Constitution and an optional Con-
gress, we must reject the concept of national
emergencies declarable by the President at
his discretion in peace time without terml-
nation dates, Since this concept has been
upheld in essence by the Courts, it is up to
the Congress to recover by legislation the
constitutional role that it has allowed the
executive to usurp. We must reassert the
principle that emergency powers are avail-
able only for brief periods when Congress is
unable to act and for purposes directly re-
lated to the emergency at hand.

This is easier said than done. We discover
that the continuous and cumulative and in-
stitutionalized emergency is also almost Ir-
revocable. So many executive agencies and
procedures are rooted in emergency powers
that it is extremely difficult to rescind them
without major administrative disruptions.
With this in mind, the distingushed Ma-
jority Leader, Mr. Mansfield, joined with me
during the last session in S.J. Res. 166, a
resolution which, among other things,
proposed the creation of a special committee
to explore with the executive the conse-
quences of terminating the Korean Emer=
gency. In the aftermath of the Cambodia in-
cursion, however, our proposals were not
acted upon, And so I am now re-introducing
the resolution as a Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution. It calls for the establishment of a
commission to study and make recommenda-
tions terminating the state of national
emergency.

It is to be expected that the commission’s
recommendations would among other things,
have the effect of restoring to Congress its
full constitutional authority to regulate com-
merce, and would clearly define a national
emergency. Together with S-731, An Act
to Regulate Undeclared War, which was in-
troduced in February by the distinguished
Senator from New York, Mr. Javits, this
would serve to assure that emergency powers
would only be applied for the duration of
genuine emergencies. The Constitution did
not envision a state of national emergency
to be the normal state of affairs.

Under the best of circumstances, the Con-
gress will not find it easy to maintain its
historlec constitutional role in the modern
age. Modern communications, national in-
terpendence, and international involve-
ment coverage to enhance the Presidency;
real emergencies continually arise requiring
the kind of declsive response the executive
is best equipped to give. But if the Congress
allows these national executive advantages
to be expanded by special emergency powers
responding to unspecified emergencies with-
out determination or limit, the balance of
powers between the branches of our govern=
ment may be irreparably broken.

I believe that we do face today a national
emergency—even a paradoxically continuous
one. It emerged during the depression and
has been with us for several decades. It is a
crisis that throws our whole system of Con-
stitutional government into jeopardy. This
is the atrophy of Congress, It is not an emer-
gency which calls for the declsive exercise
of executive powers. It calls for the decisive
recovery of legislative powers.

Only Congress can redeem itself; but in
serving itself, it can also save the Constitu-
tion. And I believe that to save the Constitu-
tlon is to save the most precious herltage of
our country.

CHILDREN'S ALLOWANCE PROPOSAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GonNzaALEZ) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.
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Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, since
1967 I have proposed and advocated the
enactment of a Children’s Allowance Act.
According to the Library of Congress
Research Service, I was the first to intro-
duce such legislation. I still believe that
this approach is far better than the pres-
ent welfare system, and even the admin-
istration’s proposed family allowance
plan. The Canadian program is a living
example of the success which is possible.

I bring to your attention, for your de-
liberations on this matter, an excellent
article written by Leif Haanes-Olsen in
the Social Security Bulletin, May 1972,
entitled “Children’s Allowances: Their
Size and Structure in Five Countries.”

In subsequent discussions I will present
the remaining parts of this excellent
study.

The article follows:

CHILDREN'S ALLOWANCES: THEIR SIZE AND
STRUCTURE IN FIVE COUNTRIES
(By Leif Haanes-Olsen*)

Children’s allowances—primarily cash
benefits to familles with children—are
found in about half the countries of the
world, ilncluding all the industrial nations ex-
cept Japan and the United States.! All of the
programs in the Western World are, in ef-
fect, universal in coverage for families with
specified numbers of children. In some coun-
tries, however, a degree of selectivity appears
to arise from the fact that employers (and
the self-employed) are the only contributors
to children’s allowances. Thus, in theory,
the right to an allowance is tied to the oc-
cupational activity of the family breadwin-
ner. But even in these countries, when the
covered person stops working because of dis-
ability, unemployment, or death, payments
under the children’s allowances program con-
tinue.

Unlike the old-age, invalidity, and survivor
insurance programs, children’s allowances
programs generally lack any mechanism for
regular adjustment of benefits to cost-of-
living or wage increases. The allowances are
usually modest in amount since there are
often long delays in making ad hoc adjust-
ments—delay sometimes attributed to the
political climate. Nevertheless, concern with
the need to update allowance rates more fre-
quently seems to be growing in some coun-
tries, perhaps because of renewed interest
in the problems of poverty.

This article discusses children’s allowances
programs in five countries—Canada, France,
Sweden, the United Kingdom, and the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany. The countries se-
lected represent different approaches to such
programs in the following areas: (1) Reasons
for introducing the programs, (2) benefit pat-
terns, (8) actual and relative size of pay-
ments, (4) financing, and (5) solution of
problems encountered in striving toward
original program goals.

BACKGROUND
Early developments

Historically, the rationale for children’s
allowances has gone full circle, In a sense
returning to its point of origin after al-
most a century—the idea of helping the
poor. Assistance based on family burden

*Office of Research and Statisties, Interna-
tional Staff.

18ixty-two nations now have children’s
allowances programs: All European countries
except Malta; 20 African countries (South
Africa and the 19 French-Speaking coun-
tries); five countries In Oceania and Bouth-
east Aslia (Australila, New Zealand, Nauru,
Cambodia, and South Vietnam); Lebanon,
Iran and Israel in the Middle East; six coun-
tries in South America; and Canada in North
America.
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began first in France on a small scale about
1870 and next in Germany at the end of
World War I, when employers decided to as-
sist workers with children in meeting their
family responsibilities, Within individual
countries, however, evolution has sometimes
taken a different path. France’s initial hu-
manitarian approach, for example, has since
been replaced by one stressing population
policy, and Sweden’'s early population ap-
proach (1920’s-1930's) has evolved into a
humanitarian or soclal rights program.
Developments after World War I

Conditions arising from World War I had
a strong effect on children’s allowances in
both France and Germany. Allowances in
France recelved a boost from such war-re-
lated conditions as severe manpower losses
and rapid increases in the cost of living.
Because inflation and labor shortages ex-
erted pressure for ever-higher wages, more
and more employers turned to children’s
allowances—a fringe benefit for workers with
families—as an alternative to more expensive
wage increases for all. Until the end of the
war, employers themselves had paid allow-
ances directly to their employees, In a move
to streamline the administration of these
fringe benefits and distribute the cost bur-
den, the first local “equalization funds” were
esablished and financed by employer groups
in 1918, disbursing allowances to eligible
employees.

In Germany, on the other hand, economic
conditions immediately following World War
I steadlly deteriorated, and virtually all bene-
fit funds were wiped out during the infla-
tionary period of the 1920's. There, too, the
tendency at first was to regard children’s
allowances as an alternative to higher wages
though not for the same reason as in France.
The program called for depositing the con-
tributions from employers and the self-em-
ployed in funds established within each oc-
cupational group. It attempted to minimize
the economic advantages enjoyed by single
persons or married persons without children
in disposing of their income.*

The birth rate problem.—During the 1920's
and 19380's, French lawmakers, concerned
about lagging birthrates, believed that a sys-
tem of children’s allowances would serve as
a convenient vehicle to reverse this situation.
It has been argued in France that the chil-
dren's allowances system for wage earners in
industry, made compulsory by 1932 legisla-
tion, was based on a need to achieve equality
among wage earners?® Even then, however,
the French Government remained disturbed
about both the wartime losses and the con-
tinually declining birth rate. This situation
led to the general application of children's
allowances as a demographic tool through
the Family Code in 1939,

In the United Kingdom and Sweden, simi-
lar concern over lagging or falling birth rates
has been reflected in debates extending back
to the mid-1920's and the 1930's. Among the
British, proposals for a children’s allowances
program to remedy their population problem
were well supported, but the economic and
political climate preceding World War II
prevented specific action. In Sweden, pro-
longed debates extending into the period of
World War II likewise prevented early ac-
ceptance.

The change toward a population policy ap-
proach was also briefly evident in Germany
where the Natlonal Soclalist regime launched
a children’s allowances program in 1935 with
the specific goal of increasing the birth rate.

2 Ubersicht wuber die soziale Sicherung in
der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, der Bund-
esminister fur Arbeit und Sozialordnung,
January 1967, pages 113-114.

3 Nicole Questiaux, “Family Allowances in
France,” Children’s Allowances and the Eco-
nomic Welfare of Children, Citizen’s Com-
mittee for Children of New York, Inc., 1068.
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The humanitarian approach.—During the
late 1930’s and early war years, demographic
considerations in the United Kingdom and
Sweden were noticeably pushed aside in
favor of a greater concern for the welfare of
children and their families. In Sweden this
concern, due in no small part to the partici-
pation of such social scientists as the Myrdals
in public debates, was to produce after the
war an allowances program that looked pri-
marily to the welfare of familles.

In the United Kingdom, a similar trend
was revealed In three important documents
that appeared during World War II: A 1942
memorandum by the Chancellor of the Ex-
chequer summarizing the main points
brought out by the supporters of children’'s
allowances; the Beveridge Report, published
in November 1943; and a white paper issued
in September 1944.

One point in the memorandum dealt with
child malnutrition and what a children’s al-
lowances program might do to lessen this
risk. Another point focused on compensation
to large families to combat increases in liv-
ing costs. A variation of the negative income
tax was also advanced. To help poor families,
it was suggested that parents with incomes
too low to be taxable should receive benefiis
similar to the tax allowances extended to
the well-to-do. Two obstacles blocked the
way for this proposal: (1) The government
did not favor a means test and (2) a program
based on income tax assessment was con-
sidered too difficult to administer. Finally,
the argument was made that children's al-
lowances might also encourage parenthood
and counteract the declining birth rate.

Children’s allowances, preferably financed
through general revenues, were regarded by
Sir Willlam Beveridge as a necessary part of
a comprehensive soclal security system. He
felt that without these benefits no adequate
protection could be provided to large families
when earnings were interrupted, He believed,
on the other hand, that In general wages were
sufficient to provide for a one-child family
and thus recommended against children’s al-
lowances for the first child. He wanted to
abolish the means test for economic as well
a8 humanitarian reasons: In a means-tested
program, administrative costs would be large
enough to make overall savings negligible,
and eliminating income as a basis for eligi-
bility would remove the stigma of a means
test.

The White Paper of September 1944 ex-
plicitly stated that the children’s allowances
program was intended t: contribute to the
needs of families with children, not to pro-
vide full maintenance for each child. Thus,
the recommended level of allowances was
considerably lower than that estimated by
Beveridge as necessary for meeting subsis-
tence needs. As in the Beveridge proposals,
the first child in a family was to be exempt,
but the allowances were t0 be supplemented
by free meals and milk for all school chil-
dren.

The Family Allowances Act, adopted in
June 1945, incorporated proposals from all
three sources—including ineligibility of the
first child, universality, and general revenue
finanecing, The program of free school meals
never became operative.

Developments After World War I1

Canada.—The publication of the Beverldge
Report In 1942 evoked much interest in
Canada and resulted in the appearance of a
Canadian version (the Marsh Report) the
following year. A family allowance law be-
came effective July 1, 1945. The original
broad objective of the Canadian program
was to help correct the imbalance between
family income and family need and to make
an investment in the nation’s children. The
program aimed at a redistribution of income
in favor of low-income families and reglons.

Yet views on what children’s allowances
might accomplish differed widely, The Cana-
dian National Labor Board, for example, was
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impressed with the program as an alterna-
tive to raising the general level of wages
(reminiscent of the early French and Ger-
man programs) and gave its support on that
basis. To counter the severe economic con-
ditions foreseen for the postwar years, chil-
dren's allowances were expected to make two
related contributions: to increase aggregate
demand and help in maintaining high em-
ployment and income levels. Under this in-
terpretation, the program would channel
significant amounts into the spending
stream by increasing the purchasing power of
the needy. It would, in addition, tend to
stabilize purchasing power since payments
would be continuous and nonseasonal. And
children’s allowances paid during periods of
unemployment and iliness would help to en-
sure a steady income for social insurance
and assistance reciplents with large families,
Finally, the allowances would aid employ-
ment by contributing to a higher level of
aggregate demand.

Meanwhlile, social objectives of the pro-
gram were discussed in terms similar to the
Swedish concept of social rights: The bur-
den of ralsing the next generation ought to
be shared by the population in general in-
stead of being borne by a small segment of
the working population ¢

France.—Children's allowances were in-
cluded in a comprehensive soclal securlty
plan in 1946. Interest in these allowances
as a demographic tool has been maintained,
however, throughout the post-World War
II era, and efforts of the French Govern-
ment to influence the birth rate through
children’s allowances have continued to the
present. According to the Minister of Social
Affairs, for example, the express alm of the
1969 increases in children’s allowances was
to halt the declining birth rate. That in-
crease was regarded as a first step in a pro-
gram to encourage population growth, as
the birth rate had dropped from 18.1 per
1,000 in 1964 to 16.8 per 1,000 in 1967 and
was expected to range around 16.6-16.8 per
1,000 in 1968.

Germany, Federal Republic—In its method
of financing and its humanitarian approach,
the children’s allowances program intro-
duced in the Federal Republic (West Ger-
many) in 1954 resembled the original Ger-
man program set up after World War 1. It
was to be funded by private means and—
since it was aimed at the largest (and pre-
sumably the most needy) families of those
who worked in private industry—Iit was
basically humanitarian in concept. The
benefits, together with tax exemptions,
were intended to cover only part of the cost
of child support. According to this reason-
ing, German tax exemptions would go far
in covering the cost of rearing the first two
children in the family and benefits would
be provided only from the third child on.®
Children’s allowances were thus looked upon
as earnings supplements for families with
heavy financial burdens. The extension of
benefits in 1961 to the second child in low-
income families with three or more chil-
dren was consistent with this policy. Ten
years after its introduction, however, the
program had evolved toward a view similar
to the Britlsh and Swedish, emphasizing
social rights, when the Federal Government

¢During the debate in the House of Com-
mons preceding the adoption of the chil-
dren's allowances program, it was pointed
out that 84 percent of all Canadian children
under age 16 were dependent on only 19 per-
cent of the gainfully employed. See Joseph
Willard, “Family Allowances in Canadsa,” In
Children’s Allowances and the Economic
Welfare of Children, Citizen's Committee for
Children of New York, Inc., 1968.

8 Klaus Steilnwender, "“Das Kindergeld,"
in the serles, So=zialpolitik in Deutschland
(No. 30), 1963.
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in 1964 took over the burden of financing
the entire program.

United Kingdom.—Unlike Sweden, Britain
still has a dual system of children’s allow-
ances and tax deductions for children. Tax
deductions become meore significant as in-
come rises, and for many families in the
middle and upper income brackets the de-
ductions are much more substantial than
children’s allowances.

Less attention seems to have been paid to
these allowances in the United Eindom
than in the other four countries studied. In
the past, benefit rates were constant over
long periods of time, and it is only rather
recently that they have risen to a substan-
tial degree, mainly perhaps in response to
agitation by civic organizations such as the
Child Poverty Action Group.

Sweden.—A system of tax deductions for
children was abolished with the introduc-
tion of noncontributory children’'s allow=-
ances on January 1, 1948. When the program
became effective, the improvement in the
standard of living for familles with children
was stressed. There was thus a national
acknowledgement that the economic burden
of raising children belonged to some extent
to society In general, not wholly to the indi-
vidual household. No basic change has been
made in the program since its introduction.
The benefit rates have been adjusted upward,
however, and are now at a considerably
higher level in' terms of purchasing power
than they were when the program began.

HOWELL LANCASTER—A GREAT
MAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. FoQua), is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, The work of
Howell E. Lancaster lives on, although

he is absent from our midst.

As long as men admire courage, in-
tegrity, ability and dedication in their
elected officials, Howell Lancaster will
never die.

My friend passed away earlier this
year. At the time he was ranked third
in seniority in the Florida House, hav-
ing been elected to serve 11 terms.

Howell was without question the most
respected voice in our State in agricul-
tural matters. His was a powerful voice.

But, it was not because he served a
long time or because he was so knowl-
edgeable in agriculture that he earned
the place in history we give to him.

I served with him in the Florida House
of Representatives and I know.

Howell never backed off from a fight.
He was a reasonable man and he would
listen to any view. But once he made up
his mind, he was in the thick of the
fight. It was a measure of the man that
those who disagreed with him, liked and
respected Howell.

I remember when I was a freshman
legislator that he took the time to help
new members such as myself. If he liked
you, he was your friend for life—as long
as you kept your word and had the sin-
cerity of your convictions. He could dis-
agree without being disagreeable.

In April, the State of Florida did
something that I think Howell would
have appreciated more than anything
else. The Florida Youth Development
Center, which he fought so hard to estab-
lish, was renamed the Howell E. Lan-
caster Youth Development Center.
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Howell was an active man and he
would have appreciated having his name
attached to something that would serve
others—particularly young people who
needed a helping hand. He was that kind
of man.

Gov. Reubin Askew, in dedicating the
center, said that—

Howell will live on in the hearts and lives
of people who could not shake his hand.

The center would not have been es-
tablished without the work of Howell.
The institution has now functioned for a
little over a year and already is amass-
ing a record of successful rehabilitation
of young people.

Mrs. Virginia Lancaster, widow of my
friend who passed away January 9, 1972,
and other members of the Lancaster
family joined State and local officials
for the dedication ceremonies in April.

A plaque was presented to Mrs. Lan-
caster and to Superintendent James
Hart of the institution, along with a por-
trait of Howell from Emmett Roberts,
Director of the Department of Health
and Rehabilitative Services.

State Representative Eugene Shaw of
Starke presented Mrs. Lancaster with a
framed copy of the resolution adopted
by the Florida House of Representatives
commemorating his work.

State Senator Louis de la Parte of
Tampa presented her with a framed copy
of the bill which renamed the center.

I counted it a real personal privilege
to participate and just to be called a
friend.

The Howell E. Lancaster Youth Devel-
opment Center housed 95 boys and 75
girls at that time. It does not have
fences, guard dogs or other security
measures. It is a bold new concept for
such institutions, teaching young people
responsibility through trust and reha-
bilitation.

Born July 31, 1911, at Eugene, Fla.,
Howell was & man who was to succeed
in everything he attempted. He was a
successful businessman, farmer and cat-
tleman.

He attended the University of Florida
and one of the great unfinished works
of his life was the realization of the Col-
lege of Veterinary Medicine at his alma
mater. He was dedicated to such an in-
stitution, as am I, which will provide
health resources to animals and man
through teaching and research.

Without his work, we would not be
this far along the road to seeing such a
facility become a reality in our great
State. The day that it opens, it too will
be a lasting memorial to one of Florida's
finest statesmen.

Besides his gracious and charming
wife, he leaves a daughter, Linda Ann,
and a son, Howell, Jr. They have reason
to be proud of their father.

Howell loved hunting and fishing.
When he suffered his fatal attack, he
was on & hunting trip with our close
friend, Cecil Rowell, another fine gen-
tleman from Trenton who was as close
to Howell as if he had been a brother.

Few services that I have ever attended
brought together more of the leaders of
our State in simple and honest tribute.

Florida has lost one of its finest sons
and I have lost a dear friend.
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The one thing that I am certain of is
that Howell would not want us to pause
too long. He was an active man who
would want us to get about the business
of completing those things he set out to
do.

He was that kind of man.

RESPONSIBLE CRITICISM

(Mr. BAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, there has
been substantial criticism hurled at so-
ciety since the recent assassination at-
tempt of a public figure.

I do not condemn the right of dissent.
It is & cornerstone of our free society. I
am not criticizing all those who attack
the social problems of the United States;
I only beckon them to assess the good as
well as the bad in the country.

Those who blindly cast stones at the
country must realize and accept their
responsibility to help change the coun-
try. Furthermore, they must remember
and respect the accomplishments made
by their fellow countrymen.

Mr. Speaker, a writer with the Blairs-
ville Dispatch of Blairsville, Pa., captured
the essence of “responsible criticism”
when he said:

In their desire to provide the greatest pos-
sible range of opportunities for disagree-
ment, Americans may have let their innate
sense of tolerance gain the edge over their
reason.

The full text of the editorial follows:
AMERICANS BASICALLY GOOD—VIOLENCE Is
ExceprioN, NoT RULE

American citizens, heartened by the news
that presidential candidate George Wallace
is out of danger from the bullet wounds in-
filcted by an assassin, are praying for his
full recovery.

Concurrent with their prayers it is appar-
ent that Americans also are doing a great deal
of soul-searching in an effort to discover the
root causes of the social illness that leads to
such attacks upon public figures.

As study goes forward, comments are heard
that the United States of America is a sick
soclety, that it is sliding backward into a
primeval barbarism, and that a bent for vio~
lence that has been endemic for years has
become the rule rather than the exception.

This is nonsense. If Americans will but
look about them they will see the strength
and resilience of their society. Our moral
standards, despite aberrations, are high, our
laws are just, our institutions are outstand-
ing, our Constitution still is an example to
the world and most of the 200 milllon Amer-
ican citizens are respectable, hardworking,
loyal and responsible.

Indeed if the majority of Americans have
erred in respect to the increase in violence
it is because of the healthy aspects of their
society, mot its sickness. It appears that
Americans simply have not yet settled on
the permissible boundaries of right and
wrong, nor have they defined adequately the
permissible boundaries of dissent.

All responsible citizens will agree that the
vitality and progress of the United States
depends upon the freedom of its people to
challenge the decisions of their government
and institutions through legitimate chan-
nels. They also agree that such dissent should
be given great latitude.

However, In their desire to provide the
greatest possible range of opportunities for
disagreement, Americans may have let their
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innate sense of tolerance gain the edge over
their reason.

Through permissive court decisions, benign
law enforcement and overly liberal laws,
Americans have given tools to many persons
who are far more than responsible dissenters.
In doing so they also have shifted the focus
of national interest from the accomplish-
ments of the good citizens to the actions of
the violent few.

While persons committed to violence and
assassination may have many motives for
their behavior, or even none at all, it also
is true that they live in a larger society and
are encouraged by its attitudes.

Thus, as we look at the events that led to
the shooting of a presidential candidate, we
must by all means look to our national weak-
nesses and correct those that can be cor-
rected. Equally important, it will benefit all
Americans to review the sources of national
strength and rededicate themselevs to nour-
ishing the qualities that made the United
States the envy of the world for almost two
centuries,

HIGHER EDUCATION CONFERENCE
REPORT

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, on May
31, 1972, the chairman of the Committee
on Education and Labor, the Honorable
CarL D. PerxkiIns of Kentucky; the rank-
ing minority member of the committee,
the Honorable ALserT H. QUIE of Minne-
sota; the Honorable JOHN DELLENBACK of
Oregon, and I wrote a joint letter to the
presidents of all colleges and universities
in the United States, explaining the pro-
visions of the conference report on the
Education Amendments of 1972, the
omnibus education bill, on which the
House is scheduled to vote on Thursday
of this week,

Included in our letter was a listing of
the major higher education associations
that had indicated their support of the
bill. One of the groups listed was the
Association of Jesuit Colleges and Uni-
versities, which was listed, because of an
earlier assurance of support by the Wash-
ington representative of this association.

Subsequent to the mailing of our let-
ter, we were informed by the association’s
Washington representative that the As-
sociation of Jesuit Colleges and Uni-
versities had “reluctantly decided” that
it would not endorse the conference re-
port.

In light of this development, the four
signatories of our May 31 letter sent a
letter, on June 2, 1972, to each of the
presidents of the institutions that make
up the Association of Jesuit Colleges and
Universities explaining the origin of our
listing the association’s support in our
lefter.

In our letter of June 2, we also com-
mented on several points in the associa-
tion’s letter which we feel to be in error
in the association’s analysis of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, in order to dispel any mis-
understanding about the position of the
Association of Jesuit Colleges and Uni-
versities that our letter may have
created, and in order to make clear the
reason for our having listed the associa-
tion, I ask unanimous consent that our
letter of May 31, 1972, to college and
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university presidents in the TUnited
States; our letter of June 2, 1972, to
college and university presidents of the
institutions that make up the Associa-
tion of Jesuit Colleges and Universities;
and the letter of May 31, 1972, from the
Association of Jesuit Colleges and Uni-
versities be included at this point in the
RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that Members of
the House, as they consider this crucial
legislation, will also note the comments
made on June 2, 1972, by Messrs. PERKINS,
QUIE, DELLENBACK, and me in response to
several of the points contained in the let-
ter by the Association of Jesuit Colleges
and Universities.

In particular, I would like to note
these two comments on our part:

First. The institutional aid provision in
the conference report provides 4.7 per-
cent more of the total institutional aid
funds for small and middle-sized private
colleges than would the so-called cap-
itation approach.

Second. The new basic grant program
is not limited to students from low-in-
come families but is—and was specifi-
cally designed to be—open to students
from both low- and middle-income fam-
ilies.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the oppor-
funity to explain further the provisions
of this most important legislation.

The letters follow:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington D.C., May 31, 1972.

Dear FRIEND: As Chairman and Ranking
Minority Member, respectively, of the House
Committee on Education and Labor, and
members of the House-Senate Conference
Committee on the omnibus education bill,
we are writing to you concerning the con-
ference report on which the House of Rep-
resentatives i1s scheduled to vote next week.

As you know, the Senate passed this bill
on May 24, 1972 by an overwhelming bi-
partisan vote of 63 to 15.

We hope that the conference report will
also be approved by the House, for we belleve
it contains the most significant advance in
Federal support for higher education since
passage of the Land Grant College Act over
a century ago.

The bill authorizes $18.5 billion for a
variety of higher education programs, includ-
ing an estimated $1 billion annually in
institutional aild to colleges and universities,
both public and private. Also included is a
new program of Basic Educational Oppor-
tunity Grants for all students, from both
low and middle income families,

The above mentioned items are just two
of several important new programs included
In a bill that also extends all existing Fed-
eral programs of student assistance and
categorical aid to higher education insti-
tutions.

The measure is, of course, the product of
compromise; none of the conferees was able
to have his or her way in every regard, But
the Dbipartisan compromise eventually
reached is, we believe very strongly, an ex-
cellent one for higher education. Indeed, the
bill has already won the support of the major
higher education assoclations, Including:

American Council on Education.

National Assoclation of State Universities
and Land Grant Colleges.

American Assoclation of Junior Colleges.

American Assoclation of State Colleges and
Universities.

Association of American Universities,

Assoclation of Jesuit Colleges and Unlver-
sities.

College Entrance Examination Board.
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Association of American Colleges.

Our Committee, and the Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare Committee of the Senate, have
labored for two years to bring forth the
measure that the House must now consider
on an up or down vote. You should know
that under the rules, no amendments to the
bill are possible.

It is our considered opinion that If the
House does not pass this bill, the prospects
of major new higher education programs
being approved by Congress within the next
few years will be very slight.

We have enclosed a brief fact sheet out-
lining the major education provisions of the
conference report.

Please be assured that we intend to do
everything we can to see that the bill Is
approved and its many benefits made avail-
able now to the colleges and universities of
our country and the students who attend
them. We hope we shall have your support.

Sincerely,
CARL D, PERKINS,
Chairman.
JOHN BRADEMAS,
Conferee.
ALBErT H. QUIE,
Ranking Minority Member.
JoHN DELLENBACK,
Conferee.

AssociaTioN OF JEsulr COLLEGES
AND UNIVERSITIES,
Washingion, D.C., May 31, 1972.

Dear CorrLEacuE: The Association of
Jesuit Colleges and Unlversities has reluc-
tantly decided that it cannot endorse the
Conference Report on the proposed higher
education bill. S. 659. The members of this
Assoclation feel strongly that the anti-busing
provisions added to the original bill have
no place in legislation affecting the future of
our colleges and universities,

In addition, the Assoclation is grieved that
many needs and wishes of our institutions
and associations were ignored and deleted
in the Conference, particularly in the matter
of direct institutional ald. The small and
middle-sized private college recelves small
comfort from this particular program as
offered in the Conference Report. It hopes
that such actions do not augur a trend for
future legislation.

Further, the Assoclation remains con=-
vinced that there is little promise of equity
in the future for students from middle-
income America. It Is also clear that there
is no guarantee in S. 659 that the “national
entitlement" promised to students from low-
income families will soon be sufficiently
funded to provide all eligible students with
support.

Finally, there has been no planning for
or evaluation of the effect that the amounts
of discretionary funds provided the Office of
Education and HEW would have upon the
present structure of higher education.

Rev, JoBN A. FITTERER, S.J.,
Mr. JoserH KANE.
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., June 2, 1972,

DEeAR PRESIDENT: We are writing to follow-
up our earlier letter to you of May 31, 1972
concerning the education conference report
on which the House of Representatives will
vote next Thursday, June 8.

As you know, our letter listed the Asso-
clation of Jesuit Colleges and Universities as
among the several assoclations supporting
the bill. We have, however, subsequently been
advised that the Association has “reluctantly
decided™ that it cannot endorse the bill.

We naturally regret this decision and we
want you to know we are taking steps to
dispel any misunderstanding about the posi-
tion of the Association of Jesuit Colleges and
Universities that our letter may have created.

We feel compeiled, however, to advise you
that, at the time our letter was malled, we
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listed the Assoclation in support of the bill
kezause of a prior assurance to that effect by
the Assocliation's Washington representative.

But beyond this matter, we write to ex-
press our concern that a letter of May 31,
1872, signed by officers of the Association of
Jesult Colleges and Universities, is in serlous
error on several points which appear to be
the basis of the Association’s decision to
oppose the bill.

(1) It is not accurate to describe the in-
stitutional ald provision as providing “small
comfort” to “the small and middle-sized pri-
vate college”.

The fact is the conference report not only
provides substantial institutional aid to small
and middle-sized private colleges, but ac-
tually provides 4.7% more of the total insti-
tutional ald funds for such institutions than
would the so-called “capitation” approach.

Since there is essentially no difference in
the total sum of money (approximately $1
billlon) necessary to fund either formula, it
is clearly not accurate to suggest that small
and middle-sized private institutions will lose
something as a result of the conference re-
port. Indeed, they will gain!

(2) The Association’s May 31, 1972 state-
ment with respect to the student aid provi-
sion in 8. 659 is also, unfortunately, not
accurate.

The new basic grant program or “national
entitlement” is not limited to students from
low income families but is—and was specif-
ically designed to be—open to students from
both low and middle income families.

The conference report, Ioreover, preserves
participation by middle income students in
this program, regardless of the level at which
it is funded

The conference report does, indeed, provide
that basic grants may not be paid until other
student aid programs are funded at given
levels. This provision was, however, included
at the strong urging of assoclations of private
institutions, including the Association of
Jesuit Colleges and Universities.

With respect to the inclusion in this bill
of anti-busing provisions, we commend to
your attention the enclosed editorials from
the New York Times and Washingion Post.

As we said in our letter of May 31, we be-
lieve the conference report marks “the most
significant advance in Federal support for
higher education since passage of the Land
Grant College Act over a century ago." We
reiterate further our view, notwithstanding
reports to the contrary, that if the House
does not pass this bill, the prospects of major
new higher education programs being ap-
proved by Congress within the next few years
will be very slight.

We therefore, intend to do everything we
can to secure its passage now in order that
its benefits might be made avallable now.
We sincerely hope that the Assoclation of
Jesult Colleges and Unlversities will recon-
sider its position and join us in this effort.

Sincerely,
CARL PERKINS,
Chairman.
ArserT H. QUIE,
Ranking Minority Member.
JOHN BRADEMAS,
Conferee.
JOHN DELLENBACK,
Conferee.

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
SHOULD NOT TAX MUSEUMS AND
LIBRARIES OPEN TO THE PUBLIC

(Mr. EOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing a bill, HR. 15337, to exempt
privately endowed museums and libraries
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open to the public from the 4 percent
Federal tax placed on foundations by the
Tax Reform Act of 1969.

There are a number of very fine mu-
seums and libraries serving the public
in our country that are supported by pri-
vate endowments. Presently, many of
these institutions are being classified for
tax purposes by the Internal Revenue
Service as “public organizations” because
of the services they provide the public;
therefore they are not subject to the 4
percent tax on foundations. In April
1971, however, the IRS issued regula-
tions that proposed to establish a mini-
mum floor of 10 percent of public finan-
cial support—as a percentage of total
income—ifor a private institution to qual-
ify as a public organization. Effectively
this would subject some of our finest mu-
seums and libraries to the 4-percent tax.

An example of such privately endowed
institutions is found in New York City—
the Frick Collection which is renowned
for its collection of paintings, sculpture,
and decorative arts and is open fo the
general public. Admission is free to the
gallery as well as its weekly lectures and
numerous chamber music concerts. This
museum is a great cultural resource to
New York City—indeed to the counfry—
and is providing a service to the public
at no cost to the city or the Federal
Government.

A tax on the Frick or any other mu-
seum or library serving the public is not
in the public interest. The revenue of the
4 percent tax is negligible to the Federal
Government—the tax was enacted not
for revenue but auditing purposes—and
yet the cost of the tax to the community
is incalculable. The tax will only mean
a cutback in services, an admission
charge, a solicitation of funds to pay the
tax, or a city or Federal grant for its
support—or a combination of all four.

Mr. Speaker, this country needs mu-
seums like the Frick Collection, the
Gardner Museum in Boston, the Winter-
thur Museum in Delaware, and the Kim-
ball Art Foundation in Texas, to name
but g few. In a time of mounting operat-
ing costs, these museums, like all mu-
seums, are hard pressed to meet their
current expenses. We should not jeopar-
dize their ability to serve the public by
imposing a tax on them.

In placing a 4 percent tax on founda-
tions in 1969 the Congress did not limit
the Internal Revenue Service’s authority
to continue to classify institutions like
the Frick as public organizations free
from taxation. Therefore, today I am
writing to IRS Commissioner Johnnie
Walters urging that the Service abandon
the proposed 10 percent public financial
support test and instead retain its cur-
rent flexibility in considering other fac-
tors, such as public service and other
forms of public support, in classifying
a privately endowed museum or library.
In the event that TRS imposes a mini-
mum 10 percent public support reguire-
ment for public organization eligibility,
enactment of my bill would simply ex-
empt all privately endowed museums and
libraries providing services directly to
the public from the 4 percent tax.

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I should like
to insert in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
my letter to Commissioner Walters.
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WasHINGTON, D.C., June §, 1972.

Hon. JOENNIE WALTERS,

Commissioner, Internal
Washington, D.C.

Dear CommissioNeEr: I am writing to you
with regard to the proposed regulations, first
issued in April 1971 but yet to be finalized,
to set a 10% floor of public financial support
in addition to the so-called “facts and cir-
cumstances” test for qualification as a public
organization wunder section 170(b)(1)(A)
(vi). My own view is that the implementa-
tion of such a mechanical test in effectively
determining what organizations will have to
pay the 4% tax on foundations will not serve
the public good. This will be particularly so in
those cases in which the 10% test excludes
privately endowed museums and libraries
open to the public from the public organiza-
tion classification. While the income of these
organizations comes from private endow-
ments, their services are directed to the pub-
lic and enjoyed by the community.

It is my understanding that the Service
currently applies a “facts and circum-
stances” test for qualification as a “public-
1y supported” organization. Such flexibility
has enabled some of cur finest privately en-
dowed museums as the Frick Collection in
New York City, the Gardner Museum in Bos-
ton, the Winterthur Museum in Delaware,
and the Kimball Art Foundation in Texas, to
name but a few, to qualify as *public orga-
nizations” for tax purposes. The same is true
for many privately endowed libraries, No
matter how good their services and how wide
their support in the community, however, it
is not likely that these institutions, because
of thelr relatively small demands for public
financial support, will be able to meet the
10% test. Thus, they would be subject to a
49 federal tax on their income,

These museums and libraries are using their
resources in providing services to the publie.
To tax their income will only serve to dimin-
ish the benefits they are able to offer the
public. One such museum, the Frick Collec-
tion, is located in my congressional district.
This museum, renowned throughout the
world for its collection of paintings, sculp-
ture, and the decorative arts, i1s open to the
general public. The museum has never
charged an admission fee to the galleries of
the collection nor has it charged a fee for the
lectures and concerts it presents. The Frick,
like all museums, is hard pressed to meet its
current expenses.

A 49 tax on the Investment Income of such
organizations will ultimately be borne by
the public—in a cutback in services, an ad-
mission charge, a solicitation of funds to pay
the tax, or a city or federal grant for its sup-
port, or & combination of all four. Thus, a tax
on museums and libraries serving the public
is not in the public interest.

I would urge that the Service abandon the
proposed 10% public financial support test
and Instead retain the current flexibility it
now has in considering other factors, such
as public services and other forms of public
support, in classifying a privately endowed
museum or library.

Sincerely,

Revenue Service,

Epwarp I. KocH.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S TRIP TO
MOSCOW

(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, the ver-
dict on President Nixon’s frip to Mos-
cow must be a mixed one. Its greatest
achievement was the demonstration that
the superpowers could sit down together
and talk about controlling nuclear weap-
ons. At the same time, the manner in
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which the Moscow agreements in many
particulars permit preponderance to the
Russians must give one pause. The re-
sults from bargaining on Southeast Asia
and the Middle East have apparently
been minuscule and with the reservation
of the right to expand their fleets and
heavy weapons, the Soviets indicate no
abatement in their push for a worldwide
presence. At the same time, their mod-
erate response to the mining of Haiphong
Harbor has shown that the desire to set-
tle matters favorably in Europe and gain
prestige at the bargaining table with the
United States has thus far outweighed
immediate claims of socialist frater-
nalism. No change is forecast in the char-
acter of the controlling Russian regime
nor the operation of its economy. Here
the claims of political conformity out-
weigh the opportunities in economic
liberation.

It may be hoped that wide-ranging
press conferences and considerations of
future trade and increased contacts will
have a liberalizing influence, but it must
not be forgotten that such liberalization
might carry the seeds of the dissolution
of the present regime and its manner of
control, and the ruling caste could not
permit any such steps beyond the point of
danger to itself.

The President should be complimented
for efforts to encourage the moderates in
the Kremlin. One must hope that the
concessions to Soviet military expansion
will be outweighed by the willingness of
the Kremlin in the future to move fur-
ther toward weapons control and reduc-
tion of its aggressive armament and ex-
pansion. There should be no euphoria
about the modest gains achieved.

BANKS GEAR UP FOR POLITICAL
CAMPAIGN

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, this is
the political season and the commercial
banks are gearing up for another massive
effort to influence the elections.

The Banking Profession Political Ac-
tion Committee—BankPAC—has moved
itz offices into the Washington area as
part of this stepped-up campaign. Bank-
PAC is currently collecting funds from
banks all over the Nation with an an-
nounced goal of a half a million dollars.
In addition to the efforts of BankPAC,
it is well known that a number of in-
dividual banks are also raising slush
funds for the election.

In fact, this is admitted by the direc-
tor of BankPAC, who is quoted in last
Friday’s edition of the American Bank-
er as stating:

. . . SBome of the larger banking institu-
tlons have been operating their own volun-

teer political fund-raising campaigns over
the years and are inclined to continue them.

Mr, Speaker, BankPAC’s blatant ac-
tivities in the 1970 camipaign raised a lot
of eyebrows around Washington and
created headlines in some of the Na-
tion's major newspapers. This did not
bring any reform of the bankers’ efforts
to influence elections but it apparently
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has brought about a new scheme to make
this year’s contributions supersecret.

Again, referring to Friday’s edition of
the American Banker, let me quote:

It seems reasonable . . . t0 ex that
in view of the unfavorable publicity two
years ago, many of the BankPAC bene-
ficlaries will request the checks be routed
anonymously to them.

Mr, Speaker, I place in the RECOrD a
copy of the article with the headline
“BankPAC Readies Election Drive,
Hopes To Avoid 1970 Mistakes.”

The articie follows:

BaNkPAac Reapies ErecrioN Drive; HoPes

To Avolp 1970 MISTAKES
(By Joseph D. Hutnyan)

WasHINGTON —BANKPAC 1is preparing for
its second general election campaign this
year with high hopes of ralsing more money
and avoiding the mistakes that embarrassed
the banking industry two years ago,

BANEPAC is short for the Banking Pro-
fession Political Action Committee. It is the
political fund-raising apparatus for the
banking industry, patterned after similar ef-
forts sponsored by labor, thrift, medical and
other special-interest gorups.

BANKPAC opened for business in the
spring of 1970—and almost closed the same
year. Its contributions came under fire not
only from the usual banking Industry critics,
but also from some of its friends.

A few candidates for Congress in 1970
actually returned BANEKPAC checks after
deciding that bankers' campalgn con-
tributions would hinder rather than help
their chances of getting elected.

But BANKPAC has a new, professional
look now. Earlier this year, BANKPAC opened
a permanent office In nearby Arlington, with
a full-time executive director, Willlam A.
Glassford, former lobbyist for United Air
Lines,

Mr. Glassford has spent the last five
months addressing banker meetings through-
out the nation, trying to sell the BANKPAC
concept. He plans to continue on the circult
during the summer.

BANKPAC has targeted a goal of $500,000
to be raised to contribute to House and
Benate campaigns this year. It aimed for the
same amount in 1970, but ralsed only half.

As of April 30, BANEPAC had a mere
$42 500 in its kitty—some of this left over
from the previous' campaigns, But Mr.
Glassford is not concerned as yet.

He said the experience of other polltical
fund-raising projects is that the checks do
not begin rolling in wuntil mid- or late
summer,

“Nobody gets too interested until after
the primarles,” he sald in an Interview.

Mr. Glassford also pointed out that under
the BANKPAC structure, the voluntary con-
tributions are collected locally before
being funneled to Washington.

“There may be a lot of money sitting out
there walting to be shipped,” he added.
“The inclination of people is not to send
it in plecemeal but to keep it until they get
their quotas.

Mr. Glassford emphasized that thls year,
BANEKPAC will follow a strict set of rules in
channeling funds to favored candidates.

First, BANKPAC's executive committee will
decide which candidates it would like to help.
Second, each candidate will be approached
and asked whether he would like a BANKPAC
contribution, and how he would like the
payments made.

Consulting the candidate before malling
the check is intended to prevent a mistake
which resulted in unfavorable BANKPAC
headlines two years ago.

Some candidates for Congress in 1970 did
not know they were recelving campalgn con-
tributions from the banking industry until
they read their names in newspaper stories
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based on BANKPAC reports which the law
requires to be filed with Congress.

Several were members of the House and
Senate banking commission which at that
time were considering the heavily lobbied
bill to tighten government regulation of
holding companies with one bank.

These candidates were not happy with
newspaper headlines reporting they were get-
ting money from the banking industry at
such a sensitive time. One or two angrily re-
turned their BANEPAC checks.

Mr. Glassford also said that BANKPAC was
more likely this year to route checks through
Republican and Democratic party campaign
committees rather than sending them di-
rectly to the candidates.

This is a device used by many lobbies to
disguise the source of campaign contribu-
tions—a procedure that is still legal under
the new law which this year tightened some-
what reporting of financial gifts to political
candidates.

It works this way:

A Tund-raising organization decides that
it wants to contribute $2,000 to each of 10
Democratic candidates. Instead of sending
checks separately to the candidates, the orga-
nization sends a single 20,000 check to the
Democratic Congressional Campaign Com-
mittee. Along with the check, the fund-rais-
ing organization includes a list of the party's
10 candidates who are to be given the $2,000
disbursements. The Democratic Congres-
sional Campalgn Committee then sends the
checks to the designated candidates.

When the fund-raising organization files
its report with Congress, it shows only a $20,-
000 payment to the Democratic Congressional
Campalgn Committee,

Mr. Glassford stressed that the manner in
which the payment is made will be decided
by the candidate. It seems reasonable, how-
ever, to expect that, in view of the unfavor-
able publicity two years ago, many of the
BANEKPAC beneficiaries will request the
checks be routed anonymously to them
through the national party organization.

The criticism of BANEPAC fund-raising
efforts two years ago caused some bankers to
conclude that the banking industry was so
politically vulnerable that it could not em-
ploy the same political fund-raising methods
avallable to other special-interest groups.

Mr. Glassford was asked whether this feel-
ing may be hindering BANKPAC fund-rais-
ing among bankers this year.

“This is hard to measure,” he said. “There
has been some hesitation, particularly from
those getting into it for the first time. But,
at the same time, the experience of two
years ago has had an opposite effect. It has
stiffened a few backs—people who say, ‘We
have as much right to get into this as any-
body else.” "

A more difficult assignment, Mr. Glassford
said, is convincing some bankers that they
should be contributing to Congressional can-
didates located outside of their own areas,

He said in some cases, BANKPAC solicitors
must deliver an orientation lecture on how
Congress operates, with emphasis on the fact
that a Congressman from a state thousands
of miles away has much more influence over
banking legislation than does the home-
town Congressman.

“We have to convince bankers that the
local Congressman may not be the person
who can help them or hurt them." Mr, Glass-
ford said.

“We try to explain how the Congressional
committees system operates, emphasizing
that the system is made up of specialists and
that only a few fight for or against a given
bill. Most depend on the people in commit-
tees to make these decisions on the technical

issues. These are the guys that the bankers
have to watch.”

Mr. Glassford said the fund-raising cam-
palgn this year had several new objectives.
One of them is to increase the number of
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contributions, not necessarily the size of the
average check.

The $250,000 raised by BANKPAC during
the 1970 Congressional elections came from
slightly more than 8,000 contributions which
averaged out to about $28 each.

He sald the primary goal was to reach
many more than the 8,000 who responded
two years ago. The BANKPAC director sald
the fund-raising effort was almed at 250,000
officers in the nation's commercial banks.

Mr. Glassford pointed out that if each gave
only $2, BANEPAC would achieve its $500,000
quota for the current campaign.

He sald based on the expenditures of other
lobbies—both 1liberal and conservative—he
did not feel It was a good idea for BANKPAC
t0 spend more than $500,000 in the 1972 cam-
paign.

Mr. Glassford said that an expenditure over
that amount could backfire on the industry
which might be charged with injecting ex-
cessive amounts of money into the political
races.

The BANKFPAC director stressed in the in-
terview, as he has in his speeches before
bankers, that the contributions are not in-
tended to buy votes for favorable banking
legislation.

He sald that some of the candidates who
recelve BANEPAC checks have not always
voted in the past the way the Industry would
like.

For Instance, he noted that BANKPAC con-
tributed $2,000 to the recent successful pri-
mary campaign of Sen. Edward W. Brooke,
R., Mass., a member of the Senate Commit-
tee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs.
Mr. Brooke voted with Sen William Prox-
mire, D., Wis,, In a losing effort to pass a Fair
Credit Reporting bill which the banking in-
dustry vehemently opposed.

“We're not trying to buy anybody,” Mr.
Glassford sald. “All we ask is that he be hon-
est, tough and willing to listen to the bank-
ers’ polnt of view. That’s all you can ask.”

The BANKPAC director sald that the pat-
tern of contributions so far suggests that the
industry fund-raising effort is getting more
support among the smaller banks.

“Most of those involved so far have been
in the smaller banks,” he added. “I don't
think BANKPAC has yet established itself
with the super-banks."”

He said one reason for this could be that
some of the larger banking institutions have
been operating their own volunteer political
fund raising campalgns over the years, and
are inclined to continue them.

OUTSTANDING JURIST SPEAKS OUT
AGAINST LEGALIZED GAMBLING

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr., PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
spreading crisis of gambling is a menace
for the entire Nation.

Often, those of us who speak out
against this menace are criticized and I
have been pictured as spreading “East
Texas hillbilly morality” by daring to op-
pose schemes to raise public funds by
tricking people into legalized gambling.
But I am convinced that a substantial
majority of the American people are
against running our Government by lot-
tery and a number of outstanding citi-
zens are beginning to voice strong opin-
ions against these ill-conceived concepts.

I was particularly pleased to receive a
letter from Federal Judge Joe J. Fisher,
chief judge for the U.S. Distriet Court,
Eastern District of Texas., Mr. Speaker,

I place in the REecorp a copy of Judge
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Fisher’s letter expressing his opposition
to the efforts to legalize gambling across
the Nation.

The letter follows:

U.8. District COURT,
EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS,
Beaumont, Tex,, May 18, 1972.
Hon. WRIGHT PATMAN,
Member of Congress,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CowncereEssMaN: I thoroughly concur
with your opinion expressed in your Weekly
Letter of May 18th concerning the effect of
gambling in our society, and I commend you
for speaking out in opposition to legalizing
this activity.

It has always been a great irritation to me,
because of the moral principle involved as
well as being inconsistent, for the Federal
Government to collect taxes for gambling
permits and equipment in states in which
gambling is prohibited. On this subject I
might also mention that it is also definitely
reprehensible and a reflection on our Govern-
ment, from the standpoint of weakening the
confidence of the people, to permit legalized
gambling in only one state in the union.

Congressman Patman, we need more
Btatesmen llke yourself, and I am proud to
be serving as one of the judges In your dis-
trict.

With best wilshes and warmest personal
regards, I am,

Sincerely yours,
Joe J. FISHER.

TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

(Mr. CASEY of Texas asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to include
an article.)

Mr, CASEY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the
term “technology transfer” is often used
to describe what happens when a new
development in one area is put to work
solving problems in another. It is a nat-
ural and necessary thing as our scientists
and engineers continue to work on the
problems around us.

As useful as it is, technology transfer
does not come automatically nor easily
in many instances. People working in one
discipline often do not understand the
needs or even the vocabulary of others
who desperately want their inputs. This
is particularly true when the scientists
and engineers venture into areas of so-
cial planning or health care.

Thus, I am pleased to call to the atten-
tion of the House an instance of where
some of the people involved have taken a
commendable initiative in trying to make
a useful connection between scientific
and engineering developments for space
exploration and the urgent needs of med-
ical scientists. I refer to a conference last
February at Albuguerque, N. Mex. spon-
sored by the American College of Radiol-
ogy with the cooperation and support of
the Technology Utilization Office of the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration.

Radiologists, of all physicians, are par-
ticularly dependent upon the physical
sciences to undergird their efforts to pro-
duce better diagnostic and therapeutic
approaches to their tasks. Many of them
were aware in general of some of the
breakthroughs achieved by NASA and its
contractors in instrumentation, image
enhancement, and computer uses. But
most radiologists lacked a handle for get-
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ting at the people and data they need to
try the NASA developments in clinical
situations. This conference was a bridge-
building effort. An exhaustive transcript
of the sessions will be produced for the
use of the experts. However, I offer below
an article and an editorial from the May
17 issue of the Medical Tribune, by Wal-
lace K. Waterfall, which deseribes the
conference and its main concerns.

“Space Srinorr" May Be A HELP TO RapIOL-

OGISTS

ArsuqQUERQUE, N. Mex.—The nation’s
aerospace research program undoubtedly has
produced equipment and ideas that can be
“spun off” to the radiologist, an exploratory
conference here agreed.

But, in many instances, the spinning is
golng to require more money for further
development, some conferees reported. And in
certain aspects of radiology the physicians
do not believe the space effort can make a
contribution.

These and other summary observations
emerged from a ploneering effort by the
American College of Radiology and the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration
to assay the broad possibilities of “technology
transfer" from the laboratorles of the space
agency to the research and practice of the
radiologist.

Over & long holiday weekend about 35 in-
vestigators from each side of the tech-
nologic fence met in workshop, plenary, hall-
way, poolside, and three-meals-a-day sesslons
that ranged from highly structured report
giving to the informal badinage of men with
their foot on a brass rail. Unlike many sclen-
tific gatherings, the sessions here were com-
posed of scientists who did not necessarily
know almost exactly what another was going
to say before he sald it.

The potential admixture of space tech-
nology and radiology was explored in four
areas—instrumentation, imaging, comput-
ers, and therapy—on the basis of some de-
velopments that NASA already has used in
automated and manned space exploration,
and others that its sclentists have been pur-
suing in the more direct hope of finding
earthbound application.

PARTICLE BEAMS DISCUSSED

The therapy workshop centered all of its
discussions on particle beams (neutrons,
protons, alpha particles, pi mesons, and
heavier lons), most forms of which are not
yet available for cancer management. With-
in a few years, however, they will be avail-
able from such spectacular machines as the
Los Alamos Meson Physics Facility near here.
In the meantime, the therapists agreed that
they have a full schedule of research to do
in beam localization and radiobiology before
clinical trials can begin. And when thera-
peutic work does get under way, they said, 1t
must be done in a limited number of pro-
grams “to get away from anecdotal experi-
ence.” Top investigators, in nearly constant
communication about their results, will first
“have to establish the realities of the initial
advance” before a proliferation of particle-
beam facilities is justified, the summary re-
port cautioned.

LITTLE ENOWN ABOUT ULTRASOUND

New techniques with ultrasound were
interesting to both the Instrument and
imaging participants, who at the same time
made the observation that very little is
known about the biophysies of ultrasound.
However, it appears to be relatlvely nondes-
tructive and could “free us from radiation'
as a physiologic probe, a summary report
said. Biggest interest centered on work at
the Jet Propulsion Laboratory, which is
using a low-power continuous tone to make
a shado ph of energy that passes
through an object at any precise moment.

The image workshoppers, who found a
feasibility in satellite transmission, also
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thought it would be worth while to develop
holography for three-dimensional x-ray dis-
plays. And they urged radiologists to help
evaluate developments in solid-state electro-
luminescent storage panels that could re-
place film in some applications. Also asked
were developments in microfocus x-ray tubes
and monochromatic x-ray sources, both of
which are being worked on by NABA.

The computer group discovered that a con-
siderable amount of technology exists in
NASA that radiologists could take advan-
tage of if they only knew about it. To correct
that omission the group recommended the
establishment of a “visiting radiologlist” pro-
gram like the one that now gives other
sclentists three months or more at NASA
installations to watch and help the space
agency at work, Also recommended were co-
operative projects between NASA and the
American College of Radlology to do a feasi-
bility study on image storage and retrieval
and to design a “total radiologic informa-
tion system'” such as a large hospital might
want to handle its data and planning in
both diagnosis and therapy.

Some of the observations that emerged in
the glve-and-take of workshops were sur-
prising to clinicians and technologists whose
research has necessarily been limiited to
small areas of big problems. For example,
when it comes to remote transmission of
radiographs, such as would be desirable in
the expansion of medical services to rural
areas, it may be more accurate and cheaper
to send the data by way of satellite than
try to use telephone lines. The reasons are
that satellites offer wider bands for electro-
magnetic communication and, as one speaker
pointed out, are “getting to be more de-
pendable than the phone service in the boon-
docks."

COMPUTERS TRICKY WITH IMAGES

But computer technology, which already
has found considerable application in
radiology (Mepicar TRIBUNE, January 26), is
just as tricky for NASA to use when it comes
to storing and retrieving images as it is for
anyone else. A space agency contract sclentist
acknowledged that NASA has had its prob-
lems with computer handling of images and
is now in the throes of a big improvement
effort demanded by the glut of multispectral
photographs expected from the first Earth
Resources Technology BSatellite (ERTS),
which is supposed to help survey mundane
matters ranging from corn blight to water
pollution.

By the time the workshops were over, how=
ever, a sizable list of recommendations had
been assembled for presentation to the
plenary body and its cochairmen, Dr. Rob-
ert D. Moseley, Jr.,, of the Unliversity of
New Mexico School of Medicine, and Dr.
Louls B. Arnoldi, director of NASA's Occu-
pational Medicine and Environmental Health
Division, Washington, D.C.

In instrumentation, the conferees found
no particular role for NASA now in either
patlent-handling equipment or devices to
inject contrast media. But they did see con-
slderable potential in the wvarlous NASA
research projects that have to do with cathe-
ters—heparin coatings for anti-thrombo-
genesis, miniaturized transducers that could
be incorporated in a tip to measure blood
flow, pressure, and acoustic signals all at
once, and an endoscopic device for visualiza-
tion of vessel walls.

NASA AND MEDICINE

S8o far as we know, when blood pressure
readings are taken in a space capsule on its
way to the moon, a sphygmomanometer is
inflated on the arm of an astronaut by &
comrade and the Korotkoff sounds are
auscultated. Use of this relatively primitive
technique within the confines of the most
sophisticated electronic and mechanical
marvel produced by man illustrates the dis-
parity between the achievements of the Na-
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tlonal Aeronautic and Space Administration
in bursting the bonds of earth’s gravity and
the promised spinoffs in other fields, par-
ticularly In the area of the medical sclences.

It is true that medicine has aways been
& borrower and has never exceeded the de-
velopments in the baslc sciences, such as
physics and chemistry, but has depended on
prior discoveries within these disciplines.
The medicine of any era is no better than the
state of the sciences of that age and usually
lags behind. How long the lag lasts depends
on the interests of blophysicists and blo-
chemists and cross-fertilization, which more
commonly is unidirectional, from the non-
biologic to biologic spheres.

The ploneering effort by the American
College of Radiology and NASA as reported
in this issue of Meprcar TRIBUNE (see page
1) to look into the potentials of “technologic
transfer” from the “laboratorles and minds
of the space agency to the research and prac-
tice of the radiologist” is of enormous inter-
est. What the radiologists and the space
agency are seeking, in efdect, is to ellminate
or reduce the lag in time of medical applica-
tlon of NASA sclentific discoveries and ad-
vances.

According to the report, four areas were ex-
plored by 35 radiologists and 35 NASA in-
vestigators: instrumentation, imaging, com-
puters, and therapy. It is significant that
those looking into computer developments
“discovered that a considerable amount of
technology exists in NASA that radiologists
could take advantage of if they only knew
about It." The recommendation that a “visit-
ing radiologist” program be instituted at
NASA is obviously a useful concept.

So far as the field of medicine is concerned,
there should be more than a “visiting radiol-
ogist” program going on at NASA. Without
information in depth it is difficult to visual-
ize just which subdivisions of medieal sci-
ence should be represented at NASA, but
surely more than benefits to radiology are
possible.

It seems to us that this is precisely the
sort of problem that the newly constituted
national Institute of Medicine, a subdivision
of the National Academy of Sclences-Na-
tional Research Council, ought to address it-
self to. Which of the medical disciplines
ought to be in close communication with
NASA? What advances can be utilized in the
various fields of medicine? What medical
problems, as such, should be directed to the
attention of NASA scientists?

Cross-fertilization should be bidirectional,
not undirectional. Who knows, perhaps a
device can be constructed that, applied over
the brachial artery, can supply systolic and
diastolic pressure readings without the in-
tervention of a stethoscope.

THE HIGHER EDUCATION BILL

(Mr. PERKINS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Record and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, during
the last few weeks, the Committee on
Education and Labor has received hun-
dreds of letters and telegrams with re-
gard to the conference report on S. 659.
Many of the letters we have received are
in response to a letter I mailed to all
higher education institutions containing
a fact sheet on the higher education bill,
and asking for the comments of college
presidents and other administrators.

Many of the subsequent responses to
my letter have been most detailed in
their analysis. I should like to share with
my colleagues today an analysis we have
of the more than 300 letters and tele-
grams we have received. I can report to
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you that 88 percent of the responses
have been favorable. Let me begin by
sharing with my colleagues the letter I
received from the Association of Ameri-
can Universities. Willlam C. Friday,
president of the University of North
Carolina, on behalf of the Association
wrote:

On behalf of the 46 universities which are
members of the Association of American
Universities, I want to thank you for your
efforts toward producing a higher education
bill which would provide substantial pro-
grams of much-needed aid to higher educa-
tion.

On the basis of the fact that a majority
of this assoclation’s individual members have
expressed support for the bill, the Associa-
tion of American Universities endorses pas-
sage of the Education Amendments of 1972
as reported out by your conference com-
mittee. While many members have serious
reservations about the stringent anti-busing
provisions included in the bill, most are
actively and publicly supporting the com-
promise education proposals. The attached
letters and telegrams provide a fair sample
of their views. In the judgment of these
presidents the proposed programs of stu-
dent aid and the initial steps toward gen-
eral federal institutional support represent
significant advances. They also support the
wide range of other higher education pro-
visions embodied in the bill, while recogniz-
ing that the scope and complexity of the
measure will necessitate amendments as ex-
perience is accumulated.

The attached letters and telegrams to
which President Friday refers are from
institutions in Illinois, Indiana, Ohio,
Michigan, California, New Jersey, and
Louisiana.

John E. Corbally, Jr., president of the

University of Illinois, commented on the
landmark implications of the legisla-
tion and advised—

The approaching vote on the omnibus
higher education bill is of crucial impor-
tance to the University of Illinols and to
all similar Institutions in the United States,
pubdic and private.

The presidents of Vincennes, Purdue,
Ball State, Indiana State, and Indiana
University signed a telegram advising
that the present conference committee
report will provide ‘“‘essential support of
the higher education needs of Indiana
and the Nation.”

Novice G. Fawcett, president of Ohio
State University, wrote:

The hopes of many Ohilo young people
will be riding on the House vote on S. 859.
The hopes of all Ohio higher education in-
stitutions for significant financial assistance
are also at stake. And for some of our
smaller private colleges in Ohlo, the passage
of S. 669 may well mean survival.

Dr. John R. Hubbard, president of the
University of Southern California, states
that—

With all the necessities for compromise,
we think this is an excellent bill that merits
the support of us all.

And President Longenecker of Tulane
University, commented:
The Conference Committee ironed out the

questions at issue to a consliderable degree
and, in our judgment, this legisiation now
authorizes both the continuation of proven
programs and the establishment of promis-
ing new approaches to the support of both
individuals and institutions.

The leglslation has been referred to as
one of the most important pieces of legis-
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lation relating the Federal Government to
the institutions of higher education. I be-
Heve that it will be proven in the future to
be Just that.

Turning now to the responses to my
letter asking college presidents to give
me their reactions, Kingman Brewster,
president of Yale, wrote:

I am very enthusiastic about the higher
education provisions of the bill. The busing
rider bothers me, but I am not qualified to
judge how it appears in the light of alterna-
tives, However I did want you to know my
view that the provisions relating to student
and institutional support would go a long
way toward helping all universities without
imposing a heavy hand of uniformity on
higher education. Best of all, the bill will
mean real help to the students—and their
parents—who need it most, while still al-
lowing them to choose the institutions they
most want to attend.

Edwin L. Skiles, president of Hardin-
Simmons University in Texas com-
mented:

In my opinion, if the amendments stated
in your report become law and are fully
funded, a bright new day will come in higher
education. It will allow no student to be
turned away for lack of financial resources.
It will give the institutions which handle the
task of higher education a broad financial
base and will sustain a dual system of educa-
tion within our country. It wili also give the
financial support needed to raise the aca-
demic standards required by a maturing na-
tion which must advanhce or decay. This is a
bill which recognizes the needs of higher ed-
ucation and applies the greatest amount of
funds to the area of the greatest need.

‘The alternative to such a bill is very bleak
indeed. Private schools are closing while
state supported schools take up the slack in
some measure at a much higher ratio of cost
to the taxpayer. The broad base of academic
flexibility afforded by private institutions is
the very foundation of our democracy. Our
way of life would be In jeopardy If we were
to continue the present erosion of private
education because of lack of adequate
financing.

I belleve that your conference committee
has taken the best of the House and Senate
bills and reduced them to a very workable
bill which can be justifiably funded.

Henry King Stanford, president of the
University of Miami, wired:

The University of Mlami, an institution
private and independent in character and
international In scope, endorses with reserva-
tions the final conference committee version
of the Higher Education Bill of 1972. We are
both troubled and disappointed that the ir-
relevant issue of busing is attended in this
bill, for we are convinced that singular at-
tention to the needs of both college students
and institutions of higher education is man-
dated in this time of financial crisis. But we
underscore our support for the continuance
and expansion of Federal commitments to
needy students toward the end of equal ac-
cess through higher education for all those
who can benefit from it. Further, we endorse
the establishment of the principle of direct
Federal aid to Institutions as a dimension
critical to the fiscal salvation of many. We
regret that full funding of all programs is
not now assured, for the attalnment of no
less a goal than this is required if higher edu-
catlon s to continue to realize its full poten-
tial for leadership in meeting the needs of so-
clety. We offer both our gratitude and our
compliments to the members of the confer-
ence committee for their devoted efforts in
behalf of the needs of higher education.

One of president Stanford’s colleagues
from Florida, Thomas W. Fryer, Jr.,
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president of the Florida Association of
Community Colleges, endorses the con-
ference report with the following com-
ments:

This extremely important legislation will
be of immense benefit to all higher education
in this country, including Florida’s 28 com-
munity colleges.

Let me share with you three brief com-
ments I have received from institutions
in Massachusetts:

‘We support 8659 the Higher Education Act.

WiLserT E. LOCKLIN,
President, Springfield College,
Springfield, Mass.
AssumPTION COLLEGE,
Worcester, Mass.

We urge your support in the passing of
the Higher Education Act bill, 8659, We also
hope that you will lend your influence and
support to the adequate funding of this biil.

Thank you for your continued interest in
higher education.

Sincerely,
Very Rev. WiLFRED J. DUFAULT A.A.,
Acting President.
MouNT IDA JUNIOR COLLEGE,
Newton, Mass.

Form of Higher Education Bill is excellent.
However, the need is excessive. Bill will have
to be funded almost In total to avert a na-
tional disaster for students and institutions.

F. RoY CARLSON,
President.

Many of the letters I have received are
from student financial aid officers. Clare
Davies, director of financial aid at New-
ark State College in New Jersey, stated:

We are pleased that the Conference Com-
mittee has supported the principles of basic
grants to students and Institutional ald as
well as continuation of the three major stu-
dent aid programs. We urge continued Con-
gressional effort to pass this bill, and to
support the appropriations that must be
approved to make it effective. The combina-
tion of rising college costs and inadequate
ald funds, especially in the initial EOG pro-
gram, will make next year and subsequent
years very difficult without increased fund-
ing The bill has raised the hopes of students
that increased ald will become available to
them. Flease continue to do all you can to
see that these hopes are realized.

C. Dean Dalton, director of student
financial aid at Georgia State Univer-
sity, had similar comments as follows:

As an experienced financial aid officer, my
reaction to the amendments is that these
should make the final bill, even with the
inevitable compromises, & landmark in the
history of Federal Support for Higher Edu-
cation and our students,

I particularly want to commend the Com-
mittee for the amendment requiring the
educational institutions to recommend the
amount of a subsidized loan to the lender.
The creation of a Student Loan Marketing
Association should also have a benefiical im=-
pact on the avallability of such loans,

May I take this opportunity to thank the
Committes members; not only as a student
financial ald administrator, but also as &
citizen and taxpayer; for their labors in this
field. It appears that the final bill should
be a long step down the road to our mutual
goal of removing economic barriers to the
opportunity for post secondary education so
that every quallfied young person will have
the education he wants and can absorb.

Mr. Speaker, as we continue to analyze
and tabulate the many letters we are
receiving, I will keep my colleagues ad-
vised.
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PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

(Mr. MIKVA asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr, MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, I regret that
my absence on Thursday caused me to
miss seven rollcall votes. Had I been
present, I would have voted as follows:

“Aye” on rollcall No. 182, final passage
of the Public Broadcasting Act, HR.
13918;

“No” on rollcall No. 177, amending
H.R. 13918 to limit salaries paid by public
broadcasting stations;

“No” on rollcall 178, amending H.R.
13918 to reduce amount of fiscal year
1973 authorization and to authorize
funds for only 1 year;

“No” on roll call No. 179, amending
H.R. 13918 to prohibit public broadcast-
ing stations from conducting opinion
polls;

‘“No” on rollcalls Nos. 180 and 181,
amending H.R. 13918 to condition fiscal
year 1973 authorization on GAO audit;
and

“Aye’” on rollcall No. 183, final passage
of House Resolution 965, travel funds for
Education and Labor Committee.

AN APPRAISAL OF THE C-5 FROM
ONE WHO OPERATES IT

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr., Speaker,
the commander of the Air Force's Mili-
tary Airlift Command, Gen. Jack J.
Catton, recently spoke to a group of
aviation writers in New York concerning
the accomplishments of Lockheed's C-5
Galaxy. General Catton said that with
a weapon system so complex, so costly,
so controversial and so vitally a part
of this Nation’s strategy that it might be
a good idea to hear from the man who
operates them for the people of the
United States. I agree with his logic com-
pletely. No one is in a better position to
comment on the operation of this
machine than he is. What he said about
the airplane, what it has done what it
does in Southeast Asia impressed me and
I know it will impress you, therefore,
I would like to read it into the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD,

REMARKS BY GENERAL JACK J. CATTON

About 80 years ago, when the American
public, bombarded on all sides by conflicting
advertising claims, was considering buying
an expensive automobile, they were en-
couraged to “ask the man who owns one.”
The inference was that no one knew better
than the operator—the man who used the
machine, day-in and day-out—if it did the
job. We have a similar circumstance today.
The American people have purchased this

C-5 machine and have been told a great
deal about it. There 1s a lot of confusion—
many different opinions, pro and con—and
it’s hard for the public to separate fact
from fictlion concerning the C-5. So perhaps
that is a good time to ask the man who
owns them—or at least operates them for
the Alr Force and the Department of De-
fense—for the American public.

Before I give you that opportunity to
“ask the operator,” I want you to all realize
the C-56 was developed to do a particular job
in support of this nations’ military strategy.
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I mention this simply because that state-
ment of fact gives us some key ideas to con-
slder—jdeas such as the C-b Itself—Iits pro-
curement—the job it does—the strategy it
supports.

First, the airplane. The C-5 is unique. I'm
sure you're all impressed with its size. I
suppose you've already heard the obvious
comparisons—sit it on a football field with
its tail on the goal line and its nose is inside
the other twenty—its wings are way beyond
both henches. Or, its tall is six stories high.

However, you might not know that we're
operating the airplane daily at over 712,000
pounds gross weight—with a payload of 175,-
000 pounds, When we have to—and the past
few weeks we've had to—we go to 728,000,
with just under 200,000 pounds of payload.
The airplane gives us great capability—
unique to the military needs we have.

For example, you've heard a lot about our
gear problems—we have a complicated gear
system—but it allows us to decouple our
fleet from the JFE-type, sophisticated air
terminals which might not be available when
and where we need them—permits very
rapid on- and off-loading.

We cruise at .767 MACH—which is moving
out—but still somewhat slower than our
civilian counterparts. But we traded off those
few knots of speed for the shorter on-load/
off-load times. To get the drive-on/drive-off
capabllity which helps make this a combat
airplane, we had to go to the high 1ift rather
than the high speed position on the wing—
but shortened ground times are important
to us in a combat situation.

Two weeks ago, the C-5s recorded ground
times of 32, 30 and 27 minutes at DaNang.
You know what they were carrying? Three
M-41 tanks—and those times I gave you
were from touchdown to takeoff. There—on
the ground—when we are vulnerable and the
cargo 1s vulnerable—is where and when we
need the speed most—a design factor peculiar
to our basie role of combat airlift.

The fact that we're carrying vehicles on
those misions sets this airplane apart from
our commercial counterparts whose alrcraft
are stressed for palletized loads. We have the
ability to alrdrop from this aircraft. Al-
though we've never used that particular
strategy in combat—we have tested it with
some very plausible scenarios—Ilike Freedom
Vault where we flew troops and equipment
from stateside bases to Korea and airdropped
them. With the current pressure toward more
stateside basing of our forces, the ability
to rapidly move the troops from home to bat-
tlefleld becomes increasingly important—
whether they be airdropped or air landed in
the assault.

I could go on and on with the unique
features of the aircraft, but I hope you un-
derstand—the primary need this airplane
was designed to meet is the outsized cargo
requirements—and we can meet them, We
can move every plece of equipment in an
Army infantry division in this airplane—
right up to the M-60, main battle tank—and
we can maintaln combat integrity by taking
the personnel associated right along with
the equipment, This airplane is one of a
kind—nothing in the air can match it—and,
teamed with the C-141, we can deliver bal-
anced Integral air and ground fighting forces
anywhere in the world they are needed.

Not too long ago, when I spoke to one of
our professional military schools, I was asked
whether in hindsight I'd rather have had
the 747 freighter, I had to answer “no,” just
because of the features I just mentioned.

The T4T doesn’t have the drive-on /drive-off
capability. It needs sophisticated runways
and special handling equipment, while the
O-5 is truck-bed high to begin with and
can kneel. The 747 can't airdrop—it can’t
1ift anything the C-141 can't. What it all
bolls down to is—the C-5 is different from
every other kind of aircraft—because it was
designed to do a particular military job. It
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required—and has—characteristics that no
civil carrier would find a market for. And
that brings me back to my framework state-
ment—"“The C-5 was developed for a special
Job in support of this nation's military
stra

Having talked about the airplane itself, let
me address its acquisition just briefly. We're
all aware of the many procurement problems
which have been aired relative to the C-6.
But it's been more than seven years since
the Department of Defense chose the “total
package procurement” method of doing busi-
ness for this aircraft. Still we hear about
cost overruns—the financial position of the
prime contractor—mismanagement of con=-
tracts—the Lockheed loan guarantee. How or
why these problems exist has a multitude of
answers—many of which depend upon one's
point of view—much of it is Monday-morn-
ing quarterbacking.

Let me emphasize, however, that today I'm
talking as an operator—and none of these
problems associated with the C-5 can over-
shadow the true accomplishments of per-
formance and flexibility offered by this weap-
ons system.

Too often, the negative aspects of the air-
craft’s performance are stressed. I think this
is because one of the least understood facts
of the C-b is that it was purchased under a
concurrent testing and production concept.
Many of the alleged deficlencies of the C-5
are a result of operational aircraft being de-
livered while development testing was still
in progress. Two years ago, when we received
our first operational aircraft, testing was
barely 50 percent complete. Today, testing is
roughly 95 percent complete. The contractor
has completed all development tests and is
continuing the fatigue test which will deter-
mine alrcraft service life.

We're finding some problems such as struc-
tural difficulties. You're all familiar with the
pylon problem—well, that's fixed, We'd had
some problems with kneeling—and we're fix-
ing them. We may well expect to have other
problems too—for, after all, the C-5 is a
substantial jump in the state of the art, And,
when we have them, we’ll fix them.

About one year of Alr Force tests remain
for the avionics systems and, as these sys-
tems become qualified, we—the operators—
will perform small scale suitability tests.

In spite of the problems, I hope you under-
stand we have—and will continue—to per-
form the mission, right along with our test-
ing. It simply means that sometimes the
crews must operate certain systems manually
rather than being able to rely on automatic
features.

But one thing all this testing has proven—
the C-5 will fulfill the strategic airlift mis-
slon for which it was designed—that is, the
rapid deployment of outsized Army equip-
ment and the troops necessary to operate
that equipment.

So, the ultimate yardstick is not in the
first part of our basic statement—“the C-5
was developed"—but. rather, in the second
part—“for a particular job In support of
this nation’s military strategy.” And, the air-
plane is doing the job all over the world.

Last March, one of the airplanes lifted
three large helicopters to Vietnam and re-
turned with three other battle-damaged ones
in a T2-hour round trip. Because the C-5
makes disassembly unnecessary, the choppers
were flying missions in Vietnam within 10
hours of arrival. It used to take three C-133s,
eight days and an extensive assembly time
to get them in the air. In a single mission,
one C-5 dellvered 22 of the Army's light ob-
servation helicopters.

Elsewhere, the Republic of China had an
urgent need for a turbine generator located
in England. Surface transportation wasn't
responsive enough. This was the only air-
plane in the world that could do the job—
and the C-5 did it at the request of the
State Department in 30 hours—London to
Talwan.
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We used three C-5s to transport an alr-
borne helicopter mine-sweeping unit from
Norfolk to the Bixth Fleet. That entailed
moving four CH-53 choppers, mine-sweeping
devices and the people to use them.

One of our aircraft picked up a complete
RAPCON, moblle radar approach control
unit, in California and delivered it to Tem-
pelhof Airport, West Berlin. Before the C-5,
we would have needed two airplanes and
considerable disassembly.

Frequently, we fiy cargo too large for other
aircraft. We have even flown cargo too large
for other modes of transportation. We hauled
a Navy sonar dome from Akron, Ohio, to
California, because it was too large for truck
or rail transport and the boat trip down the
Ohio and Mississippl Rivers could have taken
two months, as well as posing road closing
problems.

So, it's been dolng a great job for the
Department of Defense in carrying the out-
sized cargo—but its primary mission is com-
bat airlift. You can believe it's been tested
hard on that point in the last month—and
has performed in a superior manner. When
the Communist offensive began early last
month, the C—6 was called on to do the job
it was designed to do—provide direct sup-
port to the military forces. In less than six
weeks, we have flown over one hundred C-5
missions into the war zone—and we're doing
what we were expected to do. For the most
part, we're delivering outsized, heavy equip-
ment that only the C-5 can carry.

For example, C-5s8 have moved two M-48
battle tanks into South Vietnam—that's 96
tons of tanks, plus associated gear, in each
airplane. I mentioned the super off-load
times of the birds carrying the slightly
smaller M-41 medium tanks,

Add to those several hundred tons of mixed
loads of trucks, artillery pieces, vans and
the ever present choppers—and you have
some idea of the magnitude of the job we're
doing with this airplane,

But let me superimpose another task on
the already sizeable operation I just
described. Our plans call for us to be able
to deploy our land and air forces rapidly
throughout the world. In the past, we have
exercised and worked hard to achieve a high
level of proficiency getting ready to respond.
‘We had a chance to show our stuff when the
decision was made to move the 40th Tactical
Fighter Wing from Holloman AFB, New
Mexico, to Takhli, Thalland—four fighter
squadrons plus a SAC tanker squadron. We
put together the team—the C-5 and the
C-141—and the commercial carriers who
handle most of our passenger requirements—
and in nine days we had moved over 4,000
tons—an entire wing of people and equip-
ment from the States to Southeast Asia,

In contrast—remember EKorea in 1951—
when it took 56 days to get the first ground
forces from the United States into the con-
flict. Even today, & shipload of tanks has a
steaming time from our West Coast to Viet-
nam in excess of 256 days—and that is port
to port, not Army camp to battlefield.

While the magnitude of this entire South-
east Asla operation is starting to sink in, let
me tell you we kept our commitments to our
other forces around the world. The C-5 has
a role in that, too—albeit a minor one.

So, the airplane has been doing the kind of
job it was procured to do—It's doing it today,
not some time in the future. To understand
fully just what this means to our nation,
not only in Southeast Asia, but all over the
world, is to understand what the airplane
means for strategic mobility—and what stra-
tegic mobility means for national policy and
national security.

President Nixon provides us with a start-
ing point. You may recall his words before
Congress last September when he spoke to
the challenges of peace which need to be
addressed as the challenges of war are di-
minishing. No question as to how important
our airlift force is to the successful meeting
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of the challenges of war, that’s what I've
been telling you about.

The President indicates the chips are also
down in a different way—the challenge of
peace. We, in the military, have the same
responsibility—stay geared for the possible
contingency. That's our responsibility. But
our national leadership also has a responsi-
bility—to take a deep look at our nation’s
priorities—where the nation is heading—the
best way to get there.

We understand the reordering of priori-
ties—the distribution of our national re-
sources—more to the solution of domestic
problems—Iless to defense. Our challenge is
great. We must enhance the quality, respon-
siveness and the power of the military forces
we retain. The evolving military strategy
places great dependence upon mobility—the
right kind of mobility—rapid, reliable, re-
sponsive.

At this point, let me remind you that we—
American citizens—have invested in military
aircraft required to do only the airlift tasks
our commercial carriers cannot practicably
perform. They—who comprise the unmatched
American civil air industry—are our partners
in peace and war through the Civil Reserve
Alr Fleet—CRAF. Our relationship makes effi-
cient and effective use of a national resource.

Our flexible response strategy would not
be practical if it were necessary to station
large garrisons of American fighting forces
all over the world. Btrategic airlift can give
us the means to find the best miz of overseas
garrisons—prepositioning—and mobility, en-
abling us to reduce our overseas forces to &
level we can better support—and still meet
our commitments. Whereas, in the past, air-
lift forces were geared to support policy and
strategy already in effect, our ip
now provides an airlift capability that gives
our planners and strategists new options—
options that can have a growing influence
on the development of policy and strategy.

S0, you can see—and, even more important,
& potential adversary can see—how we are
able to exploit the speed and reliability of
airlift to reduce the national investment in
defense—and still strike faster—hit harder—
and keep the peace through balanced deter-
rence. We couldn’t do this without the C-b5.
That makes it quite a machine. If you don't
believe it, ask the man who owns one!

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GeErarLp R. Forp) ;)

Mr. EsurLeman, for today and the bal-
ance of the week, on account of continued
recuperation.

Mr. Rosinson of Virginia, for an indef-
inite period, on account of iliness.

Mr. Camp, from June 1 for an indefinite
period, on account of official business.

Mr. McCrory, for today through
June 15, on account of official business.

Mr. Gupg, for the week of June 5, on
account of official business.

Mr. Havrern, for today through
June 17, on account of official business.

Mr. Price of Texas, for June 7 and 8,
on account of official business.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Bogas) @)

Mr. SHIPLEY, for today, on account of
official business.

Mr. McMi1L1aN, for today, on account of
official business.

Mr. PerPER, for today, on account of
official business.

Mr. Herstoskr, for today, on account
of official business.

Mr. RovyeaL (at the request of Mr.
TEeAGUE of Texas), for June 5, 6, and 7, on
account of official business.
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Mr. Hacan (at the request of Mr.
Steen), for today, on account of official
business.

Mr. BurtoN (at the request of Mr. Mc-
FaLyn), for today, on account of official
business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FrenzerL) to address the
House and to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous matier:)

Mr. ConTE, for 10 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, DENnHOLM) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous material:)

Mr. Aspin, for 20 minutes, today.

Mrs. Aszuc, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLgz, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Foqua, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Marsunaca, for 60 minutes,
June 29.

Mr. MiniEr of California, for 60 min-
utes, June 29.

Mr. HorrrIeLp, for 60 minutes, June 29.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
Mr. Gaypos during his 1-minute
speech, notwithstanding it exceeds two
pages of the printed Recorp and esti-
mated by the Public Printer to cost
$350.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FrenzeL) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. HorTON in two instances.

Mr. AnpErsON of Illinois.

Mr. ScHERLE in 11 instances.

Mr. DErwINSKI in three instances.

Mr. HosMER in three instances.

Mr. HaLL in two instances.

Mr. WyMAN in two instances.

Mr. Bray in three instances.

Mr. CraNE in five instances.

Mr. BroyHILL of Virginia.

Mr. Younc of Florida.

Mr. QUILLEN.

Mr. PELLY.

Mr, CorLrins of Texas in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DENHOLM) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. MaTsuNAcA in 10 instances.

Mr. BecIcH in three instances.

Mr. MAZZOLI.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee in four in-
stances.

Mr. GonzALEZ in three instances.

Mr. RoceRs in five instances.

Mr. RArICK in 10 instances.

Mr. PuciNskKI in six instances.

Mr. Vaxn DEERLIN.

Mr. Prever of North Carolina.

Mr, RANGEL.

Mr. Stokes in three instances.

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. CABELL.

Mr,. Huneatk in two instances.

Mr. MonacGaN in two instances.
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Mr, Ryan in two instances.

Mr. Nix in two instances.

Mr. ABOUREZK in two instances.
Mr. BoLLInG in two instances.
Mr. BERGLAND.

Mr. ANNUNzIO in two instances.
Mr. TeacuE of Texas in six instances.
Mr. REES.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS.

Mr. RopiNo in two instances.
Mr. DINGELL in three instances.
Mr. MorGaN in two instances.

BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESI-
DENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on June 2, 1972, present to
the President, for his approval, a bill of
the House of the following title:

H.R. 13150. An act to provide that the Fed-
eral Government shali assume the risks of its
fidelity losses, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 4 o'clock and 37 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, June 6, 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:

2048. A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, Executive Office of
the President, transmitting a supplemental
summary of the budget for fiscal year 1973,
reflecting changes since the 1973 budget was
submitted to Congress and estimates of fu-
ture outlays required under existing law,
pursuant to section 221(b) of Public Law
91-510 (H. Doc. No. 92-306); to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

2049, A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Comptroller), transmitting a re-
port of various transfers of amounts appro-
priated to the Department of Defense, pur-
suant to section T36 of the Department of
Defense Appropriation Act of 1872; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

2050, A letter from the Chairman, Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, trans-
mitting the sixth annual report of the Com-
mission, covering fiscal year 1871, pursuant
to section 705(e) of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, as amended (H. Doc. No. 92-288); to
the Committee on Education and Labor and
ordered to be printed with illustrations.

2051. A letter from the Executive Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting a report on the backlog of pending
applications and hearing cases in the Com-
mission as of April 30, 1872, pursuant to sec-
tion 6(e) of the Communications Act, as
amended; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

2052. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting reports
concerning visa petitions approved uccord-
ing certain beneficiaries third and sixth pref-
erence classification, pursuant to section 204
(d) of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
as amended; to the Committee on the Judiei-

2053. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting copies of
orders suspending deportation, together with
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a list of the persons involved, pursuant to
section 244(a)(1) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

2054. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a set of tables show-
ing the apportionment of funds recom-
mended by the Department of Transporta-
tion under the Federal Ald Highway and
Mass Transportation Act of 1972 proposed
by the administration, to accompany the
1972 National Highway Needs Report (H. Doc.
No. p2-266—Part 4); to the Committee on
Public Works and ordered to be printed.

2055. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator of General Services, transmitting a
prospectus proposing the construction of a
Federal office building in Oklahoma City,
Okla. under the purchase contract provi-
sions of the proposed Public Buildings
Amendments of 1972 at such time as those
amendments are enacted into law; to the
Committee on Public Works.

REcCEIVED FRoM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

2056. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on the cost-benefit analysis used in
support of the space shuttle program of the
National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mrs. ABZUG:

H.R. 15320. A bill to promote homeowner-
sghip by low- and moderate-income families
by assisting them in acquiring, rehabilitat-
ing, and improving the structures in which
they are tenants, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

H.R. 15321. A bill to insure congressional
review of tax preferences and other items
which narrow the income tax base, by pro-
viding now for the termination over a 3-year
period of existing provisions of these types;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H.R. 16322. A blll to establish within the
Department of the Interior the Indian busi-
ness development program to stimulate In-
dian entrepreneurship and employment, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BENNETT:

H.R. 15323. A bill to amend the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 to re-
quire the Secretary of Labor to recognize the
difference in hazards to employees between
the heavy construction industry and the
light residential construction industry; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BURLESON of Texas:

H.R. 15324. A bill to decrease the duty im-
posed on artificlal flowers and foliage wholly
or almost wholly of plastics, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CLEVELAND:

HR, 15325. A billl to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against the individual income tax for tui-
tion pald for the elementary or secondary
education of dependents; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CULVER:

H.R. 15326. A bill to insure congressional
review of tax preferences, and other items
which narrow the income tax base, by pro-
viding now for the termination over a 3-
year period of existing provisions of these
types; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DOWNING:

H.R. 15327. A bill to amend the Comm--
nications Act of 1934 to establish orderly pro-
cedures for the consideration of applica-
tions for renewal of broadcast licenses; to
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the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

H.R. 153828. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit against
the individual income tax for tuition paid for
the elementary or secondary education of
dependents; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ESCH:

HR. 15329. A bill to provide for paper
money of the United States to carry a desig-
nation in brallle indicating the denomina-
tion; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

HR. 15330. A bill to amend title 5 of the
United States Code with respect to the ob-
servance of Veterans Day; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

By Mr. FRASER:

H.R. 15331. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to increase benefits and improve
eligibillty and computation methods under
the OASDI program, t0 make Improvements
in the medicare, medicald, and maternal and
child health programs with emphasis on im-
provements in their operating effectiveness,
to replace the existing Federal-State public
assistance programs with a Federal program
of adult assistance, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FULTON:

HR. 15332. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the re-
quirement of filing certain returns and the
tax on unrelated business income shall not
apply to certain nonprofit social clubs, do-
mestic fraternal societies, and veterans' or-
ganizations; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R. 15333. A bill to protect the orderly
marketing of cattle hides, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GOLDWATER:

H.R. 15334. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 to establish orderly pro-
cedures for the consideration of X applica-
tlons for renewal of broadcast licenses; to
the Commiftee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mrs. HECELER of Massachusetts:

H.R. 15335. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against the Individual Income tax for tui-
tion pald for the elementary or secondary
education of dependents; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr, HORTON:

H.R. 15336. A bill to establish a Federal
program to encourage the voluntary dona-
tion of pure and safe blood, to require
licensing and inspection of all blood banks,
and to establish a national registry of blood
donors; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. EOCH:

H.R. 15337. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the
4 percent excise tax on the net investment
income of a private foundation shall not
apply to a private foundation organized and
operated exclusively as a library or museum;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McCORMACEK (for himself and
Mr. SEIBERLING) :

HR. 15338. A bill to amend the Federal
Power Act to prohibit the transmission of
electrlc energy into any State which enacts
a law or regulation prohibiting the produc-
tion of electric energy or atomlc energy in
such State, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R. 15339. A bill to amend the Defense
Production Act of 1950, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. REID:

H.R.165340. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to provide a system for the redress of law
enforcement officers’ grievances and to es-
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tablish a law enforcement officers’ bill of
rights in each of the several States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. RODINO:

H.R. 15341. A bill to insure congressional
review of tax preferences, and other items
which narrow the income tax base, by pro-
viding now for the termination over a 3-
year period of existing provisions of these
types; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H.J. Res. 1216. Joint resolution to author-
ize and request the President to proclaim
the week beginning October 15, 1972, as “Na-
tional Drug Abuse Prevention Week”; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H. Con. Res. 627. Concurrent resolution to
provide for the printing of the book “Our
American Government and How It works™; to
the Committee on House Administration.

By Mrs. ABZUG:

H. Res. 1009. Resolution establishing the
Special Committee on the Termination of
the National Emergency and authorizing ex-
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penditures thereby; to the Committee on
Rules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

306. By the SPEAEKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the State of California, rela-
tive to family planning research and serv-
ices; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

397. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to Federal-
State revenue sharing; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:
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By Mr. BOGGS:

H.R. 156342. A bill for the rellef of Alrlift
International, Inc., and Slick Corp.; to the
Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. CORMAN:

H.R. 15343. A bill for the relief of Alfredo
Angulo-Rocha; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R. 15344, A bill for the relief of Robert J.

Coar; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. STEIGER of Arizona:

H.R. 156345. A bill for the relief of Armen

Sahakian; to the Committee on the Judi-

ciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

246. The SPEAEKER presented a petition of
Dick Watkins, Eountze, Tex., et al., relative
to the proposed Big Thicket National Park,
which was referred to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

SENATE—Monday, June 5, 1972

The Senate met in executive session at
12 noon and was called to order by the
President pro tempore (Mr. ELLENDER).

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

Eternal Father, whose Word declares
that “the earth is the Lord’s and the full-
ness thereof; the world and they that
dwell therein,” help us, the tenants of
this good earth, to be faithful stewards
of Thy gracious gift. Give us wisdom and
grace to make this earth a better place
for Thy children. Lift our vision from the
flatlands of life as it is to the shining
splendor of life that is yet to be, when
Thou dost live in all men’s hearts and
direct their destiny. Guide the President,
all Members of the Congress, and all
others in positions of trust in their daily
tasks, that they may uphold what is
right and seek what is true. Send Thy
light and Thy truth upon this land and
its people.

We pray in the name of the Great Re-
deemer. Amen.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senate adjourned in executive session
last Friday, June 2, 1972; hence, it is con-
vening in executive session today. How-
ever, under the unanimous-consent
agreement, the following business will be
transacted as in legislative session.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States, submitting a
nomination, was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Leonard, one of his

secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session, the President
pro tempore laid before the Senate a
CXVIIT——1241—Part 15

message from the President of the United
States submitting the nomination of
Andrew E. Gibson, of New Jersey, to be
an Assistant Secretary of Commerce,
which was referred to the Committee on
Commerce.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, June 2, 1972, be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

WAIVER OF THE CALL OF
THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the call of the
legislative calendar, under rule VIII, be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of calendar
Nos. 790 and 792.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

TINICUM NATIONAL ENVIRON-
MENTAL CENTER, PA.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 7088) to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Tinicum National En-
vironmental Center in the Common-

wealth of Pennsylvania, and for other
purposes, which had been reported from
the Committee on Commerce with
amendments on page 4, after line 5, in-
sert a new section, as follows:

Sec. 6. (a) Each party with whom a co-
operative agreement is entered into under
this Act shall keep such records as the Sec-
retary shall prescribe, including records
which fully disclose the amount and dispo-
sition of any funds received under the co-
operative agreement, the total cost of any
project or undertaking in connection with
the cooperative agreement entered into, and
the amount and nature of that portion of the
cost of the project or undertaking supplied
by other sources, and such other records as
will facllitate an effective audit.

(b) The Secretary and the Comptroller
General of the United States, or any of their
duly authorized representatives, shall have
access for the purpose of audit and exami-
nation to any books, documents, papers, and
records of the party to the cooperative
agreement that are pertinent to the coopera-
tlve agreements entered Into under this Act.

And, at the beginning of line 21, change
the section number from “6” to “7".

Mr, SCOTT. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to indicate my strong support
for HR. 7088, a bill establishing the
Tinicum Environmental Center in Del-
aware County, near Philadelphia and
Chester, Pa. This legislation is nearly
identical to S. 1841 which Senator
ScewrEIKER and I introduced over 1 year
ago.

The purpose of this measure is to pre-
serve the last true tidal marshland in
Pennsylvania. To this end, the Secre-
tary of Interior would acquire the neces-
sary lands in Tinicum Marsh to estab-
lish the environmental center. After
these land acquisitions take place, the
marsh area could encompass approxi-
mately 1,000 acres.

I think that this is a great day for
those of us who feel strongly about pre-
serving what is left of our natural en-
vironmental resources, especially in the
great urban areas like the Delaware Val-
ley. Not only will thousands of people be
able to view nature’s wonders at close
range, but they will also be able to learn
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