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The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Rev. Floyd H. Gayles, pastor, St.
James Baptist Church, Washington,
D.C., offered the following prayer:

Create in me a clean heart, O God;
and renew a right spirit within me.—
Psalms 51: 10,

Almighty and Everlasting God, who
dost govern all things in heaven and
earth, mercifully hear our prayers, and
grant unto us all things that are needful.

We thank Thee, Almighty God, for the
rich heritage of this great land.

Help us to seek unity and harmony
among men. Deliver us from the power
of evil. Visit us now, we pray Thee, in
the darkness of these times, and let Thy
truth and righteousness shine forth
among us.

Grant wisdom to our statesmen and
integrity to all in authority.

Take from this world fears which op-
press mankind, and the wrongs which
torment and blind us; help us to live
within the power of justice and the free-
dom of Thy truth and light—through
Jesus Christ, our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills of
the House of the following titles:

On May 17, 1972:

H.R. 13753. An act to provide equitable
wage adjustments for certain prevailing rate
employees of the Government.

On May 18, 1972:

H.J. Res. 1174. Joint resolution making an
appropriation for special payments to inter-
national financial institutions for the fiscal
year 1972, and for other purposes; and

HR., 13334. An act to establish certain
positions in the Department of the Treasury,
to fix the compensation for those positions,
and for other purposes.

On May 19, 1972:

H.RER. 9212. An act to amend the provisions
of the Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety
Act of 1969 to extend black lung benefits to
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orphans whose fathers die of pneumoconiosis,
and for other purposes;

H.R. 13591. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to designate the National
Institution of Arthritis and Metabolic Dis-
eases as the National Institute of Arthritis,
Metabolism, and Digestive Diseases, and for
other purposes; and

H.R. 14070. An act to authorize appropria-
tions to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for research and develop-
ment, construction of facilities, and research
and program management, and for other
purposes.

On May 27, 1972:

H.R. 14582. An act making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1972, and for other purposes.

On June 2, 1972:

HER. 5199. An act to provide for the dis-
position of funds appropriated to pay judg-
ments in favor of the Miami Tribe of Okla-
homa and the Miami Indians of Indiana in
Indian Clalms Commission dockets num-
bered 2556 and 124-C, dockets numbered 256,
124-D, E, and F, and dockets numbered 131
and 253, and of funds appropriated to pay a
judgment in favor of the Miami Tribe of
Oklahoma in docket numbered 251-A, and
for other purposes;

H.R. 8116. An act to consent to the Eansas-
Nebraska Big Blue River compact; and

HR. 14665. An act to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to authorize
the Commission to issue temporary operating
licenses for nuclear power reactors under
certain circumstances, and for other pur-
poses.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed, with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, bills of the House of
the following titles:

H.R. 1074. An act to amend section 220(b)
of the Interstate Commerce Act to permit
motor carriers to file annual reports on the
basis of a 13-period accounting year;

H.R. 5065. An act to amend the Natural Gas
Pipeline Bafety Act of 1968; and

H.R. 13034. An act to authorize appropria-
tions to carry out the Fire Research and
Bafety Act of 1968 and the Standard Refer-
ence Data Act, and to amend the act of
March 3, 1801 (31 Stat. 1449), to make im-
provements in fiscal and administrative prac-
tices for more effective conduct of certain
functions of the National Bureau of Stand-
ards.

The message also announced that Mr.
Bayn be appointed as a conferee on the
bill (8. 2770) entitled “An act to amend
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act”
in lieu of Mr. TUNNEY, excused.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE PRIVI-
LEGED REPORT ON DEPART-
MENTS OF LABOR AND HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE AP-
PROPRIATIONS, 1973

Mr. FL.OOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on Ap-
propriations may have until midnight to-
night to file a privileged report on the
Departments of Labor and Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare and related agencies
appropriation bill for fiscal year 1973.

Mr, MICHEL reserved all points of
order on the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

DEATH OF MRS. JAMES BARRY
I.OSS TO CREDIT UNION MOVE-
MENT

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, on May 5
following a long illness Mrs. James
Barry, wife of the managing director of
the Texas Credit Union League, died in
Dallas. Marge Barry was indeed an ex-
traordinary woman, Not only was she
active as a credit union supporter, but
she devoted much of her life to helping
others. She was the past president of the
Dallas Deanery Council of Catholic
Women, a past president of Christ the
King Mothers Club, and a member of the
Dallas Diocesan Board of the National
Council of Catholic Women. As a mem-
ber of NCCW, she had been extensively
engaged in interdenominational activity
through a group of women known as
Church Women United and had been
active with the National Conference of
Christians and Jews. She had written
book reviews for America magazine, a
publication of the Jesuit Order.

She was a member of the Women of
Rotary, organized the Dallas chapter of
Kappa Gamma Pi Honor Society, and
had served as chairman of the Camp
Committee for the Dallas Area of the
Girl Scouts of America. For many years
she was active with the Committee for
Foreign Visitors to Dallas.

Mrs. Barry was also an inspiration in
his credit union work to her husband
who developed the Texas Credit Union
League into one of the finest in the Na-
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tion. In fact, when Mr. Barry was
drafted into the Army in 1944, soon after
becoming managing director of the
Texas Credit Union League, Mrs. Barry
took over as office secretary and was the
only employee of the league while her
husband was in the service. Thus, during
the war years, Mrs. Barry was the Texas
Credit Union League.

As I said earlier, Marge Barry devoted
much of her life to helping others. And
the work that she has done will never
go unnoticed by those who were for-
tunate enough to have come in contact
with her.

PROPOSED APPROPRIATIONS BILL
FROM WAYS AND MEANS COM-
MITTEE

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

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, this morn-
ing the House Committee on Appropria-
tions approved a $28 billion appropria-
tion bill for Labor, and Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, which is scheduled to
be before the House next week.

Next week there is also scheduled to be
before the House a $30 billion appropria-
tion bill out of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee.

Mr, 8 , this Ways and Means
Committee bill does not raise one penny
of revenue. It is an authorization bill and
it is an appropriation bill for 5 years. It
bypasses the established authorization
process involving a number of major
legislative committees, and it bypasses
the established appropriations process
which we have known for the last 52

years.

Not in the history of Congress that I
can find has an appropriation bill come
to the floor under a closed rule, which is
now proposed for this Ways and Means
Committee bill.

I say it is indefensible that the ap-
propriation bill of $30 billion should come
before the House next week under a
closed rule. Members should have the
right to make points of order and offer
amendments. I propose to do what I ean
to open up the rule so the House can work
its will on that appropriation bill, just as
it does on other appropriation bills.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
APPROPRIATIONS, 1973

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 15259) mak-
ing appropriations for the government of
the Distriet of Columbia and other ac-
tivities chargeable in whole or in part
against the revenue of sald District for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and
for other purposes.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
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on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill HR. 15259,
with Mr. McFaLL, Chairman pro tem-
pore, in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When
the Committee rose on yesterday, the
Clerk had read through line 8 on page
2 of the bill. If there are no amendments
to be proposed, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk proceeded to read the bill.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore, Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. The
Clerk will eall the roll.

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

[Roll No. 191]

Ford,
William D,

Fraser
Frelinghuyzen
Gallagher
Glbbons
Gray
Griffin
Griffiths
Gude
Halpern
Hébert
Holifield
Horton
Eoch

Abernethy
Abourezk
Alexander

Passman
Pelly
Pepper
Peyser
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.

Rangel

Reld

Riegle .
Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Rooney, N.Y,
Rosenthal
Roybal
Runnels
Scheuer
Schmitz
Schneebell
Springer
Steed
Stratton
Btubblefleld
Btuckey

Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex,
Van Deerlin
Waldle
Whitten
‘Wilson, Bob
‘Wilson,
O'Eonskl Charles H.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr, FasceLL, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
H.R. 15259, and finding itself without a
quorum, he had directed the roll to be
called, when 343 Members responded to
their names, a quorum, and he submitted
herewith the names of the absentees to
be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

PUBLIC BAFETY

Public safety, including employment of
consulting physiclans, diagnosticians, and
therapists at rates to be fixed by the Com-
missioner; cash gratulties of not to exceed
875 to each released prisoner; purchase of
one hundred and fifty-five passenger motor
vehicles for replacement only (including one
hundred and forty for police-type use and
five for fire-type use without regard to the
general purchase price limitation for the cur-
rent fiscal year but not in excess of $400 per
vehicle for ponoe-l:y'pe and &600 per vehicle
for fire-type use above such limitation);
$181,700,000, of which $7,854,600 shall be pay-
able from the highway fund (including
$112,000 from the motor vehicle parking ac-
count): Provided, That the Police Depart-
ment and PFire Department are each author-
ized to replace not to exceed five passenger-
carrying vehicles annually whenever the cost
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of repalr to any damaged vehicle exceeds
three-fourths the cost of the replacement.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered as read and open to amendment
at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

Mr., HALL. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I have a
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Missouri will state the point of order.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against the language on
page 4, line 11, after the semicolon, the
phrase: “cash gratuities of not to exceed
$75 to each released prisoner;”.

I belleve this is not authorized by law,
and I make that point of order against
this phrase.

The CHATIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Kentucky desire to be heard?

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Missouri is correct; and
we concede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
like to ascertain exactly the language
to which the point of order was directed.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, the point of
order is raised to the language on page
4, line 11, following the word “Commis-
sioner”, and semicolon, the phrase “cash
gratuities of not to exceed $75 to each
released prisoner” and the semicolon.

The CHAIRMAN. (Mr. FascerL). The
Chair will state that the point of order
has been conceded, and the point of order
is sustained.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES

General operating expenses, $65,029,000, of
which $620,700 shall be payable from the
highway fund (including $72,400 from the
motor vehicle parking account), $94,500 from
the water fund, and $67,300 from the sanitary
sewage works fund: Provided, That the cer-
tificates of the Commissioner (for $2,500) and
of the Chairman of the Clty Council (for $2,-
500) shall be sufficlent voucher for expendi-
tures from this appropriation for such pur-
poses, exclusive of ceremony expenses, as they
may respectively deem necessary: Provided
Jurther, That, for the purpose of
and reassessing real property in the District
of Columbia, $5,000 of the appropriation shall
be available for services as authorized by
b U.B.C. 3109, but at rates for Individuals
not in excess of $100 per diem: Provided fur-
ther, That not to exceed 87,500 of this appro-
priation shall be available for test borings
and soll investigations: Provided jfurther,
That $2,500,000 of this appropriation (to re-
main available wuntil expended) shall be
avallable solely for District of Columbia em-
ployees’ disability compensation: Provided
further, That not to exceed $100,000 of this
appropriation shall be available for settle-
ment of property damage claims not in excess
of $500 each and personal injury clalms not in
excess of $1,000 each: Provided further, That
not to exceed $50,000 of any appropriations
available to the District of Columbia may be
used to match financial contributions from
the Department of Defense to the District of
Columbia Office of Civil Defense for the
purchase of civil defense equipment and
supplies approved by the Department of De-
fense, when authorized by the Commissioner.
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Mr. NATCHER (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered as read, open
to amendment at any point, and subject
to any points of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I raise a
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from
Missouri will state his point of order.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, my point of
order should lie on page 3, line 8, follow-
ing the colon, against the phrase:

Provided, That the certificates of the Com-
missioner (for $2,600) and of the Chairman
of the City Council (for $2,500) shall be suffi-
clent voucher for expenditures from this
appropriation for such purposes, exclusive
of ceremony expenses, as they may respec-
tively deem necessary:

In other words, Mr. Chairman, I am
raising a point of order against all after
the colon on line 8, through the colon
on line 13.

This was not authorized, and it is an
appropriation bill without authorization.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
to the gentleman from Missouri that that
part of the bill to which the gentleman
has raised his point of order was previ-
ously read prior to the unanimous-con-
sent request.

Mr, HALL, But, Mr. Chairman, I sub-
mit that the unanimous-consent request
was granted to the entire bill, that it be
open to amendment and open for points
of order at any point. This request was
granted and therefore I have gone back
to this point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Kentucky desire to be heard on the
point of order raised by the gentleman
from Missouri?

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Missourl (Mr. HaLy) is
correct, and we concede the point of
order.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. FascerLL), The
point of order is conceded, and the point
of order is sustained.

Are there any further points of order?

Are there any amendments to be pro-
posed?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. REUSS

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

The portion of the bill to which the
amendment relates is as follows:

CAPITAL OUTLAY

For reimbursement to the United States
of funds loaned in compliance with the Act
of August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 896), as amended,
and payments under the Act of July 2, 1954
(68 Stat. 443), construction projects as
authorized by the Acts of April 22, 1904 (33
Stat. 244), May 18, 1954 (68 Stat. 105, 110),
June 6, 1958 (72 Stat. 183), August 20, 1958
(72 Stat. 686), and the Act of December 9,
1969 (83 Stat. 820); including acquisition of
sites; preparation of plans and specifications;
conducting preliminary surveys; erection of
structures, including bullding improvement
and alteration and treatment of grounds; to
remain available untl] expended, $131,394,000,
of which $12,227,700 shall be payable from
the highway fund, $2,420,000 from the water
fund, and $1,760,000 from the sanitary sew=-
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age works fund: Provided, That $4,332,000
shall be avallable for construction services by
the Director of the Department of General
Services or by contract for architectural en-
gineering services, as may be determined by
the Commissioner, and the funds for the
use of the Director of the Department of
General Services shall be advanced to the
appropriation account, “Construction Serv-
ices, Department of General Services”: Pro-
vided further, Notwithstanding the fore-
going, all authorizations for capital outlay
projects, except those projects covered by
the first sentence of section 23(a) of the
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968 (Public
Law 90-495, approved August 23, 1968), for
which funds are provided by this paragraph,
shall expire on June 30, 1974, except author-
izations for projects as to which funds have
been obligated in whole or in part prior to
such date. Upon expiration of any such
project authorization the funds provided
herein for such project shall lapse: Provided
Jurther, Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, any authorization for a capital
outlay project, except those projects covered
by the first sentence of section 23(a) of the
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968 (Public
Law 90-495, approved August 23, 1968), for
which funds have heretofore been appropri-
ated shall expire two years from the date of
the Act making such appropriation unless
prior to the expiration of such period funds
for such projects were or will have been
obligated in whole or in part. Upon expiration
of any such project authorization the funds
appropriated therefore shall lapse.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. REuss: Page 9,
strike out lines 10 through 13, and insert In
lieu thereof the following: “available until
expended, $131,429,000, of which 2,420,000
shall be payable from the water fund, $1,-
760,000 from the sanitary sewage works fund,
and $12,262,700 from the highway fund: Pro-
vided, That of the funds payable from the
highway fund $35,000 shall be available for
the construction of a bicycle route network
in the District of Columbia: Provided fur-
ther, $4,323,000 shall be”.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would simply restore a rath-
er small sum, $35,000, which was in the
budget request, but which does not ap-
pear in the bill before us. That $35,000
was requested by the District govern-
ment to build bicycle routes from various
areas in the city downtown.

For $35,000, plus help from the high-
way fund, the District would be able to
build ramps from the curbs, so that your
bicycle does not jolt, and would be able
to put striped painted bicycle lanes
down, and would be able to put up signs
telling motorists and truck drivers that
this is a route on which bicyelists will
also travel. There will be a whole series
of accesses to downtown—from the
Georgetown area downtown, Connecti-
cut Avenue area downtown, the Capitol
Hill area downtown, and from the South-
west Redevelopment Area downtown.

Already some 6,000 of us do commute
on bicycles. It is a safe and healthy and
efficient use of space. The bicycle, unlike
the automobile, does not present an air
pollution hazard.

Bicycle sales are up in Washington.
More people want to use them. But in or-
der to prevent danger to bicyclists, there
ought to be this kind of a simple setting
aside of parts of paths and highways
which should be available for the use of
bicycles.
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A pollution test recently conducted
shows that the monoxide pollution level
in this city is bad, and is getting worse.
If we are going to come to grips with it
at all, we should encourage bicycle riders.

I understand that a not very notable
case was made for this in the subcom-
mittee hearings. I cannot find anything in
the hearings about it. I have talked to
the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee, and I would hope there would
be no objection to this item, which,
though small in amount, only $35,000,
can do an awful lot of good for traffic
to encourage a healthful form of locomo-
tion, and relieve congestion.

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

Mr. REUSS. I will be glad to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. This sounds to me as
though it is not the first cost but the up-
keep that we should look at. To my way
of thinking, it sounds like a foot in the
door to a much greater expenditure. Is
that not true?

Mr. REUSS. I honestly do not think
so, Mr. Gross. This money in this amend-
ment would be used for just three pur-
poses: getting rid of the 6-inch decline
when the curb hits the street and put-
ting a little ramp in so that you ecan
drive the bicycles on them; painting the
lanes; and putting up signs saying
“Motorists watch out; there are bicyclists
here.” The upkeep cost would be very
small. This is listed as a capital cost, and
I think properly so. Therefore I do not
believe it is the camel’s nose under the
tent, for which the gentleman from
Iowa is a great watcher-outer.

Mr. GROSS. It seems to me when
Congress is appropriating $185 million
of Federal funds for the District of Co-
lumbia that money ought to be spent for
purposes more essential than this at
least until the District of Columbia
shows a disposition to run the municipal
government on an economical and sound
basis.

Mr. REUSS. The subcommittee has
made some very well-deserved criticisms
of management in the District of Colum-
bia, with which I concur, However, I
would not think it relevant to apply those
strictures to a proposition to make
$35,000 available to put into effect a clean
and nonpolluting form of locomotion
like bicycles.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as I sald yesterday,
Commissioner Walter Washington pre-
sented to the committee and we in turn
are presenting to the House a good
budget for the District of Columbia.

As I said yesterday Mr. Chairman, I
think Walter Washington is trying to
do a good job and he is making a good
Commissioner. When he prepared his
budget and submitted the budget to the
City Council there was no provision in
the budget for $35,000 for the use that
the gentleman now incorporates in his
amendment.

When the budget was presented to the
city council the council decided that
$35,000 should be added for a bicycle
route network.
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Now, when they brought the budget
before the committee as the members
of the subcommittee will remember we
had no strong advocate speaking for this
particular project. The Commissioner did
not want it. He did not add it in the
budget. And this is a facility and a proj-
ect that is not necessary at the present
time.

Mr. Chairman, you will recall several
months ago in Rock Creek Park and in
certain other sections of the city, the De-
partment of the Interior decided to have
an experimental bicycle lane. They set
this lane up and it was in operation from
September 13, 1971, until September 20,
1971.

During this time they made a care-
ful survey to determine as to whether
or not these lanes were used and by
actual count they ascertained that on
the inbound traffic they had 85 bicycles
using the lanes and 80 bicycles using the
lanes on outbound traffic. In the morn-
ing and during the rush hours 85 bi-
cycles coming in and in the afternoon
on the outbound traffiic 80 bicycles going
out.

Here in our Nation’s Capital we have
640,000 automobiles that come into this
city every morning bringing people to
work. And when you say $35,000 to set up
bicycle lanes you are talking about con-
fusion. I say to you that Walter Wash-
ington is correct. This is a matter that
should have considerable study before it
is adopted by the Commissioner or the
City Council or the House of Representa-
tives.

With all due respect to my friend from
Wisconsin (Mr. REuss), Mr. Chairman, I
ask that this amendment be defeated.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I take this time to inquire of my
colleague, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin, as to the explanation of the $9,000
reduction in construction services by the
Director of the Department of General
Services that is provided for in the last
line of his amendment.

Mr. REUSS. I am somewhat baffled
by the gentleman’s question.

Mr, DAVIS of Wisconsin. The bill as
written provides for $4,332,000 to be
available for construction services by the
Director of the Department of General
Services.

The gentleman's amendment changes
that to $4,323,000.

Is that simply a transposition of
figures or is there an intention to reduce
the funds available for that purpose?

Mr. REUSS. I am wondering if the
gentleman is reading from my amend-
ment. My amendment is on page 9. It
would merely add $35,000 to the capital
outlay funds. There is no language in
there——

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, Oh, yes,
there is language. That is why I am
asking the question.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kentucky has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. NATCHER
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was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to my friend
from Wisconsin.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. The gentle-
man, on line 13, has changed the figure
“$4.332,000” to “$4,323,000.” I am inquir-
ing whether that is merely a typing mis-
take or whether the gentleman intends to
reduce the figure in the bill.

Mr. REUSS. The gentleman makes a
good point.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the figure in my amendment
“$4.323,000” be changed to “$4,332,000."”
I thank the gentleman. I had not seen
that.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
?hm if my chairman will yield fur-

er-

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I think it
should be pointed out that this amount,
which is small, is not the whole story. It
represents the seed money for additional
funds that would come either from the
Federal Government or in later appro-
priations for the District of Columbia.
I must join my chairman in opposition
to the amendment.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
that the amendment be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr, ReUss).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Reuss) there
were—ayes 6, noes 27.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR, MYERS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Myers: On page
15, add a new section after line 24 as fol-
lows:

“No funds appropriated herein for the gov-
ernment of the Distriet of Columbia for
the operation of educational institutions, the
compensation of personnel, or for other edu-
cational purposes may be used to permit,
encourage, facilitate, further, or accommo-
date the promotion or influencing of legis-
lation or other governmental actions of the
United States Government or the District of
Columbia, or for partisan political activities,
but this shall not prevent officers or em-
ployees of the United States or 1ts depart-
ments or agencies from communicating to
Members of Congress on the request of any
Member of the Congress. Nothing is intended
to prohibit the avallability of school build-
ings for the use of any community group
during non-school hours.”

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, back in
March the District of Columbia schools,
with the help of the administration of
the schools and the school board, en-
couraged students and faculty members
to engage in a demonstration within the
District of Columbia. They used school
facilities to send out materials encour-
aging the young people, the students
themselves, to be used as pawns for a
political motive here in the District.
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They used all the communicative routes
of the District of Columbis school sys-
tem to send out this material to the
homes of the children.

They further stated that the students,
the young people who would attend this
demonstration around the Capitol here,
and the White House, would have pro-
tection from the school system, that
school buses would be used. They gen-
erally gave all types of help. There was
implied protection by school officials for
the young people.

Then later on, about 3 weeks ago, a
member of the school board encouraged
and led a group of high school students
from Eastern High School, over the ob-
jection of the principal of that high
school, who said that the students in
Eastern High School needed to work on
their curriculum much more than they
needed to demonstrate here in the Capi-
tol. Over the objection of the principal
of that high school to having the stu-
dents used for that purpose, a member
of the school board led those students
to demonstrate in the Capitol.

The purpose of this amendment is to
help the school system and the young
people, the schoolchildren of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, to prevent them from
being used in the future as a pawn or as
a tool to encourage action for or against
any particular legislation or to be used
in a demonstration.

As has been said before in debate
here, our school systems are in diffi-
cult problems enough in the District
of Columbia, and they certainly do not
need to be engaged in any further activi-
ties such as this that will be a means
of diminishing or taking away support
from the local schools.

The National Achievement Tests that
have been given have shown a large
number of students failed, so the stu-
dents themselves cannot afford to be
taken out of their school at this time.

We have some built-in protection here
that does not prevent the students or
teachers or administrators from indi-
vidually coming up and ftestifying be-
fore a commitiee or taking part in some
kind of legitimate activity within the
schools. This is protected in the amend-
ment, _

Also we have a provision that the
schools themselves, the buildings and
facilities can be used for political meet-
ings, for legitimate political meetings or
other community activities. It is not the
intent of this amendment in any way
to deny use of public buildings for other
public services, but I personally feel that
this amendment is needed to protect the
students and the school systems.

There is not a member of the sub-
committee who will not agree that our
schools in the District of Columbia need
to be improved. They need all the help
they can get.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MYERS. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, for purposes of clarification, the
gentleman’s language refers to “officers
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or employees of the United States or its
Departments or Agencies.”

I am wondering if the gentleman is
certain that the employees or officers of
the District of Columbia would be in-
cluded in that language, and whether
the Distriet of Columbia is a department
or an agency of the Federal Government.
I think that is, perhaps, somewhat ques-
tionable. I would wonder what the gentle-
man’s true intent is with respect to that

language.

Mr. MYERS. I am happy to respond
to the gentleman.

I think the gentleman shares with me
the concern that we do not want to pre-
vent any legitimate complaint to the Con-
gress, or the opportunity to be able to
testify before one of the committees or
to come to a Congressman by any mem-
ber of the District of Columbia, including
the school system.

This language, verbatim, is taken from
the District of Columbia Code. It is al-
ready existing law, this particular sec-
tion we are speaking about and which the
gentleman is questioning. It is taken from
the Distriet of Columbia Code, and it can
be found in the District of Columbia
Code 47, section 145.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. My question
is, then, in that code and in other re-
lated legislation, is the Distriet of Co-
lumbia referred to as a department or
agency of the United States?

Mr. MYERS. I think it certainly is, be-
cause this is not the United States Code
I have taken this from. It is taken from
the District of Columbia Code. I am sure
it directs itself, and it is my intention
here, that it refers to all departments or
agencies of the District of Columbia gov-
ernment as well as the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is not
what the gentleman’s amendment says.
The gentleman's amendment says “offi-
cers or employees of the United States or
its departments or agencies.” At least,
that is the way my copy reads.

Mr. MYERS. This is what it says, and
this is what the District of Columbia
Code says, and it is already enacted into
the District of Columbia Code. I have
taken the language which has already
been accepted in the District of Columbia
Code.

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

(On request of Mr. Grarmo, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. MYErRs was al-
lowed to proceed for 5 additional min-
utes.)

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

Mr. MYERS. I yield to my friend, the
gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. GTAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I appreci-
ate what the gentleman is trying to ac-
complish with his amendment, and that
is to eliminate the political controversy
type activities which have taken place
in the school programs of the District of
Columbia.

For example, there was a recent march
on the White House to demonstrate
against the President’s welfare program,
and a peace march which took place with
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the coming of schoolchildren to the
Capitol Building. I assume these are the
types of activities which the gentleman
feels should not be a proper part of the
school curriculum.,

The thing which bothers me, however,
is that in trying to legislate against ac-
tivities of this type we might get ourselves
into a real legislative bind. It is very diffi-
cult to write language which will accom-
plish the job we are frying to do, and in
fact we may find ourselves prohibiting
the use of school buildings for quite prop-
er activities. Or, on the other hand, we
may find, for example, if we say that the
school system shall not encourage, par-
ticipate in or finance any type of con-
troversial political activity, that immedi-
ately we get infto a legal question as to
what is controversial or what is not.

Is a United Nations day celebration
controversial? They will tell you, as in
fact the superintendent and the chair-
man of the Board of Education told us,
it is.

I wonder if the gentleman would be
satisfied if we suggested some changes.
We can try to accomplish this by unan-
imous consent.

I believe we are all trying to arrive at
the same purpose, which is to eliminate
the inciting and stimulating of school-
children to take part in things which
quite frankly they really know nothing
about.

I wonder if language of this type would
be satisfactory to the author of the
amendment:

No funds appropriated herein for the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia for the
operation of educational Institutions, the
compensation of personnel, or for other edu-
cational purposes may be used to permit,
encourage, facilitate or further partisan po-
litical activities.

We could leave out, then, the “accom-
modate the promotion or influencing of
legislation or other governmental actions
of the U.8. Government or the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia.”

In effect, what we would be prohibit-
ing would be the use of these funds to
encourage, facilitate, or further partisan
political activities.

This might not go the whole way the
gentleman intends to go, but I believe
it would be a start. It would be the be-
ginning. Certainly it would serve notice
on the Board of Education and the su-
perintendent of schools that the Con-
gress is dead serious about this situation
and does not want to see a repetition of
it.

If they continue to ignore Congress,
then we could take additional steps in the
future.

If the gentleman would be agreeable
to that type of language, we could ask
unanimous consent to change the
amendment. I believe we could gain addi-
tional support for it here in the Chamber
in that way.

Mr. MYERS. The “influencing of legis-
lation or other governmental action” also
was taken from the existing law.

I can fully appreciate what the gentle-
man is trying to accomplish here. I cer-
tainly agree with him.
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However, what is “partisan political
activities”? How would one define that?

For instance, what about the so-called
march down here for welfare rights?
That was not partisan, at least so the
witnesses said, Dr. Scott and the chair-
man of the school board, Mr. Barry, said
a.ll.of this was not partisan political ac-
tivity at all.

How do we really stop this action of
using young people, the youth, for that
type of activity, if they maintain it is not
political activity?

Mr. GIAIMO. Certainly the march on
the White House was partisan politics.

Mr. MYERS, Not in the minds of the
sczllllooi officials was it considered politi-

Mr. GIAIMO. What we are trying to
do here is to narrow rather than to
broaden the purpose of the definition,
which is going to create a very real prob-
lem in respect to whatever kind of lan-
guage we write here.

All I suggest is, let us try to simplify
it, which will in effect eliminate some of
the pitfalls and problems, and still serve
notice on them downtown that they have
to cut this out.

We do have additional weapons. The
fact is that we are appropriating money.
Ultimately, if they do not listen, we will
have to hurt them where it hurts, in the
pocketbook, and then they will begin to

(By unanimous consenf, Mr. MYERS
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. MYERS. Along the line the gentle-
man spoke of, regarding the use of school
buildings and facilities, he and I dis-
cussed it and we accepted that language
in the last paragraph to make sure that
school buildings will not be denied for
legitimate purposes, and I agree with
that. However, I cannot completely agree
with the gentleman’s line of reasoning
here that we are denying individual
rights of students to participate on their
free time here or the rights of faculty
members or administrators to participate
on their own time. We are merely talk-
ing about the use of school facilities dur-
ing school time and using schoolchildren
during school periods or for organizing
a march or activity during school hours.
I think you need that language in order
to do that.

Mr. OBEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MYERS. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. You talk about students.
Well, I am not a lawyer, and I kid my
lawyer friends by saying that every time
someone assumes I am one I stand up
and defend my character, but I read this
language to mean no member of the
school board or officer of the schools
could come up here and testify on their
budget under your language. I do not
think that any teacher, regardless of
what you might think of a pay raise,
could come up here and support a bill
that contained a pay raise for teachers.

Mr. MYERS. If the gentleman will al-
low me, it says this shall not prevent em-
ployees or officers of the U.S. departments
or agencies from communicating with the
Congress.
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Mr. OBEY. I do not have that lan-
guage on this side.

Mr. MYERS. We changed that. It
comes out of the Distriet of Columbia
Code. It gives the people the opportunity
legitimately to come to testify before a
committee or a Member of Congress.

Mr. OBEY. I will grant you that. I
hope if a teacher wants to come up and
lobby for a bill that contains funds that
provide for increased salaries for him,
he could come up under this. They are
not officers of the school system.

Mr. MYERS. I do not think they can
lobby during school hours, but after
school hours or in the evening, if an Indi-
vidual wants to come in and talk about
something, I do not think that we could
deny him that right. As individuals I do
not think we could. I certainly would not
want to. But I do not think we are doing
that here.

Mr. OBEY. I have one other question.
If you have difficulty in defining “parti-
san political activity,” then what does
the langauge mean when it says, “in-
fluence legislation or other Government
action of the U.S. Government”? If you
cannot define partisan political activity,
then how do you define that?

Mr. MYERS. I think to influence legis-
lation as an example was used before our
committee for about two sessions when
Dr. Scott and Mr. Barry came and testi-
fied that it was legitimate for them to en-
gage in actions like this, in this activity,
in school. They said it was not a partisan
political activity. Time and time again
they said they did not consider it as polit-
ical, but merely were objecting to the use

of welfare funds and inadequate welfare
funds.

Mr. OBEY. I ask you how do you define
it. That is the question. I can accept the
language as suggested by the gentleman
from Iowa or Connecticut, but I cannot
buy this.

Mr. GIAIMO. Will the gentleman
yvield?

Mr. MYERS. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. GIAIMO. I do not want to argue
the merits of the gentleman’s original
amendment or the language I am sug-
gesting as opposed to it, but in the in-
terests of succeeding In this area, if you
would ask unanimous consent to modify
it, I believe you will gain greater strength
for the passage of the amendment.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MYERS. I yield to the distinguish-
ed minority leader of the subcommittee,
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I rise again
to inquire of the gentleman, for ap-
parently the gist of my previous question
did not reach the point that I am con-
cerned about. Where the gentleman’s
amendment reads “officers or employees
of the United States,” I am sure the gen-
tfleman means to say “officers or em-
ployees of the District of Columbia.” Is
that not correct?

Mr. MYERS. That is correct. I ask
unanimous consent at this point, then,
that a comma be inserted after “the
United States,” and add the words “the
Distriet of Columbia.”
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Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I want to be
sure that has relevance with respect to
officers and employees of the District of
Columbia, and if the gentleman can se-
cure unanimous consent for this I think
it would accomplish that purpose.

The CHATRMAN. Will the gentleman
from Indiana restate his unanimous-con-
sent request, please?

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
be further amended that after “em-
ployees of the United States,” add these
words:
tLe District of Columbia, or its departments
or agencles from communicating to Members
of Congress,

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the unanimous-consent request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

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

Mr. MYERS. I yield to the gentleman
from the District of Columbia.

Mr. FAUNTROY. Do I understand that
your wording would prevent a student
from testifying at a hearing before the
Committee on Appropriations?

Mr. MYERS. Not at all. That is not
what we are speaking about—that as in-
dividuals they have every right, but to
be organized at their schools, and then
to be used as fronts or tools, this would
be prohibited. As to their individual
rights it would not be at any time or any
place prohibited.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to direct
a question or two to my distinguished
friend, the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
MyERS), & member of the subcommittee.
And, Mr. Chairman, I do so not in op-
position to the amendment nor as to the
problem that the distinguished gentle-
man from Indiana has in mind. The gen-
tleman from Indiana is an able member
of this subcommittee, and during the
hearings when this matter was brought
to our attention he, along with other
members of the subcommitiee, spent
considerable time trying to develop why
::)liﬂs took place in the District of Colum-

.

I would like to ascertain from the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Indiana if
he would be willing to strike from his
amendment the words that I will omit,
with the amendment then reading as
follows:

No funds appropriated herein for the Gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia for the
operation of educational institutions, the
compensation of personnel, or for other edu-
cational purposes, may be used to permit,
encourage, facilitate—

And I would add the words, after
“facilitate”:
or further partisan political activities.

Thereby striking out the words “or
accommodate the promotion or influenc-
ing of legislation or other governmental
actions of the U.S. Government, or the
Government of the District of Colum-
bia.” Then the balance of the amend-
ment, I would say to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. MyYERrs) would
read:
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Nothing herein is intended to prohibit the
availability of school buildings for the use of
any community group during nonschool
hours,

Now, Mr. Chairman, I call this to his
attention because I have been a member
of this subcommittee for a number of
years and on a number of occasions
school teachers, presidents of colleges,
and other officials in the District of Co-
lumbia, have appeared before our com-
mittee on numerous occasions, and they
have brought students with them. Now, I
say to the gentleman that they may have
come here in a bus, and if they did I think
it is all right. I think they ought to have
the right to come up to appear before a
hearing of our committee with teachers,
and with the principal, and if they come
in school property, I think it is all right.

Mr. Chairman, I believe if the distin-
guished gentleman from Indiana would
agree to the elimination of the words that
I think any court of the District of Co-
lumbia would declare to be unconstitu-
tional and strike them, I believe that the
gentleman from Indiana will have a
sound amendment, and would accomplish
the purpose that he has in mind.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that my amendment
be further amended to strike the words
that the gentleman from Xentucky
(Mr. NarcHER) has just indicated.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would ask
the gentleman from Indiana if he would
enlighten the Chair as to just exactly the
words to be stricken.

Mr. MYERS. Certainly.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman from Indiana will permit me
to interrupt, may I say that the amend-
ment would read as follows:

No funds appropriated herein for the Gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia for the
operation of educational institutions, the
compensation of personnel, or for other edu-
cational purposes, may be used to permit,
encourage, facilitate, or further partisan
political activities.

And then it would continue:

Nothing herein is intended to prohibit
the availability of school buildings for the
use of any community group during non-
school hours.

Is that correct?

Mr. MYERS. That is correct, and, Mr.
Chairman, I hope that the unanimous-
consent request will be agreed to.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair would in-
quire of the gentleman from Indiana
whether the gentleman from Indiana in-
tends to delete the language that was
previously modified under the earlier
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. MYERS. Yes, Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman from EXentucky would
yield to me to permit me to say so, that
is what I believe the gentleman from
Kentucky asked me to do, that that lan-
guage would be deleted.

The CHATRMAN., Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Indi-
ana for the reading of the amendment
as just read by the gentleman from
Kentucky?

There was no objection.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, MyERs: On page
15, add a new section after line 24 as follows:

“No funds appropriated herein for the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia for the
operation of educational institutions, the
compensation of personnel, or for other edu-
cational purposes may be used to permit, en-
courage, facilitate, or further partisan polit-

ical activities.
Nothing herein is intended to prohibit the

availability of school bulldings for the use of
any community group during non-school
houra.”

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

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to ask a
question of the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. MYERS).

Would the amendment as now offered
prevent a party from securing school
premises for a forum, during the course
of a party primary?

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

Mr. FAUNTROY. Certainly I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. MYERS. I think the language
clearly defines it and gives every op-
portunity for the services of facilities and
buildings and so forth.

The last paragraph reads, and I will
read it again—

Nothing herein is intended to prohibit the
avallability of school buildings for the use of
any community group during non-school
hours.

Mr. FAUNTROY. So that you would
allow that?

Mr. MYERS. That is right. It is the in-
tention of this amendment to permit that
kind of use.

The CHATRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. MYERS).

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move fo
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask
the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee, Mr. NATCHER, & question or
two concerning the bill,

Is there any language in this bill that
is designed in any way to provide for a
Federal contribution to be used for the
guaranteeing of District of Columbia
bonds of any description?

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

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I am glad to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. NATCHER. The answer to the
gentleman’s question is “No.”

Mr. Chairman, I want to say to the
gentleman that I certainly agree with
him and this is a very important ques-
tion.

As far as the guarantee of bonds is
concerned there is no provision in this
bill along that line. I think that before
any consideration is given to sueh a pro-
posal there should be considerably more
study given to any such idea.

As I said, the answer is “No.”

Mr. GROSS, Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

I asked that question in view of the
fact that only a short time ago it was
reported that the per capita income of
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Distriet of Columbia residents jumped
11.1 percent in 1971 over 1970, almost
twice the national increase according to
the Department of Commerce figures.
At that rate of income increase, so far
as I am concerned, the District of Colum-
bia is pilfering the pockets of the tax-
payers of the country, including Ken-
tucky and Iowa, beyond all reason when
it gets a handout in this bill of $185
million.

May I ask the gentleman another
question. How much of a contribution do
the taxpayers of the entire country,
through the process of contributions to
the District of Columbia, make to the
payment of interest on the bonds for
that white elephant stadium in the east-
ern part of the city?

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

Mr., GROSS. Yes; I am glad to yield
to the gentleman,

Mr. NATCHER. As the gentleman well
knows, at the time the stadium was con-
structed, I was a Member of the House
and on the floor when the distinguished
gentleman now standing across the aisle
from Iowa asked the question as to how
much the stadium would cost. The an-
swer to the gentleman was between $5
and $6 million. As the gentleman well
knows, it cost a little over $20 million. It
requires $831,000 a year to pay the inter-
est on the bonds. We have to borrow that
money out of the Treasury of the United
States. Not one single bond has been re-
tired, and the money that is borrowed, of
course, must later on be paid. This, then,
of course, is a part of the Federal pay-
ment.

So, therefore, in the end a part comes
out of Federal money, because the $831,-
000 in interest must be paid each year.

Mr. GROSS. So we continue to pay in-
terest on those bonds, not a dollar of
which has been retired since the stadium
was built, We pay in the percentage of
the Federal contribution to the District
of Columbia. Is that the situation?

Mr. NATCHER. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. GROSS. And yet our former col-
league from Arkansas, Mr. Harris, one
of the advocates of the stadium, told us
on the floor of the House, and repeatedly,
that the stadium would never cost the
taxpayers of the country one single dime.

Mr. NATCHER. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the orig-
inal legislation provides that in the year
2001 the stadium would then be turned
over to the Department of the Interior.
‘We tried on a number of occasions, I will
say to my friend from Iowa, to get the
Department to take it over, and the gen-
tleman knows the answer to that move.

Mr. GROSS. And I have no doubt that
by the year 2001 that edifice down in Fog-
gy Bottom, known as the Cultural Cen-
ter, will also become the property of the
Department of the Interior.

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

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.
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The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from
Wisconsin is recognized.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I take this
time only for purposes of clarification
and to suggest to the gentleman from
Iowa that while there is legislation
pending, at least requested, which would
permit the District of Columbis to issue
bonds for the purposes stated, there is no
existing legislation of that kind.

There is also legislation that has been
requested to provide for the guarantee of
$1.2 billion in bonds for purposes of fi-
nancing continuance of the subway con-
struction. That, too, has not yet been
written into law. But under existing law,
in lieu of the bonds, the borrowing of the
District of Columbia is done directly
from the Treasury of the United States,
and they pay the going rate for Treasury
borrowing at that particular time.

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

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I wish to commend the
committee, although I am opposed to this
bill, for not having inserted any lan-
guage in this bill which will eventually
trap all the taxpayers of the country into
either of those proposals with a request
that will probably come upon the Con-
gress sooner or later for the taxpayers of
all the country to guarantee $1.2 billion
of bonds for subway construction or to
guarantee the payment of the bonds per-
taining to the stadium.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Even if we
were s0 inclined, if we had attempted to
insert any such language, it would have
been subject to a point of order, and I
am sure the diligent gentleman from
Iowa would have seen that that language
was deleted.

Mr. GROSS. I will say, if the gentle-
man will yield further, there are several
other legislative provisions in this bill
that were not challenged here today, and
I think for sufficient reason. I do not
make points of order against all pro-
visions in all bills, because some of them
are meritorious, and in that case I do
not make points of order.

I thank the gentleman for ylelding.

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

Mr. Chairman, I take this time simply
to advise the House at this time that, as a
member of the Appropriations Subcom-
mittee, I will not vote for this bill. How-
ever, it is not because the committee has
not done a good job—it has—my vote is
in protest of the present sloppy District
administration.

There may be some who do not under-
stand the depth of my criticism of the
District of Columbia government. I wish
those colleagues of mine who maintain
that one or another District of Columbia
official is not implicated in this whole-
sale mismanagement would tell me who
they think is responsible. Former Presi-
dent Harry Truman had a sign on his
desk which read: “The buck stops here.”
It is apparent that almost no one in the
District of Columbia government is will-
ing to be a buckstopper. They are all
champion buckpassers. Most assuredly
the distinguished chairman and ranking
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minority member of this committee
would not consider Commissioner Wash-
ington’s latest outburst to be proper. No
one in this House can substantiate the
Commissioner’s remark that, if he re-
plied to criticism, the committee would
“cut another million dollars off our
bugdget.” Such a remark is the height of
irresponsibility and everyone knows it. If
what I have said in my supplemental
views in the subcommittee report and on
the House floor in the last couple of days
applies to anyone, let him take it to heart.

The committee has worked diligently
to cut out the waste and extravagance
that permeates the government of our
Nation’s Capital. Our esteemed chair-
man, the gentleman from Kenfucky (Mr.
NATcHER) with years of experience at
his command, has provided a good bill
considering the obligations that we have
and the roadblocks set up by District of-
ficials that we confronted.

My vote is primarily a protest against
the mismanagement, hypocrisy, and total
arrogance of the District of Columbia of-
ficials. Never in my life have I found so
many people who would testify before
this committee using falsehoods and
half-truths. They have tried to sweep
under the rug as much as possible. They
operate as if under “home rule” with all
the independence of total local revenue.

Once again, this is no reflection on the
committee, but reflects the experience I
have had.

As one member of the committee, I
can promise this. If I serve on this com-
mittee next year, or if a supplemental
bill is requested later this year from our
committee, unless the attitude of the
District officials changes radically, they
might just as well save their time and
their breath, because I will not support
additional budgetary requests.

We all think a great deal of the Dis-
trict. It is our Nation’s Capital. It belongs
to each and every one of us. We have not:
been chintzy with the Distriet of Colum-
bia. They have been given all the money
they could use wisely, but results prove
they prefer “not” to use it wisely. We are
not a committee of condemnation. Too
many people have appeared before us
and provided us with only half the pic-
ture, yet they try to put the blame on this
committee for lack of support. There is
absolutely no truth to that. Consistently
generous appropriations have proved the
opposite.

I personally ask that the Members of
the House take time to read the hearings,
or at least the supplemental committee
report. You will find much to agree with.
Decide for yourself whether or not we
have a major problem here that could
be corrected if we had some candid coop-
eration and support from downtown.

A case in point I would like to men-
tion briefly today was included in the
District of Columbia budget request. It
would have provided a tenfold increase
for free uniforms for District of Colum-
bia highway department employees.
Last fiscal year, the District of Columbia
government spent $949 for free uniforms
for these employees. This year they
plan to spend $10,000. The officials, under
questioning, admitted they did not know
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of any other State highway department
which provided free uniforms.

They also requested $50,400 to provide
free laundry service for the free uni-
forms.

As I said before, we do not mind as-
sisting the District of Columbia. However,
some of these proposals are just a bit
ridiculous. You will be pleased to know
that the subcommittee refused to take
the taxpayers to the cleaners for this
boondoggle. But do you think the Dis-
trict of Columbia hierarchy will learn
anything from this? Do not bet on it.
Considering their perpetual “gimme” at-
titude, next year they will probably re-
quest tuxedos for the 481 employees re-
ceiving over $25,000 a year, plus patent
leather shoes and free 75-cent cigars.

The people downtown should reevalu-
ate their attitude in testifying before the
committee. Hopefully they will correct
some of the situations cited. Otherwise
they will suffer serious consequences.

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

Mr. SCHERLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. KyL).

Mr. EYL. Mr. Chairman, there is an-
other matter which “has not been men-
tioned and which I hope the Appropria-
tions Committee will look into. A short
time ago, according to District of Colum-
bia rule, one school could not spend more
than 5 percent more than other schools,
and so on, and the method that was used
to try to equalize the situation, as I un-
derstand if, was this.

The teachers and fhe salaries were put
on a computer. If one school were a lit-
tle high in the expenditures per pupil,
the highest paid teacher in the school,
usually the person with the greatest ten-
ure, was simply transferred to another
school where they were below the aver-
age. This resulted, as I understand it, in
one case, for instance, where a little
school in the District wound up one Mon-
day morning with three music teachers
when they needed one.

As I understand if, in the computation
of the amount spent per pupil only the
District tax funds were taken into con-
sideration. The Federal funds under title
I were not. So actually they had been
adding money to schools ‘which were
spending more per pupil, but not more
per pupil under District of Columbia
taxes.

Mr. SCHERLE. We are aware of this
and many other fiscal shenanigans by
the elected school board.

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

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who has
just spoken, from the Sfate of Iowa, and
a member of our subcommittee, is one
of the able Members of the House. He is
one of the most conscientious Members
to serve on either side of the aisle.

During the hearings on the District of
Columbia budget for the fiscal year 1973
the distinguished gentleman from Iowa
attended every day. He was there when
every witness, according to my knowl-
edge, appeared.

I know that during the hearings this
year a number of matters were brought
to the attention of the committee which

June 7, 1972

certainly were right frustrating and con-
fusing to the committee.

I have served, Mr. Chairman, for a
period of 17 years on the District of
Columbia Budget Subcommittee. I have
had the honor of serving as chairman of
this subcommittee since January of
1962. I serve on three subcommittees. I
was No. 2 on each of my subcommittees.

As you will recall, Mr. Chairman, the
distinguished gentleman from Michigan,
Louis Rabaut, who was one of the great-
est Members who ever served in this
Congress, was the chairman of this sub-
committee, and he died. At the time Mr,
Rabaut died I was named to be chair-
man of the subcommittee.

Since I have been the chairman of
this subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, I have
had the honor and privilege of serving
with some outstanding people in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. I believe some of the
most dedicated people I have met since I
have been a Member of Congress have
been and are associated with the Dis-
trict of Columbia government.

I know that at the present time we
have problems in education. We have
problems with crime. We have problems
concerning welfare.

I say to you quite frankly that when
this budget was presented to our sub-
committee some of the witnesses who
appeared were right unusual, to say the
least, insofar as the information we were
trying to secure is concerned.

I know the gentleman is right frus-
trated as a member of this subcom-
mittee. This is his second year on this
subcommittee.

Butf, Mr. Chairman, in all fairness to
the District of Columbia, I believe I
would be remiss as chairman and remiss
in my duties as chairman of this sub-
committee if I failed to state to the
Members of this House that I believe
Walter Washington is doing a good job.
Mr. Chairman, I believe he is trying, He
has problems every day, and they are
serious. He is making a good Commis-
sioner.

I know that on the City Council from
time fo time we have had one or two
members who have been in direct con-
flict with the Commissioner. That has
not been to the best interests of our
Capital City.

But I want you to know, Mr. Chair-
man, as one member of this subcommit-
tee I believe we have a number of out-
standing people serving in our District
government, and I say to you frankly
that they are trying to do a good job.

This is a difficult subcommittee to serve
on, Mr. Chairman. We have in all, I be-
lieve, 21 standing committees of this
House, including the District of Colum-
bia Committee. On that committee serve
men like my friend EARLE CaBELL, who is
sitting here on the floor; Jony McMiL-
LAN; Mr. FAUNTROY, the nonvoting dele-
gate, who is on the floor; my friend
AwcHER NELsSEN, who sits on that side.
These men, Mr. Chairman, are trying to
do a good job. They serve on a right dif-
ficult committee.

But in going back to the major premise
I wanted to bring to the attention of this
committee, and the major point, Mr.
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Chairman, I believe the Commissioner is
doing a good job.

He is trying and we have a number of
serious problems here. I, for one, Mr.
Chairman, believe with a little help we
are going to solve all of these problems.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin., Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. NATCHER. I will be delighted to
yield.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. The gentle-
man from Kentucky preceded me in what
I wanted to say. I do not believe a blanket
indietment of those who appeared before
our subcommittee or of officials in the
District government can be justified. I
think it would do harm if the record
were not made clear and if we kept our
silence, that we might infer that this is
the case. My experience with the men
who headed the testimony before our
subcommittee—and that, of course, re-
fers to Mayor Washington and to Comer
Coppie, the budget officer of the Dis-
trict—is one of candor both on the record
and off the record and one of helpfulness
in our attempting to get the information
that we were entitled to have from some
of the reluctant people who did not dis-
play that candor in responding to some
of the questions that were legitimately
raised.

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

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

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to my distin-
guished friend.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. So, while I
can agree that we did have some in-
stances where we were frustrated and
we did have some witnesses who we felt
were there to conceal rather than to in-
form, that that did not apply fo the ma-
jor responsible witnesses we had before
us

I am glad that the chairman preceded
me in stating what I felt was necessary
to say in the interests of fairness for my
colleagues in the House.

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to my distin-
guished friend from Minnesota, the
ranking minority member on the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia and
a man who has done a good job in serv-
ing on this committee all through the

ears.
e Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I want to thank him also
for his reference to Walter Washington.

In the work we have been trying to
do to bring about a better design in
city government our efforts have been
closely coordinated with Walter Wash-
ington in every respect as he cooperated
with us. I think when our report is
finally filed and made available you will
find that he will be given the tools
whereby he can do a better job for the
people of this area and for the people
of the United States.

1 want to make it very clear he has
cooperated entirely with us, and I think
he has done a remarkably good job un-
der the circumstances under which he
had to work.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. HALL. Will the gentleman yield
to me?
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Mr. NATCHER. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I appreci-
ate the distinguished gentleman from
Kentucky, the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, who is handling this very diffi-
cult chore and task yielding to me, but
I am a little bit disturbed about some
of the allegations and counterallega-
tions; and as just one elected Member
from an equal number of taxpayers
across the length and breadth of the
country who is proud of our Capital City,
believes in the principle of a Federal
City, and who has pride therein, I am
concerned about whether we are not as
a reaction to a blanket implication defy-
ing the law of responsibility where ac-
countability lies. Command and high of-
fice has its responsibility and function,
as well as its privilege.

Certainly, Mr. Chairman, the ap-
pointed members or the elected mem-
bers of any government, be it municipal,
State, quasi-State, Federal, or otherwise
must be responsible. There must be some
time and some place where for example,
a great loss of school funds has to be
accounted for and where those responsi-
ble for either the election or the ap-
pointment of comptrollers, overseers,
budget officers, or commissioners or even
mayors; must take this problem by the
nape of the neck if over $185 million of
Federal taxpayers contribution is in-
volved—including some of the interest
payments alone that the gentleman re-
ferred to in his colloquy—and solve the
mystery or replace heads.

I think it is proper that we consider
this matter on the floor of the Congress
because the taxpayers have a right to
know, and I for one say this: that I shall
vote against such largesse on the part
of the taxpayers as contained in this bill,
whether in the blessed name of welfare,
charity, human rights, or anything else,
so long as these things are swept under
the rug and the accountable officer is
not held responsible.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, in an-
swer to the distinguished gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. Hawv), I think that the
last statement applies to every Member
of the Congress of the United States. I
think every Member of this House and
every Member of the other body would
feel the same way as far as sweeping
anything under the rug is concerned.
Anyone guilty of malfeasance or non-
feasance should march up on the line
like they do everywhere else, and be held
accountable. I think every member of
this committee feels the same way. But,
Mr. Chairman, when you come into this
committee and make one sweeping state-
ment and allegation applying it to every
member of the District of Columbia gov-
ernment, this to me, Mr. Chairman, with
all due respect to my friend, is a mistake.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to commend the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. Mrvyers) for the
amendment he offered previously and
which has been adopted.

We witnessed one example of the pied
pipers of radical education abusing Dis-
trict schoolchildren by forcing them to
march on our public streets. We wit-
nessed another just last week when they
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marched them from their classrooms to
the Capitol steps to demand that we
legislate to their liking.

One example should be enough to con-
vince Congress, as I am sure it has our
taxpayers, that quality education in the
Distriet of Columbia is impossible under
the present free-wheeling radicalism of
some of our so-called educators unless
Congress provides some plain and ob-
jective restraints.

An educated child of any race, color, or
creed is a national asset, Mr. Chairman,
nowhere in the world is intense educa-
tional training more vital than in the
city of Washington, D.C.

Congress and the American taxpayers
have been generous in providinz funds to
secure quality education for our young,
if it is spent for the purpose for which it
is appropriated. The time has come to see
that it is.

All this amendment asks on behalf of
parents in the District and taxpayers
throughout the Nation is to affirm that
the basic function of education is to teach
our children in the classrooms and not
on the streets of the Nation’s Capital.

These so-called educators who use tod-
dlers for political propaganda are not
straining the quality of education, they
are obliterating it. We cannot allow this
to happen.

Overseeing the educational standards
of the Nation has become a covenant of
the Congress of the United States. To
maintain it is a matter of public faith.
We have reaffirmed that faith today by
approving the gentleman’s amendment
and stopping this nonsense in the public
schools of the District of Columbia in its
tracks.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, I oppose the appropriation of $33.5
million for District of Columbia subway
construction, which is contained in the
fiscal 1973 District of Columbia appro-
priations bill.

I oppose the building of the District
of Columbia subway for five broad rea-
sons,

First, I oppose the subway for financial
reasons. Now the subway’s sponsors ad-
mit that it will cost $3 billion. The chair-
man estimates that it may cost as much
as $5 billion, and I respect his judgment
on this estimate.

If we take the $3 billion figure, it would
buy a new home, on the basis of the 1970
census reports, for every one of the 150,-
000 families in the average congression-
al district. If each of the 13 metropolitan
areas of the United States now planning
subways builds one, the costs are going to
run between $50 and $75 billion.

My second reason for opposing the sub-
way is its probable lack of use. People
do not want to use mass transit. Just in-
cidental to this is the problem of subway
crime. If in New York City 3,200 police
ride shotgun on the subways to keep law
and order, imagine what it is going to
be like in Washington, where we have a
higher crime rate per capita than they
do in New York City. The real reason
people are loathe to take subways is that
they just do not find it convenient to use
mass fransportation.

In 1955 Marquette University surveyed
1,000 households, 56 percent of the re-
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spondents said they would use their auto-
mobiles to go to work, no matter what
was done to improve transportation.

In his authoritative book, “Metropoli-
tan Transportation Problem,” Wilired
Owen wrote:

Where facilities do not now exist, and
would have to be constructed, the contention
that rail solutions can be adopted on any
large scale to the accommodations of today's
traffic pattern is dubious. Even in older
communities like New York and Chicago,
which have grown up around mass trans-
portation, the trend in patronage is down-
ward.

What are the implications of this un-
willingness to use the subway? In order
to get the people to use it, you would have
to close the city to auto traffie. If you do
this, express buses can be used at lower
initial cost, at lower operating cost, and
at greater convenience and greater flexi-
bility so that subways would not be nec-
essary.

My third reason for opposing a District
of Columbia subway is that it is one more
case in which people of ordinary means,
in your district and in mine, are going
to be asked to subsidize people of high
income in the Washington area. The
beneficiaries will be mostly Federal em-
ployees already enjoying higher salaries
and fringe benefits than the taxpayers
back home. Can we justify asking your
people and mine to pay more taxes and
to get along with pollution and inferior
schools so that high paid Federal work-
ers can get to work a little quicker at the
taxpayer’s expense? Most of the really
high paid workers will not use it. What
they have in mind, I think, is to let the
poor people use the subway and keep
their cars at home so that the well-heeled
can get through the streets faster with
their own automobiles.

My fourth reason for opposing the sub-
way is that even if the subway should
be ultimately necessary and practicable,
which I deny, it is totally unnecessary
to plunge into a $3 to $5 billion program
for building new rapid rail facilities in
Washington when these already exist.

A 1968 Senate study of the metropoli-
tan area transportation situation pointed
out that—

Existing rallroad rights of way in Metro-
politan Washington . .. run end to end
through all but one of Washington’s subur-
ban development corridors and provide (or
could easily be made to provide) reasonably
direct access to downtown Washington. An
expanded and improved commuter railroad
service utilizing existing area tracks provides
a very practical way of promoting develop-
ment goals and offering a significant measure
of interim highway congestion relief in the
form of an attractive transportation alter-
native . . . which could be relatively inex-
pensive in terms of capital outlay, would in-
volve virtually no disruption to existing land
use, and could be operational within a year's
time.

Why does the District of Columbia not
undertake this quick, cheap, minimally
disruptive program? Probably because it
does not cost enough, there is no profit
for the engineers, the designers, the con-
tractors, the equipment manufacturers,
and the investment bankers.

My final objection is that mass transit
is not the answer to the congestion of
our large cities, especially here in Wash-
ington.

The answer is to stop locating so many
Government agencies in Washington and
to decentralize our Government back
home—in your district and mine.

In closing I want to quote Lewis Mum-
ford’s “Culture of Cities":

While congestion originally provided the
excuse for the subway, the subway has not
become the further excuse for congestion.

I continue to oppose the construction
of the District of Columbia subway.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise and re-
port the bill back to the House with an
amendment, with the recommendation
that the amendment be agreed to and
that the bill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. FascerLr, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 15259) making appropriations for
the government of the District of Co-
lumbia and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against the revenue of
sald District for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, and for other purposes,
had directed him to report the bill back
to the House with an amendment, with
the recommendation that the amend-
ment be agreed to and that the bill as
amended do pass.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the bill and the
amendment thereto to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER, The question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER, The question is on the
gg_;;rossment and third reading of the

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

The SPEAKER, The question is on the
passage of the bill.

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

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quo-
rum 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-
Sell'llt. Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 302, nays 67, not voting 63,
as follows:

[Roll No. 192]
YEAS—302

Abourezk Badillo

Abzug Barrett

Adams Begich
Addabbo Bennett
Alexander Bergland
Anderson, Betts

Calif. Blaggl
Anderson, I,  Blester
Anderson, Bingham

Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bow
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley

Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich,
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhlll, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Caffery
Carey, N.Y.
Carlson
Carter

Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall
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Casey, Tex.
Cederberg

Chamberlain

Chisholm
Clausen,
Don H.
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, 11
Conable

Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel
Fulton
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Garmats
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Hagan

Hammer=
schmidt
Hanley

Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.

Harrington
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawking
Hays
Hébert

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,

Helnz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.

Abbitt
Archer
Ashbrook
Baker
Baring
Belcher
Bevill
Blackburn

Bra:

Burke, Fla.
Byron
Camp
Clancy
Collins, Tex.
Colmer

Conover
Crane

June 7, 1972

Hicks, Wash.
Hogan

Jones, N.C.
Karth
Eastenmeler
Eazen
Keating
Kee
Eeith
Eemp
Kluczynski
Koch
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lent
Link
Lloyd
Long, Md.
MeClure
McCormack
McCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.,

. McFall

McEay
Macdonald,
Mass.

Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll

Meeds
Melcher
Michel

M

Preyer, N.C.
NAYB—67

Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Duncan
Findley
Flowers

Griffin
Gross
Grover
Haley
Hall

Hillis
Hutchinson
Jonas
Jones, Tenn.

Roberts
. Robison, N.¥.

Roe

Rogers
Roncallo
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Ruppe
Ryan

St Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schwengel
Beott
Selberling
Shipley
Bhriver
Sikes

Sisk
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Staggers
Btanton,

J. William
Btanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
gullhmn

Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.

KEing
Euykendall
Kyl
Landgrebe
Lennon
MeCollister
McKevitt
Mann

Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Md.
Mizell

Montgomery
Powell

Quillen
Randall
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Rarick

Rousselot Bkubitz
Ruth

Spence
Satterfield Bteiger, Ariz.
Bcherle Terry
Bebelius Thompson, Ga.

NOT VOTING—63
Gallagher Peyser
Gibbons Price, Tex.
Goldwater Pryor, Ark.
Griffiths Rangel
Robinson, Va.
Rodino

Gubser
Rooney, N.X.

Waggonner
Wiggins
Wyman
Young, Fla.

Shoup

Abernethy
Bell
Burton
Carney
Celler
Gude
Halpern
Holifleld
Kyros
Long, La.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McEwen
McEinney
McMillan
Metcalfe
Miller, Calif.
Moss
Murphy, N.Y.
O'Konskl

Stubblefield
Stuckey
Van Deerlin

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Gude for, with Mr. Price of Texas
against.

Mr. McEwen for, with Mr. Schmitz agalnst.

Mr. Metcalfe for, with Mr. Chappell
against.

Mr. McMillan for, with Mr. Long of Loui-
siana agalnst,

Until further notice:
Mr, Stubblefield with Mr. Robinson of Vir-
ia,

gu;:[r. Rooney of New York with Mr. Halpern.

Mr, Murphy of New York with Mr. Peyser.

Mr. Burton with Mr. Conyers.

Mr. Scheuer with Mr, Dellums.

Mr, Passman with Mr. O’Eonski,

Mr. Stuckey with Mr. McClory.

Mr. Diggs with Mr. Roybal.

Mr. Moss with Mr. Del Clawson.

Mr. Waldie with Mr. Stokes.

Mr, Celler with Mr, Bell.

Mr. Clay with Mr. Gallagher,

Mr. Rodino with Mr. Rangel.

Mr. Carney with Mr, Springer.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Eshleman.

Mr. Charles H Wilson with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Daniels of New Jersey with Mr. Fre-
linghuysen.

Mr. Fisher with Mr, Lujan,

Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Schneebell.

Mr. KEyros with Mr. McKinney.

Mr. Miller of California with Mr,
MecCloskey.

Mr. Danielson with Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr, Goldwater.

Mr. Runnels with Mr. William D. Ford.

Mr, Holifield with Mr. Pryor of Arkansas.

Mr. Denholm 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., NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to extend
their remarks on the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.
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ANNUAL REPORT OF THE RATLROAD
RETIREMENT BOARD FOR FISCAL
YEAR 1971 —MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 92-227)

The SPEAEKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States; which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce and
ordered to be printed, with illustrations:

To the Congress of the United States:

I hereby transmit to you the Annual
Report of the Railroad Retirement Board
for fiscal year 1971.

During that year retirement and sur-
vivor benefits totaling $1.9 billion were
paid to more than one million bene-
ficiaries. Benefits for unemployment and
sickness totaling $95 million were paid
to over 300,000 claimants. Cumulative
benefit payments under both programs
since their inception reached the $25 bil-
lion mark during the year and at its end
had risen to $25.6 billion.

Legislation enacted in August 1970
provided for the establishment of a Com~
mission on Railroad Retirement to study
this system and to make recommenda-
tions for legislative changes to assure
the continuation of retirement and sur-
vivor benefits in adequate amounts on
an actuarially sound basis., The Com-
mission’s recommendations are due to
be submitted by the close of fiscal year

1972,
RicrARD NIXON.
TraE WHITE HousE, June 7, 1972.

APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL
CONFEREE ON H.R. 9580, AGREE-
MENT CONCERNING FEES FOR
OPERATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES

Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, at the re-
quest, of the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. McMmran), the chairman of
the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, I ask unanimous consent that
the Speaker be authorized to appoint an
additional conferee on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the bill HR.
9580, to authorize the Commissioner of
the District of Columbia to enter into
agreements with the Commonwealth of
Virginia and the State of Maryland con-
cerning the fees for the operation of
certain motor vehicles.

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

The Chair hears none; and appoints
the following additional conferee: Mr.
CasEeLL, of Texas.

The Clerk will notify the Senate.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FUNDS FOR EXPENSES OF
THE INVESTIGATIONS AND STUDY
AUTHORIZED BY HOUSE RESOLU-
TION 21

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey, from
the Committee on House Administration,
submitted a privileged report (Rept. No.
92-1116) on the resolution (H. Res. 839)
to provide further funds for the expenses
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of the investigations and study author-
ized by House Resolution 21, which was
referred to the House calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

PERMISSION TO CALL UP HOUSE
RESOLUTION 839 TOMORROW

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
I may bring up the resolution (H. Res.
839) tomorrow.

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, may we have some ex-
planation before this unanimous-con-
sent request is granted, as to what the
resolution contains and what the urgent
purpose is warranting a violation of the
House's reorganization rules?

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HALL. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. This
is a funding resolution for the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries which
was referred to the Committee on House
Administration and to the Subcommittee
on Accounts last February. It has been
held up. The committee is without funds
to meet its payroll. It is the routine
funding resolution. I am simply asking
unanimous consent that I may bring
it up tomorrow because I have three other
privileged resolutions which have been
printed in the Recorp heretofore.

Mr. HALL. I understand Mr. Speaker,
that it is privileged but I also deduce
it is not a great emergency if your sub-
committee has had it since February—
wherein lies the exigency or reason for
a violation of the rule of having a printed
bill in the hands of Members 3 days be-
fore it is considered?

Is there some extra emergency about
it that we do not understand, in view
of the gentleman’s statement?

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. No,
I may say fo my friend, the gentleman
from Missouri, obviously I am trying to
violate the rule since I am asking unani-
mous consent to bring it up.

The chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from Maryland, informs me
that the committee is without funds be-
cause of delays, with which to meet his
payroll.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, that is well
and good, and I am sympathetic with
the gentleman and his payroll situation.
But I still fail to understand why, if
this committee that does such a beauti-
ful job of dissecting, paring, and ampu-
tating, and reducing the drain on the
taxpayers’ money regularly, and has had
it in surgery since February—that it
now becomes an emergency requiring a
waiver of the rule.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I
might say to my friend from Missouri
this was done out of consideration for
members of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, who asked that the matter
be delayed at this point.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, in order to
expedite the matter—I do not mean to




19910

prolong the agony in any manner or
means—has there been a reduction in
the original asking in keeping with the
practice of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration and the Subcommittee on
Budget?

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Yes,
there is a committee amendment, I
might say to the gentleman, and if I do
get consent, I will be delighted tomor-
row to yield to answer questions about
it, reducing the amount by $50,000.

Mr, HALL. I say to the gentleman that
after a Member gives unanimous con-
sent, there is very little point in yielding
then. The whole purpose in withholding
consent is to see the privileged resolu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to prolong
this and my friend has given me at least
indirect assurance, so I will withdraw my
reservation.

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

There was no objection.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr, GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall No. 192 I was unavoidably de-
tained. If I had been present, I would
have voted “yea.” I ask that the REcOrD
so indicate.

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION AU-
THORIZATION, 1973

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 1007 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as
follows:

H. Res. 1007

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
14980) to authorize appropriations to the
Atomic Energy Commission in accordance
with section 261 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, and for other purposes.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill and shall continue not to exceed
one hour, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy, the bill shall be read for amendment
under the five-minute rule by titles instead
of by sections. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous gues-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit. After the passage of HR.
14990, it shall be in order to take from the
Speaker's table the bill 8. 3807 and to con-
slder the said Senate bill In the House.

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
vield 30 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1007
provides an open rule with 1 hour of gen-
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eral debate for consideration of H.R.
14990, the fiscal year 1973 authorization
for the Atomic Energy Commission. The
bill shall be read for amendment by titles
instead of by sections and, after passage
of H.R. 14990, it shall be in order to take
from the Speaker’s table 8. 3607 and
consider the same in the House.

The purpose of HR. 14990 is to au-
thorize appropriations for the Atomic
Energy Commission for fiscal year 1973
in the amount of $2,602,975,000—%$2,-
109,980,000 for operating expenses and
$492,995,000 for plant and capital
equipment.

Approximately 51 percent of the esti-
mated program costs—$1,410,338,000—
is attributable to the military applica-
tions, which include primarily the nu-
clear weapons and naval propulsion re-
actors programs. Of this amount, $1,-
238,581,000 are for operating costs and
$171,757,000 are for plant and capital
equipment.

The estimated costs for civilian appli-
cations of atomic energy are about 49
percent—$1,358,962,000. Of this amount,
$1,137,5619,000 are for operating costs and
$221,443,000 are for plant and capital
equipment.

Most of the funds authorized to con-
tinue the programs presently in exist-
ence. There are some new construction
projects for which $222,025,000 are rec-
ommended, which amount is $77,725,000
less than the AEC’s request.

Title IT of the bill is a new program
to provide for a Federal-State effort for
a program of remedial action to limit
radiation exposure resulting from the use
of uranium tailings in construction ma-
terial. Tailings are the residue or clinkers
remaining after smelting metal or burn-
ing fuel. The tailings at issue resulted
from production of uranium concentrate
by private producers under contract with
the Government to provide materials
deemed essential to our security and
defense.

Generally there is very little danger of
radiation exposure from the tailing.
However, in the area of Grand Junction,
Colo., the tailings were used ir conjunc-
tion with other materials for foundations
of homes in one or more housing develop-
ments. There was excessive radiation in
some instances and families had to be
removed until the situation is remedied
by removal of tailings, application of
sealants, or addition of extermal or in-
ternal ventilation facilities, or by some
other means.

The AEC is authorized to enter into an
arrangement with the State of Colorado
to provide not more than 75 percent of
the costs of a program of remedial ac-
tion to correct the problem. There would
be no liability on the part of the Federal
Government; $5 million is authorized for
implementation of title IL

Title III of the bill authorizes the Com-
mission to charge Federal agencies fees
for the licensing nuclear power reactors.
Anticipated revenues from the issuance
of construction permits and operating
licenses are $900,000 in fiscal year 1973
and $1.14 million in fiscal 1974.
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Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
H.R. 1007 in order that H.R. 14990 may
be considered.

I yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule making in order H.R. 14990 which
authorizes $2.6 billion for the Atomic
Energy Commission in fiscal year 1973.
Of this amount, $2.1 billion is for operat-
ing expenses, and $493 million is for
plant and capital equipment. The overall
figure our committee is requesting is ap-
proximately 4.5 percent less than the
administration’s request.

Approximately 51 percent of this au-
thorization or $1.4 billion is for military
applications, that is, nuclear weapons
and naval propulsion programs and nu-
clear materials; and the remaining 49
percent or $1.3 billion is for civilian ap-
plications of atomic energy.

The major items by cost authorized in
this bill include $447 million for the nu-
clear materials program; $877.7 million
for the weapons program; $481 million
for reactor development; $281.8 million
for the physical research program; $93.8
million for the biology and medicine pro-
gram; and $120,1 million for program di-
rection and administration.

Mr. Speaker, after 10 days of public
hearings and 3 days of executive hear-
ings, our committee reported out a clean
bill by & unanimous vote of those present.
The initial request received our -most
careful scrutiny and we cut where we
felt necessary and added where we felt
it important. I think this is a good hill
and a sound bill and I urge my colleagues
to join me in voting for it without
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 14990) to
authorize appropriations to the Atomic
Energy Commission in accordance with
section 261 of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, as amended, and for other
purposes.

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

The motion was agreed to.

iIN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 14990, with
Mr. UparL in the chair. :

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Price) will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from California (Mr. Hos-
MER) will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois, (Mr. PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

This fiscal year 1973 authorization bill
is the result of a searching examination
of the AEC’s budget request by the com-
mittee through 10 public hearing ses-
sions and three executive hearing ses-
sions. The bill was reported without dis-
sent by the joint committee to both
Houses and last Thursday, May 25, the
Senate passed the companion bill 8. 3607
by a vote of 71 to 0.

This bill would authorize appropria-
tlons to the AEC for fiscal year 1973
totaling $2,602,975,000 for both “operat-
ing expenses” and “plant and capital
equipment.” This is approximately 4.5
percent less than the amount requested
by the AEC. The authorization is about
equally divided between civilian and
military programs. The committee has
been advised by the AEC and the Depart-
ment of Defense that the recently pro-
posed SALT agreements relative to nu-
clear weapons will have no impact on the
funding level required for fiscal year
1973. I shall provide a copy of the AEC
and the Department of Defense letters
for the Recorp at the appropriate time.
Included within the total budget is $126,-
400,000 for the Nation’s high-energy
physics program. The AEC is the prin-
cipal funding agent for this activity for
this program alone represents almost 5
percent of the recommended AEC budget.

Turning to the provisions of the bill
itself, section 101(a) would authorize
$2,109,980,000 for operating expenses.
Sections 101(b) and 105 would provide a
total of $492,995,000 for plant and cap-
ital equipment including new construc-
tion projects, additions to previously au-
thorized projects, and plant and capital
equipment not related to construction.
Tables indicating the various programs
and the construction projects are set
forth at pages 3 and 35 of the committee
report accompanying the bill. These ta-
bles reflect the recommendations of the
joint committee in relation to the
amounts requested and the changes rec-
ommended by the committee reflect its
judgment concerning the funding neces-
sary to achieve the Commission’s high
priority goals.

Let me turn now to some of the more
significant items in the bill.

TRANIUM ENRICHMENT

The largest single addition recom-
mended by the committee relates to the
operation of the three gaseous diffusion
plants owned and operated by the AEC,
These plants represent the sole source
of enriched uranium necessary to manu-
facture fuel for nuclear reactors as well
as to supply the materials required for
our nuclear weapons program. The com-
mittee has recommended the addition of
$15.5 million to be applied to the opera-
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tion of these facilities. Of that amount,
$15 million will be for the acquisition
of electric power as part of the program
to restore these facilities to their full
rated capacity. The AEC, in its budget
request, proposed to not exercise all of
its contract rights to aecquire electric
power for these plants. Included in the
budget request was $11.2 million which
must be paid by way of penalties for not
acquiring some 523 megawatts of power.
For that money, the Commission would
receive absolutely nothing. With the ad-
dition of the recommended $15 million,
together with the amount which would
have to be paid as penalties, this 523
megawatts can be acquired and will pro-
vide additional separative work capacity
at an incremental cost of $8 per unit.
This separative work has a market value
of $32 per unit, so the economic validity
of the committee’s recommended addi-
tion should be abundantly clear.

The other one-half million dollars
which the committee recommends be
added will be employed to assure the
proper maintenance of these facilities—
maintenance which the AEC proposes o
defer. When we are considering one-of-
a-kind facilities which are our sole source
of supply, the committee considers the
deferral of maintenance activity, par-
ticularly at such a slight saving, to
represent the assumption of an unwar-
ranted risk. These plants cost the tax-
payers $2.3 billion. Their on-line value in
relation to the national defense and the
nuclear power industry is incalculable. I
believe the validity of this recommenda-
tion also is self-evident.

REACTOR DEVELOPMENT

The committee has recommended the
addition of $6.5 million to the budget for
civilian power related reactor programs.
Of this amount, $3.5 million is for in-
creased research in the area of nuclear
reactor safety. The commitftee also has
recommended the addition of $1 million
to permit increased effort relative to the
gas cooled fast breeder reactor—GCFR—
and the addition of $2 million for the
thorium utilization program which 1is
deemed necessary to develop the tech-
nology to permit recycling of high-tem-
perature gas-cooled reactor fuel. In the
last 9 months, six of these reactors have
been ordered by utility companies and it
is apparent that this class of reactor is
now a viable alternative to light water
reactors. Development of the necessary
fuel technology will help assure realiza-
tion of the full potential of that class of
reactors.

The committee has also recommended
the addition of $7 million for the space
nuclear propulsion program. As my col-
leagues know, the administration has
terminated the NERVA program to de-
velop a flight rated nuclear powered
rocket engine. The additional money
recommended by the committee would
permit a maximum utilization in the new
program for longer range space nuclear
propulsion applications of the tech-
nology and data developed during the
NERVA program. It would seem to be a
wise investment to insure against the loss
of that valuable information.
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FPLOWSHARE

The other major addition to operating
funds recommended by the committee is
$3.7T million for the civilian applications
of nuclear explosives program—Plow-
share. These funds would permit a sec-
ond test of a hardened, low-radioactive
nuclear engineering explosive designed to
permit sequential firing of these devices.
It is the commitfee’s view that the sec-
ond test is necessary in the coming year
to maintain the proposed schedule for the
first experiment employing that tech-
nology—Wagon Wheel—which is cur-
rently scheduled for fiscal year 1974,
Sequential detonation will permit the
fracturing of considerably larger depths
of natural gas-bearing rock with a sub-
stantially reduced seismic effect. The ex-
periments in releasing otherwise unavail-
able natural gas by employing nuclear
explosives have demonstrated this tech-
nology to be effective. Currently it is
estimated that the amount of natural gas
recoverable in this manner could more
than double this country’s supply and I
need not belabor the current situation of
high demand and low availability of this
cleanest of all fossile fuels.

CONTROLLED THERMONUCLEAR FUSION

Although the committee has recom-
mended no change in the AEC request
for funding of the controlled thermonu-
clear fusion program, I should like to
point out to my colleagues the level of
effort to be employed in this field during
fiscal year 1973. The AEC has requested
and the committee has recommended the
authorization of $38 million in operating
funds for this program. This compares
to the $31 million authorized last year.
Moreover, there are two construction
projects recommended which would
establish new laser fusion laboratories
at Los Alamos, N. Mex., and Livermore,
Calif., at a total of $12 million. When
you add in the equipment and general
plant projects, the fiscal year 1973 budget
approaches $80 million for fusion re-
search and there is a considerable pri-
vate investment in this research as well,
I believe this adequately reflects the
great promise of this technology as does
the fact the AEC has established a new
division solely for fusion research.

I must caution, however, that the ap-
plication of this technology is not just
around the corner. Hopefully, we shall
see the accomplishment of proving its
technical feasibility within this decade,
but all of the information presented to
the committee during the comprehensive
hearings last November indicates that
we are not likely, even at best, to see
commercial application of fusion tech-
nology to generate electric power before
the turn of the century.

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION

The committee made its major reduc-
tions in the AEC request in the area of
construction projects and capital equip-
ment not related to construction. Here
the committee has recommended a total
of $163,425,000 less than the amount re-
quested by the AEC. The major reduc-
tions were $69 million from the prototype
nuclear propulsion plant for the new
Trident—ULMS—submarine; $5.8 mil-
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lion from a proposed addition to the AEC
headquarters building in Germantown,
Md., limiting that project to A. & E.
only; $12 million from the bedrock was
storage project in South Carolina re-
quiring the development of further data;
and $70 million from two projects which
comprise the cascade improvement pro-
gram for the gaseous diffusion plants.
The last does not imply in any way a
lessening of the committee’s sense of
urgency to proceed with the cascade im-
provement program but rather limits the
authorization to the amount of appropri-
ations which can be effectively employed
during fiscal year 1973.
TITLE IT

Title IT of the bill authorizes the AEC
to enter into a cooperative arrangement
with the State of Colorado to provide
up to $5 million in financial assistance
to the State of Colorado for its program
to limit radiation exposure resulting
from the use of uranium mill tailings as
construction material in the area of
Grand Junetion, Colo. My distinguished
colleague from Colorado (Mr. ASPINALL)
will have more to say on this topic.

TITLE III

Title III of the bill would permit the
AEC to charge licensing fees to other
Federal agencies which obtain licenses
for nuclear power reactors. At the pres-
ent time, this relates only to the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, but that agency
is embarked on a rather extensive nu-
clear power program. Since the general
concept of Federal licensing activity is
governed by the philosophy of full re-
covery by the licensing agency of the
costs associated with issuing such li-
censes, it is considered appropriate that
the AEC be reimbursed by the TVA for
the costs associated with issuing licenses
for TVA nuclear powerplants.

Mr. Chairman, this is a sound, care-
fully considered bill which provides for
an important program. The bill has the
unanimous support of the committee and
I urge its favorable consideration by my
colleagues.

Mr. Chairman, at this point I include
the letters which I previously referred
. Aromic ENERGY COMMISSION,

Washington, D.C., May 31, 1972.
Hon. MELVIN PRICE,
Vice Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomie
Energy, Congress of the United States.

Dear Mz. Price: This is In response to the
Committee's May 80 inquiry regarding the
impact of the proposed SALT agreement on
the AEC budget.

The proposed SALT agreement in no way
affects U.8. plans for the strategic offensive
forces. Therefore, it would have no impact on
the planned production rate for strategic of-
fensive weapons. Similarly, the agreement
does not deal with general purpose forces and
would thus not affect programs for produc-

tion of tactical nuclear weapons.

The SALT agreement was achieved as a re-
sult of the strong military posture of the U.8.
It will remain viable only through continued
strength. In this regard the Administration
has indicated the importance of vigorously
pursuing the Trident program, the reactor
component of which is contained in the AEC
budget request. More generally, the SALT
agreement in no way affects research and de-
velopment save for certain categories of
strategic defensive weapons. Consequently,
the agreement should have no effect on our
research and development activities.
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To summarize, the agreement would not re-
gquire any changes in the FY 1973 budget now
before the Congress. The complete impact of
the proposed SALT agreement on the FY
1874 and beyond cannot now be ascertained
without considerable further analysis.

Sincerely,
JAMES R. BCHLESINGER.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., May 31, 1972.

Hon. MeLviy PRICE,

Vice Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, Congress of the United States,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. PricE: In response to your letter
of May 30 to Mr, Laird, my staff has already
contacted Dr. Schlesinger's people concern-
ing Defense support in responding to Mr.
Bauser's query concerning the eflects on
AEC weapons-related programs caused by the
recent strategic arms limitation agreements.

You also asked about the effects of the
BALT agreements on the Trident Program.
I am enclosing a copy of Secretary Laird's
remarks at Andrews Air Force Base on May
26, 1972, which speak for themselves regard-
ing the Trident Program for FY 1973. Secre-
tary Lalrd will be testifying further before
the Congress on June 6 on our strategic pro-
grams as related to the SALT agreements.

Bincerely,
CARL WALSKE,
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense
(Atomie Energy).
Enclosure.

SECRETARY oF DEFENSE MELVIN R. LARD IN-
TERVIEWED BY NEWSMEN ON ARRIVAL FROM
NATO MEETINGS, ANDREWS AFB, May 26,
1972
Secretary Lairp. Ladles and gentlemen, this

has been a week In which President Nixon's
strategy for peace has achieved momentous
advantages in various parts of the world, The
key elements of the strategy—strength, part-
nership, and a willingness to negotiate—in-
deed have global applications. If we have the
determination to stick with these principles,
which have proved successful, there is in my
view a good chance of achieving and main-
taining peace, and this of course is the ob-
jective of the Nixon Doctrine.

The agreement on the Strategic Arms lim-
itation announced earller today by the White
House will enhance the national security of
the United Btates. All Americans can be
proud of President Nixon’s major achieve-
ments as a world leader for peace in moving
steadily from confrontation and towards
more meaningful negotiations and success in
these tions.

The ABM treaty and the interim agreement
on strategic offensive forces represent major
first steps in limiting strateglic arms com-
petition between the Soviet Unlon and the
United States. These first steps were made
possible only by the United States’ determi-
nation to negotiate from a position of
strength. The SALT agreements are clearly a
capstone of Presldent Nixon's journey for
peace to Moscow. The agreement places the
United States In a strong strategic position;
they enhance our security by putting the
brakes on the momentum of the Soviet stra-
tegic development, & momentum which I
talked about as a Member of Congress, and
which I have continually stressed in my De-
fense Reports as Secretary of Defense to
the Congress these past 315 years.

Indeed, they were only possible because of
U.8. strength. The agreements provide a basis
for continuing negotlations and both sides
are pledged to do this. However, ladies and
gentlemen, we still need to keep up our
guard and there should be no mistake, we
shall do so.

The agreements which have been an-
nounced in the Soviet Union and the finali-
zation of that announcement will be made,
in addition to the announcement which was
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made at the White House, In a few hours in
the Soviet Union.

I am confident that the Congress will give
the President its full support and in so doing
will assure that adequate funds are provided
for the modernization and improvement of
our strategic forces here in the United States.
This will require an acceleration of the Tri-
dent, formerly called the ULMS, submarine
program. As you know, this program, the first
of these submarines would not become avail-
able under the present program we have be-
fore the Congress until the latter part of
1978.

Today, I returned from very important
meetings that had far reaching effect as far
as the security of Western Europe is con-
cerned. These meetings took place in Den-
mark, Copenhagen, and in Belgium at Brus-
sels. I had a series of unofficial meetings with
the Defense Ministers, including a very re-
warding conversation yesterday with Min-
ister deEoster in the Netherlands. I have
found increased understanding and support
for the President's strategy of realistic de-
terrence and the total force concept.

The communique of the NATO Defense
Ministers reflects the endorsement of these
strategic concepts, not only the strategic
concept as far as our security planning and
realistic deterrence, but also the application
of total force planning to the allles of the
NATO nations and this Is reflected very
dramatically in the communique which was
issued at the close of the Defense Planning
Committee.

I was pleased that additional Interest has
been given to the European Defense Improve-
ment Program, which as you know 1s funded
completely by the European allies. I believe
that our Congress will be impressed with the
tangible evidence of improved burden-shar-
ing, and the application of the total force
concept in the security planning councils of
NATO. The decision of the Defense Planning
Committee to give the “green light” to Oper-
atlon Strong Express is a dramatic applica-
tion of the total force approach in this large
military operation in which some 60,000 mill-
tary personnel of 11 NATO nations are sched-
uled to participate. It will be an amphibious
operation, as well as a sea operation. The
operation will start this September.

I am hopeful that as far as the United
Btates particlpation In this the largest of the
NATO exercises ever conducted, that we will
be using Reserve and Guard elements in line
with the policy that we have adopted here
in the United States of giving increased re-
sponsibilities to these forces as we apply the
total force concept wthin the military forces
here in the Unlited States. The total force
planning requires that we and our allles
abandon the parochial views of the past and
that we make certain that we use the avail-
able resources which we have for national
security to the maximum effectiveness possi-
ble, and that's what these meetings were all
about.

We just can’t afford to keep dolng our de-
fense business In the old and narrower
viewed ways of the past. What we set out to
do at the start of the Nixon Administration,
we are doing, and this will continue in the
President’s second term in office, and that
is, and I repeat, to carry out the national
security program in which military strength
and partnership makes possible successful
negotiations.

During my NATO meetings I also had the
opportunity to brief my fellow Defense Min-
isters on an official and on a private basis on
the situation and the latest developments in
Southeast Asia. These Defense Ministers of
the other NATO natlons listened intently as
I stressed the fact that the American people
would never abandon an ally confronted with
aggression anywhere In the world. In these
discussions on Southeast Asla I emphasized
that the ultimate decision in Vietnam, with
11 US. ground combat divisions returned
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home under our Vietnamization program,
would depend on the will and the desire and
the fighting spirit of the forces of the South
Vietnamese., We will support them with air
and naval assets, but when all is said and
done, with the departure of these 11 divi-
sions that had the ground combat responsi-
bility in Southeast Asia during these past
two years, when all is said and done, the
outcome will depend upon the continuing
resistance which is presently being carried
out very effectively and adequately by the
South Vietnamese, fighting on the ground.
That was precisely what the Vietnamization
program was all about.

So let me say in summary that the Presi-
dent’s strategy for peace is working. In Mos-
cow, negotiations of unprecedented signifi-
cance have taken place to limit strategic
arms, on Incidents in the Sea, on space, trade
and in other areas. In NATO there is & new
commitment to the principles of realistic
deterrence and total force planning, a com-
mitment that has been backed by deeds of
the NATO allies. In Southeast Asla, the
planned spectaculars which I talked abouf
shortly after my trip to Southeast Asia, the
latter part of last year, these planned spec-
taculars by the enemy and the massive invas-
ion in MR I across the DMZ in violation of
the ’54 Accords and '68 Understanding, these
spectaculars in MRs I, II and III have been
blunted. The spectacular was a success in
the early stages in capturing one provincial
capital of the 44 provincial capitals in South
Vietnam. The enemy is paylng a tremendous
price for these spectaculars, They're paying
a tremendous price for the stubborn refusal
of the North Vietnamese to begin meaning-
ful negotiations on President Nixon’s pro-

to an internationally-supervised cease-
fire, for release of our prisoners of war and
the accounting for those that have been
missing in action. The North Vietnamese
continue to disregard this the most impor-
tant and far reaching peace proposal ever
made by any nation in the world.

Ladies and gentlemen, let us all hope that
this week of May of 1972 will mark the be-
ginning of a stepped up pace for the attain-
ment of world peace I'll be glad to respond
to any questions that you may have.

Q. Mr. Laird, since the SALT agreement
apparently freezes the current military bal-
ance of the two super powers, doesn't this
freeze the Soviet superlority in strategic of-
fensive weapons and also in the ballistic
missile defenses?

A. I am not going to get into the specifics
of the agreement. They will be announced
in Moscow in about three hours. I can only
say that the momentum, which I have dis-
cussed at some length Iin appearances he-
fore the Congress as Becretary of Defense
and as & Member of the Defense Appropria-
tions Committee beginning in 1965, will be
slowed by the agreement which will be an-
nounced in detail in about three hours In
Moscow.

Q. Mr. Secretary, what did you mean when
you said that we would have to accelerate
some of our programs? Especially, what did
you have in mind in regard to ULMS?

A, I am concerned about the actions that
have taken place as far as the Congress is
concerned, not only in the reductions in
military assistance announced in the last 10
days, but the reports of further actions in
the reduction of the Defense budget which
are being reviewed by the various Commit-
tees of the Congress. These bills have not
been reported to the floor as yet, but on the
basls of information supplied to me when I
was in Europe there have been reported some
tentative cuts made In various program
levels. I would warn against such actions on
the part of the Congress at this time. I no-
tified the Congress over five weeks ago that
we were using emergency legislation to incur
deficits as we bulld up our insurance reserve
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in Southeast Asia. We are on several accounts
incurring deficits and operating on a de-
ficlency basls because of the insurance re-
serve and the augmentations that have gone
forward, particularly in the area of sea and
air power and also in the replacement of
certain items of equipment which have been
lost during the combat activities in South
Vietnam.

As far as the strategic budget is concerned,
the actions which we will be outlining to the
Congress and which I will be presenting to
the Congress will make even more impor-
tant the work which is being done on the
underseas missile launched submarine sys-
tem, the Trident system, during this par-
ticular five-year period. As you know, I out-
lined to the Congress the Soviets were con-
structing a ballistic-firing submarine, the so-
called Y-class, at a rate of eight a year. In
my interview with U.S. News and World Re-
port, I pointed out earlier this year and also
in various Congressional cross examinations
by Members of Congress, I polnted out that
the Soviet Union would have the capability,
continuing its present construction program,
to have in the area of some 90 of these sub-
marines before the first of the so-called Tri-
dent series could be launched.

This was of great concern to me and this
concern continues to be a concern for na-
tional security planning and for the safety
of our peoplle because the 41 (ship) ballistic
missile submarine program which the United
States has, was approved In 1958, There has
been no change in that program since 1958.
There are submarines that need to be re-
placed and should the agreement not go
forward after a period of some flve years,
it's absolutely essential to the security and
safety of this country that we have such a
capacity to construct these programs and to
go forward with their construction. As Sec-
retary of Defense, I will do everything that I
possibly can to see that this capablility does
move forward as far as the United States is
concerned. It is absolutely essential as far
as the period after 1978 and during the pe-
riods of the 1080s, if we are to protect our
freedom, our safety, and to preserve and
maintain peace.

Q. Bo youre talking about speeding up
the Trident submarine program? How many
do you want to build, Mr. Secretary, and
when do you want the first one?

A. The Trident program which we presently
have before the Congress and which is being
considered by the various Committees at the
present time is a 10-boat program. We will
do everything that we can to see that this
10-boat program is approved, goes forward
in the amount that has been recommended
by the Presldent and are contalned in the
Defense budget for Fiscal Year 1973.

Q. Is that a speedup in Trident or do you
simply want to do what you've already pro-
posed?

A. There is a speedup provided in the leg-
islation which we have. I understand there
are some Members of the Senate who feel
that the speedup should be even accelerated
at a faster rate than we have in our bill.
It is possible to perhaps accelerate it by 12
months, but we feel that we have picked
the best p and that would be that
the first of the Trident submarines would be
avallable in 1978. That is the program that
has the approval of the President; that is the
program that is included in the Defense
budget before Congress. Prior to that time,
the program's completion date, under the
old schedule would have been late in 1979
or early 1980. We do not believe that we have
that kind of time for planning and that that
program cannot be delayed. We are going to
support the program as submitted in the 1873
budget, and I will be doing everything that

»
I can to assure the approval of that pro-

gram.
Q. Sir, to what extent does the five-year
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agreement permit you to replace Polaris sub-
marines with Tridents?

A. I'm not going to get into the specifics
of that arrangement, but I would only say
that, of course, modernization would be per-
mitted. Of course, as you know the first 10
of the 41 Polaris-type were approved in 1958;
the 41-boat program was approved in 1958;
the last 31 are different types than the first
10. The last 31 can be converted to Poseldons;
the first 10 cannot.

Q. What about hard site? What does this
do to hard site?

A. The hard site program, we will continue
to move forward on our research and develop-
ment, and that is a research and development
program. The hard site program in research
and development as submitted to the Con-
gress will move forward.

Q. Mr. Becretary, when you talk about
keeping our guard up, do you mean we're
going to have a missile race for quality now
rather than quantity?

A, It's essential, I think, when you view
the numbers that are involved in the agree-
ment that the United States maintain a tech-
nological superior position. This is important
in order for us to have a parity with the
Soviet Union. Our program is not based upon
the quantitative aspects in the strategic
area. Our program is based and equated and
equalized on the gualitative aspects and
that's very important to bear in mind when
considering the full ramifications of the
agreement which will be announced in a few
hours.

Q. You implied that you'll go to Congress
now with some new and rather dramatic
proposals. In other words—

A. I certainly will if the reports that I
got that there were some individuals in the
Congress feeling that somehow or other now
we could have tremendous reductions as far
as the B-1 program, tremendous reductions
as far as submarine construction. That just
cannot be. That would be the worst result
of these important agreements. If we are
going to be successful in obtaining the goal
of the President, we must maintain during
this important period of negotiations in the
offensive area, a strong United States posi-
tion. We will not be successful in the follow=
on negotiations if the United States were to
take a different position today. These follow=
on negotlations are important. Now, there
will be some changes we can make as a re-
sult of the SALT agreements to be an-
nounced in the defensive area, but as far
as the offensive area there ls a necessity for
us to remain in a strong position as these
follow-on negotlations go forward.

Q. What happens to the B-1 bomber, by
the way?

A, We are supporting that program fully
at the budget request that has been sub-
mitted to the Congress.

Q. We are not going to save a lot of money
as a result of this agreement, is that what
you'rs saying, Mr, SBec ?

A. I do not want to imply that there won't
be some savings, because there will be some
savings as far as moving away from the 12-
site ABM program, so there will be some
overall savings in that area. There will be
no savings as far as the offensive request for
offensive strategic weapons which have been
presented to the Congress in the '73 budget.

Q. What about the ABM around Wash-

n?

A. I'm not going to get into that discus-
sion. I'll come down and visit with you some
time soon regarding the full implications of
the agreement. The agreement will be an-
nounced and I think it will speak for itself,
and that will be within the next two or three
hours.

Press: Thank you very much.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Chairman, I wish to associate my-
self with the remarks of the able vice
chairman of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, in his excellent summary
of the principal features of H.R. 14990,
and I am pleased to join him in urging
the passage of the bill.

As indicated, it was a very carefully
examined document. It took the testi-
mony of some 45 witnesses over a period
of several months. Many of our witnesses
were Ph. D. types from the laboratories
and other parts of the Government, who
could give us the benefit of their expert
knowledge of the area of priorities in
connection with the Nation's nuclear
program.

I should like to point out something
very significant which is not too often
realized by the Members with respect to
the funds which are appropriated an-
nually to the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion.

Roughly, of the $2.5 billion sought ap-
proximately $500 million will be used for
capital improvements of one kind or an-
other in the very large nuclear estab-
lishment operated by the U.S. Govern-
ment. Two billion dollars of the funds
will be used for operating moneys.

I should like to point to a negative
item in this budget, a credit against the
funds to be appropriated, for moneys re-
ceived by the Atomic Energy Commission
over the year. That credit amounts to
$328 million in the form of so-called
revenues applied.

What in the world could the U.S. Gov-
ernment be doing to obtain that magni-
tude of income from somebody, some-
where? Well, let me say that the major
portion of this $328 million comes from
a U.S. Government, socialized, federally
operated business.

Now, a lot of people may seem shocked
that such things would be going on in
this Nation of free enterprise, but ever
since the inception of the nuclear pro-
gram it has been necessary for the
U.S. Government to operate a bu.sir_less,
to wit, the business of enriching uranium.

Pirst we had to do this so that we
could get the fuel or the ingredients we
needed for nuclear weapons, and we sized
the plants for this purpose, which cost
us over $2 billion, so that they could
take care of the entire requirements of
the military of the United States for en-
riched uranium for use in nuclear bombs.
That was back in the late 1940’s.

Then along came the invention of the
hydrogen bomb in the early 1950's, and
this tremendous productive capacity for
the enrichment of uranium was indeed
no longer necessary.

But at this very same time, and par-
ticularly in the year 1954, we started to
turn from the military atom to the
peaceful atom, and it turned out that
this enriched uranium was the very fuel
that is needed to carry on the Nation's
nuclear power peaceful program for the
production of electricity.

As the years go on we as a Nation are
going to have to work outf, possibly, some
better means than the U.S. Government
operation of this enrichment complex in
order to supply this product.

However, that can be done, and it will
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probably have to be done simply because
we as a nation probably will not want to
put up the money necessary to increase
the capacity for enrichment that will be
required as our nuclear industry grows
and grows and grows.

I hope that this gives you a feel for
some of the variety of the activities that
are carried on by this program. I hope
yvou will join us in approving the words
and figures of the report which have been
carefully chosen to describe the nature
of the activities and the priorities. I
heartily recommend the passage of H.R.
14990.

Mr. FINDLEY. Will the gentleman
vield?

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

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I ask for this privilege in order to in-
quire as to the relationship of the au-
thorization request with the request of
the executive branch as set forth in the
budget earlier this year. Can the gentle-
man tell us how the dollars involved in
the authorization compare with the re-
quest made by the executive branch?

Mr. HOSMER. As indicated a moment
ago by the gentleman from Illinois, there
is about a 4.5-percent cut below the vari-
ous budget requests that were received.
We received requests in this particular
instance in two or three increments, and
we finally had to consolidate them.

Mr. FINDLEY. If the gentleman will
yield further; to be more precise, can the
gentleman tell us how the figure in this
authorization compares with the initial
budget request as set forth in the budget
message of the President in January?

Mr. HOSMER. The gentleman from
Illinois has those figures at his finger-
tips, and I will yield to him for the pur-
pose of answering the question.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. If the gen=-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY) will
look at page 4 of the committee report,
I think he will find as a result of the
committee recommendations there is a
net reduction of $121,875,000 from the
original budget reaquest of the AEC, which
was $2,724,850,000.

Mr. FINDLEY. I want to congratulate
the committee. I think this is probably
the most favorable relationship to the
budget request that any committee re-
ported, whether it is an authorizing or
an appropriating committee. I hope that
the work of this committee will be a
standard that others will try to follow.

Mr. HOSMER. We are very pleased
with the gentleman’s remarks.

Mr, Chairman, I wish to commend the
distinguished vice chairman of the Joint
Commitiee on Atomic Energy on his ex-
cellent summary of the principal features
of H.R. 14990, and I am pleased to join
him in urging passage of this bill.

This measure is the result of exhaustive
review by the Joint Committee. We heard
testimony from the AEC Chairman and
key officials, representatives of the na-
tional laboratories, and members of the
public on certain programs. The commit-
tee deliberated with great care in full
recogntion of the very substantial
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amount of public funds involved and it
is our considered opinion that this bill
provides for a necessary and, in reality,
a rather austere program.

A major portion of the funding in-
volved for the ecivilian portion of this
program will be applied to assist this
country in meeting the enormous de-
mand for electric power which now faces
us. Fully one-half of the total budget will
be applied to insure the national se-
curity. Without the application of suf-
ficient financial resources to each of these
fundamental needs of our Nation, as we
know it, will cease to exist.

The distinguished gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. Price) has very ably stressed
the most significant factors of the bill.
I should like to apply what I think is an
appropriate characterization of this bill:

It is an energy bill. If my colleagues
will address themselves to the table on
page 3 of the committee report, you will
quickly note that almost $450 million is
provided for nuclear materials, a ma-
Jor portion of which is devoted to the
production of nuclear fuel to generate
electric power. Part of that is also for
the production of materials for our nu-
clear weapons. The reactor development
program would be funded at a level of
over $480 million. Defense related efforts
will consume another $875 million. These
three general areas alone provide this
country with the energy needed to in-
sure our survival, to keep our industries
humming and our economy strong, and
to provide a portion of the electricity for
use in our homes and businesses. We have
all come to fake this energy for granted
but never forget that it is fundamental
to the standard of living which has come
to be known as the American way.

Other, significantly lesser amounts,
will be devoted to the development of
technology which will enable us to keep
pace with the future demands for energy.
Here I speak of the physical research
program for which the AEC provides
essentially all Federal funding. Here also
is funding for the Plowshare program
which has at its fingertips the capacity
to more than double this Nation’s avail-
able natural gas, the most environmen-
tally desirable fossil fuel.

I shall not impose upon my colleagues
further by reiterating the extensive de-
tails contained in the committee’s report.
I shall be happy to respond to any ques-
tions. This is a sound measure, a care-
fully considered measure, and your sup-
port of this bill will be support for the
most comprehensive and most effective
energy program now being conducted by
the Federal Government. The bill has
the unanimous support of the committee
and the identical measure has already
been passed by the other body. Mr. Chair-
man, I commend this measure to my col-
leagues and urge passage of this bill.

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

Mr, ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, title
II of the bill provides authority to the
Atomic Energy Commission to provide
financial assistance to the State of Colo-
rado to undertake a program of assess-
ment and necessary remedial action rel-
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ative to limiting further exposure of
the people in the area of Grand Junc-
tion to radiation resulting from the use
of uranium mill failings as a construec-
tion material. Title II is patterned after
the Texas City Disaster Relief Act of
1955 in that it recognizes the compas-
sionate responsibility of the Federal
Government in the absence of any ap-
parent legal liability. While it is clear
that the situation existing in Colorado
is by no means in the nature of a dis-
aster, there does exist a potential health
hazard for which there is no apparent
remedy other than an expenditure of
Federal and State moneys to aid the
people affected. The mill tailings in-
volved were generated through the pro-
duction of uranium concentrate which
was needed by the Federal Government
in order to provide for the national se-
curity and it is only reasonable and ap-
propriate that the Federal Government
share, to a significant degree, the costs
involved in remedying the resultant situ-
ation.

The bill authorizes the AEC to provide
up to 75 percent of the cost of the pro-
gram with the Federal share not to ex-
ceed $5 million. The program is to be ad-
ministered by the State of Colorado
which will itself or by its contractors
perform the necessary action whether
it be removal of tailings, application of
sealants, installation of internal or ex-
ternal ventilation or some other appro-
priate measure. The State will see that
the work is paid for and will have con-
tinuing responsibility for any tailings
removed as part of this program.

The determination of what is the ap-
propriate action is specifically the re-
sponsibility of the AEC. In reaching that
determination, the Commission is to ap-
ply standards promulgated by the Sur-
geon General of the United States. The
Commission also is empowered to issue
such rules and regulations as may be
necessary for it to carry out the au-
thority granted by the bill. Upon the
completion of any remedial action taken
or waiver thereof, the United States is
to be released from any liability related
to the use of mill tailings, whatever that
liability may be, and further the United
States is to be held harmless against any
claim which may arise out of any per-
formance of remedial action by the
State or its contractors.

A law has been enacted by the State
of Colorado to provide one-half of the
State share of funding for this program.
I am confident that the State will meet
its obligations and provide the appro-
priate resources in both money and man-
power to assure the satisfactory com-
pletion of this program.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentlerman from Illinois
(Mr, ANDERSON) .

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I too rise in support of this legis-
lation, I think that it is a thoroughly
excellent bill that, in addition to repre-
senting reductions as has already been
pointed out in the original administra-
tion’s budget request, the other items of
this bill have been given careful con-
sideration.
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I would also certainly pay ftribute to
both the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Price) the chairman, and the distin-
guished vice chairman and the ranking
Republican member, the gentleman from
California (Mr. Hosmer) for their
enormous contributions during the time
that this bill was being worked on in
committee.

Mr. Chairman, last year, in ifs action
on the AEC authorizing legislation, the
Congress amended sections 31 and 33 of
the Atomic Energy Act to provide au-
thority to the Commission to engage in
nonnuclear energy related research. This
is in consonance with the importance
attached to finding improved techniques
for use of energy resources and energy
converters, and the reduction of environ-
mental impact in connection with energy
applications as emphasized by the Pres-
ident in his June 4, 1971, energy message
to the Congress. It also recognizes that
the Commission’s national laboratories
represent an unsurpassed national assef
in terms of scientific talent which should
be utilized in finding solutions to energy
problems outside as well as within the
nuclear field.

This year’s budget request of $3 million
is to be applied in research on dry cool-
ing towers, lithium-sulfide batteries, and
underground transmission lines. These
are important projects directly related
to prospects of improving techniques for
more efficient use of our electrical gen-
erating facilities and lessening their im-
pact on our environment.

This is an appropriate funding level
for this first year of nonnuclear tech-
nology effort. It has special significance,
however, in that it brings to bear the
talents and expertise of our AEC Na-
tional Laboratories in solving energy re-
search problems which are nonnuclear in
nature.

The Argonne National Laboratory, lo-
cated in Illinois, is one of the AEC labora-
tories—it has throughout its existence
made significant contributions in the
fields of nuclear physics, nuclear chemis-
try, engineering and high-energy physics.
I anticipate with special pride the con-
tributions which Argonne can be de-
pended upon to make in this important
new undertaking—nonnuclear tech-
nology research.

I would also like to describe briefly for
my colleagues the status of the high-
energy physics research program in the
United States.

The Subcommittee on Research, De-
velopment, and Radiation, of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, conducted
hearings on February 29 and March 1,
1972, to examine how the high-energy
physics program of the United States was
progressing under the stewardship of the
AEC. In general, I conclude that the
U.S. program is going well. Our
efforts have kept us well in the forefront
of the high-energy physics research in
the world. We now not only have facili-
ties with the greatest intensity beams,
we have the facility with the highest
energy beam. At about 2 p.m. on the
afternoon of March 1, 1972, the energy
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of the proton beam at the National Ac-
celerator Laboratory—NAIL—near Ba-
tavia, Ill., reached 200 billion electron
volts, the design energy, although at
something less than designed beam in-
tensity. We have been told that because
of advances made while the accelerator
was under design and construction, it
should be possible to get to 400 billion
electron volts with few changes in the
system. The major requirement will be
the availability of increased power from
the local utility. This indeed would be a
remarkable achievement.

As my colleagues may recall, the NAL
project was fully authorized by the Con-
gress in fiscal year 1970 at a total esti-
mated cost of $250 million. Of this total
amount the Congress has appropriated
about $192.4 million for design and con-
struction work through fiscal year 1972.
As of December 31, 1971, all work was on
schedule and progressing well. The ap-
propriation requested this year to bring
the laboratory almost to completion is
$42,850,000.

Some problems were encountered dur-
ing the past year because of high mois-
ture content in the underground 4-mile
accelerator ring. I am pleased to an-
nounce that these difficulties have been
overcome and repairs have been made to
damaged magnets and other equipment
within the scope of funding estimated for
the complete accelerator laboratory. I
consider that a “well done” is in order for
the laboratory and AEC personnel re-
sponsible for bringing this truly major
program along on schedule with a design
better than the original specifications, all
within the original cost estimates made
several years ago.

I would like to conclude by stating that
a joint United States-U.S.S.R. research
program is now underway, the first re-
search program at the new facility. Ba-
tavia, Ill., is becoming as internationally
famous and as well known in scientific
circles as CERN in Switzerland and Ser-
pukhov in Russia. We of Illinois are
proud of this achievement.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Dow).

Mr, DOW. Mr. Chairman, under the 5-
minute rule, I plan to introduce an
amendment to this authorization H.R.
14990 that will decrease the total appro-
priation in see. 101(a), from $2,109,980,-
000 to $2,082,230,000. This will reduce the
amount planned for in the committee re-
port for a liquid metal fast breeder reac-
tor by $65,750,000, which is half of the
amount designated for that type of re-
actor. At the same time, my adjustment
of the figure in the bill will double the
amount provided in the report for con-
trolled thermonuclear research. That Is,
by $38 million.

There are roughly three types of nu-
clear reactors that offer prospect for
generating electrical power. The most
common type Is the light-water reactor
such as the present nuclear powerplants
which are operating, or are recently con-
structed to operate, for power generation
in the United States today. This type of
reactor is regarded as inefficlent in its
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use of the uranium isotopes which pro-
vide the energy. It is also being seriously
challenged on grounds of safety. The
main fear is loss of coolant such that the
cores of thermonuclear material may
melt down and cause dangers in earth,
water, and air, that are difficult to pre-
dict.

The second type of reactor that has a
scientific standing for generation of
power is the liquid metal fast breeder
reactor. This reactor is barely at the
laboratory stage:; $131.5 million is pro-
posed in the bill to provide a demonstra-
tion plant by 1980. The fast breeder sys-
tem is far more efficient than the light
water reactor, but is regarded as vastly
more dangerous. Melting of the core
could precipitate problems with the cool-
ant even more than those we fear in the
present generation of reactors. In this
reactor, the uranium has been converted
to plutonium which is one of the most
dangerous substances known to man.
Among the scientists who have issued
warnings about the fast breeder are No-
bel Prize winners such as Linus Paul-
ing and Harold Urey, experts known for
their pioneering in the atomic field. The
purpose of my amendment is to heed
these great men by cutting the outlay
for the fast breeder in half. I would like
to eliminate the entire authorization for
this type of breeder, but I do not want
to stand as an outright obstructionist
who would bar all investigation of this
particular endeavor.

The third type of power generation is
the fusion process, often associated with
the use of lasers, when it is sometimes
called laser-fusion. This system is re-
garded as having infinitely more poten-
tial because it can use unlimited ele-
ments available in the sea, unlike ura-
nium which is limited in supply. More-
over the fusion process is regarded as
highly efficient and considerably safer
than other processes. Yet this system will
not be perfected for some years. My
amendment would double the $38 million
contained in the bill for the development
of the controlled thermonuclear research
leading to the fusion process,

In other words, my amendment simply
says the liquid metal fast breeder is far
too dangerous to implement and we must
hasten the perfection of the fusion proe-
ess. Let us halve the investment in the
fast breeder and double the investment
in the fusion process, which has such a
vast potential.

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

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Idaho (Mr. HANSEN).

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr, Chairman,
I rise in support of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to bring
my colleagues up to date on the current
status of the AEC’s nuclear waste man-
agement program.

In June 1971, the Commission created
a Division of Waste Management and
Transportation which has been assigned
broad programmatic and fiscal respon-
gibilities for the AEC’'s nuclear waste
management programs. Included are the
design, construction, and future opera-
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tion of long-term storage facilities for
those AEC-generated wastes now in tem-
porary storage. Under study are plans
to place the AEC-generated wastes from
the reactor fuel reprocessing plants deep
beneath the two major reactor product
production facilities—Savannah River,
S.C., and Hanford, Wash. Since 1963, at
the National Reactor Testing Station in
my State of Idaho, calcined waste has
been stored in stainless steel bins inside
concrete vaults just below the earth’s
surface. This may prove acceptable as
long-term storage. Further studies are
being made.

The new division also is responsible for
the research, design, and future opera-
tion of the proposed Federal repositories
for commercially generated high-level
nuclear wastes. These wastes would be
solidified at the commercial reprocessing
facility and then shipped to a Federal
repository for long-term storage.

The division will be responsible for the
operation of solid waste burial facilities
at AEC sites like the one at the National
Reactor Testing Station. These sites gen-
erally handle materials contaminated by
plutonium or other alpha emitting con-
taminants. Finally, the division will im-
plement policies for the decontamina-
tion and decommissioning of AEC-spon-
sored facilities and will advise the
Commission on transportation of radio-
active materials.

My colleagues will recall that last year
the AEC announced plans to build a
prototype federally operated waste re-
pository in a salt mine near Lyons, Kans.
Subsequent to last year’s debate on the
AEC’s authorization bill, data became
available which indicated that the
Lyons, Kans., site might not be the best
location for a permanent waste reposi-
tory. Reflecting this information, section
105 of the bill amends the fiscal year
1972 act by striking the words “Lyons,
Kansas” and substituting therefor the
words “site undetermined”. Meanwhile,
the Kansas Geological Survey conducted
a study for the AEC and has identified
other areas in Kansas which contain salt
beds believed to be more suitable for a
permanent repository. In addition, other
geologic formations in various parts of
the country are being examined and con-
sidered for repository use. Meanwhile,
research is continuing at Lyons, Kans.,
and in laboratories on the character-
istics of bedded salt and associated shale
layers and their possible interaction with
buried nuclear waste. Authorization by
the Congress will be required before con-
struction of any storage facility.

I would like to make it clear that the
present method of holding AEC-gener-
ated high-level radioactive waste in
double containment steel and concrete
vessels at Savannah River and Hanford
could suffice as a means of storage for
considerable periods of time. Such wastes
have now been stored for approximately
30 years in these containment systems.
Furthermore, as announced by the AEC
on May 18, the Commission is under-
taking the design of engineered surface
structures for storing solidified high-
level waste. These will be so designed as
to safely isolate wastes for centuries if
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necessary. Such containment systems, of
course, would be suitable for the first
commercially generated wastes to be de-
livered in 1979 or 1980. It is expected
that initial construction funds will be
requested for fiscal year 1975.

The committee report, at pages 11 and
12, contains the committee’s comments
on this program. The AEC fully recog-
nizes the magnitude and complexity of
the waste management issue and is fol-
lowing a course which carefully con-
siders a variety of possible solutions. This
is a prudent approach and the Com-
mission’s efforts are being carefully
monitored by the committee.

Mr, HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr, SKUBITZ).

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 14990.

Mr. Chairman, I have carefully read
the provisions of the $2.6 billion Atomic
Energy Commission authorization bill
H.R. 14990, now before us for approval,
and the Joint Committee’s report on the
measure.

I believe that I am correct in my in-
terpretation that the bill does not au-
thorize any funds for the installation or
operation of an atomic waste depository
in the State of Kansas, including Lyons.
It is on that premise that I shall not op-
pose the measure,

It is incumbent on me, however, Mr.
Chairman, to make it very clear to the
AEC that the people of Kansas, its State
officials from the Governor down, and its
newspapers, remain unalterably opposed
to any legislative or administrative leger-
demain that might permit the AEC to do
by indirection what it professes it will not
do directly,

For example, the bill before us author-
izes the AEC to carry out research on the
disposal and handling of atomic waste
but makes clear that such research shall
not be restricted to Kansas, nor indeed to
any particular site in Kansas or else-
where. That is all to the good because up
to very recently, Kansas was the chosen
land, the new Jerusalem to which dan-
gerous atomic wastes from all over the
United States would be shipped for in-
terment.

Many of my colleagues will recall, T am
sure, that about this time last year when
the AEC authorization was before us, I
fought tooth-and-nail against the AEC’s
preposterous proposal that an abandoned
salt mine near Lyons, Kans., be made
the national atomic waste depository.

Our point then was that the AEC
simply had not completed its research,
did not know all the facts it should
know before exposing mankind and the
environment to the dangers of waste
burial in salt.

As is normal for the AEC, it sought to
run roughshod over the wishes and even
the welfare of ordinary citizens. The
arrogance for which it has become no-
torious, as is now cited by scientist after
scientist who may differ with the AEC,
was evident then and remains the con-
cern of many Kansans who do not trust
this governmental agency.

The AEC is currently engaged in drill-
ing bore holes in salt beds in other parts
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of Kansas. Many people in Kansas con-
tinue to believe that the AEC will stub-
bornly persist in making our State a site
for a waste depository. I can only assure
the people of Kansas that the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy has drafted
language which limits AEC operations in
Kansas to research. The drilling of such
boreholes is technically defined as re-
search. Hopefully, sites “not in Kansas,”
to use the words of the committee, are
being investigated. Hopefully, research,
meaning boreholes and other more
meaningful work of a geologic nature,
will be undertaken in other parts of the
United States.

Indeed, it is my fervent hope that the
AEC eventually will select a waste burial
site in a remote, unpopulated place that
is acceptable to the international com-
munity of nuclear nations. It is for this
reason I said a year ago, and repeat now,
that I support funds for laboratory and
field research, but for research that does
not endanger the lives of a community,
however small, nor harm the environ-
ment and its plant and animal life.

I pointed out earlier, Mr. Chairman,
that newspaper editorials in our State
oppose Kansas as a site for a nuclear
waste dump. Indeed, carefully carried
out polls show that three-fourths of the
people of my district, and almost as
large percentages of the people of the
State, oppose the waste dump even if it
could be proved absolutely safe.

I ask that two recent editorials from
the Chanute Tribune and the El Dorado
Times, which emphasize the distrust in
which the AEC is held in Kansas, be
printed at this place in my remarks.

The editorials follow:

BLACKMAIL FOR KANSAS

R. W. Clack of Kansas State University’s
Nuclear Engineering Department is dangling
a $250 million bait in front of Eansans to
lure them into easy acceptance of making
our state a nuclear trash dump.

He points to the growth of nuclear power
plants around the country, and suggests that
a 10-20 per cent surcharge on bills from
these utilities be tacked on, with the money
going to Kansas. This would be our sop for
taking the waste from nuclear reactors.

A cynical try, but one that probably won't
get far.

For one thing, it is unlikely that Congress
or the states could ever get together on pro-
viding a special tax to send to one state.

For another, and more important objec-
tion, the Atomic Energy Commission has s0
lost its credibility with many Kansans that
even this form of blackmail payoff would
hardly convince some that what the AEC is
up to is safe.

As John Lear of Saturday Review pointed
out in his analysis of nuclear waste disposal,
the AEC has dented the public trust through
its deceptions and half-measures that it may
be impossible to find approval for present dis-
posal schemes any place in the country.

The solution is for the scientlists to come
up with another disposal system, which does
not involve storage, After all, the technicians
got us into this mess, and they are the only
ones who can get us out. Fortunately, such
research Is well underway—and it could be
we need not worry about how to spend that
$260 million,

AEC Won't Gve Up

While Kansas people cannot pralse the
Atomic Energy Commission’s plan to make
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Eansas the dumping ground for its nuclear
waste, 1t must admire its persistence.

A dispatch announces that work on the
commission’s search for a sultable Kansas
salt bed to utilize for the purpose started this
week. Tests are being run in Lincoln and
Wichita counties.

All this indifference to the mounting senti-
ment in Eansas to refuse to accept nuclear
waste for burial anywhere within the state
seems surprising. Does the AEC think Eansas
has no mind of its own?

Governor Docking sald again this week
what he, and others have sald before. "I re-
peatedly have recommended that the Com-
mission look beyond Kansas and beyond the
continental United States for sites” to dis-
pose of such waste, sald the governor. He
added the suggestion that 1t discuss the feas-
ibility of storing this waste in other sub-
stances than salt.

Ron Baxter, Topeka, president of the Ean-
sas Slerra Club, declared the intention of
his agency to urge the AEC to investigate
the possibility of an international agreement
on a world disposal site,

If the Atomic Energy Commission thinks
it 1s going to ferret out a site in Kansas where
it belleves the waste may be stored, lull the
residents of the area into acqulescence to the
move by spending a few millions (as it did
at Lyons) and somehow manage to get the
project going despite disapproval of the state
in general, it has another think coming. Too
many dead game “antis” are watching it now.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I am
very pleased that the gentleman from
Kansas is this year supporting the bill.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this fiscal 1973 authorization
for the Atomic Energy Commission.

Those of us who were adults in 1945
can never, it seems to me, cease to stand
in awe of the capability of atomic energy.

Just as the Roman goddess of wisdom
and technology sprang fully grown and
armed from the brain of Jupiter, so, for
most of the Nation in 1945, did Oak
Ridge seem to suddenly appear on our
gently rolling East Tennessee country-
side.

Oak Ridge, conceived in the urgent
immediacy of a vital wartime mission,
has today assumed even more tremen-
dous importance through the breadth
and depth of its operations, research and
development.

For this reason, although it is a rela-
tively small item in this authorization,
the National Nuclear Science Informa-
tion Center—or the American Museum
of Atomic Energy—at Oak Ridge is of
particular interest to many thousands
of visitors who come each year. The peo-
ple of the Oak Ridge community have
long been interested in this project and
aware of the yaluable contributions it
could make to the Nation as a museum
in the traditional sense and as a train-
ing facility as well.

Of paramount interest to all of us, of
course, is the fact that energy consump-
tion trends in this country are present-
ing us with an energy crisis. In this
affluent land of ours, we consider as
necessities many things which in other
lands are considered to be luxuries. We
consume enormous amounts of energy
each and every day. Indeed, half of man’s
total energy consumption has taken
place in the last 30 years—we have con-
sumed as much energy in the last 30
years as was consumed by mankind down
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through all the previous centuries of
recorded time.

And, along with this energy crisis, we
have an environmental crisis. We have
demanded, we have wasted, we have put
a tremendous load on our resources and
have done tremendous ecological dam-
age.

It is no simple task to work out a
proper balance between our critical en-
ergy needs and our equally vital environ-
mental concerns.

Nuclear powerplants are at the center
of both this national concern about sup-
plies of energy and the national concern
over our environment.

In view of both these crises, I believe
one of the most important features of
this authorization we are considering to-
day is the authorization of funds for the
commencement of construction in the
TVA area of the liguid metal fast breeder
reactor. This demonstration program,
which seems to be progressing on sched-
ule toward meeting the goal of operation
by 1980 established by the President, will,
I believe, help us to find answers to both
our energy and our environmental crises.

There are problems in connection with
this particular breeder reactor which ad-
mittedly must be solved, waste heat, low-
level radiation, possibility of accidents,
waste disposal—but with the wealth of
talent at Oak Ridge, I am persuaded that
the LMFBR development program can
proceed with the expectation that safety
and reliability will be attained, with
maximum assurance that every problem
will be completely solved.

Of equal importance, is the continua-
tion of the research and development
work on alernative breeder technology.
I am gratified that the Joint Committee
has provided increased funds for work on
the light water breeder reactor, the
molten salt breeder reactor—which is
being done exclusively at Oak Ridge, and
the gas cooled fast breeder reactor. This
permits continuation of the vital research
being done at our Oak Ridge National
Laboratory and, thus, our scientists will
be able to evaluate each reactor's tech-
nical and economic potential.

I want to commend the committee, too,
for authorizing $50 million for the cas-
cade improvement program, considerably
increasing the capacity at Oak Ridge to
enrich uranium 238, and for further
funding the cascade power uprating pro-
gram. In order to make fuel for a fission
reactor, they have to enrich it. As fuel
needs grow, this cascade improvement
program will be increasingly important.
I join with the committee in urging the
Appropriations Committees and the
Commissoin to proceed with these vital
programs as expeditiously as possible.

As our research and development ef-
forts in the vital fields of defense and na-
tional security continue—with the civil
defense program, the naval propulsion
reactors program, the space propulsion
program and the space electric power
program—I believe people are becoming
more and more aware and interested in
the truly wonderful applications of nu-
clear technology for the benefit of all of
us.
Most meaningful, perhaps, are the
applications in the fields of biology and
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medicine. In the divisions of biology and
medicine at Oak Ridge, we have an un-
usually talented group of people working
on a host of our Nation’s medical and
biological problems. I hope and expect
their work will grow as they continue
their research—indeed, the work they
are doing now on cancer detection and
treatment indicates to me that they will
play a vital role in our priority search
for cancer causes and cures.

Atomic research in the development of
fission and fusion breeders, on the ap-
plication of nuclear energy to desalting,
to agriculture and other fields, as well as
the application of isotopes to medicine,
seems almost impossible on the face of
it. It is clear, too, that atomic research
has strengthened our capacity to con-
tribute intelligently to resolving the
problems of the environment posed by
nuclear energy.

One final observation I would like to
make is in regard to community assist-
ance payments to Oak Ridge. These
assistance payments to the city of Oak
Ridge are calculated on a tax base
formula under which the AEC payment is
$1,252,000, plus the percentage of that
base amount by which the local property
tax rate is above $2.48 per $100 of
assessed value. The formula does not take
into account rising property values and
assessments in Oak Ridge. The total
property tax paid by an individual is
based on the tax rate and the properties
assessed valuation.

Therefore, it seems to me that to as-
sure that AEC pays its fair share of in-
creasing city of Oak Ridge expenses, the
AEC payment should refiect not only the
local property tax rate, but the changes
in assessments from the time the AEC tax
base of $1,250,000 was originally formu-
lated. In this way, AEC assistance pay-
ments would be made on an equitable
basis with the taxes paid by individuals.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, we are
all greatly concerned about this Nation’s
ability to generate an adequate quantity
of electricity for the future. We all seek
to have this power produced with a mini-
mum amount of environmental impact.
However, a look at our initiatives reveals
that we have not followed these princi-
ples well. We are about to embark on a
short sighted crusade to make the liquid
metal fast breeder reactor this Nation's
principal source of electrical energy for
the future. While we propose to spend
$230-plus million in fiscal year 1973 on
the LMFER program, alternative energy
options are being seriously underfunded.
We are being shortsighted because the
LMFBR is clearly not the most promising
technology available to supply energy
for future generations. We should take
the time and spend the money now to
find out whether fusion power or solar
power can become commercially feasible
by the year 2020. Dr. Roy Gould, assistant
director of reactor research for the AEC
has stated:

A significantly expanded program, spend-
ing some $650 million in this decade would
give us “greatly increased” chances of reach-
ing sclentific feasibility for fusion in the
1970's. An “all-out effort” requiring nearly
$1 billion in funding would give us a “high”
probability of attaining feasibility in this
decade, probably by 1977.
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For power supply in this decade and
through the year 2020, we should depend
upon improved conventional reactors and
improved fossil fuel utilization tech-
niques. I urge you to consider the in-
herent hazards of the LFMBR before we
push ahead with this program.

Troublesome problems exist even with
today’s reactors: the possible diversion
for clandestine purposes of the smaller—
but still substantial-——quantities of plu-
tonium now in circulation; the possi-
bility of a reactor accident, including
one caused by either earthquake or sabo-
tage, that could release huge amounts of
radioactivity; routine emissions and po-
tential accidents at the reprocessing
plants where uranium and plutonium are
separated from radioactive wastes in the
spent reactor fuel; and the difficulties of
isolating the long-lived radioactive
wastes from the environment for thou-
sands of years. It is imprudent to deploy
the even more hazardous LMFBR before
sound technical solutions for these prob-
lems have been developed and proven.

The LMFBR has all the drawbacks of
conventional nuclear plants—such as
thermal pollution, radiation releases, and
no solution to radioactive waste storage—
plus severe additional dangers of its own.
The hundreds of tons of plutonium that
will be produced by fast breeders pose
a permanent threat because of its ex-
treme toxicity—one particle can cause
cancer; 1,/1,000,000th of a gram can be
lethal and its permanence—half-life is
24,000 years.

The liquid-sodium coolant poses an ad-
ditional threat because of its violent ex-
plosive potential on contact with air and
water. The fast breeder reactor, with its
ton of plutonium fuel, could explode like
an atomic bomb in circumstances leading
to a critical configuration.

The LMFBR should not be ruled out
as a long-term energy option, nor
should it be propelled by Congress into
a position of superiority because of a
shortsighted funding commitment. The
claim that the LMFBR is needed now to
prevent a crisis in uranium supply is er-
roneous. Federal funds being sought for
the hasty demonstration and deployment
of breeder reactors should be spent in-
stead on such basic problems as reactor
safety, waste storage, and plutonium
management. Of equal importance is in-
creased Federal funding of other energy
options, including solar power, fusion
power, coal gasification, geothermal
power, fuel cells, magnetohydrodynam-
ies—MHD—and use of agricultural
wastes and garbage. Together, these sys-
tems hold the promise of providing the
energy we need as a great nation to meet
the demands of our people in the future.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, today we
are being asked to approve a $2.6 billion
authorization for the Atomic Energy
Commission for fiscal year 1973. Before
we approve this authorization request I
believe that there are several crucial is-
sues that must be discussed. These is-
sues are in the areas of nuclear safety,
continuing advances in energy source
development, and the development of the
fusion reactor. These are issues that are
vitally important to all of us.

In any development of nuclear power
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the question of safety must be para-
mount. Safety is of such importance that
we should examine all aspects of nuclear
energy, from the daily operation of reac-
tors to the transportation and disposal
of nuclear materials and waste. Because
the tremendous potential for catastrophe
exists due to the nature of nuclear ma-
terials, it is imperative to ask if the AEC
is devoting the considerable effort to nu-
clear safety that is required.

Recently, the AEC designated the lig-
uid metal fast breeder reactor as its
main priority in civilian power develop-
ment. However, several serious questions
remain unanswered on the safety aspects
of the liguid metal fast breeder reac-
tor, LMFBR. The LMFBR is a fuel-pro-
ducing reactor, the fuel it will produce is
plutonium. The danger of plutonium pol-
lution is almost unlimited. One speck of
plutonium on the lungs can cause cancer.
Regardless of any real or supposed bene-
fits of the LMFBR, the utmost attention
must be paid to proper safety precau-
tions.

Furthermore, in the advent of an
overheating accident in the reactor, the
nuclear reaction in the LMFBR would
not be stopped as in present nuclear re-
actors, but the reactions could be accel-
erated and possible nuclear explosion
could result.

One further safety question remains
and that is the nature of this coolant
element. The LMFBR is a liquid metal
cooled reactor and its cooling element is
sodium. Sodium is an element so vola-
tile that immediately upon contact with
air or water it explodes. This new cool-
ant has vastly different properties than
the water currently being used for cool-
ing purposes. The slightest mishap in
handling this volatile coolant could be
disastrous. In view of these facts con-
cerning the LMFBR, we cannot be cau-
tious enough when considering safety
factors.

In its naming of the LMFBR as the
No. 1 energy priority, the AEC
claimed that the LMFBR would save the
Nation $20 billion over the next 50 years
in power expenditures. This saving made
the eventual $4 billion development cost
of the LMFBR seem worthwhile. It now
appears that the method the AEC used
in calculating the savings figure is ques-
tionable. For example, the $20 billion sav-
ings was calculated on a discount or cost
of money rate of 7 percent while George
Shultz, former director of the Office of
Management and Budget, set a 10-per-
cent discount rate as appropriate for all
Federal projects. This higher discount
rate would reduce the AEC net savings
by 75 percent.

Part of the savings benefit figure was
calculated by using estimates of future
electric power demand, existence of ura-
nium reserves, and construction costs of
the LMFEBER. In all of these cases, the AEC
used figures that have been questioned
by experts in each area. None of these
estimated numbers should be considered
definite and thus there is no way we can
accept the AEC cost savings estimate as
definite.

Because of the approaching energy
shortage we cannot depend entirely on
any single energy development project.
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We must develop other nonnuclear en-
ergy sources. One of the alternative nu-
clear energy sources is controlled ther-
mal nuclear fusion which could be a
clean, efficient source of energy, but our
development of fusion has been slow. If
more emphasis were placed on fusion re-
search and development, would we not
possibly come closer to realizing the goal
of a functioning nonpolluting fusion
reactor.

The energy problem requires research
into nonnuclear energy technology as
well as nuclear energy. A $3 million ex-
penditure appears in the AEC authoriza-
tion for nonnuclear technology, “to be
used for research in the energy field.”
The programs funded with this money
must be coordinated with other programs
of energy source development carried on
by other Government agencies and with
those of the private sector. We must
continue our research efforts into the
areas of geothermal energy, solar power,
and thermal gradients.

The AEC should consider as its pri-
mary goal finding and producing the
means with which we can supply our
future energy needs in a manner that is
efficient, environmentally sound, and
safe.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I have no fur-
ther requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Clerk will read the bill by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

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

Sec. 101. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion in accordance with the provisions of

section 261 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended:

(a) For “Operating expenses”, $2,100,980,-
000 not to exceed $126,400,000 in operating
costs for the high energy physics program
category. 7

(b) For “Plant and capital equipment”,

including construction, acquisition, or modi-
fication of facilitles, including land acquisi-
tion; and acquisition and fabrication of capi-
tal equipment not related to construction, a
sum of dollars equal to the total of the
following:

(1) NucLEAR MATERIAL.—

Project 73-1-a, in-tank solldification sys-
tems auxiliaries, Richland, Washington, $2,-
500,000.

Project 73-1-b, waste management effluent
diversion control facilities, separations areas,
Richland, Washington, §1,000,000.

Project 73-1-c, expansion of weighing and
sampling facility for gaseous diffusion plant,
Portsmouth, Ohilo, $1,400,000.

Project 73-1-d, component test facility,
Oak Ridge, Tennessee, $20,475,000.

Project T3-1-e, radioactive waste manage-
ment improvements, Savannah River, South
Carolina, $1,300,000.

Project 73-1-f, safety improvements, reac-
tor areas, Savannah River, South Carolina,
$2,000,000.

Project 73-1-g, contaminated soil removal
facility, Richland, Washington, §1,400,000.

Project T3-1-h, Rover fuels processing fa-
oilities, National Reactor Testing Station,
Idaho, £3,260,000.

Project T3-1-1, radioactive solld waste re-
duction facility, Los Alamos Scientific Lab-
oratory, New Mexico, $750,000.

(2) NUCLEAR MATERIAL.—

Project 73-2-a, atmospherlc pollution con-
trol facilities, heavy water plant, Savannah
River, South Carolina, $4,300,000.
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Project 73-2-b, improved sanitary waste
treatment facilities, Savannah River, South
Carolina, $1,100,000.

(3) ATomMIC WEAPONS —

Project 73-3-a, weapons production, de-
velopment, and test installations, $10,000,000.

Project 73-3-b, 1aser fusion laboratory, Los
Alamos Sclentific Laboratory, New Mexico,
$5,200,000.

Project 73-3—c, laser fusion laboratory,
Lawrence Livermore Lakoratory, California,
$6,800,000.

Project T3-3-d, classified facllitles, sites
undesignated, $15,000,000.

(4) ATOMIC WEAPONS,—

Project 7T3—4—a, new sewage disposal plant,
Mound Laboratory, Miamisburg, Ohio,
$700,000.

Project T73—4-b, land acquisition, Rocky
Flats, Colorado, $8,000,000.

(5) REACTOR DEVELOPMENT.—

Project T3-6-a, Liquid Metal Engineering
Center facility modifications, Santa Susana,
California, $3,000,000.

Project 73-65-b, modifications to EBR-II,
National Reactor Testing Station, Idaho,
$4,000,000.

Project T3-5-¢, modifications to Power
Burst Facllity, National Reactor Testing
Station, Idaho, $1,500,000.

Project 73-5-d, modifications to TREAT
facility, National Reactor Testing Station,
Tdaho, £1,500,000,

Project 73-5-e, research bullding safety
modifications, Mound Laboratory, Miamis-
burg, Ohio, $3,000,000.

Project 73-5-f, Pu-238 fuel form fabrica-
tion facility, SBavannah River, South Caro-
lina, $8,000,000.

Project 73-5-g, modifications to reactors,
$3,000,000.

Project T3-6-h, S8G prototype nuclear pro-
pulsion plant, West Milton, New TYork,
£56,000,000.

(6) PEYSICAL RESEARCH.—

Projection 73-6-c¢, accelerator improve-
ments, zero gradient synchrotron, Argonne
National Laboratory, Illinois, $400,000.

Project 73-6-b, accelerator and reactor im-
provements, Brookhaven National Labora-
tory, New York, £475,000.

Project 73-6-¢, accelerator improvements,
Cambridge Electron Accelerator, Massachu-
setts, $75,000.

Project T3-6-d, accelerator improvements,
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, California,
$525,000.

Project 73-6-e, accelerator improvements,
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center, Cali-
fornia, $1,025,000.

Project 73—6-f, accelerator and reactor im-
provements, medium and low energy physics,
$600,000.

(7) BrorLocY AND MEDICINE.—

Project 73-7-a, high-energy heavy ion fa-
cility (BEVALAC), Lawrence Berkeley Lab-
oratory, California, $2,000,000.

(8) BrorLoGy aND MEDICINE.—

Project 78-8-a, replacement of laboratory
service systems, Oak Ridge Natlonal Lab-
oratory, Tennessee, $1,200,000.

(9) ADMINISTRATION.—

Project 73-0-a, addition to Headquarters
building (AE only), Germantown, Maryland,
$1,500,000.

(10) GENERAL
$40,050,000.

(11)  Carprror EQUIPMENT.—Acquisition
and fabrication of capital equipment not re-
lated fo construction, $164,080,000.

Sec. 102, LiMmITaTIONS—(8) The Commis-
sien is authorized to start any project set
forth in subsections 101(b) (1), (3), (5),
(6), and (7) only if the currently estimated
cost of that project does not exceed by more
than 25 per centum the estimated cost set
forth for that project.

(b) The Commission is authorized to start
any project under subsections 101(b) (2),
(4), (8), and (9) only if the currently esti-
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mated cost of that project does not exceed by
more than 10 per centum the estimated cost
set forth for that project.

(c) The Commission is authorized to start
any project under subsection 101(b) (10)
only if it is in accordance with the follow-
ing:
(1) The maximum currently estimated cost
of any project shall be $500,000 and the maxi-
mum currently estimated cost of any build-
ing included in such project shall be $100,-
000, provided that the building cost limita-
tion may be exceeded if the Commission de-
termines that it is necessary in the interest
of efficiency and economy.

(2) The total cost of all projects under-
taken under subsection 101(b) (10) shall not
exceed the estimated cost set forth in that
subsection by more than 10 per centum.

Sec. 103. The Commission is authorized to
perform construction design services for any
Commission construction project whenever
(1) such comstruction project has been in-
cluded in a proposed authorization bill trans-
mitted to the Congress by the Commission
and (2) the Commission determines that
the project is of such urgency that con-
struction of the project should be initiated
promptly upon enactment of legislation ap-
propriating funds for its construction.

Sec. 104. When so specified in an sppro-
priation Act, transfers of amounts between
“Operating expenses” and “Plant and capital
equipment” may be made as provided in such
appropriation Act.

Sec. 105, -AMENDMENT OF PRIOR YEAR
AcTs.—(a) Section 101 of Public Law 91-44,
as amended, is further amended by striking
from subsection (b) (1), project 70-1-b, bed-
rock waste storage, the figure *“$1,300,000”
and substituting therefor the figure “$4,-
300,000,

(b) Section 101 of Public Law 91-273, as
amended, is further amended by (1) striking
from subsection (b)(1), project Ti-l-e,
gaseous diffusion production support facili-
ties, the figure “$45,700,000” and substitut-
ing therefor the figure *“$72,020,000”, (2)
striking from subsection (b) (1), project 71-
1-f, process equipment modifications, gaseous
diffusion plants, the figure “$10,400,000” and
substituting therefor the figure “$34,400,000”,
(8) striking from subsection (b) (6) , project
71-6-a, National Nuclear Sclence Informa-
tlon Center, the words “AE only” and sub-
stituting therefor the words *“American
Museum of Atomic Energy”, and further
striking the figure “$600,000” and substitut-
ing therefor the figure "“$3,500,000”, and (4)
striking from subsection (b) (9), project 71—
9, fire, safety, and adequacy of operating con-
ditions projects, the figure “$45,700,000” and
substituting therefor the figure “$69,000,-

(c) Bection 101 of Public Law 92-84, as
amended, is further amended by (1) striking
from subsection (b) (1), project 72-1-f, com-
ponent preparation laboratories, the figure
“$3,000,000" and substituting therefor the
figure *“$25,300,000”, (2) striking from sub-
section (b) (2), project 72-2-b, weapons neu=
tron research facllity, the words “(AE only)"
and further striking the figure “$585,000”
and substituting therefor the figure “$4,400,-
000", (3) striking from subsection (b)(3),
project 72-3-b, national radioactive waste
repository, the words “Lyons, Kansas” and
substituting therefor the words “site unde-
termined" and further adding after the words
“Provided, That” the words “with respect to
any site in the State of Eansas”, and (4)
striking from subsection (b) (5), project 72—
5-a, radiobiology and therapy research fa-
cility, the words “(AE only)” and further
striking the figure “$345,000” and substitut-
ing therefor the figure '‘$1,600,000".

Sec. 106. ReEscissioN.—(a) Public Law 91—
44, as amended, is further amended by re-
scinding therefrom authorization for the fol-
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lowing projects, except for funds heretofore
obligated:

Project 70-2-a, rebuilding a gaseous dif-
fusion plant cooling tower, Portsmouth,
Ohlo, $1,000,000.

Project 70-4-b, research and development
test plants, Project Rover, Los Alamos Scien~
tific Laboratory, New Mexico, and Nevada
Test Site, Nevada, $1,000,000.

(b) Public Law 91-273, as amended, is
further amended by rescinding therefrom
suthorization for a project, except for funds
heretofore obligated, as follows:

Project 71-3-b, research and development
test plants, Project Rover, Los Alamos Bcl-
entific Laboratory, New Mexico, and Nevada
Test Site, Nevada, $1,000,000.

TITLE II

Sec. 201. The Congress recognizes and as-
sumes the compassionate responsibility of
the United States to provide to the State of
Colorado financial assistance to undertake
remedial action to limit the exposure of in-
dividuals to radiation emanating from ura-
nium mill tailings which have been used as
a construction related material in the area of
Grand Junction, Colorado.

Sec. 202. The Atomic Energy Commission
is hereby authorized to enter into a coopera-
tive arrangement with the State of Colorado
under which the Commission will provide not
in excess of 75 per centum of the costs of a
State program, in the area of Grand Junction,
Colorado, of assessment of, and appropriate
remedial action to limit the exposure of
individuals to, radiation emanating from
uranium mill tallings which have been used
as a construction related material. Such ar-
rangement shall include, but need not be
limited to, provisions that require:

(a) that the basis for undertaking remedial
action shall be applicable guidelines pub-
lished by the SBurgeon General of the United
Btates;

(b) that the need for and selection of ap-
propriate remedial action to be undertaken
in any instance shall be determined by the
Commission upon application by the prop-
erty owner of record to the State of Colo-
rado within four years of the date of enact-
ment of this Act and recommendation by
and consultation with the State and others
a5 deemed appropriate;

(c) that any remedial action shall be per-
formed by the State of Colorado or its au-
thorized contractor and shall be paid for by
the State of Colorado;

(d) that the United States shall be re-
leased from any mill tailings related liability
or claim thereof upon completion of remedial
action or walver thereof by the property
owner of record on behalf of himself, his
heirs, successors, and assigns; and further,
the United States shall be held harmless
against any clalm arising out of the per-
formance of any remedial action;

(e) that the State of Colorado shall re-
tain custody and control of and responsibility
for any uranium mill tallings removed from
any site as part of remedial action;

(f) that the law of the State of Colorado
shall be applied to determine all questions
of title, rights of helrs, trespass, and so forth:
and

(g) that the Atomic Energy Commission
shall be provided such reports, accounting,
and rights of inspection as the Commission
deems appropriate:

Provided, That before such arrangement or
amendment thereto shall become effective, 1t
shall be submitted to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy and a perlod of thirty days
shall elapse while Congress is in session (in
computing such thirty days, there shall be
excluded the days on which elther House is
not in session because of adjournment for
more than three days): Provided, however,
That the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
after having received the arrangement or
amendment thereto, may by resolution in
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writing walve the conditions of, or all or any
portion of, such thirty-day period.

Sec. 203. The ‘Atomic Energy Commission
shall prescribe such rules and regulations as
it deems necessary and appropriate to carry
out the provisions of this title II. Notwith-
standing the provisions of subsection (a)(2)
of section 553 of title 5, United States Code,
such rules and regulations shall be subject
to the notice and public participation re-
quirements of that section.

Sec. 204. For the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of this title II, there is in-
cluded in subsection 101(a) of this Act au-
thorization of appropriations in the amount
of $5,000,000.

TITLE III

Sec. 301. Section 161 of the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1954, as amended, 1s amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“w. prescribe and collect from any other
Government agency, which applies for or is
issued a license for a utilization facility de-
signed to produce electrical or heat energy
pursuant to section 103 or 104b, any fee,
charge, or price which it may require, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of section 483a
of title 31 of the United States Code or any
other law, of applicants for, or holders of,
such licenses.”.

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

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF ILLINOIS

Mr, PRICE of Illinois. Mr, Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Price of Illinois:
Page 1, line 7, after “not,” strike out “tot”
and Insert “to",

On page b, line 9, strike out “Administra-
tion"” and insert “Administrative’.

And on page 5, line 13, strike out “Capitol”
and insert “Capital”.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I ask for a vote on the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. PRICE).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOSMER

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HosMER: Page 1,
line 7, after “ ‘Operating expenses’,” strike
out “$2,109,980,000" and insert “$2,110,480,-
000",

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, during the markup on
this legislation, there was a question in
connection with the funds that had been
requested by the administration for
carrying on the nuclear-powered heart
pacemaker work, as to whether or not the
requested $1 million could be utilized
during this fiscal year. At the time we
actually marked up the bill, it appeared
that this sum could not be utilized for
certain technical reasons, and that
$500,000 would be adequate for the
purpose,
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Let me point out that the nuclear-
powered pacemaker is the device which
is used to stimulate the heart in cases
of individuals who have an irregular or
low heartbeat and who need some kind
of minor electrical stimulation in order
to carry on a normal heartbeat pattern.
The commercial pacemakers are battery
powered at the present time. When they
are implanted into the body, they have
to be explanted and replanted whenever
the batteries run low. The batteries have
not lasted too long, a year or two, and
we are attempting to get a nuclear-pow-
ered battery which would have a life of
10 years.

With this restoration of $500,000, it
will coincide with the administration
request and coincide with the action tak-
en in the other body on this bill, if we
add this sum of money. Therefore, I trust
that support will come for this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to add that the
triggering of this issue was brought to
us by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. Savror) who has kept very close
watch on this. The gentleman pointed
out that the money could be used, for
which I thank him. I would like to yield
at this point to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, and I express my thanks
to him.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I con-
gratulate the gentleman from California
for offering this amendment. I think that
as a result of this, our country will forge
ahead and into the lead on the pacemak-
er that will save American lives.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, again I
wish to thank the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania for his understanding and kind-
ness and support in this matter.

Mr. Chairman, I yield now to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. PricE).

Mr, PRICE of Illinois. Mr, Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. Hosmer) and I think he stated the
situation accurately. Certainly there is
no objection on this side to the adoption
of the gentleman’s amendment. We ac-
cept the amendment on this side.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, there is
no secret about the fact that I have, on
occasion, been critical of the work of the
Atomic Energy Commission. Our col-
leagues are aware that the civilian side
of our atomic energy program has come
under increasing scrutiny by the Con-
gress and the public. But where plaudits
are due, plaudits should be given. Such
is the case with a life-saving program
authorized by the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy and carried out by the
Commission with respect to the “atomic
pacemaker.”

Without getting into a technical dis-
cussion of fhe radioisotope powered
cardiac pacemaker development, allow
me to proudly boast that this break-
through in and for the medical sciences
is being conducted by a firm in my con-
gressional district—ARCO Nuclear Co.
of Leechburg, Pa. You can see, then, why
I have a particular interest in the legis-
lation pending inasmuch as the amount
requested in the fiscal year 1973 AEC au-
thorization request would provide funds
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for continuation of this marvelous, life-
saving technology. The research and
development connected with the pro-
gram will make it possible for many
thousands of Americans with malfunc-
tioning or damaged hearts to function
normally and for longer periods of time.

ARCO has kindly provided a program
summary which I include here to bring
our colleagues up to date on this impor-
tant research. You will note that the re-
search and development is four-fifths
done; the authorization sought in the
legislation today is designed to finish the
job. The program summary follows:

PROGRAM SUMMARY

There are approximately 80,000 men,
women, and children in the United States
who need and use cardiac pacemakers to
help them live with a malfunctioning heart.
This number increases every year by 25/30,000
people. Thelr average age is 71 years, and they
as a group average 6 years of 1ife with a pacer.
The United States census shows the number
of people in the older age brackets is grow-
ing much more rapidly than the population
as a whole and thus there is a strongly grow-
ing need for devices to increase further the
useful life span of our citizens. At present,
the average battery iImplant operates success-
fully for only 2 years, and the average pa-
tient is required to have 3 or more implants
with the assoclated surgical risks and costs.
A 10-year nuclear battery pacer should elimi-
nate need for this additional surgery, hospi-
tal time, and expense for most users.

The AEC nuclear battery program is aimed
at ensuring an effective, reliable unit for
the users and safety for the public as they
associate with these nuclear pacemaker
users. The major responsibility of the pro-
gram has been the development of safety
and reliability standards. It has been found
that it will be necessary for such a nuclear
unit to withstand industrial fires of 1900°F,
cremation at 2100°F, free fall at terminal
veloeity, direct impact from a hand gun
bullet, crashing, and drowning without
rupture or breach of the fuel capsule.

The other major responsibility of the AEC
program Is the design and fabrication of a
unit which will meet these standards, and
the demonstration that it can be manufac-
tured economically.

The AEC program Iin FY 1973 will pro-
vide units for human implant which have
demonstrated this safety and efficacy to the
users and the public. During FY 1873 to
facilitate the transition of these devices
into general use, a system cost reduction
analysis will be made and published which
will demonstrate the economical production
of nuclear batterles to these necessary
standards of safety and rellability. Such eco-
nomical feasibllity will be further demon-
strated In FY 1973 by fabrication of pacers
using electronics obtained from commerclal
pacer manufacturers.

This has been a highly successful program
so far. It is about 4/5 done, and the FY 1973
part of the program will bring it essentially
to completion. There is still need for the
program because commercial sources have
not yet proposed to make available pacers
which will meet the required standards,

Present models of cardiac pacemakers
operate on chemical batteries. Although
they are effective in providing a regular
and sufficiently powerful beat to correct
the condition known as heart block
which deprives the body of sufficient
blood, they have the disadvantage of
having to be surgically replaced about
every 2 years. The expected lifetime
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of these new atomic pacemakers is esti-
mated between 8 and 10 years. Medical
technology in this field in Europe is
running considerably ahead of our pres-
ent timetable; about 30 atomic-powered
pacemakers have already been im-
planted in European patients in the last
two years.

There are approximately 80,000 men,
women, and children in the United States
who need and use cardiac pacemakers to
help them live with a malfunctioning
heart. One source estimates that this
number could increase by 25,000 or
more each year. At present the average
lifespan after installation of a pace-
maker is 6 years but the battery-op-
erated pacemakers require surgical re-
placement about every 2 years, sub-
jecting the patient to the risk, trauma,
and costs of serious surgery, three or
more times in what has been calculated
as their last decade of life. The atomic
pacemaker, in addition to its increased
efficiency of operation, brings with it
the potential of relieving the patient of
anxieties during a day-to-day existence.

I do not want to overdramatize about
the pacemaker-user, nor overgeneralize
about the medical technology which has
brought about this life-prolonging mira-
cle, but having known about one pace-
maker-user, I can say with confidence
that her contribution to society as a
fulltime teacher was incalculable from
the time she first underwent heart sur-
gery to the date of her passing—5 years
and two standard pacemakers later.

With the radioisotope powered car-
diac pacemaker we stand at a new
threshold of medical science. Full fund-
ing for this technological advance is im-
portant steps still necesary to qualify
the device for human application here
in the United States. I do not for a min-
ute imply here that the advances in this
field made in Europe are not safe for
human use; merely that we have a duty
to the whole Nation and to potential
users of the atomic pacemaker, to be
absolutely sure that we have the best
model—in every sense of the word—on
the medical market.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DOW
FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRE. HOSMER

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, I offer a
substitute amendment.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
California will state it.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, was the
previous amendment offered by me
accepted?

The CHAIRMAN. No. The Chair will
state the gentleman from New York is
offering a substitute for the amendment
offered by the gentleman from California
(Mr. Hosmer) and the Clerk is about to
report the substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DOW
FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOSMER

On page 1, line 7, strike out “$2,108,980,000"”

and insert “$2,082,230,000"

Mr. DOW. Mr, Chairman, in moving

to strike the figure of $2,109,980,000 from
the Atomic Energy Commission appro-
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priation and substitute $2,082,230,000. I
am aiming in two directions. One is to
reduce by one-half, the appropriation
for a liquid metal fast breeder reactor, a
very dangerous type of reactor. The
other purpose is to double the authori-
zation for the fusion process of generat-
ing nuclear power; this is a process which
is farther way in point of time but much
safer, according to eminent physicists,
and certainly a process not limited by
the supply of uranium. The decreased
appropriation for the fast breeder in my
amendment is $65,750,000 and the in-
crease for fusion is $38 million. The net
of these two figures is $27,750,000, and
that is the reduction in the total figure of
operating expenses found in section
101(a) of the bill, on page 1. The ap-
propriation for the fast breeder may be
noted on page 14 of the committee re-
port, and the appropriation for the
fusion process, known as controlled
thermonuclear research, on page 25.

The fast breeder reactor is able to take
a relatively small amount of uranium of
a type that cannot be used by the present
generation of light water reactors and
convert it to plutonium. Plutonium is
among the most dangerous substances
on the face of the globe. A speck on the
lungs can be fatal, according to reputable
authorities. With a half life of 24,000
years, as against roughly 15 years for the
byproducts of today’s light water re-
actors, the plutonium is radioactive for
many millenniums. This, of course, would
compound the already alarming problems
in handling nuclear wastes.

Moreover, the fear is justified that
such a dangerous material may be di-
verted for use by unauthorized parties.
Just a small amount is enough to con-
struct a nuclear bomb.

While it is true that the AEC and
the power industry, under the goad of
brownouts, are eager for the develop-
ment of the fast breeder, nevertheless,
it would be a crying shame if voices on
this floor do not express the alarm among
many authorities about the fast breeder.
Among the scientists who have issued
warnings are Dr. Linus Pauling, Dr. John
Edsall, Dr. Barry Commoner, Dr. Paul
Ehrlich, Dr. George Wald, Dr. Lamont
Cole, Dr. George L. Weil, Dr. Emest
Sternglass, Dr. Irving Lyon, Dr. Harold
Urey, and a number of others.

I want to enlarge the amounts in the
bill for fusion and other engineering
options to provide energy for our society.

There is a woeful failure in our na-
tional provisions for such other options
which are not within the scope of the
AEC. I am thinking of the small pro-
grams of the Office of Science and Tech-
nology for exploiting solar energy. I am
thinking of the programs of the Interior
Department for geothermal experimen-
tation and for the gasification of coal.
Someone has said that 61 different Fed-
eral agencies are concerned with the
subject of our energy crisis.

We should certainly as a nation take
note of these small dispersed, tentative,
and speculative activities. Mr. Chairman,
the Congress is not grappling with the
whole vast problem of our energy re-
sources, and the Nation will be the loser.
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We have all seen legislation aimed at the
overall approach to our energy crisis
defeated and delayed on more than one
occasion.

By offering this amendment, I raise
my voice against the myopic judgment
that confines our salvation from the en-
ergy crisis to the fast breeder and largely
ignores the necessity for a comprehen-
sive program considering every possibil-
ity including the safest possibilities.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
my amendment.

Mr. REID. Mr. Chairman, I rise to sup-
port the amendment proposed by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York
(Mr. Dow) to reduce by one-half the
authorization of $180.5 million for the
development of the liquid metal fast
breeder reactors—LMFBR.

All responsible people realize that we
must conduct extensive research and de-
velopment programs to produce the new
technologies to meet the growing energy
needs of our Nation. I believe that the
energy problem facing us is one of our
major national priorities. It demands
that basic decisions be made far in ad-
vance of requirements. It demands also
that these decisions be made on the basis
of thorough exploration of all alterna-
tives and sober evaluation of the benefits
and consequences of each. Above all, we
must not allow ourselves to be stampeded
into a precipitous rush to develop one
alternative at the expense of all others,
especially in light of the very serious
gquestions as to the consequences of that
alternative for the safety and health not
only of this generation but of future
generations as well.

HR. 14990 does not provide for the
kind of balanced exploration of alterna-
tives that is needed. Quite the contrary,
it would devote a totally disproportion-
ate share of the development effort to
the LMFBR. It would provide funding for
this controversial program at levels far
in excess of those for any other energy
option. The effect of this is to decide the
issue long before we have the facts as
to which option would be most effective
and safest.

Environmental Action, one of the
groups concerned over the implications
of this program, has prepared an analysis
of some of the more promising alterna-
tives and the Government funding for
research and development on each. I in-
sert this revealing document in the
RECORD:

ALTERNATIVES TO THE LMFBR, GOVERNMENT FUNDING
FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year—
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Controlled thermal nuclear fusi

I think that it is clear that there are
a number of promising possibilities and
that these possibilities are not receiving
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the same kind of attention that is being
devoted to the LMFBR.

Thirty of our Nation's most distin-
guished scientists have raised very seri-
ous questions about the safety and feasi-
bility of the LMFBR. I am submitting a
copy of that statement for my colleagues
consideration before they decide this
grave issue:

STATEMENT OF SCIENTISTS AGAINST THE
BREEDER

The Atomic Energy Commission has an-
nounced that its highest priority is the de-
velopment of the Ligquild Metal Fast Breeder
Reactor. This program has been endorsed
by the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
and is the keystone of President Nixon’'s
long-term energy policy. We belleve that
massive funding for the construction of the
LMFER demonstration projects at this time
is a major mistake. Too many serious gques-
tions exist about the safety and environ-
mental impact of such a project to make a
commitment at this point to the commer-
cial development of this technology.

The reactor’s cooling system will utilize
liquid sodium, which is highly reactive and
burns on contact with air or water. Breeder
reactors are inherently more difficult to con-
trol than today's commercial fission reactors,
they operate closer to the melting point of
their structural materials, and they generate
and use much larger quantities of plutonium.
Plutonium has a half-life of 24,000 years and
is one of the most toxic substances known to
man. Unlike the uranium on which today’s
fission reactors rely, plutonium can be
fashioned relatively easily into a crude nu-
clear weapon. In an energy economy based
on breeder reactors (some hundreds of them
by the year 2000 according to AEC projec~
tions), enormous quantities of plutonium
will have to be handled and transported. The
potential for accidental release or theft by
unauthorized persons will be unprecedented.

Troublesome problems exist even with to-
day's reactors: the possible diversion for
clandestine purposes of the smaller (but still
substantial) guantities of plutonium now
in circulation; the possibility of a reactor ac-
cident, Including one caused by either earth-
quake or sabotage, that could release huge
amounts of radloactivity; routine emis-
sions and potential accidents at the re-
processing plants where uranium and plu-
tonium are separated from radioactive wastes
in the spent reactor fuel; and the difficul-
ties of isolating the long-lived radioactive
wastes from the environment for thousands
of years, It is imprudent to deploy the even
more hazardous breeder reactor before sound
technical solutions for these problems have
been developed and proven.

The breeder reactor should not be ruled
out as an energy option for the long term.
However, the clailm that it is needed im-
mediately to prevent a crisis in uranium
supply is erroneous. Federal funds belng
sought for the hasty demonstration and de-
ployment of breeder reactors should be spent
instead on such basic problems as reactor
safety, waste storage and plutonium man-
agement. Of equal importance is increased
Federal funding of other energy options, in-
cluding solar power, controlled thermonu-
clear fusion, coal gasification, geothermal
power, fuel cells, magnetohydrodynamics
(MHD), and use of agriculture wastes and
garbage. Tog » these hold the
promise of providing significant contribu-
tions to our overall energy requirements.

In light of the serlous concerns that we
have about a national commitment at this
time to the commercial development of
Liguid Metal Fast Breeder Reactors, we
strongly urge Congress to declare a morato-
rium on the construction of breeder reactors
by rejecting the forthcoming proposal for
the initial demonstration project.

During this moratorlum, we urge Congress
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to reassess our reesarch and development
commitments to energy sources. Funding
priority should go to the technologies
which hold the greatest promise of environ-
mental compatibility,

Dr. Linus Pauling, Professor of Chemistry,
Stanford University.

Dr. Lamont Cole, Langmuir Laboratory,
Cornell University.

Dr. John Edsall, Biology Department, Har-
vard University.

Dr. Commoner, Washington Univer-
sity, St. Louls, Missouri.

Dr. Harold Urey, Department of Chemis-
try, University of California at San Diego.

Dr. Paul Ehrlich, Department of Biology,
Stanford University.

Dr. John Holdren, California Institute of
Technology.

Dr. Edward Martell, National Center for
Atmospheric Research.

Dr. John Gofman, Professor of Medical
Physles, University of California at Berkeley.

Dr. Glenn Paulson, Environmental Scien-
tist, City College of New York.

Harold L. Rosenthal, Professor of Physio-
logical Chemistry, Washington University.

Dr. George Wald, Professor of Blology, Har-
vard University.

Dr. Roslyn Barbash, Teaneck, New Jersey.

Dr. Herman Levine, San Antonio, Texas.

Dr. David Gitlin, Cleveland, Ohio.

David Marra, Oceanographer.

Dr. Irving Lyons, Blologist, Bennington
College.

Dr. George L. Well, Nuclear Energy Con-
sultant.

Dr. Ernest Sternglass, Professor of Radia-
tion and Physles, University of Pittsburgh,

Pattl Peterson, Professor of American Stud-
les, State University of New York at Oswego.

Dr. Harry S. Blanchard, Limerick Ecology
Action.

J. B. Nielands, Professor of Biochemistry,
University of California at Berkeley,

Dr. Curtis Williams, Dean of Natural Sci-
ences, State University of New York at Pur-
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The LMFBR will, if all things go well,
provide us with only a temporary energy
source but will leave a permanent legacy
of toxic wastes. Although its residue of
plutonium and other radioactive wastes
will remain lethally toxic for tens of
thousands of years, it is considered, even
by its proponents to be only a temporary
energy source—in use perhaps for 50
years—until other less hazardous and
hopefully renewable energy sources are
developed. Let us take a hard look at the
way the toxicity of plutonium is meas-
ured, in millionths of a gram, and the
way the quantities to be produced are
being estimated in hundreds of tons. Let
us take a hard look at the fantastic dis-
parity between cost—permanent hazard,
and benefit—temporary use.

The proposal of the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York is reasonable. It
would not halt research and development
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on the LMFBR. Quite the contrary, it
would continue funding for this pro-
gram at $90.25 million, a level still

higher than any of the other alterna-
tives. But it would bring the program
back into proportion with the other ef-
fects.

I strongly urge my colleagues to heed
the words of our scientific community
ﬁ support the amendment before us

ay.

Mr. McCORMACE. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the thrust of the
amendment of the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Dow) is to shift energy re-
search and development emphasis away
from the breeder reactor and to nuclear
fusion. This is certainly a commendable
ideal. It is an idealistic goal. Unfortun-
ately, it is totally unrealistic at the pres-
ent time.

In the President’s energy message of
last summer he set out an immediate
goal, and that was to have a demon-
stration liquid metal fast breeder reac-
tor on the line by the year 1980.

If we maintain our present program of
research and development and support
for the breeder as it is now established
in this proposed budget, we can hope
that we will meet the President’s sched-
ule, and have the first demonstration
breeder on the line by the year 1980. If
we have the LMFBR demonstration plant
on the line by the year 1980, we can hope
that we may have commercial plants on
the line by 1985 or 1987. Then we can
expect these new breeder reactors to
begin to produce new fuel to provide
energy for this country. We can hope
that if this program is successful, then
our fissile material inventory may be
brought into equilibrium. That is, we will
be producing as much fuel as we are
consuming.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot overemphasize
the importance of this point. We must
depend upon nuclear energy from fission
for the next 40 to 50 years, and until we
have developed such other sources of
energy as the gentleman from New York
would have us emphasize, Unfortunately,
however, we are not advanced far enough
in our technology today to talk seriously
about having electricity produced from
fusion on the line at any time before
the year 2000. It may be that existing
R. & D. programs will advance that date,
but we cannot today depend upon that
possibility—or cut the breeder program,
because of it. The breeder reactor pro-
gram, whether it is the LEFDR or the
gas-cooled breeder, is designed to give us
enough nuclear fuel when we will need it.
If we do not have this program, we
might well have to burn up virtually all
our gas and petroleum and coal, and use
up most of our present uranium resources
between now and the year 2000 in order
to provide the energy that we need.

With the breeder program we can as-
sume we may have enough fuel to catch
up by the year 2000 and fo keep us in
a state of equilibrium from then on.

I agree that we must emphasize fusion
research. This budget today provides an
increase of 25 percent in fusion research
for the fiscal year 1973. This is up to
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about $38 million for the traditional fu-
sion research and a very large additional
amount of money, also, for laser-pellet
research.

This programs are not being limited
by the budget. During the month of May
the Subcommittee on Science Research
and Development held a series of hear-
ings on energy research and develop-
ment. On two occasions, Mr. Chairman,
we had outstanding experts in the field
of fusion, who, when I asked if our fusion
research program is being limited by
money, responded unequivocally in the
negative. The research program for fu-
sion is limited by technology alone. When
we are ready to take the next steps in
research and development on fusion, then
the Atomic Energy Commission and the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy stand
ready, I am certain, and as all of our
testimony indicates, to have the neces-
sary funds for this research. It would be
foolish to put more money into this fu-
sion today than is needed; or more than
can be used. It would be disastrous to cut
our breeder program, because this would
cause us to slip further and further be-
hind in provide the nuclear fuel that we
need between the year 1985 and 2000.

I completely sympathize with the de-
sires of the gentleman from New York in
his wish to emphasize other areas of re-
search and development for energy.

Although we are not carrying out the
integrated energy research program I
wotuld like to see, I believe we are mov-
ing in this direction. Above all else, how-
ever, we must not cut the breeder pro-
gram at this time.

Mr. Chairman, an allegation has been
made that because breeder reactors pro-
duce and utilize plutonium as a form of
nuclear fuel, we should discontinue the
breeder reactor program. The basis for
Ehisi is said to be that plutonium is highly

oxie.

It is certainly true that plutonium is a
toxic material; however it has been han-
dled in considerable quantity in this
country for 25 years. The toxicity of plu-
tonium was recognized at a very early
time in the atomic energy program and
stringent criteria for the handling and
disposition of this material have been
devised and are rigidly enforced.

The point which I wish to make is that
in many industries, not just the nuclear
industry, on a day-to-day basis we deal
with highly toxic materials in industrial
quantities which could be lethal to hu-
mans if not properly safeguarded.

It may not be well known to the pro-
poser of the amendment, but civilian
power reactors which have been in opera-
tion for the past 12 to 15 years have been
producing plutonium as a normal conse-
quence of their operation. The greater
percentage of the uranium fuel in a light
water reactor is in the form of uranium-
238, which through interaction with neu-
trons produced in the reactor converts
into plutonium. During processing of the
expended fuel from such a reactor, the
fissionable plutonium and the unused
uranium, which is also of a value, are re-
covered for subsequent use as nuclear
fuel.

During the 12-year period of routine
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handling of plutonium in the civilian re-
actor program, there have been no acci-
dents which resulted in release of this
toxic material outside the confines of the
nuicear facility.

In summary, we should no more give up
the development of the liquid metal fast
breeder reactor because it utilizes plu-
tonium than should we give up the manu-
facture of chlorine—for water treatment
purpose related to the preservation of
the public health, or give up the manufa-
ture of commercial explosives important
to construction and mining activities, be-
cause improper handling could result in
damage to members of the public,

We must be extremely careful in the
handling of any toxic material and I am
convinced that the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, through its licensing program
does and will insist upon procedural safe-
guards, engineering safeguards, and
other techniques designed to assure the
protection of the public health and safety
against exposure to any form of radio-
active material.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr, Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the action sought by
the gentleman from New York is to do
two things both of which would be a
tremendous mistake.

The first thing the gentleman wants to
do is to double the amount of money in
the budget for controlled thermonuclear
reaction research. This is a long way,
and a very long way, to talk about the
very physics processes that go on on
the surface of the sun, and to tame them
so that we can use them right here at
home to produce electricity.

Now, a number of people have had the
same suggestion as the gentleman from
New York, to put a lot of money into it,
and then we can have this almost over-
night. In the Joint Committee on Atomie
Energy we held a series of hearings on
that very issue of how soon could you
get controlled thermonuclear fusion as
an economic process for the production
of electricity in America. We called in
everybody who had any reason to know
anything about the technology and its
development. It turned out that every-
body, and they were all knowledgeable,
said that it would take until the year
2000 in order to perfect this technique to
become an economic technology, And if
you even went ahead and spent untold
billions of dollars in addition to that on
this research you still could not push this
date up any closer than1980.

Now, this is 1972. What the gentleman
wants to do is to take this period of time
between 1972 and 1990, or 2000, and elim-
inate the other technology to fill in the
energy gap in this period.

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

Mr. HOSMER. Not at this time; I will
yield to the gentleman when I have com-
pleted my statement.

The technology that has been sug-
gested—not only suggested, but it has
been studied for years, and even for de-
cades—is the liquid-metal fast breeder
reactor to fill in this energy gap. You
know, we will not have uranium around
forever to burn in these light-water reac-
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tors. We need the liguid metal fast
breeder reactor in order to take advan-
tage of the plutonium that the gentleman
is complaining about as being so danger-
ous, but which is being made every day
in the light-water reactors. The pluto-
nium problem is not going to be com-
pounded a bit by the development of the
fast breeder reactor. But this is what has
to be done in order to avoid an energy
gap even worse than the one that we now
anticipate in this country.

This development as a technology of
the production of electricity is the only
alternative we have. There are other
ways of having breeder reactors—you can
have a gas-cooled breeder, you can have a
water-cooled breeder, you can have a
liguid molten salt-cooled breeder, but
this liquid-metal fast breeder reactor is
the one that seems to offer the best prom-
ise, and that is the goal we want to meet.
Not only we, but every other nation in
the world, any other advanced nation, is
doing the same thing—developing liquid
metal fast breeder reactors. Half a dozen
countries in Europe are doing it, and the
Soviet Union has a large effort.

But this is the most atavistic thing I
have ever seen. I can understand the
spirit that underlies the Spanish In-
quisition, and I do not condone it, but I
can understand it, and I can understand
the same spirit that may have underlain
the burning of witches, but I eannot un-
derstand the spirit in an economic so-
ciety and a highly developed society that
requires this type of approach.

Does anybody seriously want to take
a hara-kiri knife to this kind of develop-
ment in the year 19727

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOSMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Idaho.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding, and
I wish to commend the gentleman for
his characteristic and forthright state-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the substitute amendment and in support
of the original amendment offered by the
gentleman from California.

Mr, Chairman, of late we have heard
many suggestions for a new energy source
to meet our burgeoning needs. These are
frequently claimed to be clean, to have
zero impact on the environment, to be
available in the near future, and to be
economical. These suggestions include
solar energy, tidal energy, thermal gradi-
ents in the oceans, laser fusion, mag-
netically confined fusion, coal gasifica-
tion, magneto hydrodynamics, wind pow-
er, methane generation by the decompo-
sition of animal wastes, and so on.

Inevitably, though, a fundamental fac-
tor seems to be overlooked. Little if any
recognition is given to the fact that all
possible energy sources were carefully
considered before our Nation’s nuclear
power program was laid out. As early as
the late 1950’s and the early 1960’s the
Joint Committee was fully cognizant of
the claims made for a limitless supply of
energy from our fossil fuel resources as
well as the possibilities from other
sources.

Accordingly, even though there was
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great pressure to go all out in the devel-
opment of nuclear energy, the Joint
Committee stubbornly insisted on a full
justification of such an effort taking into
consideration the claims that other
sources were adequate or possibly better.
It was upon the committee’s insistence
that the administration in the period of
1959 through 1962 thoroughly studied
our energy needs and the practical ways
in which we could meet those needs.
These studies culminated in the 1962 re-
port to the President on nuclear power.
This report did not simply represent the
views of the Atomic Energy Commission.
It included the views of the Department
of the Interior, the Federal Power Com-
mission, the National Academy of Sci-
ences, and many from the private sector
who have professional competence in the
development and utilization of energy.

That report concluded that we must
have additional sources of energy; that
nuclear energy was the only practical
means for meeting our long-range needs.
Nuclear energy, of course, includes both
fission and fusion reactions although fis-
sion is the only nuclear reaction whose
feasibility has been demonstrated and,
therefore, the only practical source at
this time.

Following the report the Joint Com-
mittee held extensive hearings at which
both Government and private witnesses
were given the opportunity to testify. The
civilian nuclear power program laid out
in that 1962 report to the President
stood the test and the executive and leg-
islative branches of our Government ac-
cepted the program and have been dili-
gent in carrying out its mandates ever
since.

Several years later though, as a check
to determine that we were still on the
right track, the committee asked the ex-
ecutive branch to verify the validity of
the earlier conclusions. This culminated
in the 1967 supplement to the 1962 re-
port to the President which, funda-
mentally, reaffirmed the findings of the
basic report.

Although it does not seem to be gen-
erally recognized, the Joint Committee
has consistently supported other research
and development programs on energy. It
has not limited its interest and activity
to nuclear energy. In 1962 after its re-
view and acceptance of the 1962 pro-
gram, the committee made it abundantly
clear that it supported the development
and utilization of our enormous coal re-
serves. This committee has supported re-
search and development efforts by the
Atomic Energy Commission, for example,
in coal gasification. The committee has
supported programs for the control of
stack effluents from fossil plants. The
committee has also supported the re-
search effort on the fusion reaction to
a total of nearly one-half billion dollars
to date. Last year the committee amend-
ed the Atomic Energy Act to authorize
the Atomic Energy Commission to per-
form research and development in all
fields of energy so that the special com-
petence and facilities existing in our
atomic energy laboratories could be uti-
lized to the fullest In our national in-
terest.

Recognizing that there may always be
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those who will not or cannot agree, the
committee remains convinced that the
steps taken to establish the breeder pro-
gram as a primary effort to meet our
long-range needs were appropriate and
the program which we are now follow-
ing and which this bill will fund will meet
those needs. I urge that the substitute
amendment be rejected.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, let me
add this: That the technology of the fast
breeder reactor is no more dangerous
than the technology of the light-water
reactor, or the technology of the internal
combustion engine which requires the
storage of large amounts of gasoline, or
with the use of other industrial processes
such as those that use cyanide, or hydro-
chloric acid. If you take care of these
things nobody gets hurt.

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

(Mr. HOSMER (at the request of Mr.
Anperson of Illinois) was granted 5 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOSMER. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr, ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I certainly want to associate myself
with the remarks that have just been
made by the gentleman from California,
in opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Dow).

The gentleman now in the well and I
know that we had occasion just last eve-
ning to talk with the vice chairman of the
European Economic Commission in
charge of energy matters.

Europe is indeed ahead of us right now
on this very important matter of building
a liquid metal fast-breeder reactor and
have already sited and are planning the
construction of a 300-megawatt reactor
of that kind in West Germany.

The power from that will eventually
increase to 1,000 megawatts.

Here are our economic competitors,
with all of this power and musecle in the
Common Market that is going to be
imposed against us so far as world com-
merce is concerned.

They have the good sense to proceed
with this development. I think it is noth-
ing short of tragic if we were to yield
to the kind of know-nothingness that we
should somehow do something to cut
down the efforts that we are making to
produce and put on the line a liquid
metal fast breeder reactor.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr, Chairman, I thank
the gentleman very much for his
remarks.

I think that we ought to understand
that this is not something new.

We have the EBR I reactor.

We have the EBR II reactor.

‘We have the Enrico Ferml reactor.

And we have the SEFOR reactor, all
right here in the United States.

Mr. DOW. Chairman, will the

gentléman yi-eld? ?
Mr. HOSMER. I yield to the gentle-
man.
Mr. DOW, I would like to quote one
statement from one of the scientists that
appeared this week in Time magazine.
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He says:

We are going in the future with only one
arrow for our bow—the breeder. If 1t does
not work out we will face a real crisis.

The gentleman from California I think
erroneously suggested that I did not offer
or care for any option other than the
fusion process.

In my earlier remarks I spoke of the
need for exploiting solar energy and also
for experimentation in the geothermal
area.

But this present bill does very little in
that direction.

Mr. HOSMER. It has been suggested
also, that the whole energy problem can
be solved through the use of gas gener-
ated from manure piles. But it is not ex-
actly practical in time to meet the prob-
lem as it rushes down upon us.

There are a number of alternatives,
yves, but they are all in the area of 20
years for development, which will bring
them all up in competition later.

And the gentleman probably was not
listening when I recited that we do have
alternates to the liquid metal breeder
that we are working on.

Another probably is from the molten
salt and gas-cooled breeders.

Each year about the time the Joint
Committee’s bill authorizing AEC appro-
priations reaches the floor of the House,
arguments are generated against nuclear
power reactors. This year we find oppo-
sition to the liquid metal fast breeder
reactor being developed for electric pow-
er generation. One claim this year is that
laser induced fusion powered generation
is imminent and that within the next
few years, at most, we could have power-
plants which would utilize clean, non-
polluting fusion fuels. I can assure you
that this is not the case.

On November 10 and 11, 1971,
the Subcommittee on Research, De-
velopment, and Radiation of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy held 2 days
of hearings on controlled thermonuclear
research in the United States and in the
rest of the world. All types of fusion re-
search were covered. Significant atten-
tion was given to the possibility of
achieving controlled thermonuclear re-
actions using lasers to start the reaction.
It was concluded that this promising
fleld of research should continue to ex-
amine possible means of initiating fusion
reactions with lasers. However, it also
was concluded that practical high-energy
lasers and the mechanical and optical
systems necessary to create fusion reac-
tions, even on a feasibility basis, are not
expected until the end of this decade.

An apparent misunderstanding of
what transpired at a recent international
conference in Montreal no doubt led
some of my colleagues to push for accel-
erated laser-induced fusion research in-
stead of continuing with the liquid metal
fast breeder reactor program. At that
Montreal conference, it was stated that
theoretical computer studies, conducted
at a weapons laboratory, ylelded results
which indicated that, if it were possible
to compress light elements, such as hy-
drogen atoms, by a factor of 10,000, it
should be possible to induce a fusion
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reaction using lasers available today
from commercial sources.

It is unfortunate that the statement
made at that conference was interpreted
by some as meaning such compression is
possible today, because it immediately
raised high hopes among those who opt
for fusion over all other forms of energy
generation that a means had been dis-
covered to provide fusion now. As I indi-
cated previously, it is not a fact that we
know any way to achieve a compression
of 10,000 using a laser.

Let us recall that the vice chairman
of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
in his opening statement indicated that
a total of about $80 million is going into
fusion research next year compared to
$31 million in the current year. This will
provide significant impetus but an or-
derly approach to the development of
this remarkable, unlimited energy source
of the future.

Furthermore, in consonance with the
President’s energy message of June 4,
1971, it is imperative that we go forward
with the LMFBR program under devel-
opment by the AEC so that such systems
will be available to go on line by 1980.

In this regard, I recommend that we
vote to reject the amendment to delete
funds for the LMFBR program.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, during fiscal year 1973,
the AEC will find itself at a crucial stage
in the development program for the
liquid metal fast-breeder reactor. Time is
of the essence in the planning and execu-
tion of this program in order to meet the
national goal established by President
Nixon in his June 4, 1971, energy mes-
sage—operation of a demonstration
liquid metal fast-breeder reactor by 1980.
This action by the President has brought
about the development of the needed mo-
mentum, both in industry and the Gov-
ernment to make achievement of this
goal possible.

Electric utility companies throughout
the country, both public and private,
have amassed a total of $240 million in
pledges to be used in the design, con-
struction, and operation of the first dem-
onstration breeder, and to this will be
added the $100 million of direct Federal
assistance already authorized by the
Congress.

The amendment would delete from the
bill now before us is one-half of the
amount proposed for the LMFBR base
technology program for fiscal year 1973.
This effort will lay the groundwork in
terms of general engineering design,
structural materials, fuels, and vital com-
ponents for liquid metal fast breeder re-
actors, A significant portion of the effort
relates to the demonstration program;
the remainder will provide a long-range
capability for this Nation to bring this
program to successful fruition and, there-
by, establish the feasibility of nuclear
energy as a long-range solution to elee-
1t;.rit:a.l energy requirements in this coun-

ry.

The breeder reactor program has been
a long-range program of the Atomic
Energy Commission for a number of
years and was formalized as such in the
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1962 report to the President. It was rec-
ognized at that time that if we could not
develop a breeder reactor, the uranium
resources of this country would not per-
mit nonbreeder reactors to make a sig-
nificant contribution to our long-range
energy problems. Present-day reactors do
not utilize nuclear fuel efficiently and in
the long run we must learn how to breed
additional fissionable material in order to
realize the full potential of nuclear
energy. The feasibility of a breeder was
demonstrated over 20 years ago. It is im-
portant now that we take advantage of
the momentum recently generated and
get on with the development and demon-
stration of this reactor for commercial
application.

Shortages of oil, gas, and ultimately
even coal have been well studied by many
committees of both Houses. I am sure
that the majority of my colleagues rec-
ognize the importance of finding solu-
tions to the energy problem so that the
generations to come will have an ade-
quate supply of electricity, produced in
a manner which will assure the quality of
our environment.

It should be pointed out that ours is
not the only effort to develop a liquid
metal fast breeder reactor. The major in-
dustrial nations of the world each have
their own program and some would claim
that their efforts are equal or superior to
ours. The U.S.S.R. earlier this year an-
nounced completion of construction of
a liquid metal fast breeder demonstration
reactor which provides for desalination
of water in addition to the production of
150 megawatts of electricity. In addition,
a 600-MWE breeder reactor is under con-
struction by the Russians. The British
are constructing a 250-MWE prototype
breeder reactor and the French have
nearly completed a breeder reactor of
equal size. West Germany has its own
program and the Japanese have put to-
gether a program to meet their own
needs. Since our first demonstration re-
actor is not scheduled to be completed
until 1980, it could be said that we are
behind these other nations. The Atomic
Energy Commission believes, and the
Joint Committee concurs, that our pro-
gram is being developed on a broad tech-
nology base requiring proof testing and
safety evaluation of each component.
Once these components are assembled in
the demonstration facility, we believe we
shall be closer to a commercially accept-
able plant than others who will be trying
to “de-bug” a whole facility and each
component part.

All of these nations appear convinced
that the sodium cooled breeder is the best
approach and that it can be designed and
operated in a fashion having minimal
impact on the environment while con-
currently providing protection to the
public health and safety. Our own liquid
metal fast breeder safety program is di-
rected toward assuring that all conceiv-
able accidents are considered and that
full protection is provided to assure
safety of operation.

I urge that the amendment be rejected
and that the Members of this body lend
support to this important program which
has the goal of developing a new tech-
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nology which can mean so much to this
Nation’s preeminence in the energy field.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today not in opposition to H.R. 14480,
nor in favor of the amendment of the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Dow)
merely to question the research and de-
velopment priorities in this authoriza-
tion. I share some of the concerns of the
gentleman from New York about the
LMFBR

With the authorization of $132 million
for the liquid metal fast breeder reactor,
our country could be launching itself on
an unknown, and perhaps unsure, energy
course. However the liquid metal fast
breeder reactor authorization does not
cease there. The liquid metal engineering
center facilities and the modifications to
the EBR, the power burst facility and the
TREAT programs are all primarily
LMFBR items. These are items 73.5
a-d in the plant and capitol equipment
requests.

Thus the authorization gives LMFBR
over $230 million while other promising
energy options seem to be ignored.

The committee report states that—

It 1s prudent to provide for continuing ef-
fort on viable alternative approaches.

Yet, two of the competing breeder con-
cepts—the gas-cooled fast reactor and
the molten salt breeder—are receiving
only $1 and $5 million respectively in fis-
cal year 1973. The highly touted solar
technologies are receiving a mere $4 mil-
lion combined.

The authorization seems less a search
for viable alternatives than a firm
LFMBR commitment for the future. If
LFMBR proves uncontrollable, unreli-
able, or unsuccessful, we could well be
left with all our eggs in a leaky basket.

The time to evaluate our nuclear en-
ergy development priorities is now. The
ratio of $230 million, or $132 for LMFBR,
to $10 million for other technologies, de-
serves hard looks and searching questions
now before the firm commitment is made
and the chance for alternatives is lost.

The presentation of the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. PricE) leads me to the
conclusion that the Joint Committee has
not favored the liquid metal fast breeder
reactor to the exclusion of other tech-
nologies, but I would like to ask the gen-
tleman if he would respond whether the
committee is determined that the
LMFBR is by far the most promising
technology and why, for instance, we did
not apply a few more dollars to the
molten salt breeder and the gas-cooled
fast reactor and the solar technology?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. If the gentleman
will yield, I could say we have studied
both the molten salt reactor for many
vears, and some of us have seen some po-
tential in it. We do feel it is as far along
as other approaches. The fast breeder
reactor, we feel at the present time, of-
fers the best hope of producing not only
the resources of energy we now need but
also has a very important part in answer-
ing our fuel problem in future years.
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We have followed the thermonuclear
program from its inception and have
been among the strongest supporters of
the thermonuclear program, and I think
we kept it alive for a few years, and we
worked with the Commission and urged
the Commission to continue and expand
its research in the thermonuclear re-
actors.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentleman,
and I accept that as a statement from
the committee that they are not against
these other technologies even though the
auhorizations for them seem exceedingly
low.

Might I ask the committee whether the
committee is still enthusiastic to proceed
with both the salt research in the fore-
seeable future and the other technolo-
gies?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I will say to the
genfleman the committee’s views on the
salt reactor are expressed on page 14 of
the committee’s report. It certainly has
not been ignored in any way by the com-
mittee.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentleman
from Ilinois.

I would like to ask further if, since the
facility for which we appropriated in
1967 is not completed yet, the capital
funds now to be applied for LMFBR can
be safely spent before we complete the
safety tests for it?

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, if I may say, I think
the gentleman probably refers to the fast
flux test facility.

Mr. FRENZEL. I do.

Mr. HOSMER. That largely has to do
with the neutronic testing of the fuel ele-
ments of the breeder reactor. The eco-
nomics of the reactor are primarily in-
volved rather than any of the safety ele-
ments of the reactor are, and as a con-
sequence, we can go ahead with the
demonstration program without having
to have this facility in operation. The
facility will make its largest contribution
in the area of improvement of the eco-
nomic and neutronic of the system.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentleman.
I thank both the gentlemen for their
careful attention to my education.

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

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

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

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, I thank my
colleague, the gentleman from Rhode
Island, for yielding. I shall only be a
minute. I have a list of 32 eminent scien-
tists who have expressed deepest con-
cern and opposition to the fast breeder
reactor because of the danger. They con-
clude in these words:

In light of the serious concerns that we
have about a national commitment at this
time to the commerclal development of Lig-
uid Metal Fast Breeder Reactors, we strongly
urge Congress to declare a moratorium on
the construction of breeder reactors by re-
jecting the forthcoming proposal for the
initial demonstration project.

I wish the committee had paid a little
bit more attention to these eminent men,
some of whom are Nobel laureates,
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I thank the gentleman from Rhode
Island for yielding.

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

Mr. TIERNAN. I will yield to the
gentleman from California, but before
doing so I should like to ask the distin-
guished chairman (Mr. Price) of the
committee a question.

Mr. Chairman, I have read the testi-
mony before your committee, on Novem-
ber 10 and 11, and I read the line of
answers and questions—on page 33 of the
report—where in response to Senator
Symincron the reply was given as fol-
lows:

That 1s, we are very, very tight now. We

are not able to do most urgent things, in my
opinion,

I have read through this testimony,
and listened to the arguments made by
the gentleman from New York, and I,
also, am concerned as to whether or not
we are restricting the amounts of money
for research in other areas.

I realize the necessity of the commit-
tee taking into consideration the whole
line of development in this area, but I
am also concerned. I do not quite favor
the substitute amendment of the gentle-
man from New York, in the fact that it
cuts back on what the committee seems
to believe feasible, but I am in support of
that part of the substitute amendment
which would increase the amount of re-
search for these alternate methods. I be-
lieve that is a very important point.

I wonder if the chairman could help
me with a comment on that line of testi-
mony ?

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. We do have
problems in the financing of these pro-
grams, as the gentleman recognizes, as
we do in other areas of government where
research and development is involved.

I do not believe, however, that this
particular program has resulted in the
reduction of any line items in the ap-
propriation area. The Joint Committee
itself has strongly supported the other
research programs, and has been a
staunch supporter of adequate research
and development on any promising pro-
gram under the Commission activities,

Mr. TIERNAN. I thank the chairman.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TIERNAN. I am happy to yield
to the distinguished gentleman from
Tllinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I should
merely like to point out, in connection
with the statement made a few minutes
ago by the distinguished gentleman from
New York (Mr. Dow) when he recited,
I believe, a list of some 32 distinguished
Nobel laureates, who expressed fears
about the safety of the liquid metal fast
breeder reactor. I am not sure I am aware
of all the names on the list but I did
recognize the name of George Wald, who
is a very distinguished biologist, and I
am scarcely ready to concede his capacity
in this field.

Linus Pauling, a very distinguished
scientist, is a chemist.

I believe we ought to consider the fact
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that men like Glenn Seaborg, President
Kennedy's Chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission, himself a distin-
guished atomic physicist, is one of those
who appeared before this committee and
testified in favor of the LMFBR
program.

Lee DuBridege, a distinguished phys-
icist, the former president of Cal Tech
and the former science adviser to the
President of the United States, also testi-
fied. These are the kinds of witnesses the
committee listened to.

I believe, rather than to consider a
long list of distinguished scientists who
have great competence in their own
fields, we ought to put greater weight on
the testimony of men like Glenn Seaborg.
and Lee DuBridge and many others who
are in fact experts in this area.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Dow),
for the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. HOSMER) .

The substitute amendment was re-
jected.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS,

ABZUG FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.

HOSMER

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
has the question been put on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from New York wishes to offer a sub-
stitute amendment for the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Califor-
nia?

Mrs. ABZUG. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the substitute amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute amendment offered by Mrs.
Apzuc for the amendment offered by Mr.
HosMer: On page 1, line 7, delete “$2,100,-
980,000 and insert instead “$1,927,840,000”,
and on page 6, after line 9, add the follow-
ing new subsection:

“(d) The Commission may not explode or
assist in exploding any nuclear weapon of
any sort, nor may it use any appropriated
funds in furtherance of, or preparation for,
a;-}; explosion of any nuclear weapon of any
B N

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HOSMER. Mr, Chairman, I make
a point of order against the substitute
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HOSMER. The second portion of
the gentlewoman's amendment to add
section (d) is not germane to the amend-
ment before the House and therefore is
not a proper substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
desire to be heard further on the point
of order?

Mr. HOSMER. No further.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
woman from New York desire to be heard
on the point of order?

Mrs. ABZUG. Well, I think it is ger-
mane, because it talks in that subsection
concerning the use of appropriated funds
in preparation for an explosion of nu-
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clear weapons, so I think it is germane

to the reduction of appropriations pro-

posed in this bill.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Upari). The
Chair has examined the gentlewoman'’s
substitute and will state that the main
amendment pending offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HosMER) is
only a money amendment. Therefore a
substitute for that amendment would
have to be germane thereto.

There might be another procedure by
which the gentlewoman could offer the
additional part of her substitute, but the
Chair under the present situation holds
the substitute not germane to the pend-
ing amendment and sustains the point of
order.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MRS,
ABZUG FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.
HOSMER.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I desire
to offer a substitute amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute for the amendment offered by
Mrs. Apzue for the amendment offered by Mr.
Hosmer: Page 1, line 7: delete *'$2,109,980,~
000" and insert instead *“$927,840,000”"

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would delete $182 million
authorized in this bill for nuclear weap-
ons testing and would prohibit the
Atomic Energy Commission from explod-
ing or preparing to explode any nuclear
device as part of the weapons program.

Last fall the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion detonated the “Cannikin” bomb on
Amchitka Island in Alaska. The full ex-
tent of the damage which it caused fto
the ecology of that area is not yet known
and may never be revealed fully. Thus
far, we do know for certain that count-
less sea otters, fish, and other wildlife
were killed or maimed as a result of the
blast.

While the Atomic Energy Commission
stated that Cannikin would be the last of
the “large” nuclear weapons tests, fest-
ing of smaller devices has already begun
in the Southwestern United States. Par-
ticularly in light of the arms agreements
reached in Moscow last month, I cannot
understand what more we have to gain
from continued testing of these weapons.

I should like to remind this House that
the United States solemnly pledged it-
self in both the limited test ban treaty
and the nonproliferation treaty to work
toward the discontinuance of all test ex-
plosions of nuclear weapons.

A comprehensive test ban on nuclear
explosions would stabilize and retard the
arms race and pave the way for further
agreements among the nuclear powers
with regard to mutual disarmament and
limitation of strategic weapons.

Each new nuclear explosion poses a
new set of undesirable questions about
its possible adverse effects on the en-
vironment, release of radioactive ma-
terials, triggering of earthquakes, and
permanent damage to the ecology of an
area.

The Atomic Energy Commission spent
over $200 million in fiscal years 1971
and 1972 for nuclear testing, and the

bill before us proposes the expenditure
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of a like amount in fiscal 1§73. This total
sum of over half a hillion dollars equals
the annual budget for vocational and
adult education. It also equals the total
operating budget for the Environmental
Protection Agency for a year.

For some time much of the American
opposition to a comprehensive test ban
has stemmed from the question of
whether or not we could detect such
testing. It has been made quite clear
from reports on the subject, including
that of the Federation of American Sci-
entists, that we have been able to im-
prove our seismology and such other
means of detection as satellite photog-
raphy and communications monitoring,
enough to give us a high degree of con-
fidence that any violation of a compre-
hensive test ban could and would be de-
tected.

I believe that the United States should
begin to take some initiatives with re-
spect to creating the climate for active
negotiations which would ultimately
lead to a comprehensive ban on all nu-
clear test explosions with the Soviet
Union and other nuclear powers. I think
that this would slow the arms race and
reduce the likelihood of other countries
joining the nuclear club.

I believe that the Soviet Union has
informally indicated a willingness to
open additional nuclear test ban talks.
I think that we should take the step
here in the Congress to put a stop to
this dangerous and unnecessary testing
of nuclear weapons.

True security for this Nation lies not
in instruments of destruction, but in the
health and well-being of our citizens, the
soundness of our economy, and the per-
manent reduction of world tensions.

Mr, Chairman, I urge the adoption of
the substitute amendment.

Mr. PRICE of Ilinois. Mr, Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the substitute
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the gentlewoman from
New York has offered an amendment
which would prohibit the Atomic
Energy Commission from engaging in
nuclear weapons testing. The Congress-
woman’s major premise, and I quote
from her “Dear Colleague” letter of June
5, 1972, is:

With the termination of offensive missile
development and production which we wiil
soon see should also come the termination
of nuclear warhead development.

I know of no indication stated or in-
ferred that there will soon be termina-
tion of offensive missile development and
production in the United States or in
other countries which now possess nu-
clear weapons.

She also hopes that—

A cessation of testing by the United States
would be a long step in the direction of
bringing about & comprehensive test ban
treaty.

It apparently is expected that if the
United States should unilaterally cease
nuclear weapons testing, it might by
some means result in other members of
the nuclear weapons club following suit.
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I do not understand why, in view of the
great advances toward arms limitations
made by the President in his recent sum-
mit trips, there remain those who would
act now to jeopardize that progress made
and the potential progress in future
SALT negotiations.

I should like to point out that there
is nothing in the Treaty on the Limita-
tions of Anti-Ballistic-Missile Systems to
prohibit the qualitative improvement of
strategic forces. To the contrary, article
VII of the treaty specifically states:

Subject to the provisions of this Treaty,
modernization and replacement of ABM sys-
tems or their components may be carried
out.

Moreover, article IV of the Interim
Agreement on Strategic Offensive Arms
provides:

Subject to the provisions of this Interim
Agreement, modernization and replacement
of strategic offensive ballistic missiles and
launchers covered by this Interim Agree-
ment may be undertaken.

Nowhere in these two documents does
one find the slightest hint of a prohibi-
tion of nuclear weapons testing for the
sake of arms control. It would be the
height of foolishness to unilaterally
weaken this Nation’s position at the time
when we are in a position to bargain
from strength.

The reasons advanced for stopping
tests, besides encouraging the other
members of the nuclear club to follow
suit, are manifold. Some are obvious trips
into fantasy land. For instance, early in
May 1972 there was a statement in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD bemoaning the
fact that if the United States did not
cease testing, a test would cause an
earthquake and a follow-on tsunami. It
must be terrible to have such a short
memory. Obviously, those who repeat
these apocalyptic statements forget that
the Cannikin test on Amchitka Island,
Alaska, last November, a test announced
as being in the megaton range, caused no
earthquake and caused no tsunami.

It has been suggested that if the United
States would unilaterally stop weapons
testing it might stop weapons prolifera-
tion and that it might slow down the
arms race. Has there been proliferation?
I know of no country which has joined
the nuclear club since the Chinese Peo-
ple’s Republic detonated its first nuclear
weapon in 1964.

Bear in mind the fact that India is the
country most often cited as the one that
would join the nuclear weapons club if
the United States and the U.S.SR. did
not sign a comprehensive test treaty.
However, it seems to me that India is
more interested in what happens at the
Chinese Lop Nor testing grounds than in
what happens at the Siberia or Nevada
testing sites. The People’s Republic has
not even signed the limited test ban
treaty or the nonproliferation treaty. It
is interesting to note that the Defense
Minister of India recently stated that
while his country was not interested in
nuclear weapons, it was interested in
the possible use of peaceful nuclear
explosives.

I do not believe that the unilateral
cessation of testing by the United States
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would really be a long step in the direc-
tion of bringing about a comprehensive
test ban treaty. I strongly believe in the
other side of the coin—the unilateral
cessation of nuclear testing by the United
States could further postpone agreement
on a comprehensive test ban treaty, be-
cause it could significantly contribute to
a weakening of our strategic deterrent.

Furthermore, I would like to point out
that the cessation of underground test-
ing would be in conflict with the four
safeguards which the Senate insisted
upon in 1963 when it ratified the treaty
banning nuclear weapons tests in the
atmosphere, in outer space, and under-
ground. The essential purpose of the four
safeguards was to protect the national
security of the United States by assuring
that our deterrent capabilities work. The
proof of the effectiveness of our deter-
rence lies in our testing program. That
testing program is essential for the
evaluation of the effectiveness and work-
ability of our weapons system. Several
factors such as weapons storage and
weapons movements are also validated
by safety tests in the Nevada Test Site.

Nuclear weapons technology is dy-
namic. Nuclear deterrents, which are the
cornerstone of our strategic policy, are
dependent upon continued advances in
nuclear weapons technology. A unilateral
cessation at this time in history without
adequate assurances of effective arms
control agreements would present a
grave danger to the security of our Na-
tion. Very simply, the nuclear testing
program is essential to maintain our nu-
clear capability which, in turn, is vital
to our Nation’s security.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this amendment, which would, in this
critical time in history, weaken our Na-
tion’s nuclear weapons capability and
the strength of our bargaining position
in future discussions on acceptable arms
control agreements.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that this amend-
ment is not going to be agreed fo but I
rise because I think the reasons why it
should not be agreed to must be under-
stood and underlined in the context of
the treaties and agreements that were
arranged in Moscow.

It is in the context of hard bargain-
ing and negotiations that we are going
to have a safer world. Or is it in the
context of some unilateral decision on
our part to forego our own defense?

I think most of us feel that a uni-
lateral action has never in the history
of the world brought a stable peace to
any of the nations on the face of this
world. Only by means of hard agree-
ments that are in the mutual self-inter-
est of the powers that have agreed to
them can you achieve the stability by
which peace can be imposed upon a
troublesome world over a reasonable pe-
riod of time.

Now, if we are just to forego all test-
ing—and remember, remember, it was
testing that made the treaty on the ABM
possible—if we had not had the testing
at Amchitka which was objected to by
some in this Chamber, very loudly and
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very persistently, we would not have
had an ABM system to make an agree-
ment with the Russians about. Just think
of that.

Just think of that. It was not until
last November when that test was con-
ducted successfully at Amchitka that we
had the chips to put on the table to make
an agreement with these people about
the ABM. That was a great contribution
to arms control and was only carried on
and came about because we in the Con-
gress and in the administration of this
U.S. Government had the guts to go
ahead and conduct this activity as it had
to be carried forward in order to make
an agreement.

Today we have that ABM agreement.
It will be before the other body as a
treaty. We also have the interim agree-
ment on offensive missiles which will be
before both bodies as an executive agree-
ment. These two documents presuppose
not only that the parties thereto will re-
frain from certain activities, but that
the parties thereto will also carry on
certain activities.

At the present moment this treaty and
this agreement create a situation that is
not lopsided either as to the capabilities
in the nuclear strategic context of the
Soviet Union or of the United States.
Both of these nations have a sufficiency
in nuclear capability to withstand the
surprise attack of one of the countries
and yet retain enough undamaged capa-
bility thereafter to retaliate to the other
party's destruction, and that band of
competency, that band of nuclear suf-
ficiency that exists now, over the 5 years
ahead that we have to negotiate a per-
manent interim agreement, will vary and
will change.

As a matter of fact, it will probably
disappear unless the very acts that are
provided for, the research and testing
of nuclear weapons, by this agreement
and the other programs of nuclear weap-
onry are carried on as contemplated in
the context in which that agreement was
made; namely, the B-1 program, the
trident program, and the other R. & D.
programs in the strategic weapons area.
If you do not want to carry those pro-
grams on, you apparently do not want to
continue the stability of nuclear deter-
rents on both sides. You want to put
yourself in a position, as the gentle-
woman explained who offered this
amendment, where we would do nothing
but set an example while the other side,
with whom we had not been able to do
something because we have had nothing
to bargain with them, would be free to
achieve nuclear superiority. That just
simply is not going to be to anybody’s
self-interest.

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

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California (Mr, HOsMER) , may have
additional time.

Mr. HOSMER. I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

The question is on the substitute
amendment offered by the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. Aszuc), for the
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amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. HOSMER).

The substitute amendment was re-
jected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. HoSMER) .

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RONCALIO

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RoNcario: Page
1, line 7, strike the flgure *$2,109,980,000"
and insert in lieu thereof the following
figure: ‘'$2,099,480,000."

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Chairman, and
my colleagues, this amendment seeks to
remove from the appropriations for op-
erating expenses for the current year
$10,500,000. That was a line item in the
report for continuation of Project Plow-
share, the procedure of atomic stimula-
tion of natural gas in tight structures in
the hope of this making a substantial
contribution to alleviating the natural
gas shortage, the energy shortage, in our
Nation.

I reluctantly speak before this com
mittee because I have over the last quar-
ter of a century, since its inception fol-
lowing World War II, felt that this pro-
gram has been one of the most successful
in our Government, the Atomic Energy
Commission and the Joint Congressional
Committee on Atomic Energy from which
the Commission gets its jurisdiction. So
I speak with a bit of respect for what
has been accomplished in the past, but
also with something scratching my con-
science called Grand Junction, Colo.,
where 50 to 60 people have died of cancer,
though we were sure 20 years ago there
was absolutely no danger whatever in
the milling operations at Grand Junction.

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

Mr. RONCALIO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr, Chairman, I want
to be sure I understood that last state-
ment. Does my friend, the gentleman
from Wyoming, have any factual ma-
terial that states 60 to 70 people have
died in the Grand Junction, Colo., area
as a result of eancer from radiation?

Mr. RONCALIO. I have a clipping
from the Associated Press in Washing-
ton, D.C., as follows:

Glen E. Keller, Jr., president of the Col-
orado State Board of Health, was the harsh-
est AEC critic, saying:

We have observed the efforts of the AEC
first to deny the possibility of a problem,
then to admit possibility but pooh-pooh
probability, then to recognize a problem
and deny responsibility, and finally, in the
last few weeks, to engage frantically in
behind-the-scenes efforts to avoid recom-
mendations of the Interagency Steering
Committee and the Medical Advisory Com-
mittee that the tallings be removed.

I can either insert it in the REcorD
or read it in the Recorp for the gentle-
man. It reports death rate from birth
defects 50 percent higher in Mesa County
in Colorado.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I have
no desire to have any newspaper article
placed in the RECORD.
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Mr. RONCALIO. I do not know of any
better way to support my position than
to quote from some authority.

Mr. ASPINALL. If my friend has to
depend on that for the only support
he has got, the Surgeon General has
made a statement before the committee
that the figures that my friend has used
are just nmot factual. That is all I wish
to say, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. RONCALIO. Perhaps my figures
are in error. I believe we all agree Grand
Junction represents an abysmal failure,
and title IT of this bill is devoted to that
Grand Junetion failure.

Mr. Chairman, please consider the fol-
lowing two questions: First, is natural gas
the proper fuel of the future; and second,
what effect will gas stimulation have on
the populations located near proposed
gasfields?

Natural gas is a depletable resource; it
is estimated that we will run out of it in
the next 50 to 150 years. The Plowshare
project assumes that the best use for
natural gas is as a clean, cheap fuel. No
thought is given to the fact that natural
gas is also a unique and extremely im-
portant chemical resource, and that by
burning more than 97 percent of our pro-
duction each year, we are literally throw-
ing away a vital resource, a resource that
once it is gone, can never be replaced.
We forget that natural gas is used for
such common products as synthetic rub-
ber, textiles such as nylon and orlon,
plastics, drugs, sulfur, ammonia, fertil-
izer, solvents—items that cannot be

produced from our alternative energy
resources. Is it wise to continue to use 97
percent of our natural gas reserves for

fuel, knowing that in 150 years, at the
most, we will not have any left for fuel or
nonfuel purposes? Why not be putiing
these funds to more positive sources of
energy development, such as solar energy
or nuclear fusion power, which will not
deplete in the next 150 years?

Second, what effect will atomic gas
stimulation have on those populations of
Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, Arizona, and
New Mexico who have the ill fortune to
live in rich natural gasfield areas?

A case in point is Project Wagon Wheel
which is proposed by the AEC and El
Paso Natural Gas Co. in my State of
Wyoming. It may have the following
effects:

First, structural damage will occur,
and it is already estimated 200 to 400
claims will be made adding up to about
$65,000.

Second, five sequential blasts, each
equal to 100,000 tons of TN'T, will have an
individual Richter magnitude of 5—6 is
potentially quite destructive—and after-
shock waves will continue for at least
3 weeks.

Third, it is unknown whether or not
underground aquifers will be contami-
nated, but if they are, continuous con-
tamination of these water reserves could
be expected for 400 years.

Fourth, in April of 1972 the Atomic En-
ergy Commission stated:

Experience from technical studies and two
previous nuclear gas stimulation experi-
ments—Gasbuggy and Rulison—suggests a
high probability of success.
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The use of “probability” did little to
calm the fears of 275 of my constituents
who live within a 15-mile radius of the
blast site.

Fifth, if this experiment is successful,
possibly 40 to 50 new wells will be de-
veloped in the Rocky Mountain region
each year.

My amendment to halt for 1 year
funding authorizations for the Plowshare
project is thus based on two facts: Nat-
ural gas is an expendable resource that
is wasted as an energy fuel; and the
people directly affected are not certain
that they want this development until
some pending questions are answered.

The Plowshare project was established
in the summer of 1957. In light of the
new directions this Nation has taken and
the vast knowledge we have obtained
during the past 15 years, I am hopeful
you will join me in halting the work of
Plowshare for 1 year while we reassess
the directions it is taking.

This program, Plowshare, as best,
is premature and represents a continu-
ing insistance in making our energy pol-
icy. It points up the fact that there is
at the worst some misrepresentation and
at the best some lack of candor when we
term the Rulison and Gasbuggy “high-
ly succesful,” because they have not been
successful.

To this day there has not been one
cubic foot of gas usable from either one.
To this day—and I am not talking about
environmental damage here. I am not
one of those who is highly concerned with
the amendments before us today regard-
ing environmental damage. If nuclear
stimulation of tight gas fields would re-
sult in a substantial solution of the en-
ergy shortage, the people of Wyoming
would be willing to put up with the dam-
age of their environment, even with the
sequential detonations which mean lit-
erally shaking up and doing damage to
the earth, if we are in the pioneer area
for the next 20 years, if that is the price,
I say fine, so be it.

But if facts prove Plowshare is a
continuing wastefulness of two important
assets of this Nation's natural gas and
U-238, I will say to my friend, the gen-
tleman from California, that it then
should no longer be funded.

I would like to quote from one of the
many authorities who appeared in a
meeting of about 1,100 citizens of Sub-
lette County, Wyo., last month, attend-
ed by Senator Crirrorp P. HaANSEN of
Wyoming and by me, and by radiologists,
physicists, and other scientists. At that
time, Mr. P. B. Henault of the Arco op-
erations in Idaho pointed out what we
are in effect doing is this. About 97 per-
cent of natural gas in this country today
is burned, when its most important use
would be to continue as feedstock for
the petrochemical industry.

We ought to face the fact that using
uranium for atomic explosions of this
kind to stimulate natural gas production
is not the route toward solving our short-
age in any way. It serves only to perpetu-
ate the waste of both resources.

I would rather see the $10,500,000 used
in the liquid metal fast breeder reactor,
or in fusion research. These are pro-
grams that can ultimately make a last-
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ing and real end to our energy crisis.
Plowshare cannot; it only compounds
our mistakes.

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

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

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to state, to the Members of
Congress, this is the case as stated by
two of the best geologists I know, each of
whom is responsible for bringing in one
of the largest gasfields in Wyoming to-
day.

They have said:

Teno, what is wrong with this program is
that it is like going after a fly with a
howitzer.

I suggest to you, my colleagues, we
have now shot two howitzers after that
housefly, and he is still buzzing around
the Chamber. We ought not to be shoot-
ing a lot more howitzers at this fly, be-
cause we are wasting good ammunition
doing it and we are making a mess of our
House.

Geologically, these men have told me,
the industry wanted to get permeability.
Instead all it gets is a chimney. The
program should be phased outf.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this program was re-
directed 2 years ago to concentrate on
underground engineering applications,
particularly the stimulation of natural
gas deposits not producible in any other
Way.

Present estimates are that we can
more than double our supply of natural
gas in the lower 48 States, and natural
gas is the cleanest, most environmentally
desirable fossil fuel.

This program has proceeded at a mod-
est pace and, if anything, deserves more
support, not less.

The two joint industry-government ex-
periments to date—Gasbuggy and Ruli-
son—have proved the technical feasibil-
ity of this concept. Efforts now are di-
rected toward device development to
limit residual radioactivity and to permit
sequential detonation to reduce the seis-
mic effects.

These efforts are being conducted un-
der procedures to assure protection of
the public health and safety both as to
the use of the devices and the use of the
gas produced.

I ask for defeat of the amendment.

Mr. HOSMER., Mr, Chairman, I also
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it out to be
pointed out that at the time the nations
of the world engaged in the nonprolifera-
tion treaty, an obligation was assumed by
the nuclear powers for the benefit of the
nonnuclear powers, to provide them with
peaceful nuclear-explosive services. Now,
these services could include such things
as the building of dams, the building of
underground storage areas, and a host of
nuclear-type activities—explosive they
are, but peaceful also they are.

Now, if the gentleman’s amendment
prevails, this $10.5 million is all the
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money which the United States, one of
the countries obliged to perform these
services, has in its entire budget for the
Plowshare program.

The gentleman from Wyoming is seek~
ing to knock out not only the part that
has to do with the gas experiments, but
also everything else.

I believe this to be a very improvident
move on an international scale.

On the domestic basis, let me say that
I know the gentleman from Wyoming
honestly believes there might be some
detrimental occurrence in his district or
in his State on account of the Plowshare
project.

Let me say also, and I am sure the gen-
tleman from Wyoming has no knowledge
of this, but there are people in that part
of our country who want to stop the
Plowshare program for the production of
gas for another reason. These are the
people who own a lot of property they
want to exploit for oil shale purposes.
These people have come to the conclu-
sion that if they can knock out the Plow-
share program the environmentalists will
be so grateful to them that they will not
object to these operators exploiting the
oil shale program, coming in and scoop-
ing out by strip mining the oil shale,
burning it underground, with subsidence
following, and all those other things.

So I suggest that the opposition to
this program is not entirely sweet, clean
and pure, and I exclude specifically from
those remarks the gentleman from Wyo-
ming.

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

Mr. HOSMER. I yield to the gentleman
irom Wyoming.

Mr. RONCALIO. I am grateful to the
gentleman for yielding.

I do not speak in behalf of the interest
of any particular energy source, whether
it be fossil fuel on one side, or shale, or
anything else.

Let me say that all of this, or sub-
stantially all of this, will be used in a
program called Wagon Wheel, which will
be the sequential firing of five 100,000-
ton explosives sequentially, about 500
feet apart, and all of it in Wyoming,

There is no foreign government in-
volved in this program. The next shot is
wholly in Wyoming.

I am not stating that this will be put
out permanently. I am stating that the
environmental impact report itself, which
was hastily put through by the Atomic
Energy Commission and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, incidentally,
after telling the citizens of the State that
they would have ample time for state-
ments, then turned around and issued a
final draft without giving a chance or
notice to the people of the State of
Wyoming.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ANDERSON) .

Mr. ANDERSON of Ilinois. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

In further elaboration of the point al-
ready made by my distinguished col-
league (Mr. HosMER), actually Wagon
Wheel, which is the project which con-
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cerns the gentleman from Wyoming,
amounts to $2.4 million. It would be
tragic overkill, I believe, to kill off, as
your amendment would do, the whole
$10.5 million Project Plowshare because
of your distaste for this one project.

Let me add one other point. These are
joint industrial projects. When you talk
about Gasbuggy and these other projects,
they are shared in by private industry
which will be contributing from their
own capital funds for the support of these
projects. Their share will be 90 percent.
There will be 10 percent Government,
90 percent private capital. I think it
would be a shame to wipe out a program
when we provide that kind of incentive
and encouragement to private capital to
come in and develop the resources of the
United States.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
gentleman from California, since he
made some reference to the motivations
of people, if he would give me some clari-
fication for my benefit.

The gentleman made some remarks
with regard to the motivations of people
who are opposed to this and excluded the
gentleman from Wyoming. I would like
to know whether any of the people pres-
ent in the Chamber would have a moti-
vation that would fall in the category of
the description you gave.

Mr. HOSMER. There is no one in the
Chamber I know of that would fit the de-
scription I gave. Those who would fall in
the category of the description I gave are
operators of oil shale projects and prop-
erties in the Western United States.

Mr. TIERNAN. If the gentleman will
also refer to page 28 of the committee re-
port, it seems to me the increase in fund-
ing in this particular area resulted in an
effort by you and members of the com-
mittee to increase the grants to CAITY on
this program with vigor and with addi-
tional funding. Is that correct?

Mr. HOSMER. Indeed. In recognition
of the tremendous gas shortage we have
and in recognition of the fact that there
is over twice the amount of gas locked in
oil shale in the western regions of the
United States than has been discovered
and used in this country already, we fig-
ured that we should get with it

Mr. TIERNAN. Is it correct from vour
remarks that the feeling of the commit-
tee and the administration is that this is
not being pursued sufficiently ?

Mr. HOSMER. Without funding of $3
million more than has been asked for
over the last 3, 4, or 5 years we felt it has
not been sufficient. Consistently, we have
added about $3 million to the program
with the feeling that it should be tied in
at that rate rather than the slower pace
indicated by the budgetary request.

Mr. TIERNAN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. RONCALIO. Let me give a good
example to the gentleman from Illinois
of the magnanimity of the extent to
which private enterprise has been con-
tributing its 90 percent of costs of dam-
age. I now read from Wagon Wheel En-
vironmental Import Report:
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Those within seven miles—fewer than 25
persons—will be requested to leave the area
during detonation, Minor architectural dam-
age to some 200 to 400 structures may occur.

Such damage is currently estimated at
approximately $65,000.

This is the equivalent of $400 per
citizen for the damage to their homes, to
their walls, or to their feeding pens, to
their fences, dams. I submit further that
if you find the damage exceeds $65,000,
additional appropriations will be sought
from the Congress to pay the claims. It's
always the people who pay. But if great
quantities of gas are beneficially recov-
ered, you know who gets the windfall
profit.

Let me also state to the gentleman
from California (Mr. Hosmer) with
whom I have labored long and hard on
many of these things in the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, that
if this thing is a success, and a howling
success, that you will have contributed
less than 1.5 percent toward the solving
of the shortage for energy over the next
15 years. It is not very much—at best.

I think that it is high time that we
should be spending this money on nu-
clear fusion rather than on this wasteful,
poor program which even if successful
only perpetuates our wasteful habits re-
garding natural gas and uranium usage.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield so that I
can make g brief reply to the gentleman
from Wyoming?

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

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I just want
to point out that I think perhaps the gen-
tleman did it unwittingly, but that in re-
ferring to the particular question of the
payment of damages the gentleman has
created, I am sure, in the minds of some
of the members of the committee, the
impression that this was in fact that
damage would occur. I think it should be
emphasized that it is, that it may occur,
but I think the fact is extremely prob-
lematical that it may occur, or that any
of these rather horrendous predictions of
estimated damage would in fact occur.
So I think we ought to put the stress on
the word “may.”

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wyoming (Mr. RONCALIO).

The amendment was rejected.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
bill HR. 14990, and strongly urge its
approval, including the funds author-
ized to provide and develop the advanced
Trident missile submarine.

Mr. Chairman, the last time this body
authorized a missile submarine was in
1964; that was the authorization of our
last Polaris submarine. Our last missile
submarine was completed in 1967. During
this 8-year and. b5-year period respec-
tively the Soviets have been developing,
designing, and building advanced mis-
sile submarines at an increasing rate.
The Soviets have also been working very
hard to develop techniques for neutraliz-
ing our missile submarines—techniques
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for finding them and destroying them.
We believe they have not been successful
to date, but it is only reasonable to ex-
pect that eventually they will be success-
ful. Of course we do not know when but
we must prepare for this day.

The best way to prepare for such an
event is to develop an advanced sub-
marine which will be able to take over in
place of our older missile submarines by
the time the Soviets have been success-
ful in neutralizing them. This is the pur-
pose in developing the advanced Trident
system.

One of the most important factors in
contending with this and similar com-
plex technology and hardware programs
is the time factor. It takes at least 5
years to develop an advanced nuclear
propulsion plant. Any deferrals are ir-
reversible actions. Ignoring this lead time
and waiting until an absolute need de-
velops will cause us to be 5 years late.
Of course, in matters such as this, vital
to our national defense posture, such a
situation would be disastrous. According-
ly, delays in getting started cannot and
should not be tolerated.

The funds herein authorized are es-
sential to U.S. security and I am confi-
dent the House will vote its approval on
that basis.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. ABZUG

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. Apzua: Page
12, after line 7, add a new section to read
as follows:

“Sec. 802(a) The Commission shall not
grant or renew any license permitting the
Trustees of Columbia University in the City
of New York to operate or fuel any nuclear
reactor within the City of New York. Any
such license currently outstanding is hereby
revoked, effective immediately upon the en-
actment of this Act.

“(b) The Court of Claims shall have jurls-
diction to hear and determine—

(1) whether any revocation under subsec-
tlon (&) of this section constitutes a taking
of private property within the meaning of
the Fifth Amendment to the United States
Constitution, and

(2) should it decide that such a taking
has occurred the amount of compensation
due from the United States for losses result-
ing from such revocation.”

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I make a point of order against the
amendment offered by the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. ABzug).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr, PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
the amendment just offered by the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. ABzUG)
in subparagraph (b) prescribes the
jurisdiction of the Court of Claims. Of
course, the Court of Claims is not within
the purview of the legislation pending
before us this afternoon.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. Aszug)
desire to be heard on the point of order?

Mrs. ABZUG. I do, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, the question involved
here is not the prescription of the juris-
diction of the Court of Claims; it merely
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provides that should it be interpreted
here that there is a taking of private
property, that the Court of Claims which
has jurisdiction would herein determine
whether or not there is a taking of pri-
vate property within the meaning of the
fifth amendment. It does not impose
any new jurisdiction upon the Court of
Claims

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. UpaLL). The
Chair is prepared to rule on the point of
order raised by the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. PRICE).

The first portion of subparagraph (a)
of the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. ABzug)
is in the opinion of the Chair germane to
the legislation before us. However, sub-
paragraph (b) of the proposed amend-
ment would impose or give jurisdiction
to the Court of Claims to make certain
determinations. The matter contained in
subparagraph (b) is not a matter within
the jurisdiction of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, and would lie within
the jurisdiction of another committee of
the Congress, and of the House of Repre-
sentatives.

It is therefore the opinion of the Chair
that since subparagraph (b) of the
amendment offered by the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. Aszuc) is not
germane, the Chair therefore sus-
tains the point of order against the
amendment.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. ABZUG

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. Aszua: Page 12,
after line 7, add a new section to read as
follows:

“Sec. 802. (a) The Commission shall not
grant or renew any license permitting the
trustees of Columbla University In the city
of New York to operate or fuel any nuclear
reactor within the city of New York. Any
such license currently outstanding is here-
by revoked, effective immediately upon the
enactment of this Act.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state the point of order.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the amendment
in that it denies the trustees of Columbia
University the equal protection of the
law because it singles them out and
them alone as being ineligible for a li-
cense, which is within the general power
of the Commission to grant.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
woman from New York desire to be
heard?

Mrs. ABZUG. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I understood the Chair
to have ruled the amendment which I
have just proposed as being germane and
in order.

However, I do not believe that it does
that at all. It does not deny equal pro-
tection of the laws. The fact is that the
Commission has the authority to either
grant license or not grant a license de-
pending upon its authority under the
act.

This merely indicates it has also the
power to revoke licenses upon a demon-
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stration that there is a lack of safety
involved.

Mr. Chairman, I think this amendment
Is both germane and in order.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Upain). The
pending biil would authorize certain ap-
propriations for the Atomic Energy Com-
mission and authorize certain activities.

The proposed amendment would place
a limitation, a specific limitation, on
those activities.

In the opinion of the Chair the amend-
ment is germane and therefore the Chair
overrules the point of order.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is addressed to a very serious
problem in New York and many other
places.

Despite much community protest, and
over the safety-based objections of the
experts comprising its own trial board,
the Atomic Energy Commission has just
granted a license permitting Columbia
University to operate a nuclear reactor
in the densely populated Morningside
Heights community.

My amendment would uphold the ob-
jections of the Morningside community
and the safety experts of the AEC by
revoking that license and prohibiting the
issuance of a new one.

Community opposition to the Triga II
pulsing nueclear reactor, located at
119th Street and Amsterdam Avenue,
goes back nearly a decade to the time the
reactor was first proposed. Three years
ago, four Columbisa professors and many
local residents and public officials joined
in protesting the reactor as too danger-
ous, and community residents have par-
ticipated in the proceedings before the
AEC,

In April 1971, the AEC trial board
recommended the denial of Columbia's
application for a reactor permit on the
ground that there was insufficient evi-
dence that the reactor could be operated
safely. This “pulsing” reactor, while
smaller than many other reactors, pulses
up to 250,000 kilowatts of atomic power
once every 6 minutes At the time this
pulse occurs, the reactor is as powerful
and as dangerous as a substantially
larger reactor.

Last month, the AEC Appeals Board
reversed the decision of the trial board
and granted the license, effective
June 2—last Friday.

Columbia has not taken any steps to
fuel the reactor, but under this last deci-
sion they are free to do so at any time.
The Columbia situation is one of na-
tional significance. I am not opposed to
the peaceful application of atomic
energy, but we have a responsibility to
guarantee that atomic reactors are not
located in the midst of densely populated
areas. All people have a right to be pro-
tected in their own homes and to be as-
sured that we will not permit atomic
reactors to be their next-door neighbors.

Mr, Chairman, this amendment is of
great importance to the people in New
York City and around the country, and
I urge its adoption.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.
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Mr. Chairman, this terrible monster
about which you have just heard is so
horrible, in fact, that it is a machine that
is used as a research tool and it is in-
stalled in many of the universities of the
United States and, indeed, the major
progressive universities throughout the
world.

For example, there is one of these at
the University of Arizona, one at the
University of Illinois, one at Idaho State
University, one at Reed College, and one
at Michigan State University. There are
other reactors on other campuses all over
the country. The reason they are put
there is that they are tools and devices
for the enhancement of man’s knowledge
in technical areas, man’s knowledge in
medical areas, biological areas, and many
other areas.

If I were to have any phraseology at all
to describe the amendment, I would have
to describe it as “the dark ages amend-
ment,” “turn back the clock,” “stop the
knowledge,” “take away the research

Mr. Chairman, I urge defeat of the
amendment.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
New York is recognized.

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment knowing that
the amendment is not going to be agreed
to, but to use the opportunity to address
myself to a basic question, because I think
it should ultimately be the subject of leg-
islation and be discussed in the appro-
priate committee. That is this: Should
not a locality have the right to have
standards more stringent than those the
AEC requires? There have been attempts
at that. I think it was the State of Min-
nesota that established more stringent
safety standards, and they took it all
the way up to the Supreme Court and
the Supreme Court said no, that setting
standards had been preempted by the
Federal Government.

Ought we not have legislation which
says that where the standards of a State
are higher than those provided in the
Federal law, the Federal Government
shall not preempt the State standards?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KOCH. I am delighted to yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I think you
have asked a perfectly legitimate ques-
tion, but as I read section 302(a), the
language of the proposed amendment
states:

Any such license currently outstanding is
hereby revoked effective immediately upon
the enactment of this Act.

In other words, you would be adding
the power of the Federal Government
here to revoke a license that had already
been granted.

Mr, KOCH. No, if I understand the
amendment and the situation applying
in New York it is this: The license is an
AEC license that has been granted to
Columbia University. The language and
intent of the amendment is not directed
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at preventing the city of New York from
issuing a license, indeed it has no such
power. And I want to tell you that many
of the people of the city of New York do
not want that reactor there. And in my
judgment the city of New York would
bar it if it had that power.

As I said, I do not believe we will pass
this amendment, but ought this House
not address itself at some time to the
question of whether we, the Federal Gov-
ernment, shall impose a nuclear reactor
on an area where the city or the State
1;djoes not want it? That is the basic ques-

on.

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

Mr. KOCH. I am delighted to yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. HOSMER. The AEC did not ini-
tiate the proceedings to authorize a
license. The trustees of Columbia Uni-
versity wanted a reactor and a license to
operate it. Why should the U.S. Congress
tell the trustees of Columbia University
that they cannot have a reactor when all
the rest of the universities have reactors?
But Uncle Sam, in the form of the United
States, says, “You cannot have one.”

Mr. KOCH. Columbia University is a
great university, but that does not mean
it has the right to endanger the city if
it decides to do that. The city of New
York does not have the power to bar the
Columbia University reactor, because the
Federal Government has preempted that
power. That is what I am addressing
myself to.

Mr. HOSMER. On that basis, I submit
they can also prevent trucks and cars
and people from coming into the eity of
New York. Are they going to create a
duchy of New York?

Mr. KOCH. Does the gentleman equate
trucks and buses with atomic energy and
atomic plants? I certainly do not.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield further,
is there any evidence the city of New
York actually wants to take away from
the university the right to operate a
nuclear reactor?

Mr. KEOCH. I can tell the gentleman
that this project has been condemned
by great numbers of community groups
in the city of New York. There has been
no opportunity for the city of New York
to make an official judgment or decision,
because the city of New York is not given
a role in determining whether the reac-
tor will be built in its jurisdiction. What
I am saying is there should be legislation
to permit the State of Minnesota to do
what it wanted to do to give the city of
New York comparable powers to say what
energy sources shall be built within its
city. Does the gentleman not agree with
that?

Mr., McCORMACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out
onee again that nothing the Federal Gov-
ernment is doing is forcing the nuclear
reactor onto the Columbia University
campus or anywhere else. We have es-
tablished in the Atomi¢ Energy Commis-
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sion the right to license reactors. The
trustees of the university have requested
this reactor. If we lend our authority to
the hysteria that makes people fear this
reactor, this tiny research tool, as if it
is going to destroy the city of New York,
then we will be doing a great disservice,
not only to research, but also to com-
mon intelligence.

There are a great many other reactors
in the country. I cite the one in Wash-
ington, which is right on the campus,
built right along the sidewalks the stu-
dents walk on as they pass the student
union building, and along which every-
body walks to go to the football stadium.
The reactor is enclosed in glass. Every-
body can walk past it and see it. It is half
the width of this room away from the
sidewalk. The students work on their re-
search projects on this reactor, sepa-
rated only by a pane of glass from the
bystanders. The people learned to accept
this, because they have not been driven
by hysteria into thinking this reactor is
going to gobble them up and destroy
their city. We have to establish that we
are not going to lend ourselves to this
hysteria.

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from New York.

Mrs. ABZUG. It has been pointed out
by the gentleman from New York (Mr.
KocH) and I will reaffirm this, that this
particular reactor has been opposed by
many leading scientists and community
leaders in New York City. I realize that
it may be the impression of my colleague,
the gentleman from Washington, that we
in New York are hysterical, but I think it
has been evident that there are many of
us who are nof, and some of us who
may be.

There has been serious and informed
testimony—and the gentleman can read
it if he wishes to—that there is consid-
erable question about the safety of this
particular nuclear reactor. There have
been some indications that considerable
damage can flow from even low-level
plant emissions which it has been sug-
gested can take place here.

I find it interesting that the gentle-
man has made it his role to defend
against any effort to amend that is made
in the arena of atomic energy for the
safety of people, and I think it is good,
because he is a scientist. However, we
must reconcile the needs of atomic en-
ergy with the rights and safety of our
citizens.

I think that no amount of evidence
that there has been only some reactor
accidents, and that there has not been
accidents at every one of them, can ob-
scure or erase the fact that community
after community is being subjected to
possible safety hazards.

There is no reason to have the reactors
in crowded areas of cities, We should ad-
dress ourselves to the question of where
and how we can maintain nuclear de-
velopment for peaceful purposes which
will not at the same time create possible
hazards to densely populated areas.

Mr. McCORMACK, Thank you.

I can only say that there is no es-
tablished record anywhere of any acci-

dent for any such reactor, anywhere in
the world.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. Aszuc).

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. UpaLr, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 14990) to authorize appropriations
to the Atomic Energy Commission in ac-
cordance with section 261 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and
for other purposes, pursuant to House
Resolution 1007, he reported the bill back
to the House with sundry amendments
adopted by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

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

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

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

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 367, nays 2, not voting 63,
as follows:

[Roll No. 193]
YEAS—367

Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs

Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Colller
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conover
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Culver
Curlin
Danlel, Va,
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza

Abbitt
Abourezk
Adams
Addabbo Boland
Alexander Bolling
Anderson, Bow
Calif. Brademas
Anderson, I1l. Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfleld

Broyhill, Va.
Bugc!

D Burke, Fla.
Aspinall Burke, Mass.
Badillo Burleson, Tex.
Baker Burlison, Mo. Delaney
Baring Byrnes, Wis. Dellenback
Barrett Byron Dennis
Begich Cabell Dent
Belcher Caffery Derwinski
Bennett Devine
Bergland Dickinson
Betts Dingell
Bevill Donohue
Blaggl Domn
Biester Dow
Bingham
Blackburn

Downing
Clancy Dulskil
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Duncan
du Pont
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
Willlam D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Gialmo
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grifiin
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helnz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks, Mass.
Hicks, Wash.
Hillis
Hogan
Horton
Hosmer
Howard

Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Pa.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
arth

Eastenmeier
EKazen

Abzug

Keating
Kee
Keith
Eemp
King
Kluczynskl
Koch
Euykendall
Eyl
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lennon
Link
Lloyd
Long, Md.
McClure
McCollister
McCormack
McCulloch
McDade
McDonald,
Mich.
McFall
McEKay
McEevitt
Macdonald,
Mass.
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish

Radlsback
Randall
Rarick
Rees

Reid
Reuss
Rhodes

NAYS—2
Ryan
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Roberts
Roblson, N.Y.
Roe

Rogers
Roncallo
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Roy

Runnels

St Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfleld
Saylor
Bcherle
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Calif.
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Callf.
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
Whalley
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Winn
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

NOT VOTING—&3

Abernethy
Bell
Burton
Byrne, Pa.
Carney
Celler
Chappell

Chisholm

Clark

Clawson, Del
Imer

Dellums
Denholm
Diggs
Dowdy
Drinan
Eshleman
Flood
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Gallagher
Gibbons
Grifiths
Gude
Halpern
Holifield
Kyros
Leggett
Lent
Long, La.
Lujan
McClory
MecCloskey
McEwen Roblnson, Va.
McEinney Rodino

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
Mr. Holifield with Mr. Del Clawson.
Mr. Chappell with Mr. Robinson of Virginia.
Mr. Flood with Mr, Eshleman.
Mr. Denholm with Mr. O'Eonskl.
Mr. Burton with Mrs, Chisholm.
Mr. Drinan with Mr. Diggs.
Mr. Stubblefield with Mr, Lujan,
Mr. Charles H. Wilson with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Mr. Danlels of New Jersey with Mr. Riegle.
Mr. Colmer with Mr. McClory.
Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr,
Schneebell.
. Murphy of New York with Mr. Peyser.
Rooney of New York with Mr. Halpern,
. Waldie with Mr. Rangel.
Melcher with Mr. McCloskey.
. Kyros with Mr. McEKinney.
Gibbons with Mr, Springer.
Celler with Mr. Gude.
Van Deerlin with Mr. Schmitz.
Stuckey with Mr. McEwen.
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Price of Texas.
Mr. Carney with Mr. Lent.
Mr, Leggett with Mr. Bell.
Mr, Scheuer with Mr. Dellums,
Mr, McMillan with Mr. Passman.
Mr. Rodino with Mr. Danlelson.
Mr, Miller of California with Mr. Pucinski.
Mr. Moss with Mr. Pryor of Arkansas.
Mr Roybal with Mr. Gallagher.
Mr, Clark with Mr, Conyers.
Mr. Abernethy with Mr, Long of Loulslana.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to the provisions of House
Resolution 1007, I call up from the
Speaker’s table for immediate considera-
tion the Senate bill (8. 3607) to authorize
appropriations to the Atomic Energy
Commission in accordance with section
261 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the fitle of the Senate
bill.

The Clerk read the Senate bill as
follows:

McMillan
Metcalfe
Miller, Calif.
Moss
Murphy, N.XY.
O'Konskli
Passman
Peyser
Price, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Rangel
Riegle

Rooney, N.¥.
Roybal
Scheuer
Schmitz
Schneebeli
Springer
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Van Deerlin
Waldie
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,

Charles H.

B

RERRERERE

8. 3607

An act to authorize appropriations to the
Atomic Energy Commission' in accordance
with section 261 of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, as amended, and for other purposes
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled,

Sec. 101. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Atomic Energy Commis-
slon in asccordance with the provisions of
section 261 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended:

(a) For “Operating expenses", $2,110,480,-
000 not to exceed $126,400,000 in operating
costs for the high energy physics program

category.

(b) For “Plant and capital equipment”, in-
cluding construction, acquisition, or modifi-
cation of facilities, including land acquisi-

tion; and acquisition and fabrication of
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capital equipment not related to construc-
tion, a sum of dollars equal to the total of the
following:

(1) NucLEAR MATERIAL.—

Project 73-1-a, in-tank solidification sys-
tems auxiliaries, Richland, Washington,
$2,600,000.

Project 73-1-b, waste management efiuent
diversion control facilitles, separation areas,
Richland, Washington, $1,000,000.

Project 73-1-c, expansion of welghing and
sampling facllity for gaseous diffusion plant,
Portsmouth, Ohio, $1,400,000.

Project 73-1-d, component test facility,
Oak Ridge, Tennessee, $20,475,000.

Project 73-1-e, radloactive waste manage-
ment improvements, Savannah River, South
Carolina, $1,300,000.

Project 73-1-f, safety improvements, re-
actor areas, Savannah River, South Carolina,
$2,000,000.

Project 78-1-g, contaminated soil removal
facility, Richland, Washington, $1,400,000.

Project 73-1-h, Rover fuels processing
facilities, National Reactor Testing Station,
Idaho, $3,250,000.

Project T3-1-1, radioactive waste reduction
facility, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory,
New Mexico, $750,000.

(2) NUCLEAR MATERIAL.—

Project 73-2-a, atmospheric pollution con-
trol facilities, heavy water plant, Savannah
River, South Carolina, $4,300,000.

Project 73-2-b, improved sanitary waste
treatment facilities, Savannah River, South
Carolina, £1,100,000.

(3) Aromic WEAPONS.—

Project 73-3-a, weapons production, de-
velopment, and test installations, $10,000,000.

Project T3-3-b, laser fusion laboratory, Los
Alamos Sclentific Laboratory, New Mexico,
$5,200,000.

Project T3-3-c¢, laser fusion laboratory,
Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, California,
$6,800,000.

Project 73-3-d, classified facilities, sites un-
designated, $15,000,000.

(4) ATomic WEAPONS —

Project 73—4-a, new sewage disposal plant,
Mound Laboratory, Miamisburg, Ohio, §700,-
000.

Project T3—4-b, land acquisition, Rocky
Flats, Colorado, $8,000,000,

(6) REACTOR DEVELOPMENT.—

Project T3-5-a, Liguid Metal Engineering
Center facllity modifications, Santa Susana,
California, £3,000,000.

Project 73-5-b, modifications to EBR-II,
National Reactor Testing Station, Idaho, $4,-
000,000.

Project T3-5-¢, modifications to Power
Burst Facility, National Reactor Testing Sta-
tion, Idaho, $1,500,000.

Project T3-6-d, modifications to TREAT
facllity, National Reactor Testing Station,
Idaho, $1,600,000.

Project 73-6-e, research bullding safety
modifications, Mound Laboratory, Miamis-
burg, Ohio, $3,000,000.

Project 73—-5-1f, Pu-238 fuel form fabrication
facility, Savannah River, South Carolina, 88,-
000,000.

Project T73-5-g, modificatlons to reactors,

Project 73-5-h, 88G prototype nuclear pro-
pulsion plant, West Milton, New York, $56,-
000,000.

(8) PHYSICAL RESEARCH.—

Project 73-6-a, accelerator improvements,
zero gradient synchrotron, Argonne National
Laboratory, Illinois, $400,000.

Project 73-6-b, accelerator and reactor im-
provements, Brookhaven National Labora-
tory, New York, $475,000.

Project T73-6-c, accelerator improvements,
Cambridge Electron Accelerator, Massachu-
setts, #76,000.

Project T3-6-d, accelerator improvements,
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, California,
$525,000.

June 7, 1972

Project T73-6-e, accelerator improvements,
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center, Califor-
nia, $1,025,000.

Project 73-6-f, accelerators and reactor im-
provements, medium and low-energy physics,
$600,000.

(7) BroLoGY AND MEDICINE.—

Project 73-T-a, high-energy heavy ion
facility (BEVALAC), Lawrence Berkeley
Laboratory, California, $2,000,000.

(8) BrorLocy AND MEDICINE.—

Project 73-8-a, replacement of laboratory
service systems, Oak Ridge National Labora-
tory, Tennessee, $1,200,000.

(9) ADMINISTRATIVE. —

Project 73-9-a, addition to headquarters
building (AE only), Germantown, Maryland,
$1,500,000.

(10) GENERAL PLANT PROJECTS.—$49,050,-
000.
(11) Carrrar. EQuripMENT.—Acquisition and
fabrication of capital equipment not related
to construction, $164,080,000.

Sec. 102. LimiTATIONS.—(a) The Commis-
sion 18 authorized to start any project set
forth in subsections 101(b) (1), (3), (5),
(6), and (7) only if the currently estimated
cost of that project does not exceed by more
than 25 per centum the estimated cost set
forth for that project.

(b) The Commission is authorized to start
any project under subsections 101(b) (2),
(4), (8), and (9) only if the currently esti-
mated cost of that project does not exceed
by more than 10 per centum the estimated
cost set forth for that project.

(c) The Commission is authorized to start

any project under subsection 101(b)(10)
only if it is in accordance with the follow-
ing:
(1) The maximum currently estimated
cost of any project shall be $500,000 and the
maximum currently estimated cost of any
building included in such project shall be
£100,000, provided that the bullding cost
limitation may be exceeded if the Commis-
slon determines that it is necessary in the
interest of efficlency and economy.

(2) The total cost of all projects under-
taken under subsection 101(b) (10) shall not
exceed the estimated cost set forth in that
subsection by more than 10 per centum.

Sec. 103. The Commission is authorized
to perform construction design services for
any Commission consfruction project when-
ever (1) such construction project has been
included in a proposed authorization bill
transmitted to the Congress by the Com-
mission and (2) the Commission determines
that the project is of such urgency that con-
struction of the project should be initiated
promptly upon enactment of legislation ap-
propriating funds for its construction.

Sec. 104. When so specified in an appro-
priation Act, transfers of amounts between
“Operating expenses” and “Plant and capi-
tal equipment” may be made as provided
in such appropriation Act.

Sec. 105. AMENDMENT OF PRIOR YEAR ACTS—
(a) Section 101 of Public Law 91-44, as
amended, is further amended by striking
from subsection (b) (1), project 70-1-b, bed-
rock waste storage, the figure “$1,300,000" and
substituting therefor the figure “$4,300,000".

(b) Section 101 of Public Law 91-273, as
amended, is further amended by (1) striking
from subsection (b) (1), project 71-1-e, gase-
ous diffusion production support facilities,
the figure *$45,700,000" and substituting
therefor the figure *$72,020,000"”, (2) striking
from subsection (b) (1), project 7T1-1-f, proc-
ess equipment modifications, gaseous dif-
fusion plants, the figure *“#$10,400,000" and
substituting therefor the figure “$34,400,-
000", (3) striking from subsection (b)(6),
project 71-6-a, National Nuclear Sclence In-
formation Center, the words “AE only” and
substituting therefor the words “American
Museum of Atomic Energy"”, and further
striking the figure “$600,000” and substitut-
ing therefor the figure “$3,500,000”, and (4)
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striking from subsection (b) (9), project 71—
9, fire, safety, and adequacy of operating
conditions projects, the figure “$45,700,000"
and substituting therefor the figure *“$69,-
000,000".

(c) Section 101 of Public Law 92-84, as
amended, is further amended by(1) striking
from subsection (b) (1), project 72-1-1, com-
ponent preparation laboratories, the figure
*$3,000,000" and substituting therefor the
figure “$25,300,000”, (2) striking from sub-
section (b) (2), project 72-2-b, weapons neu-
tron research facility, the words *(AE only)”
and further striking the figure “$585,000" and
substituting therefore the figure “$4,400,000",
(3) striking from subsection (b)(3), project
72-3-b, national radioactive waste repository,
the words “Lyons, Eansas” and substituting
therefor the words “site undetermined” and
further adding after the words “Provided,
That” the words “with respect to any site in
the State of Eansas”, and (4) striking from
subsection (b)(6), project T2-5-a, radio-
biology and therapy research facllity, the
words “(AE only)"” and further striking the
figure “$345,000” and substituting therefor
the figure *“$1,600,000,

Sec. 106. RescisstoN.—(a) Public Law 91-
44, as amended, is further amended by re-
scinding therefrom authorization for the
following projects, except for funds hereto-
fore obligated:

Project 70-2-a, rebullding of gaseous diffu-
sion plant cooling tower, Portsmouth, Ohlo,
$1,000,000.

Project 70-4-b, research and development
test plants, Project Rover, Los Alamos Scien=-
tific Laboratory, New Mexico, and Nevada Test
Site, Nevada, $1,000,000.

(b) Publlc Law 91-273, as amended, is
further amended by rescinding therefrom au-
thorization for a project, except for funds
heretofore obligated, as follows:

Project T1-3-b, research and development
test plants, Project Rover, Los Alamos Sclen-
tific Laboratory, New Mexico, and Nevada
Test Site, Nevada, $1,000,000.

TITLE IT

Sec. 201. The Congress recognizes and as-
sumes the compassionate responsibility of
the United States to provide to the State of
Colorado financlal assistance to undertake
remedial action to limit the exposure of in-
dividuals to radlation emanating from ura-
nium mill tallings which have been used as
& construction related material in the area
of Grand Junction, Colorado.

Sec. 202. The Atomic Energy Commission
is hereby authorized to enter into a coopera-
tive arrangement with the State of Colorado
under which the Commission will provide
not in excess of 76 per centum of the costs
of a State program, in the area of Grand
Junction, Colorado, of assessment of, and
appropriate remedial action to limit the ex-
posure of individuals to, radiation emanat-
ing from uranium mill tailings which have
been used as a construction related material.
Such arrangement shall include, but need
not be limited to, provisions that require:

(a) that the basis for undertaking reme-
dial action shall be applicable guidelines
published by the Surgeon General of the
United States;

(b) that the need for and selection of ap-
propriate remedial actlon to be undertaken
in any instance shall be determined by the
Commission upon application by the prop-
erty owner of record to the State of Colorado
within four years of the date of enactment
of this Act and recommendation by and con-
sultation with the State and others as
deemed appropriate;

(¢) that any remedilal action shall be per-
formed by the State of Colorado or its au-
thorized contractor and shall be paid for by
the State of Colorado;

(d) that the United States shall be re-
leased from any mill tallings related liability
or claim thereof upon completion of reme-
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dial action or waiver thereof by the property
owner of record on behalf of himself, his
heirs, successors, and assigns; and further,
the United States shall be held harmless
against any claim arising out of the perform-
ance of any remedial action;

(e) that the State of Colorado shall retain
custody and control of and responsibility
for any uranium mill tailings removed from
any site as part of remedial action;

(f) that the law of the State of Colorado
shall be applied to determine all questions
of title, rights of heirs, trespass, and so
forth; and

(g) that the Atomic Energy Commission
shall be provided such reports, accounting,
and rights of inspection as the Commission
deems appropriate:

Provided, That before such arrangement
or amendment thereto shall become effective,
it shall be submitted to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy and a period of thirty days
shall elapse while Congress is in session (in
computing such thirty days, there shall be
excluded the days on which either House
is not in session because of adjournment for
more than three days): Provided, however,
That the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
after having received the arrangement or
amendment thereto, may by resolution in
writing waive the conditions of, or all or any
portion of, such thirty-day period.

Sec. 203. The Atomlc Energy Commission
shall prescribe such rules and regulations as
it deems necessary and appropriate to carry
out the provisions of this title II. Notwith-
standing the provisions of subsection (a) (2)
of section 663 of title 5, United States Code,
such rules and regulations shall be subject to
the notice and public participation require-
ments of that section.

Sec. 204. For the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of this title II, there is in-
cluded in subsection 101(a) of this Act au-
thorization of appropriations in the amount
of $5,000,000.

TITLE III

Sec. 301. SBectlon 161 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, 18 amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new sub-
section:

“w. prescribe and collect from any other
Government agency, which applies for or is
issued a license for a utilization facility de-
signed to produce electrical or heat energy
pursuant to section 103 or 104b, any fee,
charge, or price which it may require, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of section 483a
of title 31 of the United States Code or any
other law, of applicants for, or holders of,
such licenses.”.

The Senate bill was ordered to be read
8 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. 14990) was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter on the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

RE-REFERENCE OF S, 2988, ARCTIC
WINTER GAMES, TO THE COM-
MITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND

FOREIGN COMMERCE

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
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on Interior and Insular Affairs be dis-
charged from further consideration of S.
2988, to authorize the appropriation of
$250,000 to assist in financing the Arctic
Winter Games to be held in the State of
Alaska in 1974, and that the bill be re-
referred to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

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

There was no objection.

DEATH OF HELEN G. BONFILS

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

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, it is
my sad duty to advise the Members of
the death of Helen G. Bonfils, whose
family has meant a great deal to the
people of my distriet and particularly to
the schools at Troy, Mo. The account of
her death in today’s Washington Post
follows:

Hereny G. BoNFILS DIES AT 82; CHARMAN
or DENVER PoOsT

DeNVER, June 6—Philanthropist Helen G.
Bonfils, chalrman of the board of the Denver
Post, dled Tuesday at St. Joseph’s Hospital
after a lengthy illness marked by heart trou-
ble. Bhe was 82.

Miss Bonfils had expressed the desire to
have employees own the newspaper and at
the time of her death she personally owned
one share.

The remainder of her majority holdings,
about 82 percent, earlier had been placed in
an employees' stock trust and in her own
Helen G. Bonfils Foundation for later trans-
fer to the employees’ fund.

Miss Bonfils was the younger daughter of
Post cofounder Frederick G. Bonfils, who
bought the paper with H. H. Tammen for
$12,500 in October, 1895. When he died in
1933, she assumed management.

Charles R. Buxton, editor and publisher
of The Post, sald Miss Bonfils was “a great
lady, a philanthropist, actress, but most of
all a newspaperwoman—one of the few in
U.S. journalism history who understood,
guided and loved her people so that her
newspaper could achieve greatness.”

Though hospitalized In recent years,
“Miss Helen,” as she was known to her em-
ployees, worked closely with the editors of
The Post.

The newspaper and the theater were her
first interests, but she also spent a great
deal of time and money on charitable causes,
churches and hospitals. She received a Papal
Cross in 1942 for her contributions to the
Catholic Church and its institutions.

In the theater, Miss Bonflls was a actress,
8 benefactor and the financial backer of
many plays, Including “Sleuth,” a Tony
Award winner on Broadway during the 1970-
71 season.

Born in Peekskill, N.Y., Nov. 26, 1889, Miss
Bonfils grew up and was educated in Denver
and at the National Park Seminary in Forest
Glen, Md.

She married summer stock director George
Somnes here in 1936. He died in 1956 and she
married a local oil man, Edward Michael
Davis, in 1859. They were divorced last year.

Miss Bonfils and her sister, the late Mrs.
Charles Stanton, shared equally In the $14-
million estate of thelr father and in the $10-
million estate of their mother, who died in
1935.

Mrs. Stanton sold the bulk of her shares
in the newspaper to Samuel I. Newhouse,
the owner of a group of newspapers and
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head of the Herald Co. that now holds 14,-
724 shares, or about 18 percent.

Miss Bonfils added to her holdings in the
newspaper by buying two blocks of stock for
the corporation in 1960 and 1966,

The Herald Co. flled suit in 1968, con-
tending The Post management had made
improper use of newspaper funds in the 1960
stock purchase. The case is now being con-
sidered by the 10th U.S. Circuit Court of
Appeals here following a lower court ruling
that the disputed shares be sold at public
auction.

Miss Bonfils made several generous
gifts to the community in which her
father and his father obtained their
starts. Bonfils Auditorium and Bonfils
Cafeteria in Buchanan High School in
Troy will stand as monuments to their
philantrophy. Equally important, her
father, Fred Bonfils, provided a great
deal of the color of frontier life in
Missouri and Kansas, as well as Colorado.

Gene Fowler's book “Timber Line”
describes him:

Tammen invaded Chicago's Midway with a
portfolio of Jackson's Architectural Views—
tinted photographs of the World’s Falr.

While scouting the press room, Tammen
chanced on & book of pecullar tickets. “What
are these?"”

The boss-printer glanced up from the
Declaration.

“Oh, those? Some lottery tickets.”

“Who for?” Tammen asked.

“A fellow named Bonfils. Enow him? Fred
G. Bonfils.”

“No, What's his game?"

The printer chuckled. “He's & lulu! Kan-
sas City. We do all his printing. This Bon-
fils has a million dollars salted away.”

“Banker?"

The printer shook his head. “Not so's you
could notice. Gambler!"”

Tammen pricked up his ears. “A million,
eh? How old is he?”

“I'd say about thirty-three or four. Went
to West Point. Says he's a relative of Na-
poleon. Sounds kind of cragy.”

“He's not crazy,” Tammen sald, “or he'd
claim he was Napoleon. How'd he make his
million? Lotteries?”

“He got his stake in the Indian Territory
land rush of '89."

“A prairie~-dog trapper,” Tammen said.
“Then what?"”

“Well, he helped lay out the town of
Guthrie. Then there was a little commotion.
When the boys began peddling high-priced
lots in Oklahoma City, what does this here
Bonfils do? Why, he puts big ads in all the
newspapers, offering Oklahoma City parcels
for one-third the market value; but it seems
the ground Bonfils sold was not in Oklahoma
City, Oklahoma, at all, but Oklahoma Oity,
Hemphill County, Texas!"

“A genius!” Tammen sald. “Is that all you
know?"

“Maybe I oughtn't to gab so much,” the
printer said. “I don’t know who you are."

“I'm the fellow who's going to trim this
Bonfils,” Tammen said.

The printer laughed loudly. “Any old timel
Why, just let anybody try and get'a dime out
of him. It's like childbirth. . . . How big you
want this plate? Same size?”

“A little bigger.,” Tammen said. “Let's not
short change the people of Chicago. . . .
Say, what kind of looker is this Napoleon of
the Corn Fields?”

“A dude," the printer sald, “handsome and
military, if he didn't wear such loud check
suits.”

“Big fellow?" Tammen asked.

“Say, you seem interested!” the printer
sald. “You ain't a copper by any chance?”

“No, & con man.,”
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“Oh,” the printer said. “Well, you see the
authorities are after him. They claim Bonfils'
lottery is crooked.”

“They're narrow-minded,” Tammen sald.

“That's why them lottery tickets are still
here. Bonfils was supposed to get 'em two
weeks ago. But I guess he's laying low. Some
new laws was passed.”

“Laying low where, partner?’

The printer hesitated. “Well, it's none of
my business, but he works his lottery from
Eansas City, Eansas, and lives in Kansas
City, Missouri.”

“Skip out of one State into the other on
short notice?” Tammen asked.

“Search me. Now, you was askin' about his
size. Taller'n you, I'd say. About five feet ten
and a half. Well set up. Like a boxer. Moves
sure and fast. They say he's got a punch
like a mule. Anyway, you wouldn’t want to
cross him. He's got the damnedest set of
blazing black eyes that ever looked at five
aces. A sharp-pointed moustache and curly
halr, black as coal . . . How many of these
you want printed?”

“T'll be back,” Tammen said. “If Bonfils
shows up, tell him Harry Tammen is out to
trim him.”

“You'll be the first one, then,” the printer
sald.

Tammen did not find his man in Kansas
City. Many other persons were looking for
Frederick Gilmer Bonfils, government of-
ficers being anxious to question him con-
cerning the Little Louisiana Lottery, which
they claimed he had been operating under
the alias of L. E. Winn. That interesting en-
terprise, sald the sleuths, was fraudulent,
Mr. Winn offering a large capital prize and
several lesser ones, himself winning the big
plum through members of his own ring.

The more Tammen learned of Bonflls, the
more determined he became to contact the
Napoleon of the Corn Fields. Information
was plentiful. The Kansas Clty Star, the
farmers’ Bible, had been attacking Bonfils.
The owner of that great publication, William
Rockhill Nelson, was determined to rid the
munieipality and State of the swarthy Corsi-
can. The Nelson publication declared Bonflls
had operated under several aliases, such as
L. E. Winn, E. Little, Silas Carr, and M. Dau-
phin. The last-named, sald Kansas City jour-
nalists, was a fabulous person, who “had
died conveniently” during some scheme or
other,

As for Bonflls' blography, Tammen learned
that he was a native of Troy, Missourl, the
son of a Probate Judge, whose name origi-
nally had been Eugene Napoleon Buonfiglio.
The family—a respected and well-to-do
clan—had changed the name for purposes of
simplification. Fred Bonfils' grandfather
it was said, not only had been closely related
to Napoleon, but as a boy in Corsica had
played with the future First Consul.

The Judge, on retiring irom the bench,
became an executive of the Triple Alliance,*
an insurance company of Troy. He had mili-
tary ambitions for his son. He was delighted
when Fred was nominated for West Point.
The young man entered that war-foundry in
the late '70's, a classmate of John J. Pershing
and Enoch H. Crowder.

Stories varied concerning Bonfils' leaving
‘West Polint. One had it that he was demoted
from the third to the fourth class for
deficlency in mathematics; that he tried for
three years to meet the academic require-
ments, but finally was dropped in 1881. An-
other version was that he resigned volun-
tarlly to marry Miss Belle Barton, a young
woman of Peekskill, N.¥. At any rate he did
leave West Point before graduation.

*In the Triple Alllance policy you were
assigned a number and you collected if the
person with the number before or after you
died. It was later declared a lottery.

June 7, 1972

It was sald that he labored briefly in New
York City, merchandising gas mantles from
door to door. Gossipers averred he was ejected
from a Enox Hat Store when giving a sales
talk, and was so lastingly enraged that, dur-
ing his journalistic days, he ordered a
virulent editorial attack on Senator Philan-
der Knox, who was not related in any way
to the Enox Hat people. Bonfils hated the
very name, Knox.

Btill later, he worked in the Chemical
National Bank, learning something of
finance. Then, after hls wedding in 1882, he
moved to Canon City, Colorado. There he be-
came drill master and instructor in mathe-
matics at a military school. After a short
sojourn in Canon City, Bonflls returned to
Troy, where he engaged in the insurance
business of his father, Judge Eugene Napo-
leon Bonfils. He heard so much of Na-
poleon that eventually he came to believe
himself a lineal descendant of the Little
Corporal.

Tammen gleaned all the reports he could
concerning Bonfils and went back to
Chicago.

As to what occurred when the Little
Dutchman met Bonfils for the first time,
one must rely upon Tammen's own account.

“I walked smack in on him,” said Tam-
men, “He eyed me up and down, and said:

“‘Who are you? and what do you want?

“‘Kid,’ I sald, ‘I hear you've got a million
dollars in safety-deposit boxes and I'm
going to shake you down for half of it.

“This sort of floored him. He said: ‘Sit
down, and we'll talk it over.’ Then he imi-
tated me. ‘Kid," he said, 'if you get a nickel
out of me, you'll be doing more than anyone
else ever did, or ever will do.

‘““Well, I guess I'm a pretty good salesman.
I told Bonfils about the new crop of million-
aires out in our country. Of Stratton, Tabor
and the rest; Dave Moffat and the boys of the
gold fields. Then I told him about the Eve-
ing Post, a little sheet that could hardly pay
its office rent. And we went into partner-
ship then and there. And there never was a
scratch of a pen between us. There were a
lot of things he didn't know. What he didn’t
know, I did. What I didn't know, he knew.
And between us, we knew everything.”

Tammen and Bonfils took lunch together,
The Little Dutchman had a first taste of
Bonfils' shrewd and everlasting guardianship
of that which belonged to him, when time
came to pay the check.

Bonfils swiftly added the figures. Then he
sald: “We'll each pay for his own.”

Tammen studied the lithe, handsome gam-
bler, who began a lecture on giving large tips
to waliters. “It only spolls a man,” Bonfils was
saying, "to overpay him—to give him some-
thing that he doesn't earn. Never do it. It
means you are really afraid of something—of
looking ridiculous perhaps—when you glve
away a big tip.”

It was the beginning of as strange and last-
ing a friendship as the West ever witnessed.
The obscure meeting of these men of oppo-
site temperament, of opposite behavior, was
apparently unimportant to anyone but them-
selves. Yet, it was to affect the lives and
thoughts of hundreds of thousands of per-
sons, shape the destiny of a clty, a state—
and, within certain limits, a nation. For, from
this friendship was born a blatantly new
journalism, called by some a menace, a font
of indecency, a nuptial flight of vulgarity and
sensationalism; by others regarded as a guar-
antee against corporate banditry, a cham-
ploning of virtue and a voice of the exploited
working man. The important thing was that
everyone would have some opinion of the
product of this union.

Tammen was a dreamer, Bonflls was
haughty, dynamic, publicly taciturn (except
when his Peer Gynt temper broke through
and words or fists commenced to fly).
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Neither of these men ever seemed to grow
old in mind or body. They didn't have time.
And as diametrically opposite as they were
in most respects, they had this in common:
both were strong of purpose, both were ag-
gressive fighters.

The initial agreement between the partners
was that Bonfils provide the capital—$12,600
for the purchase of the Evening Post—and
Tammen “the publishing brains.”

The partners arrived at Denver in October,
1895. They bought the Post property on Octo-
ber 28 of that year.

“It's a plddling little paper now,” Tammen
sald to Bonfils as they walked arm-in-arm
up Curtls Street. “But we'll wean it on tiger-
milk,”

When the first week had , Tammen
applied to Bonfils for funds to meet the edi-
torial pay-roll.

Bonfils looked at his partner wonderingly.
“Why, no, Harry,” he sald, “I won't advance
another cent.”

Tammen was deflated. “"Then how in hell
are we to keep on publishing?”

“That's for you to determine, Harry. You
say you have the brains. I know I have the
money.”

“You won't put up a few hundred more?"

Bonfils embraced Tammen. “Harry, when
we bought this paper, I it to make
money from the grass up. And it will have to
do just that. Not one cent more do I put in
from my capital. The POST has got to earn
its own way.”

“Great!” Tammen said. “It will.”

The first of Bonfils' many newspaper cru-
sades was launched—It was a drive agalnst
the operation of lotterles!

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HIGHER
EDUCATION BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN), is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
the conference report on the higher
education bill is scheduled for a vote to-
morrow. The higher education bill as it
was reported out of the full committee
and as it was approved by this House on
November 4 by a vote of 332 yeas to 38
nays is legislation that was enthusiastic-
ally supported by all of the higher educa-
tion community. I regret more than I
can say that the conference report on
the higher education bill is legislation
that I cannot support. The reasons for
my opposition are stated very eloquently
and very succinectly in the hundreds of
letters and telegrams which I have re-
ceived in my office in opposition to the
bill. I do not suggest that all of higher
education is opposed to the conference
report, but it seems to me that an article
in the June 2 issue of Science describes
the situation accurately:

An ambiguous note is the attitude of the
higher education community. The assocla-
tions of universities and colleges which
form the higher education lobby in Wash-
ington have given an uncharacteristically
slow and uncoordinated reaction to the bill,
offering either halfhearted endorsement for
the bill or engaging in extended consulta-
tions with their constituents. Advocates of
the bill have been counting on support from
university and college officilals to counter-
balance the busing issue. There is consider-
able reluctance in the higher education com=-
munity to accept even the modified antibus-
ing features added to the bill, and there are
also objections to several of the educational
provisions of the bill. The bill's institutional
ald formula, in particular, {s viewed unen-
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thusiastically by academia’s policy makers,
who would have preferred a program of di-
rect grants to Institutions to the bill’s com-
plicated formula stressing aid based on fed-
eral funds received by an Institution's stu-
dents.

There follows a statement by the Na-
tional Association of Jesuit Colleges and
Universities in opposition to the confer-
ence report:

ASSOCIATION OF

JESUIT COLLEGES & UNIVERSITIES,
Washington, D.C., May 31, 1972.

DeAr CoLLEAGUE: The Association of Jesuit
Colleges and Universitiés has réluctantly de-
cided that it cannot endorse the Conference
Report on the proposed higher education
bill, 8. 659. The members of this Association
feel strongly that the antl-busing provisions
added to the original bill have no place in
legislation affecting the future of our col-
leges and universities.

In addition, the Association 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 aid. The small and mid-
dle-sized private college receives small com-
fort 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 Association remains convinced
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 5. 659 that the “national en-
titlement” promised to students from low-
income families will soon be sufficlently
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. JoHN A. FITTERER, S.J.
Mr. JosePH EANE,

The president of every private college
in my State of Oregon is on record in
opposition to the bill. Their reasons are
very persuasive from an educational
standpoint:

STATEMENT OF OPPOSITION TO HIGHER EDUCA-
TION CONFERENCE REPORT—SIGNED BY THE
PRESIDENTS OF INDEPENDENT COLLEGES IN
OREGON
Because of the many good things in the

final bill, we wish we could support it—but

we cannot. . . . Our objections to the biil
are, we believe, basic and fundamental.

1. Although we are pleased with your gen-
eral acceptance of the entitlement grant con=-
cept, the actual wording in this bill is so sus=
ceptible to political budgetary manipula-
tions that we fear the entire program could
easily be made meaningless after having
ralsed the hopes of millions of potential re-
cipients across the nation.

2. We are deeply concerned that the final
version of “institutional aid” is—except for
the very minor portion concerning graduate
students—tied entirely to the question of
ald to needy students. To relate the general
support of higher education to the amount
of aid to needy students is to miss the point
of higher education. Higher education 1s for
all students, not just needy students. Un-
fortunately, if this section is approved as
written it may well further increase the dif-
ficulties of middle income students attempt-
ing to attend colleges of their cholce. It
could also tend to subvert the basie role and
purpose of higher education institutions.

3. The appropriation process for this in-
stitutional aid program is so written that un-
less Congress were to fund the student ald
programs for more than $1 billion, no Tunds

19937

under entitlements would flow to any in-
stitution, A real and dependable program of
institutional aid should be based upon a for-
muila having to do with the needs of the in-
stitution and should then be financed by it-
self, not dependent upon other programs.
4. There is a very real need to reform the
veterans benefit law regarding educational
assistance but the provisions, as written in
this bill, would not really aid veterans to
achieve attendance at the college of their
choice. It does, however, establish a back door
method of giving indirect aid to public col-
leges with their lower tuition but would not
significantly assist the independent colleges.
We regret having to take this stand, but
we feel the bill is deficient. We do so with
the hope and anticipation that next year
Congress will be able to pass an improved
and comprehensive higher education bill.
Dr. Rex F. Johnston, Columbia Christian
College, Portland, Oregon; Dr. David
C. Le S8hana, George Fox College, New-
berg, Oregon; Dr. John R. Howard,
Lewis & Clark College, Portland, Ore-
gon; Rev. Christian R. Mondor, Mt.
Angel College, Mt. Angel, Oregon; Dr.
James V. Miller, Pacific University, For-
est Grove, Oregon; Rev. Paul E, Wald-
schmidt, University of Portland, Port-
land, Oregon; and Dr. Roger J. Fritz,
Willamette University, Salem, Oregon.
Dr. E. P. Weber, Concordia College, Port-
land, Oregon; Dr. Donald Reid, Judson
Baptist College, Portland, Oregon; Dr.
Gordon C. Bjork, Linfield College, Mc-
Minnville, Oregon; Dr. Robert H.
Erupp, Marylhurst College, Marylhurst,
Oregon; Dr. Paul Bragdon, Reed Col-
lege, Portland, Oregon; and Dr. E. Joe
Gilliam, Warner Pacific College, Port-
land, Oregon.

The nationally known and highly re-
spected president of Duke University has
stated very eloguently the reasons for his
opposition to the conference report. Pres-
ident Terry Sanford is the former Gover-
nor of North Carolina and an outstand-
ing leader in the educational field. He
was one of the first to initiate the Edu-
cation Commission of the States. He is
the author of the widely read book,
“Storm Over the States.” It seems to me
we would be wise to listen to his counsel.
(Letter from President Terry Sanford of Duke

University (in opposition to the Higher

Education Conference Report.) He is also

the Chairman of the National Council of

Independent Colleges and Universities.)

MEMORANDUM
May 22, 1972.
Re: B. 669, Education Amendments of 1972.
Memo to: Honorable Edith Green.

Asg President of a private, graduate univer-
sity, it Is quite likely that this bill is very
beneficial for us. But I hope we can look
beyond our private interests.

I have deep misglivings about this bill. I
agree with the broad objectives of Federal
participation in the support of higher edu-
cation, and especlally with the objective of
& program that will make it possible for every
qualified student to get a college education,
regardless of financial disability.

However, I do not think that this bill ac-
complishes these national purposes, certainly
not in the long run.

I am opposed, as a matter of principle, wo
expediency, to taking what is offered by
Congress simply because it is better than
nothing, We react too easily to the dollar
sign. I happen to believe that nothing is
much better than many courses of action.
I do not think we should jump at every
dollar mark held up by Congress, I think
that we should be firm in insisting that
Congress not start false courses that cannot
later be corrected.
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First of all, this bill appears to be full of Higher Education Bill as outlined in the Con- Board of Directors of the American Council

empty promises. It is not likely to be funded
properly, and there are too many loopholes
for those who will play budget games. Unless
there is 76% funding of EOG and 100% of
Work-Study and NDSL there can be no fund-
ing of the new BOG (Basic Opportunity
Grants), and until BOG is funded to at least
509 of need there cannot be full institution-
al aid. I am advised by an Office of Educa-
tion spokesman that there is no chance that
BOG can be started in time for the next
school year.

Purthermore, I am not tremendously im-
pressed with the concept of BOG. If EOG
had been fully funded, we would not need
this “new” approach.

As for institutional aid, the objective of
any such assistance should be to add Fed-
eral tax dollars to the general support of
higher education, something that has never
been done and something that is now needed
because of rapidly increasing costs if higher
education is going to function adequately.

To relate the general support of higher
education to the amount of aid to needy
students is to miss the point of higher edu-
cation, and to miss the point of the needs
of students. Higher education is for all stu-
dents, not just needy students.

I am an original champlon of removing all
financial barriers to higher education, but I
cannot stretch this to a policy that suggests
removing financial barrlers is the purpose of
higher education. Ald to institutions should
relate to all students, for the student from
the middle income group is already being
squeezed out and this new philosophy does
not help. It aggravates the problem and
therefore cannot be considered good public
policy.

There are some good aspects. I especlally
approve of the ald to community colleges
and technical and industrial education, If
this bill is defeated this speclal assistance
can be provided before the 1973 school year,
and will not, I am told, be avallable for the
1972 school year in any event.

The Educational Opportunity Grants, the
subsidized loans, and Work-Study will take
care of 100% of the requirement of needy
students if fully funded by Congress.

Institutional aid should be based on stu-
dents, not on just a class of students.

The four-year college, the most in need,
gets very little from this bill unless it
changes its function and starts recrulting a
special class of students,

The provisions relating to veterans are
absurd. We need right now a positive and
full GI bill, but this is at best a sop and at
worst a special provision for one big state.

TERRY SANFORD,
President, Duke University.

Mr. Speaker, at this point I am in-
cluding in the Recorp letters from edu-
cational leaders across the country.
These letters urge the defeat of the con-
ference report because it is not sound
educational policy. However, a vote
against the conference report obviously
cannot be construed as a vote against
higher education. As these hundreds of
college presidents describe the inade-
quacies of the conference report, they are
certainly arguing for the future of higher
education when many of them say that no
bill at all or a 1-year extension of existing
programs would be preferable to the con-
ference report. I urge my colleagues to

consider the arguments which are made
by these educational leaders who are not
looking at the dollar sign but rather at
the long-range interests of all postsec-
ondary education:
May 29, 1972.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I am un-

equivocally and unalterably opposed to the

ference Report. I would greatly favor the ex-
tension of existing legislation for a year, hop-
ing for more rational new legislation a year
hence. College officials have been informed
that they must support the Senate version or
there will be no legislation at all; I prefer
none at all.

It simply is not reasonable, and neither
does it ring true to the American way, to say
that we will ignore—and perhaps thereby
kill—any institution which does not have a
substantial number of students on federal
assistance p: . (This may include a ma-
jority of the private colleges.) I cannot be
convinced that the only institutions render-
ing service worthy of support are those serv-
ing a large percentage of disadvantaged stu-
dents. In actuality, many *“colleges’ the Con~
ference proposes to aid are providing
instruction at a junior high level; but they
are to be rewarded for an attempt to provide
compensatory education the public lower
schools should provide (even though research
has proven most compensatory efforts to be
fruitless anyway).

Flease do what you can to kill the legisla-
tion proposed by the Conference Report, and
please understand that many college officials
have “switched rather than fight" because
they have been told they are In a *“this or
nothing" position....

Sincerely yours,
5. DaviD FRAZIER,

President, Peace College, Raleigh, N.C.

The higher education bill on which you
will be voting is so tortured and defective
that I cannot find much hope in it and
hope you will vote against it—and vote in-
stead for a continuation for one year of the
present legislation.

The difficulty with the new bill, as I see
it, is that it so circumscribes two important
prineciples of funding as to make each almost
useless. To tie everything to EOG—even In-
stitutional aid—Iis itself not very helpful, no
matter how deeply one feels for the “disad-
vantaged”; to limit the proposed expansion
by making it conditional on the unlikely
proposition that present programs will be
fully funded is, I should think, to ensure
that probably unworkable scheme gets ap-
proval without even sweetening the medi-
cine with dollars.

Because the various assoclations in higher
education have apparently decided that a
quarter-loaf is better than none, I'd really
like to be of the party of consent. But the
more I study this bill the more I am led to
believe it offers no serious response to a very
serlous matter that of fiscal survival for
private colleges. I would therefore be false
to what I can read out of the bill and what
I know about college finances were I to ex-
press even mild enthusiasm for the main
provisions of the bill.

Harorp C. MARTIN,
President, Union College, Schenectady,
New York

I have recelved pressures from various
organizations to urge the passing of the
bill. I have not been convinced it was well
designed, and thoroughly endorse your idea
of a one-year extension of existing programs
or a one-year continuing resolution at the
1972 level of funding as better solutions
than the proposed legislation. I commend
you for your refusal to sign the Conference
Report under the circumstances. You have
excellent backing when people like Terry
Sanford feel as you do.

FreEDERICK C. PERRY,
President, Pine Manor Junior College,
Chestnut Hill, Mass.
President RoGer W. HEYNS,
American Council on Education, One duPont

Circle, Washington, D.C.

PresmENT HEYNS: Thank you for your
letter of May 22 reporting the decision of the

on Education to support the proposed Higher
Education Act (8. 659).

I recognize that there are some commend-
able features of this proposed piece of legis-
lation. However, it seems to me the undesir-
able features outweigh those deserving our
support. I regret that the Board of Directors
saw fit to endorse & plece of legislation that
seems well calculated to make the position of
the four-year, private college more precarious.
Further, I do not believe it is in the best in-
terest of the American Council on Education
to let its decisions on higher education be in-
fluenced by the antibusing controversy in the
public schools.

I recognize the need for a prompt response
by the Council to proposed legislation and
that the issues in this instance are quite
complex. Nevertheless, I belleve constituents
of the Council should let their convictions be
known to those who must speak on our be-
half.

SBincerely yours,
RaymonND M. Bost,
President, Lenoir Rhyne College,
Hickory, N.C.

Your vote against higher education bill
strongly urged. Legislation represented in
this bill very detrimental to a large sector of
education in America, namely private col-
leges. More thought must be given to meet-
ing needs of the entire field of higher educa-
tion. Urge that bill be defeated and that
present legislation concerning Federal sup-
port of higher education be extended to
allow time for further consideration and for
the preparation of a more adequate bill dur-
ing the next year.

SmNEY E. SANDRIDGE,
President, Athens College, Athens, Ala.

. . » The Higher Education Bill is not a
response to either the University, generally,
or needy students in our student body.

LeoN W. GILLESPIE,
Ezecutive Vice President, Southeasiern
Bible College, Birmingham, Ala.

We are not at all “sold” on the bill in its
present form. It seems to us at best, that it is
a “make-do” situation intended as a tempo-

s0p to those who wish ald for higher
education, and yet a bill which will not meet
the needs of higher education in the long run.

As representatives of private higher educa-
tlon, we are quite sure of the fact that this
bill will not meet our needs. Our primary
need, as we have stated many, many times in
the past, is direct institutional aid based
perhaps on a student per capita basis. We
would, of course, like to see the ald to educa-
tion continued under EOG, CWS, and NDEA.
This is a help, but not a total solution to
the problem. . . . Personally, we would rather
see the blll postponed and the current pro-
grams continued until such time as a more
satisfactory bill could be brought out of
Committee.

JoHN V. TERRY,
Director of Development, John Brown
University, Siloam Springs, Ark.
May 24, 1972.

Dear Mr. PEREINS: As to the substance
of the conference report, again, I am dis-
appointed. I speak as the president of a
small, private, undergraduate college:

1) I cannot see that the provisions of the
conference report promise much help to
private colleges. “Entitlement” gives a fixed
amount of aid to a student and encourages
him to go to the school where the tultion is
lowest. Institutional aid will follow him to
that low tuition school. Therefore, the con-
ference report does not provide significant
relief from our declining enrollments and
budget deficits, It seems to me that follow-
ing the passage of the conference report
there will be a flood of federal dollars and of
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additional students into the already over-
crowded state-supported institutions.

In sum, I am very much disappointed that
many needs and wishes of private colleges
and of educational assoclations were ignored
and deleted in the conference, particularly
in the matter of direct institutional aid as
it was proposed by Mrs. Edith Green in HR.
7248

2) Cost of instruction payments to veter-
ans as proposed in the conference report is
even more discriminatory against the private
school. Eighty per cent or more of veterans
are already in public institutions where their
fixed allotments from the G.I. Bill stretch
further because of low tuition. Cost of in-
struction payments will follow them to the
large public institutions.

Sincerely,
Wrintiam J, RIMEeS, 8.J.,
President, Spring Hill College, Mobile,
Alabama.

May 24, 1972.

My Dear Me. PErgins: Thank you for such
immediate dissemination of the Conference
Report and for requesting comment.

As president of an institution newly coedu-
cational and located in a geographic area the
minority population of which is practically
non-existent, I cannot find much in the
report to elicit my enthusiastic response.

Dominican College was a woman's college
until this academic year; It is gradually
building an enrollment of men, but the at-
traction of a substantial enrollment of veter-
ans will probably be a slow process.

Martin county is one of California’s most
afluent counties, and with the exception of
a small largely black-populated area in
southern Marin, has practically no minority
inhabitants. The College attracts resident
students from many states and from other
countries, and has tried to make it possible
for students with very little money to spend
for education to attend, but agaln its most
immediate constituents are not members
of minority groups (save that increasingly
threatened species, the middle class).

This college, llke its small liberal arts
counterparts, does some things very well
and, as the only college in a 521 square mile
county, genuinely serves a constituency
which needs it. There is almost no provision
for a college such as ours in the proposed
legislation, except perhaps in the program
of grants for interim emergency asslstance
to institutions in serious distress; I look for-
ward to the spelling out of its details.

I am truly appreciative of the hard work
and long hours which have gone into the
conference committee’s work, as well as of
the complicated extraneous matter included,
and the need for compromise. However, I
sometimes wonder who in Washington (be-
sides Edith Green) really values colleges such
as ours and their contribution to the diver-
sity of higher education in this country, for
diversity seems to recelve much lip service
but very little support.

Very truly yours,
SisTER M. SAMUEL COoNLAN, O.P.,
President, Dominican College.

Memo to: Honorable Eprre GREEN.
Re: 8. 669 Education Amendments of 1972.
May 26, 1972,

As the President of a small liberal arts
college, I concur fully with the views ex-
pressed In your letter of May 20, 1972.

I would rather see an extension of existing
programs over the legislation developed by
the Conference Committee. Bless you for
your courage and support of sound educa-
tional policy.

Institutional aid is needed desperately by
the important segment of smaller institu-
tions if they are to survive.
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Let’s wait and start fresh in January of
1973.

You have my continued support.

RaymoNp DOYLE,
President, Russell College, Burlingame,
Calif.
May 26, 1972.

Dear Mas. GreEN: It is with a good deal of
disappointment that I have observed re-
cently that the bill which the House ap-
proved has largely been discarded by the
House-Senate conference committee.

While the bill will do much for the low-
income person, it will completely by-pass the
needs of the middle-income person and will
spell the demise for many small private col-
leges; 40 have died this year and predictions
are that 300 more will have died by 1980—
these are institutions which for the most
part deserve a better fate than they will
receive.

In the name of the small private college,
I implore you and your colleagues to award
us a better fate than that.

Sincerely,
Dr. GEORGE WILLIAMS,
President, Regis College, Denver, Oolo.

May 30, 1972,
In re: Higher Education Bill.
Hon. EpITH 8. GREEN,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr Mgs. GREEN: It has come to my atten-
tion that the Conference Committee on the
Higher Education Bill has reached an agree-
ment which does not include general insti-
tutional aid. The formula for institutional
ald, I am informed, relates to needy students
who are or will be receiving federal financial
assistance. As worthy as this “needy student”
concept might be in principle, it does not
meet the urgent need for unqualified institu-
tional aild. Furthermore, the Conference Re-
port represents an indifference to the blight
of the middle income family. All students are
served by higher education, and failure to
provide general institutional ald ignores this
basic fact. There is little doubt that the leg-
islatlon in question fails to consider the
crush placed upon middle income familles
to educate thelr children.

I hope you will vote agalnst the Conference
Report. I would rather walt another year to
renew efforts for general institutional aild
than to be faced with a situation which rep-
resents what I consider to be an unacceptable
alternative.

With best regards.

Sincerely,
Winriam T. O'HARA,
Director, Southeastern Branch, Univer-
sity of Connecticut, Groton, Conn.
May 30, 1972,

Re: S. 6560 Education Amendments of 1072,
Hon. EDITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear Mrs. GreEN: I could not agree
with you morel It is far better to extend the
existing programs for one more year so as
to pass a proper bill for higher education
than it is to vote for the provisions in this
bill. Nova University, a graduate Institution
mission-oriented to resolve the problems
facing soclety in the 70's, would receive al-
most no funding as a result of the provisions
in the higher education bill. This would be
80 even though we are attacking a funda-
mental problem in American education, that
of upgrading the competency and skills of
elementary and secondary principals to help
them bring about the changes so urgently
needed in American public education.

Respectfully,
ABRAHAM S, FISCHLER,
President, Nova University, Fort Lauder-
dale, Fla.
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May 30, 1972.

Dear Mrs. GrReen: In response to your
correspondence regarding the educational
legislation which is now before the House
of Representatives, my basic feeling at this
time is that we should renew and fund the
present programs, provide some assistance
to universities based on total population and
forget the complicated percentages, for-
mulae and quoted restrictions that appear in
the new bill. The integration rider is a
ridiculous imposition on the total education
bRl s

Sincerely,
JoHN E. JoHNS,
President, Stetson University,
DeLand, Fla.
May 26, 1972.

Dear Mgrs. GReeN: I am not able to state
any more adequately my thoughts than to
echo the message of President Terry Sanford.
He speaks for a large number of college
and university presidents, I am sure,

Unfortunately, and with some embarrass-
ment in admitting it to you, I have re-
sponded to Representative Carl D. Perkins,
Chairman of the Committee on Education
and Labor just three days ago and offered
support for the Conference Report. I did so,
while at the same time indicating many
reservations and concerns. My reason for
responding positively to Chairman Perkins
resulted from the information I had received
from a number of sources that this was the
only way to assure continuing funding of
the current programs for the coming aca-
demic year.

As you already know, the continuation of
the NDSL, CWSP, and EOG programs is
critical for all institutions. For a few of us
who have exerted extensive effort to recruit
lower income students, the continuation of
funding in the EOG program particularly,
is crucial.

In my letter to Chairman Perkins, I indi-
cated my strong views that it makes no
sense to authorize any new programs, when
those that could very well perform the serv-
ices needed, have not been funded to an ade-
quate level to make their effectiveness possi-
ble. It 1s my belief that the various associa-
tions that you referred to in your letter
have reversed themselves on many issues,
simply because they have heard the urgency
of the necessity for funding the current
student aid programs from their constitu-
ents, In part, I am guilty of the same in
my response to Chairman Perkins.

In summary, there are a number of items
in the Conference Committee Report with
which I find disagreement and which I be-
lieve will prove to be unsound educational
policy. If there 18 any hope of passing the
necessary legislation to assure ongoing
funding of the current ald programs, I would
prefer to see the total Higher Education
Bill restudied and submitted in different
form next year,

President, Rollins College,

Winter Park, Fla.

May 25, 1972.
Dear Mges. GrREEN: I regret that your Bill
was not accepted by the Committee. I feel
that the present bill is unsatisfactory for
the needs of Higher Education particularly
in the area of institutional aid. Apparently
no consideration was given to the efforts
which institutions make in providing in-
stitutional financial ald to its students.
Young Harris College has always provided
assistance for needy students. This has been
true since 1886 and certainly before we be-
gan receiving Economic Opportunity Grants,
College Work/Study and National Defense
Student Loan Funds. We appreclate the
finanecial assistance which we receive through
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Health, Education and Welfare but I do not
believe that the institutional aid should be
tied to student ald.

The p program for institutional aid
on the basis of veterans attending seems to
me to be ridiculous. I concur wholeheartedly
in the premise that some extension of the
current program would be better than to
complicate matters by passing a bill which
has not been carefully considered. I certainly
hope that the Representatives of the people
will be concerned enough to read the bill be-
fore 1t is passed. I do not think that we
should accept “second best” when 1t is pos-
sible with more time to recelve the best.
Many of our problems are the result of ex-
pedient measures and our soclety certainly
needs excellence in all areas.

Thank you agaln for your support.

Respectfully yours,
RAY FarLEY,
President, Young Harris College,
Young Harris, Ga.
May 26, 1972,

DeAr Mes. GreeN: I thought you would be
interested in knowing that I wrote a letter
yesterday to Representative Perkins telling
him that, as far as I was concerned, they
might as well not pass the Bill. From the be-
ginning, I have supported the position which
you took relative to direct ald to the In-
stitutions of higher learning, The Confer-
ence Committee Bill is utterly useless to in-
stitutions such as my type of state in-
stitution and to most private institutions
which so badly need help.

Bincerely yours,
HeNrY L. ASHMORE,
President, Armstrong State College,
Savannah, Ga.
May 25, 1972.

Dear Mrs. Green: I very much support
the stand you have taken with reference to
the Conference Committee report on the
Higher Education Bill. By all means, oppose
the bill. It is not a good bill. It would be
far better for us to have a one-year extension
at the 1972 level than to have this bill
adopted ....

Sincerely yours,
THOMAS Y., WHITLEY,
President, Columbus College, Columbus,
Ga.

(GEORGIA SOUTHERN COLLEGE,
STATESBORO, GA., May 25, 1972.
Dear CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I appreclate
your analysis of the Conference Report on
the Higher Education Bill. I must agree with
you with regard to the problems which are
inherent in the bill as it now stands. I have
noted that the American Council on Educa-
tion 1s supporting the Conference Report
reluctantly, but I think your position is the
sounder one. It appears to me that higher
education would be better served by having
an extension of the existing programs In
order to glve time for the Congress to develop
a better higher education bill than the one
now before the House. . . .
Respectfully yours,
PorE A. DUNCAN,
President.

May 29, 1972.

DeArR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I am writing
this brief letter simply to say two things.
First, I greatly appreciate all the efforts you
have been making on behalf of higher edu-
cation. Becond, I agree with your opinion of
the Higher Education blll as worked out by
the Conference Committee last week,

The colleges need financlal assistance very
badly. Unless the assistance can be given
without too many strings attached, however,
I belleve it would be just as well not to give
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it. Many institutions like my own would
benefit relatively little from the present bill.
Sincerely,
W. EARL STRICKLAND.
EANEOHE, OAHU, HAWAIL

Am in full agreement with you and with
Terry Sanford. Without a doubt a one-year
extension of existing programs would be a
better measure, and would provide time to
draft a bill that truly offers ald to higher
education.

Hawall Loa College 1s a new Institution
having just completed its second commence-
ment. As a private liberal arts college, it is
unigue in Hawall and adds an important
dimenslon to the educational base in the
state. Because of 1ts newness and the kind of
minority groups In Hawall, we are only just

to be eligible for NDEA, EOG, and
work-study funds, and such as we are al-
lowed are very small. Consequently, under
the proposed bill Hawail Loa College would
recelve virtually no assistance from the Fed-
eral Government. I expect that most private
new colleges would find themselves in the
same sltuation. ...
CHANDLER W. ROWE,
President, Hawaii Loa College.
CHICcAGO, ILL., May 25, 1972,
Congresswoman EpiTH GREEN,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Please oppose higher education amend-
ments because of increased costs. Federal tax
dollars needed for general support of higher
education.

HARRY A, MarMION,
President, St. Xavier College.

BuTLER UNIVERSITY,
Indianapolis, Ind., May 25, 1972.

DeAR Mes. GREEN: I have been studying the
matter for several days and feel very strong-
ly that the Conference Committee Bill is
very bad. I find that my feelings about it are
similar in many respects to those of Presi-
dent Sanford of Duke University, as pre-
sented in the memorandum to you from him,
and I agree with your feeling that it would
be better to have a one-year extension of the
existing programs while a new bill 1s pre-
pared than to adopt the bill as it emerged
from the Conference Committee,

I applaud your decision not to support the
present bill when it is officially considered
by the House of Representatives.

SBincerely,
ALEXANDER E. JonEs, President.
UNIVERSITY OF
NORTHERN IOwWA,

Cedar Falls, Iowa, May 25, 1972,
Hon. EpITH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CONGRESSMAN GREEN: With great re-
luctance, I write to you to oppose the High-
er Education Bill as it emerged from Con-
ference Committee. I had hoped that this
would be the year when a great break-
through would be made in federal support
of higher education. The institutions of high-
er education in this country are badly in
need. Unfortunately, I believe that the com-
promise worked out by the Conference Com-
mittee contains too many undesirable fea-
tures.

Sincerely,
Jorawn J. Kamerick, President,

LeavenworTH, KANS.,
May 30, 1792.
Hon. Eorr GREEN,
U.S. House, of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
I have read carefully the provisions of
the conference report on the Higher Educa-
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tion Amendments of 1972 and find it very
difficult to support the proposed legislation
simply because, it is better than nothing.
Instead, I would endorse your plan for one-
year extension of existing programs, with
full funding of each program and trust, the
Congress, to work out a failrer and more
authentically helpful bill in the next session.
Sister MArRY JANET,

President, Saint Mary College.

GreAT BEND, KANS.

Certainly those of us involved in higher
education had hoped for the passage of the
Green bill during the current congressional
session, The purpose of this letter, however,
is to question whether the bill which came
out of the Conference Committee should be
passed. To our view point, it would do little
to help out financial problems and might
even force us into directions of educational
training which would ultimately hurt our
institutions.

Paun D. HiNes,
President, Barton County Community
Junior College.
May 25, 1972.

In regard to Institutional ald, it seems to
me that this Bill instead of Increasing sta-
bility would in the case of small colleges
tend to undermine such stability because
it would demand that these colleges, which
are already glving beyond available resources
for ald to needy students, would have to
provide even greater resources of thelr own
to match the use of Federal funds which
would be necessary to enable them to qualify
for the institutional aid offered in the Bill.

Furthermore, I would like to point out
that the Federal Program already in effect
which provides sald for the lowest income
group of students is now giving this group
of students more financial advantages in
securing a college education than the mid-
dle income group of students which are find-
ing it increasingly difficult to finance their
college education. We have a large number
of under-privileged students who get & com-
pletely free ride in their education, whereas
some with moderate incomes have to seek
institutions where the cost is not so high
In order to get a college education, and
therefore we lose a large number of this
group of students. An institution cannot ex~
ist if it caters solely to students who can
pay little or nothing on their educational
costs, and I belleve that the colleges of the
country are already providing a fair share
of aid to the lowest income students.

I think it is wrong for the Federal Gov-
ernment to try to force a college into a mold
which would be detrimental to other stu-
dents who are just as worthy of a college
education as the more needy. In addition I
cannot agree with the compromise Bills con-
ditions for granting institutionsl aid on the
basis of increasing enrollment of Veterans
by 109% and such other provisions. These
types of provisions are most unfair to the
smaller institutions where many educators
recognize real quality education is to be
found. Therefore, while I am highly in favor
of Federal Aid directly to institutions as well
as to students, I cannot feel that this com-
promise Bill should be passed into law in its
present state, and hope you will consider the
objections which I have tried to raise in &
very concise manner. Colleges such as Ster-
ling need general institutional ald which is
not tled to needy students receiving Fed-
eral financial assistance,

Sincerely yours,
Wimriam M. McCrEERY,

President, Sterling College, Sterling,

Kans.
I am writing to you to express concern
over the higher education bill which is being
reported out of the Conference Committee,
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In addition to emphasizing and subsidizing
the institutions with a large number of stu-
dents receiving Federal monies already this
bill would particularly penalize a new insti-
tution such as Northern whose grants from
EOG and other Federal monies are very small.

Beyond the above objections, I am very
much concerned that Congress continues to
see fit to appropriate money which it does not
have. I am getting very tired of finding gov-
ernmental units and educational institutions
planning to spend, not what they have to
spend, but what they claim they need to
spend. It is this profligate spending which
always, for domestic and for military pur-
poses, involves enormous waste which eon-
tributes more than private spending does to
run-away inflation. How long will it take
Congress to understand that there is a vast
“sllent majority” in this country who are fed
up with the assumption that more money
will solve any problem.

Sincerely,
FRANK STEELY,
Pregident, Northern Kentucky State
College.

SAmNT CATHERINE COLLEGE,
Saint Catharine, Ky., May 30, 1972.

DeAR Mes. GReeN: Thank you for your
notice concerning the Higher Educatlon Bill.

I am writing Congressman Perkins telling
him of my opposition to this bill in its pres-
ent form.

Thank you for all you continue to do for
the cause of education in our nation.

Sincerely yours,
Sister MARGARET MARIE HOFSTETTER.
UNIVERSITY OF MAINE,
Fort Kent, Maine.

In view of our relatively small enrollment
as well as the economiecally disadvantaged
status of a very large percentage of our stu-
dents, it is tempting to be enthusiastic over
the Senate's passage of the Higher Educa-
tion bill. Philosophically, and pragmatically,
too, I belleve that the fiscal complications
involved in the bill will be self-defeating in
the long run.

There is no sense to the exclusion from ald
of the student who works and studies—but
does so not under the federal program, There
Is little sense In enabling the rich to get
richer. I object strenuously to the compli-
cated processes needed for the administra-
tion of the bill.

RICHARD J. SPATH,
President.

PeABODY INSTITUTE,
OF THE CITY OF BALTIMORE,
Baltimore, Md., May 31, 1872,

DeAar Mrs. GREEN: As President of an in-
stitution of higher learning, I should like to
express my thanks to you for your letter of
May 27, 1972, and its enclosures concerning
the Higher Education bill. I am delighted
that you will not sign the Conference Report
or support the proposed legislation, I feel
that your reasoning is sound and proper, and
I should like to compliment you and assure
you of my support. I am sure that many col-
lege presidents feel as I do and share your
sentiments,

Bincerely yours,
RICHARD FRANKO GOLDMAN,
President.
Hon, EpIrHE GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.O,

May I add my voice to Terry Sanford in
opposing 8. 659 Education Amendment of
1972 in all respects. I agree with his analysis
and urge you to oppose this bill in the House
since I have not had time to adequately dis-
cuss and evaluate the bill with my faculty.
I speak only for myself and not the college.

Paurn D. NEWLAND,
St. Johns College, Annapolis, Md.
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EMMITTSBURG, Mb,
Hon. EniTH GREEN,
Congress of United States, House of Repre-
sentatives, Washington, D.C.

I concur with your opinion to have a one
year extension of existing program.

I believe aid should be available to stu-
dents from the middle income group and to
the institutions that serve them. St. Joseph
College, Emmittsburg, Maryland will close in
June 1973 largely for the reason that its
clientele can not afford to attend the college
of their choice. It is deplorable that a fine
institution like St. Josephs that has educated
thousands of women for leadership roles can
not continue. We are not alone in our plight;
many private colleges are in similar straits.

Sister MARGARET DOUGHERTY,
President.
May 26, 1972.

Dear MRs. GREeN: I would like to respond
to your thoughtful letter of May 20th.

Although I cannot afford to deny that
“something is better than nothing” we guess
that the present Higher Education Bill will
do very little for this College and for many
others like it which are facing a serlous and
deepening financial crisis. The situation
for colleges llke ourselves is probably more
serlous than it is for any other segment of
higher education (with the possible excep-
tion of the private junior colleges) because
we have no unrestricted funds with which
to meet deficits which can be caused by varl-
ous speclal situations (curriculum modern-
ization, temporary enrollment declines,
changes in departmental enrollments, ete.).

The present bill may be fine for the Har-
vards, and Stanfords, but it accomplishes
these objectives elther poorly or hardly at
all for the smaller poorer institutions.

Not representing one of the prestige in-
stitutions I feel that it is a bit hard to get
heard, particularly at the Federal level. Our
only chance seems to be through assocla-
tions such as the American Council on Edu-
cation, but even they seem to be saying a
bad bill is better than none.

In the interest of brevity I have not com-
mented on the unwieldy complexities which
would require substantial administrative
support, the Incongruity of basing aid on a
certain class of students, coercion vs. as-
sistance, the need to support programs for
the disadvantaged rather than force them on
institutions whose resources are already
thinly spread.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity
to express my views. Your presence In the
House and your leadership on educational
matters has long held my respect.

Bincerely,
RicaARD CHAPIN, President.

DeAR MR. PEREINS: Your letter of May 19
asked for an expression of opinion about the
Higher Education Amendments of 1972, You
asked for it, so hold onto your hat.

We who are running private colleges are
about to go under because of our inability
to compete with colleges which are supported
by public funds. The Higher Education biil
this year indicates either that some people
cannot recognize that fact or that they just
don't care.

Why do I say this? Because in tying aid
to higher education to the amount of help
& college gives to the disadvantaged, you have
virtually assured that nearly all of this aid
will go to the publicly-supported institutions.

It should be obvious that disadvantaged
students usually go to public colleges and
universities because their tuition and fees
are much lower. When a private school helps
the disadvantaged, the burden falls on the
other students who must pay more to cover
the increased costs. A very few  heavily-
endowed schools probably pay for it in other
ways, but their tuition rates are highest of
all.
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So, if the money goes where the disadvan-
taged are, it goes to publicly-supported
colleges.

If you want to help private colleges, do
something for them. If you want to help the
disadvantaged, do something for them. But
please stop trying to link the two things
together. It just won't work.

The Education Amendments of 1972 are
simply another body blow to hundreds of
institutions who are already on the ropes
from government competition.

Sincerely,
Goroon B. Cross, President.
WORCESTER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE,
Worcester, Mass., June 1, 1972,
Hon. EprrH GREEN
Congress of the United States, House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, D.C.

DeAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: You have
my brief telegram opposing the Conference
Committee version of the Higher Education
Bill. I have strongly supported the concepts
in the House (your committee) version and
continue to do so. May I add a few remarks
about why I oppose the Conference Commit-
tee report?

WPI is & small but prestiglous private col-
lege of engineering and sclence with an en-
rollment of 2,000. Half its undergraduate
students are on financial aid since they come
from lower to middle income familles, We
devote over $1 million of our funds to help-
ing these students achieve an education that
makes them productive members of soclety,
not dropouts.

The formulas of the Conference Committee
would almost completely ignore most of our
students and the ald we give them. It would
say, in effect, if you want federal support,
take more rich kids and more very poor kids
but Ignore most of those you have educated
in the past. Not a very good way to maintain
the backbone of our technological socletyl

We have always needed and asked for more
EOG, Work-Study, and NDSL funds than
have ever been available, It is hard to see
how the Conference Committee bill improves
this situation at all.

Finally may I point out that a much bet-
ter approach all around would be federal
matching of institutional support efforts.
Public institutions can support larger num-
bers of students with fewer dollars because
of their large influx of state TAX DOLLARS.
But private institutions spend more doi-
lars helping their students. Would it not
provide the greatest equalization of oppor-
tunity for the greatest number of students
if dollars of institutional support were
matched by federal dollars?

The efforts we are all making for veterans,
for women, for minorities are not really
helped by the Conference Committee bill, T
urge you and your colleagues to develop a
more reallstic and useful program for as-
suring the useful survival of higher educa-

tion.
Sincerely,
GEORGE W. HAzzArp, President.
SIENA HEIGHTS COLLEGE,
Adrain, Mich.

I am in firm belief that the Higher Edu-
cation Bill as it stands now should not be
passed, and that further study be given to
it for the extension of another year, It is
important at this point in time that the ex-
isting programs be continued for a year and
be given greater consideration for fuller ap-
propriations, It was essential that awards be
made to students for the Fall term with some
hope that the Regional Boards' approvals
would be met to a reasonable degree. Rather
than rush new regulations, it would seem
more reasonable to me to do something about
the existing ones in order to avold hardship
for the 1972-1973 year. In our situation, I
am requesting a greater consideration in
the CWSP, EOG, and NDSL Programs.
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The biggest objection in the ald bills cen-
ters around the word “Needy student.” The
term is fine but the actual connotation given
it by regulations is something else. An “over-
emphasis” of “disadvantaged students” has
caused 8 severe hardship on our middle-class,
moderate income famlilies, who are in just
as much need for educational financial as-
sistance as are the lower income groups.
Little or great, If the verified need is evi-
denced, a student—regardless of income—
should be considered.

I again stress that an extension of the
present programs be made with reasonable
appropriations increase for this year.

MississtPPl STATE UNIVERSITY,
State College, Miss,, May 29, 1972.
Hon. EprTH GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr Mges. GreeN: Thank you for your
letter of May 20 and the comments on the
Higher Education Bill. I agree fully with
your views on this proposed legislation.

It seems to me that to accept as helpful
and needed the bill that came from the con-
ference would be being less than completely
honest with ourselves. This legislation, it ap-
pears to me, simply disregards the help
needed by a vast majority of our people.

Sincerely yours,
Wmriam L. GiLes, President.
AvitA COLLEGE,
Kansas City, Mo., May 25, 1972.

DeAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: To focus ald
solely on students rather than institutions
is sad. We should have learned this from the
past. There are students who are In higher
education who don't belong there. Higher
education is for all students, not just needy
students, Most of the colleges outside of the
prestiglous colleges have more than half of
their students who are from the middle and
lower middle classes. Aid to our college
should relate to all students, for the student
from this little income group is already being
hard pressed and the new legisiation cer-
tainly does not help, It aggravates the prob-
lem and cannot possibly be good public pol-
icy.

If there is an argument for Institutional
aid, it is to give financial stability to institu-
tions facing financlal crisis and help them
meet basic institutional costs for all stu-
dents. Avila is one of these institutions.

Bincerely,
Sister Orive Lovuise, C.8.J.,
President.

SoUTHEAST MissoUrRl STATE COLLEGE,
Cape Girardeau, Mo., May 25, 1972.
Dear CoNGrREssMAN BumnisoN: The Con-
ference Report on the Higher Education Bill
No. 5. 659 appears so seriously in error that
I would suggest that the report be rejected
by both the House and the Senate and a new
bill introduced which would extend the pro-
visions of the present bill for one Yyear so
that the Congress has time to work out a
better bill. There's no point in compounding
problems that we now have by adding those
inherent in the new legislation.
Very truly yours,
Mark ScuLry, President.
Wirriam Woops COLLEGE,
Fulton, Mo., May 30, 1972,
My DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GrEEN: I should
like to go on record as stating that our In-
stitution has many grave doubts about the
bill, and we wish that the weaknesses and
inconsistencies that exist could be somehow
rectified. We are, at the same time, torn By
an ambivalency created by advice which
comes to us from our national associations
which state that if this bill is rejected, 1t will
probably be three or four years before it
would be attempted again. We would, there-
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fore, have to settle either for what we have
now or nothing. This is a very frightening bit
of advice and, Indeed, a sobering one. Most
private colleges in this country cannot exist
indefinitely on the present level of higher
education support and probably not much
longer on the bill which was passed.

I believe that nearly every private college
president in the United States and practical-
ly every professional association pleaded the
cause of unrestricted grants to colleges as
being the way to help most institutions in
their fight for survival. This was excluded
from the bill, and this alone would have
weakened the document had everything else
been included that might have been helpful.

Basing the preliminary emphasis of the
Higher Education Bill on the students and
financial need is a gross oversight of those
who claim to want to help our nation's col-
leges. Our institution fortunately is not in
dire financial need, but I know of hundreds
and hundreds who are and who probably
cannot continue to exist under the bill now
being proposed.

I appreciate all of your good work and the
efforts that you have made to supply the
real needs of colleges, and I am most regret-
ful that more of your colleagues do not see
fit to support you.

With warmest personal regards, I remain

Cordially yours,
R. B. CutLIP, President.
TELEGRAM
May 286, 1972.
Dr. RoGER HEYNS,
President,
American Council on Education,
Washington, D.C.
Dr. Freperic W. NEss,
President,
Association of American Colleges,
Washington, D.C.:

I wish to go on record as being strongly
opposed to the hasty passage of the final
conference committee bill, Rather, I urge
that the American Council on Education
(Association of American Colleges) do all
it can to bring about a l-year extension of
existing programs supported by the present
higher education bill. We should not vote in
haste on something that several years ago
we did niot approve of.

LELAND MILES,
President, Alfred University.

HARRIMAN COLLEGE,

Harriman, N.Y., May 25, 1972.
Dear Mgs. GReeEN: I don’t think it 1s the
role of Congress to use economic coercion to
persuade colleges and universities to provide
compensatory education. I think this should
be dealt with in the junior colleges, but not
in isolation. The creativity of trained teach-
ers is the only way to respond to the seventh
grade arithmetic and eighth grade reading
difficulties of many students. I think we are
degrading the higher educational system by
admitting unprepared students to four-year
colleges and universities. If students with
these deficiencies are taken care of in a jun-
jor college they will be able to transfer to
four-year colleges with greater confidence
and a greater chance for success. Then the

government’s money would be well spent.

Gratefully,
Sister Acwes, President.

HarTwICK COLLEGE,
Oneonta, N.Y., May 25, 1972.

Dear CoNGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I agree with
your judgment that it would be better to
have a one-year extension of existing pro-
grams than the bill which is now proposed.
We further concur with the memorandum to
you from Terry Sanford, President of Duke
University and in particular to his nota-
tion, “As for institutional ald, the objective
of any such assistance should be to add Fed-
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eral tax dollars to the general support of
higher education, something that has never
been done and something that is now needed
because of rapidly increasing costs if higher
education is going to function adequately.”

We do not believe that this compromise
bill will accomplish the national purposes,
certainly not in the long run,

Sincerely,
ADOLPH G. ANDERSON, President.

Le MoYNE COLLEGE,
Syracuse, N.Y., May 26, 1972,

I am informing Congressmen James Hanley
and John Terry of my position on 8. 659 with
this message.

I join Congresswoman Edith Green in op-
posing the passage of the higher education
bill reported out of conference. First, it does
not meet the need of the students who at=-
tend Le Moyne College or the needs of the
institution itself. Second, it is poorly drafted
especially with the ambiguities of BOG grants
subjected to the vagaries of uncertain appro-
priations. Third, I deplore the insertion of
the anti-busing provisions in the legislation
for higher education. I support the proposal
of Chalrman Green that existing programs
for higher education be given a one-year
extension,

Father Wnrram L. RErLLy,
President.

MarIA REGINA COLLEGE,
Syracuse, N.Y., May 31, 1972.

Dear Mapam: After reading the summary
and the memorandum from President Terry
Sanford of Duke University, we agree that
this Bill is i1l advised, both in its philosophy
and its implementation. We would favor an
interim measure to continue student finan-
clal ald at the 1972 level of funding. We note
that the generous provisions for community
colleges do not include private two-year col-
leges, even though the latter may be pro-
:’idtng many of the same educational serv-

ces.

This Bill seems to give the impression that
the Federal Government is solicitous for the
well-being of institutions of higher educa-
tion chiefly insofar as they are dispensers of
student financial aid to needy students as
narrowly defined in the Bill, Finally, the
passage of 5. 6569 would be likely to preclude
any further treatment of higher education
problems in a more carefully considered bill,

Sincerely,
B1sTER MARY ROSALIE,
President.

Vassar COLLEGE,
Poughkeepsie, N.Y., June 1,1972.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I agree
heartily with your comments and those of
President Terry Sanford that the bill is woe-
fully inadequate and full of half-hearted
compromises that accomplish very little in
the way of institutional aid.

For Vassar College the bill as proposed
gives us the alternative of changing the com-
position of our student body if we want Fed-
eral institutional support. The fact that we
presently appropriate 20% of our income for
student financial ald means nothing insofar
as the compromise bill is concerned, because
it is directed to those who can benefit from
higher education, and who have demon-
strated a financial need. Should Congress
force all these students to seek Federal fi-
nancial assistance? I think not.

Please continue your support of intel-
ligent legislation in the area of Higher Edu-
catlon, We urge you to resist these attempts
that fall miserably o meet the needs of the
&u:llity fou;—j;;.;&gr liberal arts institution that

ready do everything it can to c
lushareoftheloa.d.m $ A
Yours sincerely,
Araw StmarsonN, President.
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...I am as disgusted with the entire
measure as you are. I am totally opposed to
the tying of higher education support to the
disadvantaged student program.

JEssE L. McDANIEL, President,
Lenoir Community College, Kingston, N.C.

I wish respectfully to register a very strong
recommendation that the Conference bill on
higher education be defeated in the
House, . . .

Disadvantaged people clearly need help.
However, it is a terrible error to fund pro-
grams that are based on the assumption
that college experience is vital for everyone,
and that therefore institutions desiring to
qualify for Federal ald must commit per-
sonnel and time to “remedial” work. Where
interest and capacity warrant it, this can be
(and has been) done on an individual or
small-group basis, But it is dishonest and
misleading to establish national policy that
infers that remedial programs plus college
programs are the answer to the economic
and social problems of every disadvantaged
person—or, for that matter, for every non-
disadvantaged person.

One of the basic ilmpacts of the Confer-
ence bill would be to expand community
colleges at a rate and to a level that would
impair the existence of a sizable number of
private junior and senior colleges—Iliterally
to use Federal funds to drive the private
schools out of business! It appears reason-
able to expect that there could be devised
less disastrous methods of supporting
strength in the community colleges. Such
support is important for post-secondary
technical and vocational training clearly are
badly needed.

The idea of a full-time Office of Veterans
Affairs at smaller institutions is patently
ridiculous. This requirement under the bill
would virtually eliminate opportunities for
smaller schools (both public and private) to
enroll veterans under a Federal support
program.

Finally, except for a very few highly en-
dowed Institutions, the Conference bill's ap-
portionment formula would very soon put
private colleges and universities out of busi-
ness with respect to serving disadvantaged
students.

We would be immensely better off if the
expiring legislation were merely extended for
another year, which would provide time to
develop realistic and appropriate legislation
for the following year.

DoNALD J. HART,
President, St. Andrews Presbyterian Col-
lege, Laurinberg, N.C.

BREVARD COLLEGE,
May 30, 1972.

Dear Mgrs. GrReeN: I would like to indicate
my strong support for the position that you
have taken on the recent compromise of the
higher education bill. The point you ex-
pressed in your memorandum and in that of
President Terry Sanford represents, I belleve,
an appropriately sound position. I feel that
it would be greatly inappropriate to relate
the general support of higher education to
the amount of ald to needy students as pro-
posed in the compromise bill. The trend of
recent years to virtually penallze the stu-
dents from middle income groups would be
further heightened by a program which
would relate institutionally to the basic op-
portunity grants.

I would like to urge you to stay with your
present position for a one year extension of
existing programs rather than accepting the
bill with all of its present liabilities.

Be assured of the genuine appreciation of
the higher education community for your
astute leadership and careful analysis of the
implications of the proposed bill.

Sincerely yours,
RoBerT A. Davis, President.
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CHOWAN COLLEGE,
Murfreesboro, N.C., June 3, 1972.
Re: S. 650.

DEeAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I simply have
not had time to look at your communication
of May 20 until today. This is true also of the
letter from President Terry Sanford of Duke
University.

Though I have written my Congressman,
Walter B. Jones, as well as Congressman L.
H. Fountain, requesting their support of sub-
jeet bill, I now have second thoughts. More-
over, I have just talked with one of my col-
leagues in the state and I think you may be
right that it is better to defeat the Confer-
ence and then to get, iImmediately, a
one-year extension of the existing programs
or a continuing resolution for one year at
the 1972 level of funding. However, I would
earnestly and sincerely hope that in Janu-
ary of 1973 a bill like that formerly passed
by the House would be passed by Congress.

Frankly, I am quite concermed that the
traditional liberal arts college like ours, (we
are a two-year church-related college enroll-
ing approximately 1,600 students), simply
would not fare well under the Conference Re-
port. An institution needs money so that it
can serve all students enrolled in the in-
stitution. There must be assistance of this
nature and type with adequate funding or
many, many private and church-related col-
leges will not be in existence within the next
five-ten year period.

I am taking the liberty of forwarding a copy
of this letter to Congressman Walter B. Jones
and to Congressman L. H. Fountain in light
of my previous communication with them, I
wasn’'t happy about the endorsement of the
Conference Report from the outset, but “was
sold"” on it being the best we could expect
within the next several years.

My best thinking at the moment there-
fore is that the Conference Report should be
defeated and that we then should get a
continuing resoclution for one year with full
funding at that level, but then begin to work
early next year on a bill comprising the much
better components of the earlier House-passed
bill. . . .

Very sincerely yours,
Bruce E, WHITAKER, President.
WiLson CounTy TECHNICAL INSTITUTE,
Wilson, N.C., June 1, 1972.

Mapam: Too often we let the pressures of
the moment spur us into unwise action.
Too often we let our emotions toward the
disadvantaged influence our judgment for
what is best for each individual. Too often
needs for financial ald prompt acceptance at
any cost. Let's not repeat these mistakes in
this massive and historic bill. I, for one, seek
financial ald of community colleges and tech-
nical institutes and their students with as
few controls and restrictions as Is possible.

If a continuing resolution will buy the
necessary time for careful review of the bill
while allowing us to meet the needs of this
fall's crop of students, then it appears a
prudent move.

Sincerely,
ErNEST B. PARRY, President.
WiiGaTE COLLEGE,
Wingate, N.C., May 29, 1972.

Dear Mzs. GreeN: I want to write and say
that I am most grateful to you for your stand
on the higher education bill, I am certainly
aware that you understand the importance
of this legislation, and I want you to know
that we support you in every way. I agree
that if the bill was not a good one previously
it is no longer good. We need to have your
thinking on this. No other person in this
country is as aware of the basic philosophy
and needs of all types of institutions as you.
The private institutions of our land are in
trouble, and I believe you are a friend to both
private and public higher education. As a
representative from a two year private school,
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we do not know where we are going If things
continue to be controlled out of Washington.
There seems to be very little concern about
the two-year private, church-related college
in the government. This is indeed sad be-
cause it is in these Institutions that real
teaching takes place and young people are
given an opportunity to establish values that
will last and uphold the principles of our
great country.

Again I want to thank you for your con=-
cern and hope and pray that everybody will
vote with you when the matter comes to the
floor in the House.

Very cordially,
Buop E. SmitH, President.

MriaMmr UNIVERSITY,
Ozford, Ohio, May 31, 1972.

My Dear Mes. GrReeN: I have your letter
of May 20, together with a copy of the mem=-
orandum from Terry Sanford to you under
date of May 22. After studying the Con-
ference Committee report on the Higher Edu-
cation Bill, I find myself in total support of
your views. Assuredly, the compromise is not
& good one; the present bill should be
defeated.

I agree with your conclusion that it would
be better to have a one-year extension of
existing programs than it would be to be
saddled with bad legislation.

One final comment: the presidents of Yale,
Harvard, Stanford, Cornell, Dartmouth, and
Brown most decidedly do not represent my
views or the views of the majority of those
in higher education, I wish that some of your
gt:vumgl.lct es in Congress could wake up to that

act.
Sincerely yours,
PHILLIP R. BHRIVER, President.
New ConNcorp, OHIO,
May 31, 1972.
Re: Conference Report on Higher Education
Amendments of 1972.

Dear Mes. Green: I want to thank you for
malling to us a copy of the summary of ac-
tions taken by the Conference Committee. As
I understand the new proposal, it would not
hurt us; that is, I see it providing the kinds
of ald for disadvantaged people that we are
presently receiving. Our disappointment is
that it will not help us. In fact, the sug-
gested plan of institutional aid will not pro-
vide funds for us since we will have very few
of these students enrolled. The $1400 per stu-
dent assistance will encourage more stu-
dents to attend the state universities rather
than the private instiutlons. Therefore, my
overall assessment is that we might very
well find our enrollment picture worsening
because of the proposed leglslation.

We thank you very much for your efforts
to provide financial assistance to all higher
education, both public and private.

Cordlally yours,
WnLiam P. MILLER,
President, Muskingum College.

EL Reno, OELA,
Your letter of May 27 stated that you could
not sign the Conference Report on the High-
er Education bill. . . . I fully agree with your

position.
A. R. HARRISON,
President, El Reno College.

PoORTLAND, OREG.

You probably have received a letter from
a group of community college presidents
which indicates our position on the matter.
‘We back your position fully.

In regard to the student financial aid, as
I look at it the compromise bill, unless it is
fully funded, won't be much better than the
present formula. I also see nothing in the fi-
nancial ald package which would give an in-
stitution flexibility. I happen to believe that
we are the best determiners of who needs fi-
nancial aid and although we might need
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some Federal guidelines, we need the flexi-
bility if we are to make decisions which will
help the student.
Amo DE BERNARDIS,
President, Portland Community College.
STATEMENT OF OPPOSITION TO HIGHER EDU~

CATION CONFERENCE REPORT—SIGNED BY

THE PRESIDENTS OF INDEPENDENT CoL-

LEGES IN OREGON

Because of the many good things in the
final bill, we wish we could support it—but
we cannot. . . . Our objections to the bill are,
we believe, basic and fundamental.

1. Although we are pleased with your gen-
eral acceptance of the entitlement grant con-
cept, the actual wording in this bill is so sus-
ceptible to political budgetary manipulations
that we fear the entire program could easily
be made meaningless after having raised the
hopes of millions of potential recipients
across the nation.

2. We are deeply concerned that the final
version of “institutional aid” is—except for
the very minor portion concerning graduate
students—tied entirely to the question of aid
to needy students. To relate the general sup-
port of higher education to the amount of aid
to needy students is to miss the point of
higher education. Higher education is for all
students, not just needy students. Unfortu-
nately, if this section is approved as written
it may well further increase the difficulties of
middle income students attempting to at-
tend colleges of their choice. It could also
tend to subvert the basic role and purpose of
higher education institutions,

3. The appropriation process for this In-
stitutional ald program is so written that
unless Congress were to fund the student aid
programs for more than $1 billion, no funds
at all would flow to any institution. A real
and dependable program of institutional ald
should be based upon a formula having to do
with the needs of the institution and should
then be financed by itself, not dependent
upon other programs.

4, There is a very real need to reform the
veterans benefit law regarding educational
assistance but the provisions as written in
this bill would not really aid veterans to
achieve attendance at the college of their
choice. It does, however, establish a back
door method of giving indirect ald to public
colleges with their lower tuition but would
not significantly assist the independent col-
leges.

gW’e regret having to take this stand, but
we feel the bill is deficlent, We do so with
the hope and anticipation that next year
Congress will be able to pass an improved
and comprehensive higher education bill.
LIST OF PRESIDENTS

Dr. Rex F. Johnston, Columbia Christian
College, Portland, Oregon.

Dr. David C. Le Shana, George Fox College,
Newberg, Oregon.

Dr. John R. Howard, Lewis & Clark College,
Portland, Oregon.

Rev. Christian R. Mondor, Mt. Angel Col-
lege, Mt. Angel, Oregon.

Dr. James V. Miller, Pacific University, For-
est Grove, Oregon.

Rev. Paul E. Waldschmidt, University of
Portland, Portland, Oregon.

Dr. Roger J. Fritz, Willamette University,
BSalem, Oregon.

Dr. E. P. Weber, Concordia College, Port-
land, Oregon.

Dr. Donald Reid, Judson Baptist College,
Portland, Oregon,

Dr. Gordon C. Bjork, Linfield College, Mc-
Minnville, Oregon.

Dr. Robert H. Krupp, Marylhurst College,
Marylhurst, Oregon,

Dr. Paul Bragdon, Reed College, Portland,

Oregon.
Dr. E. Joe Gilliam, Warner Pacific College,
Portland, Oregon.
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MoNMoUTH, OREG.,
May 25, 1972.

Dear Mrs. GreEN: I agree with you com-
pletely and thank you for your stand. To-
day’s often well-intended but poorly thought
out “solutions"” become tomorrow’s problems.

From the very beginning to the present, as
you have pointed out, this bill has had ele-
ments in it which will harm higher educa-
tion and the nation. The backers of these ele-
ments both in the Congress and out have
manifested a kind of simple mindedness
about the complexity of educational prob-
lems, I grant that many of these persons are
well meaning, but their proposed solutioms
are childish and their nalvette is frightening.
Others have acted through crass self interest.
Still others have acted through fear—fear
that higher education or large segments of it
will collapse if the bill is not passed without
further delay. (I am sorry to say that the
education community itself has created most
of this fear pressure.)

Please maintain your stand and do not
allow higher education in the years ahead to
be saddled by a bad bill. It is far better to
extend the student ald benefits in the cur-
rent programs for another year or as long as
is necessary to get a Higher Education Bill
that is statesmanlike.

Bincerely,
LEoNARD W. RICE,
President, Oregon College of Education.
ForeEsT GROVE, OREG.,
May 30, 1972.

Dear Mges. GREEN: Beveral presidents of
Oregon colleges and wuniversities have ex-
pressed our common concerns in a recent
group letter. Permit me to add misgivings
over my signature.

Reports in the national press and educa-
tlonal news sources seem to point to a fact:
8659, Education Amendments of 1872, Is "“full
of sound and fury” but of little value to most
of the colleges and universities. Without
full-funding of Work Study and NSDL and
76% funding of EOG there will be no funding
of the Basic Opportunity Grant. This indeed
sounds like a budgetary BOG. Then, t00,as I
understand the provisions, imstitutional aid
depends upon at least 50% funding of the
Basic Opportunity Grant. If so, such aid
seems remote.

The part dealing with veterans will be of
no help to most colleges. Why not provide
an adequate G.I. Bill?

The bill provides little or nothing for the
mass of our students and will thereby move
most independent colleges one more step to-
ward absorption into the state educational
system.

I deeply appreciate your understanding
and interest in education.

Sincerely yours,
JAMES V., MILLER,
President, Pacific University.

PORTLAND, OREG.,
May 25, 1972,

Dear CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I wish
record formally my opposition to the Report
on the Higher Education Bill by the Confer-
ence Committee.

Many of the decisions therein support pro-
visions which were strongly opposed by the
President of the University of Portland, and
by one national association after another,
representing the University of Portland.

As now reported, many an undergraduate
four-year institution, like our own, would be
discriminated against. Such a school would
receive no genersal institutional aid and would
receive institutional aid only as it is related
to needy students who are recelving Federal
financial assistance. We would be cut off,
largely for trying to build a strong school
academically.

The Institutional Aid formulas are all to
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unrealistic. Many an excellent institution of
higher education would be locked out from
such ald, and consequently the opportunity
of helping many a really deserving student
would be frustrated.

A bad feature of the Bill as now proposed
is that it precludes the student from the
middle income group. This student is often
the needy student who would profit much
by four years in a college or university, yet
is hampered for lack of the support he needs.

What is badly needed now is Federal gen-
eral support for higher education, badly need-
ed now because of the escalating costs all
along the line. The Report of the Conference
Committee sets up barriers and formulas too
unrealistic to really help where help is most
needed.

Moreover, the provislons for veterans are
unrealistic. It is not near what should be
developed for the returning G.I. The guide-
lines and regulations that would have to go
along with the Conference Report would
never allow a good G.I. program to get off
the ground.

I strongly oppose the acceptance of the
Conference Report. Far better would be to
extend present programs, to provide an op-
portunity to reconsider the Bill as it was
overwhelmingly approved by the House. A
one-year extension of present programs is
no:: & necessity which I wholeheartedly sup-
port.

Bincerely,
Reverend MicHAEL G. O'BRIEN, C.S.C.,
Academic Vice President, University of
Portland.
CARLISLE, Pa,,
June 7, 1972.

Concerning the conference report on the
Higher Education Amendments of 1972. I
feel that the disadvantages of this report far
outwelgh the advantages. Personally I can
not support it.

CHARLES TWICHELL,

Director of Student Aid, Dickinson College.

EAsT STROWDSBURG, Pa.,
May 26, 1972,

Dear Mgrs. GREeN: This summarizes points
I expressed in our conversation about the
conference report on the Higher Education
Amendments of 1972.

1. The Bill still makes provision for pass-
ing the cost of education to the student—
particularly a hardship on the “‘working
poor” who are not eligible for ald. It ignores
the general public responsibility for the edu-
cation of its citizenry. It does “recognize”
special interest groups and, however laudi-
ble this may be, it is devisive. A fair basic
opportunity for all ought to be a central
goal and this can be achieved by a base gen-
eral institutional aid.

2. The administrative costs of these new
complex amendments will mount and mount,
and my position is that a simpler, across-the
the-board formula would be easier to ad-
minister and money spent for administration
could be put into “on line” support.

3. Students must have something by way
of ald for the coming fiseal year, It is a fact
that substantial numbers of students here
at East Stroudsburg State College will not
be able to attend college if existing levels of
support are denied them. Your comment that
"72 levels of funding can be maintained is
reassuring. I share your concern about the
government's current capability of imple-
menting necessary steps to “‘get the money
out” to the needy students under the new
proposals.

I hope these comments may be helpful,
With all good wishes.

Sincerely,
Darrerr. HoLMES,
President, East Stroudsburg State Col-
lege.
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BrYN Mawg, PaA.
Thank you for sending the analysis of the
Higher Education bill. I support your posi-
tion wholeheartedly.
MicHAEL A, Duzy,
President, Harcum Junior College.
GETTYSBURG, PA.
How. EprTH GreEEN: Share your judgment
about the conference bill on higher educa-
tion and commend your analysis. Please vote

against the bill.
C. A. HANSON,
President, Gettysburg College.

CENTER VALLEY, PA,,
May 26, 1972.

Dear Mes. GreeN: Higher education is, of
course, in dire need of financial aid but I
agree with you that this bill might very well
force colleges to change their mission. Col-
leges have an obligation to provide quality
education to all segments of the soclety. This
bill, it seems to me, focuses completely on
needy students who are receiving federal
assistance and ignores needy students who,
on their own initiative, are providing aid for
themselves by such means as working their
way through college and obtaining scholar-
ships from sources other than government
money.

I would hope that there could be a one-
year extension of existing programs, with per-
haps more adequate funding of economic op-
portunity grants to give ald to needy stu-
dents; and that a bill similar to the one
passed by the House which would provide
institutional aid in terms of the number of
students attending the institution be passed.

Sincerely,
Rev. J. 8rvart DooLiNG, OSFS,
President.

LAFAYETTE COLLEGE,
Easton, Pa., June 1, 1972.

Dear Me. PEREINS: I have before me your
memorandum of May 19 summarizing the
Conference Report on the Higher Education
Amendments of 1972, At your invitation I am
providing you with my reaction to the report.

There are some elements of the report
which I favor. The increase in funding for the
work study and guaranteed student loan pro-
grams, the improvement of community col-
leges, the extension of Title III for strength-
ening developing institutions, and the emer-
gency assistance for institutions in financial
trouble are all decisions which I favor.

However, I regret that I cannot add my sup-
port to the new program of entitlement
grants or the program of institutional ald. I
do not belleve that the compromise developed
through the Conference Committee addresses
itself properly to current problems and may,
in fact, produce greater difficulty in higher
education in the future.

In many ways Lafayette College is rep-
resentative of other privately-sponsored in-
stitutions. Tuition, room, board and other
charges run approximately #4400 per year for
each student. Consequently, a student re-
celving the maximum education opportunity
grant ($1400) will still require nearly 83000
in additional ald per year to attend Lafayette
College. Even with work study and national
defense student loans, the institution would
still have to commit nearly $1500 of its own
scholarship funds to assist this student. Un-
der these condltions, 1t is not likely that pri-
vate Institutions such as Lafayette would en-
roll many students recelving basic education
opportunity grants, since each student en-
rolled adds to the financial burdens of the
institution.

While I recognize the desire of Congress
to assist disadvantaged students, I think it
is unfortunate that the proposed legislation
relates direct institutional aid to the aggre-
gate amount of supplemental EOG, Work
Study and NDSL funds received by each in-
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stitution. Privately-sponsored institutions
perform a great service to society by creating
educational opportunity with least possible
drain on tax revenues. However, under the
proposed legislation privately-sponsored in-
stitutions would receive very little institu-
tional aid since they are not likely to have
many students enrolled who receive federal
scholarships and work study grants. Conse-
quently, federal support will be going pri-
marily to those institutions which are already
low charge due to state tax support, and the
private sector which is in serious need of
federal aid will receive very little.

If the proposed legislation were enacted,
low-charging institutions would be encour-
aged to enroll more disadvantaged students
and expand facilities for that purpose. Con-
sequently more tax revenues would be re-
quired for such expansion. At the same time,
spaces would remain empty in privately-
sponsored institutions because those institu-
tions were not receiving general institutional
aid according to their service to society. In-
stead they would receive very little aid ac-
cording to a formula which demanded sub-
stantial commitments from their own re-
sources in order to enroll disadvantaged stu-
dents. All in all the provisions for institu-
tional aid seem to make things worse rather
than better for most privately-sponsored in-
stitutions.

Under these conditions, I do not favor the
immediate or long-range results which ap-
pear to emanate from the current proposed
legislation.

Sincerely,
K. RoaLD BERGETHON.
BETHLEHEM, Pa,,
May 31, 1872.

Dear CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I have re-
ceived your letter of May 20 with its enclo-
sures and have given it careful consideration.
We have, on a continuing basis, attempted to
keep abreast of the progress of both your bill
and that bearing the name of Senator Pell.
We have been favorably disposed toward the
content of your proposed legislation and were
dismayed at the results of the Conference
Committee’s dellberations.

After reviewing the contents of his memo-
randum to you, I find myself in complete
agreement with President Stanford of Duke
University. Clearly, the existing federal pro-
grams could do the job if fully funded. It is
especially noteworthy that the attitude of
Congress toward the funding of higher edu-
cation has shown clear support for the self-
help programs, cnd much less than full sup-
port for the “free money"” programs. It is
strange, indeed, that the Senate should now
so overwhelmingly support yet another “free
money” program.

I am writing to Congressmen Perkins,
Flood and to convey the concern of
Lehigh University. I sincerely hope that,
should the current legislation proposal be
defeated and continuing legislation for exist-
ing programs enacted for the fiscal year 1973,
you will reintroduce your aid to higher edu-
cation proposal.

Very sincerely yours,
W. DEMING LEWIS, President.

PHILADELPHIA, PA.
How. EpITH GREEN: Recommend House de-
feats Conference Committees Higher Educa-
tion Bill and approves one year extension
existing program.
RoserT H. THOMPSON,
President, Spring Garden College.

Dur WesT, 8.0.,
May 25, 1972.
DeAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I have con-
siderable misgiving about the Higher Educa-
tion Bill as it came out of the Conference
Committee. The provisions concerning stu-
dent ald and the formula for the new Insti-
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tutional ald need further thought and re-
shaping.

I am, therefore, in favor of your suggestion
of a one-year extension of existing programs,
80 that next year Congress can come up with
& fully thought out solution of the compli-
cated problems.

Bincerely yours,
JOSEPH WIGHTMAN,
Erskine College.

SPRINGFIELD, 8. DAK.,
May 25, 1972,
Hon. EpiTHE GREEN: Urge you to make de-
termined effort for one year extension of
present higher education bill. Conference
committee bill has provisions which are in-
tolerable for higher education.
CARROL KRAUSE,
Provost, University of South Dakota.

Laxe JACESON, TEX.,
June 1, 1972,

Dear ConNGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I concur
100% with the statement you made, “To re-
late the general support of higher education
to the amount of ald to needy students is to
miss the point of higher education and to
miss the point of the needs of students. High-
er education s for all students, not just needy
students.” You go on to state, “Aid to insti-
tutions should relate to all students for the
student from the middle income group is al-
ready belng squeezed out and this new
philosophy does not help. It aggravates the
problem and therefore can not be considered
good public policy.”

I am appalled at some of the things being
done in the name of education. I am gratified
in the knowledge that there are still many in
legislative positions who have the type char-
acter it takes to stand up and be counted.
You I count as one of these.

I have sent letters stating my views, which
are essentially identical with those you ex-
pressed, to Senator Harris of Oklahomsa and
to Texas Senators Tower and Bentsen. I also
sent the same type letter to Congressmen
John Young, Bob Casey and Olin E. Teague.

I believe that I can speak for a great ma-
Jjority of the forty-four presidents of Texas
public junlor colleges when I commend you
for your action and encourage you to remain
steadfast in your conviction.

Best wishes in your efforts.

Sincerely,
J. R. JACKSON,
President, Brazosport College.
HousToN, TEX.

Hox. EprTH GREEN: Cannot support S. 659,

agree with Sanford’s letter of May 22 to you.
NoRMAN HACKERMAN,
President, Rice University.

LoveELLAND, TEX.
May 26, 1972.

DEAR REFRESENTATIVE GREEN: In my esti-
mation, the Pell Bill has many weaknesses,
and I would certainly favor extending the
existing programs for this year until these
weaknesses can be worked out.

For example, our EOG allocation for FY
1073 was 269 less than our last year’'s appro-
priation. The CWSP allocation was 13% less
than last year. The NDSL approved level of
lending was increased by 4.6%, but this pro-
gram has been self-sustaining for the past
three years and required no additional gov-
ernment funds,

If the cost of fully funding the Pell grants
runs about !5 more than the funding for the
present, programs, I have no reason to believe
funding would be anywhere close to adequate
under the Pell Bill, The present Federal pro-
grams will take care of all the needs of the
needy students if the programs were fully
funded by Congress.

Sincerely yours,
MarvinN L. BAKER,
President, South Plains College.
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SecuiN, TEX.,
May 26, 1972.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I agree with
your views and appreciate very much the
efforts that you are making to provide a
sound program of institutional grants and
financial ald for students, which would per-
mit students to have a viable choice in the
kind of educational institutions they choose.
I hope you are successful in your efforts.

Best wishes.

Sincerely,
JoE K. MENN,
President, Texas Lutheran College.
PouLTNEY, VT.,
May 26, 1972.

Dear Mes. GREEN: Frankly, at this point I
can see no value In passing the bill in its
present form and like you I am of the opinion
that it would be better to delay such pas-
sage for several months, if necessary, in order
to obtain a satisfactory measure.

The present bill provides little, if any, as-
sistance for the Individual college by tying
institutional grants to student ald. Unless
the colleges themselves receive some form of
assistance some of them will be in very serl-
ous difficulty before too long.

We are indebted to you for your concern
for and interest in our colleges and univer-
sities during this critical time.

Sincerely,
RaYMOND A. WITHEY,
President, Green Mountain College.

DeaR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: I agree with
the position which you have taken and I
agree with the statement made by Terry
Sanford. I hope that the House of Repre-
sentatives does reject this bill and will start
to work on a bill which will provide educa~
tional opportunities for all American youth
but will, In addition, prevent the demise of
an extremely large number of private col-
leges in this country.

Last year I met with the American Council
on Education’s Commission on Federal Re-
lations to urge their support of a plan which
would equalize educational opportunity in
higher education and would preserve private
higher education. I would very much appre-
clate your reaction to this particular plan. I
would also welcome the opportunity to testify
before your Subcommittee along with some
other colleagues who are intrigued with the
educational opportunity bank idea.

Because I am a long time friend of Clai-
borne Pell, I sent this suggestion to him at
the same time as my meeting with the
American Council on Education. He sent me
a copy of his plan at the time and I was
distressed at the proposed Institutional aid
in his p . It would do very little to
help private higher education. It would
merely make public higher education less
expensive for states and municipalities. In
essence, it is the Pell plan which has been
adopted by the joint committee.

In spite of my preference for an educa-
tional opportunity bank instead of direct
institutional ald, as it exists in your bill, I
nevertheless support your bill. It would give
direct and much needed immediate ald to
private colleges which are in dire straits. It is
worth fighting for and I hope that you will
keep up the fight.

Cordlally,
EvuceENE C. WINsSLOW,
President, Windham College, Putney, Vt.

As President of a private Institution badly
in need of funds but looking beyond private
interest, I urge you to vote the
Higher Education Bill (8.659) and to bring
your influence to bear upon its defeat.

Roy D. Hupson,
President, Hampton Institute, Hampton,
Va.
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Dear Mes. GreeN: Thank you so much for
sending your comments and Terry Sanford's
letter about S. 659. I think there are very
few people in the higher education commu-
nity who are happy about the proposals that
have issued from the Conference Committee.
Regardless of the stand taken by our na-
tional organizations in Washington, many
do not think it is wise, for the long run, to

t this form of higher education legis-
latlon. It is a matter of holding your nose
and voting for proposals which you know
will not serve the best interest of colleges
and universities in the future,

I thoroughly agree with Terry Sanford’s
analysis, and I feel, with you, that an ex-
tension of the present programs of ald for
“disadvantaged students” would adequately
serve thelr needs. I emphatically do not think
that institutional ald should be tied to the
numbers of needy students enrolled at in-
stitutions of higher learning. The bill which
you endorsed in the House meets our real
problems more directly and realistically, and
I know of very few of my colleagues who
would not have preferred your formulas to
Senator Pell’s bill.

The problem of the middle income student
is particularly severe at both private and
public institutions. General institutional ald
is the only approach that will begin to at-
tack this problem. We are in grave danger of
glving awards only for quantitative achieve-
ment in higher education, and the form of
the proposed legislation accentuates this
danger.

Every college and university is facing grave
financial problems, but I think it would be
woefully shortsighted of us to accept badly
constructed legislation in the illusory hope
of some short run relief,

Please let me know if I can be helpful to
you in any way.

Yours very sincerely,

JOHN A. LOGAN, JR.,
President, Hollins College, Hollins Col-
lege, Va.
May 31, 1972.
Hon. Warxmns M. Assrrr,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR CONGRESSMAN ABEITT: We at Sweet
Briar are not unaware of the necessity of
compromise that makes politics “the art of
the possible,” nor are we deaf to the argu-
ment that half-a-loaf is better than none.
Still, after a weekend of study and reflection
we feel that the Conference Committee Re-
port on the Higher Education Bill represents
too unsatisfactory a compromise for us to
wish to support it.

Our chief objection centers on the mixed
formula for individual and institutional aid,
which in the long run threatens further to
weaken guality education at the higher level.

To judge by the correspondence received in
the past few days, I assume ours is & minority
position among educational institutions; but
even so we urge you to oppose the current
draft, approved by the Senate, in the bellef
that extension of existing programs and a
hopefully wiser new proposal would provide
a more desirable alternative,

Yours very sincerely,
Harorp B. WHITEMAN, Jr.,
President, Sweet Briar College, Sweet

Briar, Va.

May 30, 1972.

DeAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: Thank you
very much for your letter of 20 May 1972.
It is certainly with a distinet feeling of
chagrin and disappointment that I acknowl-
edge this letter of yours. So many hopes of so
many private colleges and universities were
pinned to your amendment of the higher ed-
ucation bill. Seeing the frustration of your
efforts is a distinct and bitter disappoint-
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ment. I can only thank you for the very real
interest which you have taken in the plight
of our sector of American society. I can only
encourage you to do whatever you can to see
that & more equitable arrangement than the
one reported out by the Joint Conference in
one way or another becomes the law and the
policy of this republic.
Very sincerely yours in Christ,
(’I'lée Very Rev.) MATTHEW NAUMES,
B

Saint Martin’s College, Olympia, Wash.
At the meeting of the program council
of the Mountain State Association of Col-
leges, Inc., which included Alderson-Broad-
dus Davis and Elkin Salem and West Vir-
ginia Wesleyan on June 5, 1972, the Tollowing
resolution was approved be it resolved that
the Mountain State Association of Colleges,
Inc.,, of West Virginia express its concern
regarding current higher education legis-
lation and wurge that the present bill be
extended for one year and be funded to the
fullest extent possible allowing the various
institutions immediately to make and keep
their financial aid commitments to needy
and worthy students and be it further re-
solved that the legislators in Washington
be commended for their consclentious and
continuous attention to higher education
and be urged to consider further programs
which will help to maintain the traditional
strength of diversity in the nations edu-
cational structure and give vitality to the
smaller developing institutions like the as-
sociatlons members, who are contributing in
a growingly substantial way to the educa-
tional cultural and economic welfare of the
nation through their service in Appalachia.
GorpoN E. HERMANSON,
President, Mountain State Association
of Colleges, Inc,

JuneE 5, 1972.

WIRE TO U.S. BENATORS AND CONGRESSMEN

Our presidents still strongly favor House
version of education bill concensus is that
higher education in general would profit by
defeating the compromise bill and then au-
thorizing the continuation of present pro-
grams, hopefully more adequately funded.
We recommend trying for passage of stronger
and more equitable legislation one year
hence.

A. P. DUNLAP,
Acting Coordinator, West Virginia As-
sociation of Private Colleges.
May 24, 1972,

DeAR REPRESENTATIVE GREEN: A few years
ago when new federal education and poverty
programs were being cranked out in bundles,
I recall a pertinent cartoon. A father, with
his arm on the shoulder of his son who had
just graduated from college, was saying, “Go
into poverty, son—that's where the money
is!” It looks like that's where the money
will be for colleges.

After flip-flopping between expediency and
longer range reality, I support your attitude
on the Conference Report on the Higher
Education Bill. I believe it will lead to an
intemperate race by colleges for needy stu-
dents regardless of their suitability for col-
lege work or national needs for college
trainees. I believe that the Conference Report
creates a more complicated student aid plan
than what we have now, Furthermore, is the
impending pressure on veterans to attend
college in their best interests; is it in the
national interest in view of the spiraling
number of college graduates?

Furthermore, as I fight to recrult a few
students to enter the fine program we have
at our small private junior college, I have
little sympathy toward means whereby com-
munity colleges can continue their spawning
of new ones. In view of some hard facts on
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population trends, it appears that such ex-
pansion is becoming willy-nilly, I therefore
oppose Part A—Community Colleges. It is a
prod to unneeded growth. The enclosed ERIC
review I believe is thoughtful reading on this
subject.

I prefer essentially your views as expressed
last fall. I belleve that the Conference Re-
port is a half-loaf that offers little to most
colleges beyond what we now have. Yet I do
appreciate the mountain of man-hours spent
in trying to hammer out a workable report.

Sincerely,
JusTiN B. ROBERTS,
President, Ohio Valley College, Parkers-
burg, W. Va.
May 26, 1972,

DeaR Mgrs. GREEN: . . ., My interest and
concerns run deep, because I sense some
threats to small developing institutions like
Salem College. Although the Institution was
established in 1888 and has a long and dis-
tinguished career of educational service in
Appalachia, it was not until recent years
that the College emerged as a fully-accredited
thriving institution performing increasingly
important educational services.

Two major dangers are evident in the cur-
rent legislation, it seems to me. One is that
the private sector of higher education may
be irrevocably weakened unless some major
specific attention can be given to independ-
ent colleges like Salem very soon. Second,
colleges like Salem are in double jeopardy.
In addition to their independent status, they
are “emerging,” they are caught in a “twi-
light zone” between achleving real strength
and prestige or being forced into oblivion.

My initial plea would be that we make ar-
rangements to use our present higher edu-
cational facilities to the fullest extent pos-
sible before creating further junior and com-
munity colleges or inadvertently causing a
greater inbalance between public and pri-
vate institutions. It would seem to me wise
to make some provision to assure free choice
for students in selecting a college, provid-
ing “equalizing” grants or loans so they can
go to private institutions if they so desire
and still meet the higher tuition costs with-
out economic prejudice or disadvantage.

In addition, I would urge that the present
legislation be immediately authorized for
extension while proposed legislation is being
considered. This will serve two purposes.
First, there will be more adequate opportu-
nity to study the new legislation and perfect
it in such a way as to more nearly meet all
the needs. Second, it would allow both col-
leges and students to make immediate deci-
sions regarding next year’s educational pro-
grams. It is already almost too late. Many
students, with an uncertainty about finan-
cial assistance, are deciding not to continue
their educational programs or are transfer-
ring from colleges like Salem to tax-
supported institutions.

Bincerely,
K. DuaNE HURLEY,
President, Salem College, Saiem, W. Va.
May 26, 1972.

DeAR CoNcRESsWOMAN Green: I support
without reservation your concept of a one-
year extension of existing programs. I would
hope for at least a continuing funding at the
1972 level, but would prefer an increase in
several areas, particularly the work-study
program.

I support fully your proposal to start in
January, 1973, on a new higher education
bill.

I share your fear that for too long a few
universities have dominated higher educa-
tlonal policy for this country.

I find very pertinent the questions you
raise concerning the wisdom of Congressional
action to force universities to pay attention
to *“disadvantaged” and “needy” students,
and the questions you ralse concerning
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compensatory education at the higher edu-
cation level. There are other pertinent
questions which I believe should be consid-
ered, such as those involving current efforts
to politicize the college and university and
current efforts to transform the university
into a multiversity. Further, I think the
entire question of the relationship between
the higher education components of our
educational system to the high school and
the elementary school, as well as to the vo-
cational school, needs much closer scrutiny.
It seems to me that the funding of higher
education, in other words, must be tied much
more closely to a clearer plcture of national
goals and national priorities.
Sincerely yours,
James M. HawLow,
President, Marion College of Fond du
Lae, Fond du Lac, Wis.

Dear CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: All of us in
higher education are very concerned about
the higher education bill and its many de-
ficlencies. We worked with you and your
office, as well as with others and their of-
fices, in an imaginative new approach to
relations between the Federal Government
and higher education. It is disappointing to
see that the heart of what we worked for has
been ellminated from the bill.

It is quite obvious that the bill contains
some good provisions. But aside from the
busing provisions, it 1s extremely frustrating
to note the insertion of the baslc opportun-
ity grants for institutional support based
upon the number of students. The latter was
an important principle, and its elimination
certainly tends to dull enthusiasm for the
bill. If we are to achieve equities of educa-
tional opportunity in the United States, aid
to institutions of higher education should
not be based on just one class of students.
Rather, it should be based upon the needs
of all who seek higher education.

I hope we from higher education will con-
tinue to enjoy your support as we work to-
gether to improve congressional legislation
in the future.

Sincerely yours,
Enpwarp W. WEIDNER,
Chancellor, University of Wisconsin,
Green Bay, Wis.

I have been a supporter of your original
bill, HR. 7248, for over a year. On April 30,
1971, I wrote Congressman William A. Steiger
strongly endorsing it and at the same time
pointed out my objections to the companion
bill of Senator Pell, 8. 659.

I have the same deep misgivings about the
conference committee, which follows the S.
650 pattern that prompted Terry Sanford,
president of Duke University, to write you.

I, therefore, urge you to oppose the con-
ference bill in its present form and to seek
a one year extension of existing programs.

I further urge that the extension period be
used to draft a sound educational bill along
the lines of your original bill.

Confirming letter follows.

Sincerely,
R. E. GuiLEs,
Chancellor, University of Wisconsin,
Oshkosh, Wis.
MaAy 28, 1972.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN GREEN: Thank you
for sending to me a summary of the Con-
ference Report on the Higher Education Act.
I am in agreement with your position on the
institutional aid portion of this bill and
would add to your arguments against same
the following:

1. The formula would encourage the
wealthier institutions to focus their high
powered recrulting machines upon the dis-
advantaged students and the rich would get
richer and the poor get poorer. Even worse,
however, the disadvantaged students would
be pawns in the “Dollar” game. Often finding
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themselves enrolled in an institution i
equipped to meet thelr needs.

2. The conditions attached to the Veteran's
Grants create the same situations as de-
scribed in No. 1 above.

A continuing resolution may be the most
expedient way to solve our current dilemma,
however, we would need supplemental funds
for Educational Opportunity Grants and
College Work-Study.

I sincerely appreclate your efforts to see
enacted equitable legislation in support of
Higher Education,

Bincerely,
CHARLES ROGERS,
President, East Wyoming College,
Torrington, Wyo.

U.S. COURT OF APPEALS REVERSES
SCHOOL BUSING DECISION IN
RICHMOND, VA.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Wirriam D.
Forp) is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. WILLIAM D, FORD. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday the U.S. Court of Appeals for
the Fourth Circuit in a 5 to 1 decision
reversed the district court decision in
Bradley against the School Board of the
City of Richmond, Va., and held that the
district court exceeded its power of in-
tervention in ordering the joinder of the
School District of the City of Richmond
with the school districts of the two ad-
joining counties of Henrico and Ches-
terfield Counties in order to achieve a
greater degree of integration and racial
balance.

In his opinion, Judge Craven of the
Fourth Circuit held that a judge may
not compel one of the States of the Union
to restructure its internal government
for the purpose of achieving racial bal-
ance in the assignment of pupils to the
public schools absent a showing of “in-
gdlt;us mmauon in the establish-

ent or m nance of local govern-
mental units.” it

Judge Craven stated further that—

We think that the root causes of the con-
centration of blacks in the inner cities of
America are simply not known and that the
district court could not realistically place on
the counties the responsibility for the effect
that inner city decay has had on the public
schools of Richmond. We are convinced that
what little actlon, if any, the counties may
seem to have taken to keep blacks out is
slight indeed compared to the myriad rea-
Bons, economie, political and social, for the
conceniration of blacks in Richmond and
does not support the conclusion that it has
been invidious state action which has re-
sulted in the racial composition of the three
school districts. Indeed this record warrants
no other conclusion than that the forces
influencing demographic patterns in New
York, Chicago, Detroit, Los Angeles, Atlanta
and other metropolitan areas have operated
in the same way in the Richmond metropoli-
tan area to produce the same result. Typical
of all of these cities is a growing black popu-
lation in the central city and a growing white
population in the surrounding suburban and
rural areas. Whatever the basic causes, it
has not been school assignments, and school
assignments cannot reverse the trend. That
there has been housing discrimination in all
three units is deplorable, but a school case,
llke a vehicle, can carry only a limited
amount of baggage. Swann v. Charlotie-

Mecklenburg Board of Education, supra at
24,
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Mr. Speaker, in light of the current
confroversy raging throughout this Na-
tion concerning the issue of possible
cross-district busing and the merging of
school districts for the purpose of
achieving racial balance and because of
the overwhelming widespread interest in
this landmark decision, my own and
other congressional districts in Michi-
gan as well as throughout the rest of the
country, I ask unanimous consent to in-
sert the full text of the majority opinion
of the court in the Recorp at this point:
[In the U.8. Court of Appeals for the Fourth

Circuit]

MAJORITY OFINION
NO. 72-1058

In the matter of:

Carolyn Bradley, et al., Appellees, versus
The School Board of the City of Richmond,
Virginia, et al., Appellees, versus The School
Board of Chesterfield County, et al., Appel-
lants.

National Education Association, Amicus
Curlae.

American Civil Liberties Union, American
Civil Liberties Union of Virginia, Amicus
Curiae.

United States of America, Amicus Curiae.

Congress of Raclal Equality, Amicus Curlae.

NO. 72-1059

In the matter of:

Carolyn Bradley, et al., Appellees, versus
The School Board of the City of Richmond,
Virginia, et al., Appellees, versus The School
Board of Henrico County, et al., Appellants.

National Eduecation Association, Amicus
Curiae.

American Civil Liberties Union, American
Civil Liberties Union of Virginia, Amicus
Curiae.

United States of America, Amicus Curiae.

Congress of Racial Equality, Amicus Curiae.

NO. 72-1060

In the matter of:

Carolyn Bradley, et al., Appellees, versus
The School Board of the City of Richmond,
Virginia, et al., Appellees, versus The State
Board of Education of the Commonwealth of
Virginia, et al., Appellants.

National Education Association,
Curiae.

Amerlcan Civil Liberties Union, American
Civil Liberties Union of Virginia, Amicus
Curiae.

United States of America, Amicus Curiae.

Congress of Racial Equality, Amicus Curiae,

NO. 72~1150

In the matter of:

Carolyn Bradley, et al.,, Appellees, versus
The School Board of the City of Richmond,
Virginia, et al., Appellees, versus Dawn Gaul-
din, an infant, by her next friend and mother,
Judith Gauldin, and others, parents and
school children of Chesterfield County, Ap-
pellants.

National Education Association, Amicus
Curlae.

American Civil Liberties Union, American
Civil Liberties Union of Virginia, Amicus
Curise.

United States of America, Amicus Curise.

Congress of Raclal Equality, Amicus Curiae.

Appeals from the United States District
Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, at
Richmond. Robert R. Merhige, Jr., District
Judge.

(Argued April 13, 1972; Decided June B,
1972).

Before Haynsworth, Chilef Judge, and
Bryan, Winter, Craven, Russell and Field, Cir-
cult Judges, sitting en banc.

Philip B. Eurland (Andrew P. Miller, At-
torney General of Virginia, William G. Broad-
dus, D. Patrick Lacy, Jr., Assistant Attorneys

Amicus
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General, on brief for [The State Board of
Education and the Superintendent of Pub-
lic Instruction]; Frederick T. Gray, Walter E,
Rogers, and Oliver D, Rudy, Commonwealth’s
Attorney for Chesterfield County, on brief
for [The Board of Supervisors of Chesterfield
County]; J. Segar Gravatt on brief for [The
School Board of Chesterfield County]: R. D.
McIlwaine, L. Paul Byrne, J. Mercer White,
Jr., County Attorney for Henrico County, on
brief for [ The Board of Supervisors of Henrico
County and the School Board of Henrico
County] for Appellants; and George B.
Little (John H. Obrion, Jr., James K. Clu-
verius, and Browder, Russell, Little, and
naorris, and Conard B. Mattox, Jr., City Attor-
ney, on brief) and Norman J. Chachkin
(Louis R, Lucas, Willlam L. Taylor, Jack
Greenberg, James M. Nabrit, III, James R.
Olphin, and M. Ralph Page on brief) for Ap-
pellees. (Stephen J. Pollak, Richard M. Bharp,
David Rubin, and Shea and Gardner on brief)
for Amicus Curiae, The National Education
Assoclation. (Richard Falcon, David Bogen,
Melvin L. Wulf, Sanford Jay Rosen, American
Ctivil Liberties Union, and Philip Hirshkop,
on brief) for Amicus Curlae American Civil
Liberties Union, American Civil Liberties
Union of Virginla. (Brian P. Gettings, United
States Attorney, David L. Norman, Assistant
Attorney General, Department of Justice,
and Brian K. Landsberg, Attorney, Depart-
ment of Justice, on brief) for Amicus Curiae,
The United States. (Theodore Walker Mitchell
and William C. Chance, Floyd B, McKissick,
Charles Conley, and Roy Innis, National Di-
rector, Victor Solomoa, Asscelate National Di-
rector, Congress of Racial Equality, on brief)
for Amicus Curiae, The Congress of Racial
Equality.

Craven, Circuit Judge:

May a United States District Judge com-
pel one of the States of the Unlon to re-
structure its internal government for the
purpose of achieving racial balance in the
assignment of pupils to the public schools?
We think not, absent invidious discrimina-
tion in the establishment or maintenance of
local governmental units, and accordingly
reverse,

This is a new aspect of an old school case
begun in 1961 Neither the parties to this
appeal nor the numerous amici permitted to
file briefs question the duty of the Richmond
School Board to achigve a unitary school sys-
tem, Brown v. Board of Education (Brown I),
347 U.S. 483 (1954); Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation (Brown II), 349 U.S. 294 (1955). Green
v. School Board of New Kent County, 391 U.S.
430 (1968). Indeed, it is virtually conceded
and established beyond question that, albeit
belatedly, Richmond bhas at this juncture
done all it can do to disestablish to the maxi-
mum extent possible ? the formerly state-im-
posed dual school system within its munici-
pal boundary,

What is presented on appeal is whether
the district court may compel joinder with
Richmond'’s unitary school system two other
school districts (also unitary) in order to
achleve a greater degree of integration and
racial balance. The district judge felt com-
pelled to order consolidation of the three
school units partly because of his concern
with what seemed to him an unfortunate ra-
cial balance in the three separate systems and
partly because he felt this racial balance was
the result of invidious state action, In his
concern for effective implementation of the
Fourteenth Amendment he falled to suffi-
clently consider, we think, a fundamental
principle of federalism incorporated in the
Tenth Amendment and failed to consider
that Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board
of Education, 402 UB. 1 (1971), established
limitations on his power to fashion remedies
in school cases.

Footnotes at end of article.
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The current phase of the case began on
March 10, 1970. On that date the black plain-
tiffs filed a motion for further relief, and on
March 19, 1970, in response to inquiry by
the court, the Richmond School Board filed
a statement to the effect that “they had been
advised that the public schools of the City
of Richmond are not being operated as uni-
tary schools in accordance with the most
recent enunciations of the Supreme Court
of the United States.” The board thus con-
ceded that its previously implemented plan
of integration, largely based on freedom of
choice, which plan had been approved by the
district court on March 30, 1969, was insuf-
ficlent under Green v. School Board of New
Kent County, supra, to constitute a unitary
school system. The school board walved a
hearing and further advised the court that it
had “requested the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare to make a study
and recommendation as to a plan which
would insure the operation of the unitary
school system in compliance with the deci-
slons of the Unitd States Supreme Court”
sald plan to be ready by May 1, 1970. On
June 26, 1970, the court rejected the proposed
HEW plan and granted leave to the Rich-
mond School Board to submit another plan if
they so desired. That plan was filed on J uly
23, 1970, and a hearing on its adequacy was
conducted on August 7, 1970. Because of the
imminence of the beginning of the school
year 1970-71, the court approved this sec-
ond plan purely on an interim basis. After
several additional hearings, another plan,
designated Plan III, was approved in April
1971 for the school year 1971-72, The Rich-
mond city schools are currently operating
under this plan. In Bradley v. School Board
of the City of Richmond, 325 F. Supp. 828, 835
(1971), the district judge, having carefully
compared the three proposed plans, plus a
fourth one, called the Foster Plan, concluded
that Plan III, if successfully implement-
ed, would eliminate “the racial identifiability
of each facility to the extent feasible within
the City of Richmond.” The court added that
“this is the extent, under current law, of
the affirmative obligation governing use of
its [school board] available powers: . . ."”
Meanwhile, administrators of the Rich-
mond school system were having second
thoughts, prompted perhaps by a colloguy
between court and counsel having to do with
possible consolidation of the Richmond
school system with the adjoining school sys-
tems of Chesterfield County and Henrico
County. Under the approved Plan IIT it was
projected that the percentage of whites in
high schools would range from 21 percent to
57 percent and the percentage of blacks from
43 percent to 79 percent, that the range in
middle schools would be 19 percent to 61 per-
cent whites and 39 percent to 81 percent
black, and the elementary range would be
from 20 percent to 66 percent white and from
34 percent to 80 percent black, Such arithme-
tic pointed up the obvious: that if the heav-
ily white school population of the adjoining
counties could be combined with the major-
ity black school population of Richmond a
“better” raclal mix would resuilt, Thus, on
November 4, 1970, the city filed a “motion to
compel joinder of parties needed for just ad-
Jjudication under Rule 19.” The court allowed
the motion and the filing of an amended
complaint directed toward relief against
these new respondents: the Board of Buper-
visors of Chesterfleld County, the Board of
Supervisors of Henrico County, the School
Board of Chesterfield County, the School
Board of Henrico County, the State Board of
Education, and the Superintendent of Public
Instruction. On January 10, 1972, came Juag-
ment: all defendants, including the State
Board of Education, the State Superintend-
ent of Public Instruction, the school boards
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of the two counties and the city, the boards
of supervisors of the two counties, and the
City Council of the city, were enjoined to cre-
ate a single school division composed of the
city and the two counties, In great detall, set
out on some seven pages, methods and proce-
dures of effecting consolidation were speci-
fied to be completed within time limitations.
It is from this injunction that the state and
county defendants prosecute this appeal.
.

Were we to sustain this injunctive decree,
the result would be one of the largest school
districts in America. In the fall of 1970 the
Richmond school district had 47,824 puplls
and was the third largest school district in
Virginia, The Henrico school division had
84,080 and was the fifth largest in Virginia,
and the Chesterfield school district had 24,-
080 puplls and was the twelfth largest in
Virginia. Richmond has & geographical area
of 63 square miles, Henrlco 244 square miles,
and Chesterfleld 445 square miles. The man-
dated school consolidation would thus create
a district containing over 750 sgquare miles
and in excess of 100,000 puplls. In the fall of
1970 there were only 28 school districts in
the entire United States containing 100,000
or more pupils, approximately 0.2 percent
of all school districts in the natlon. Presently
in Virginia there is only one school district
(Fairfax County) contalning more than 100,-
000 pupils. The second largest is Norfolk with
55,730 pupils, and, as stated, Richmond is
third with 47,824 puplls.

For the school year 1870-71, the Richmond
City School Board operated 57 schools, and
the racial composition of the pupil popula-
tion was approximately 64 percent hlack and
36 percent white. Henrico operated 43 schools,
and the racial composition was approximately
92 percent white and elght percent black.
Chesterfield operated 28 schools, and the
racial compositlon was approximately 91 per-
cent white and nine percent black.

Beginning at page 234 of his opinion, the
distriet judge sets out in some detail the
theory advanced by various witnesses of &
“viable racial mix.” ®* In order to effect such
& mix, the court approved, subject to trial
and error, a lottery program similar to the
national draft.

“Under the lottery program developed by
the Richmond officials, whether a child is
among those normally assigned to the school
in his attendance zone who would be trans-
ported elsewhere is determined by birth date.
A single birthday or 3668 might be picked
out of a hat. Then, starting with the first
picked and taking all born subsequently,
or following the list of 366 in order drawn,
sufficient pupils are chosen to meet the quota
of those to be transported out. After the
child’s status is determined according to
the lottery, he would remain with his fel-
lows during his tenure at each level of school.
A new lottery would be conducted for him
as he moved into middle school and later
into high school.” Bradley, at 236.

In his concern to achieve a ““viable racial
mix,"” the district court did not rule out the
possibility of joining additional counties, e.g.,
Hanover County (Bradiey, at 248), and in-
deed ventured the opinion that “due to the
sparsity of population in some of the adjoin~
ing counties, the task will not be difficult.”
Bradley, at 247.

It is not clear from the district court’s
decision the weight given to the testimony
of various witnesses. Some importance, how-
ever, undoubtedly attaches to the testimony
of Dr. Pettigrew adopted in part by the court
below .+

“To achieve ‘integration’, in Dr. Pettigrew's
terms one must have the ‘mix plus positive
interaction as we would want to say, between
whites and blacks.” Current research indi-
cates that in order to achieve these benefits

Footnotes at end of article.
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there is an optimum raclal composition which
should be sought in each school. Dr. Petti-
grew placed this at from 20 to 40% black
occupancy. These figures are not at all hard
and fast barriers, but merely indicate to the
racial composition range in which inter-
action of a positive sort is the more likely
to occur, Soclal science is not such an exact
science that the success or failure of inte-
gration depends upon a few percentage
points. The low level of 20% fixes the gen-
eral area below which the black component
takes on the character of a token presence.
Where only a few black students are in the
particular school, there simply are insuffi-
clent numbers for them to be represented in
most areas of school aectivities. Such partici-
pation would be crucial to the success of
integration. The high level of 409 is linked
not to the likely behavior of the students
s0o much as it is to the behavior of their
parents. When the black population in a
school rises substantially above 40%, it has
been Dr. Pettigrew's experience that white
students tend to disappear from the school
entirely at a rapid rate, and the Court so
finds. This is only possible, of eourse, when
alternative facilities exist with a lesser black
proportion where the white pupils can be
enrolled. The upper limit, then, relates to
stability.” Bradley, at 250

The distriet court concluded (Bradley, at
231) that “taking the three jurisdictions to-
gether,” (Chesterfield, Henrlco, Richmond)
over the past ten years “the racial propor-
tions have remained quite constant, at about
67% white and 339 black.” The court stated
that he rejected the notion that a goal of
placing 20 to 40 percent black students in
each school could be characterized as the
imposition of a fixed racial quota® but did
note that “if the goal were achieved Negroes
would be in & minority in each school.”
Bradley, at 234, He emphasized that this
corresponded to the demographic pattern of
the units combined, and, indeed, corre-
sponded to the raclal balance of the nation
as a whole. However, in discussing the Rich-
mond Metropolitan School Plan, the district
court also emphasized the fact that without
consolidation, very few pupils in the city or
the counties would attend schools whose ra-
cilal mix corresponded to that considered
“viable” by Dr. Pettigrew, while with con-
solidation under the proposed plan,

“97% of the black students in the area
would attend schools in the range of 20-40%
black; the remainder would be in 15-20%
black schools. Under that plan 92.57% of the
white students In the area would be in schools
of the optimum mix determined by Dr. Pet-
tigrew, and 7.6% would be in schools with
a 15-209% black enrollment.” Bradley, at 252.

The desire of the district judge to achieve
such a racial mix is quite understandable
since the evidence seemed to indicate its
workabllity In practice. But we think the
adoption of the Richmond Metropolitan Plan
in toto by the district court, viewed in the
light of the stated reasons for its adop-
tion, is the equivalent, despite disclaimer,
of the imposition of a fixed racial quota.

The Constitution imposes no such require-
ment, and imposition as a matter of sub-
stantive constitutional right of any particu-
lar degree of racial balance is beyond the
power of a district court. Swann ». Char-
lotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education, supra
at 24; Spencer v. Kugler, 326 F, Supp. 1235
(D. N.J. 1971), aff’d mem.—U.8. —, 92 8. Ct.
707 (1972).

1T,

The boundaries of the three school dis-
tricts, Richmond, Chesterfield and Henrico,
have always been (for more than 100 years)
coterminous with the political subdivision
of the City of Richmond, the County of
Chesterfleld and the County of Henrico. The
boundaries have never been changed except
as occasloned by annexation of land within
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the two counties caused by the expansion
and growth of the City of Richmond. The
most recent annexation has resulted in add-
ing to the school population of Richmond
10,240 pupils, of which approximately 9,867
are white?® It is not contended by any of
the parties or by amiecl that the establish-
ment of the school district lines more than
100 years ago was invidiously motivated. We
have searched the 325-page opinion of the
distriet court in vain for the slightest scin-
tilla of evidence that the boundary lines of
the three local governmental units have been
maintalned either long ago or recently for
the purpose of perpetuating racial discrim-
ination in the public schools. As the brief
of the United States points out, to the ex-
tent, if at all, there are district court find=-
ings of inter-district discrimination, they
are delineated with such a “broad brush” as
to make “it difficult on review to say pre-
cisely what the violation, If any, was.” We
agree with the position of the United States
that “this is not primarily a case about
segregation required by law, because state
law has never required segregation as be-
tween Richmond and the neighboring school
systems.”

With the discontinuance, at the instiga-
tlon of HEW, of Chesterfleld County's par-
ticlpation in the Matoaca Laboratory School,
every black child in Chesterfield County at-
tends a racially desegregated facility, and
the school system is unitary. As early as
1969, HEW was satisfled that Henrico County
was operating a unitary nonracial school
system, and by June 30, 1871, with the elim-
ination of the racial identifiability of the
Central Garden School, Henrico County
complied in all respects with the suggestions
of HEW. It is thus established that in each
of the three school districts the formerly
dual system of schools has been disestab-
lished and effectively replaced with a uni-
tary school system within which no child is
excluded from any school by reason of his
race. The issue, also as urged by the United
States, is whether the maintenance of three
separate unitary school divisions constitutes
invidious racial discrimination in violation
of the Fourteenth Amendment.

It i1s urged upon us that within the City
of Richmond there has been state (also fed-
eral) action tending to perpetuate apartheid
of the races in ghetto patterns throughout
the city, and that there has been state action
within the adjoining counties also tending to
restrict and control the housing location of
black residents. We think such findings are
not clearly erroneous, and accept them. Just
as all three units formerly operated dual
school systems, so likewise all three are
found by the district court to have in the
past discriminated against blacks with re-
spect to places and opportunity for residence.
But nelther the record nor the opinion of
the district court even suggests that there
was ever joint interaction between any two
of the units involved (or by higher state
officers) for the purpose of keeping one unit
relatively white by confining blacks to an-
other. What the district court seems to have
found, though this is not clear, is that there
has been in the past action by the counties
which had a tendency to keep blacks with-
in the boundaries of the City of Richmond
and excluded them from the counties. In
arriving at this conelusion, the district court
seemed to place great reliance on the selec-
tion of new school construction sites over
the years, raclally restrictive covenants in
deeds, the non-participation of the counties
in federally assisted low income housing, and
testimony concerning private acts of dis-
crimination in the sale of housing. If the
district court's theory was that the counties
were thus keeping blacks in Richmond
schools while allowing whites to flee to rela-
tively white sanctuaries, the facts do not
support this theory.
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It 1s significant that of the 34,000 pupils
enrolled in Henrico County schools for the
school year 1970-71 only 2,085 (5.9 percent)
had transferred from the Richmond ecity
schools to the Henrico County schools dur-
ing the preceding decade, and of this num-
ber 532 (26 percent) were black. Of the
more than 2,500 pupils listed by the Rich-
mond School Board as “missing™ from the
Richmond city schools for the 1970-71 school
year, only 145 enrolled Iln Henrico County
schools that school year, and of this number
36 (25 percent) were black.

Of the 20,676 Chesterfleld children en-
rolled in Chesterfleld County schools for the
year 1970-T1, only 1,335 had transferred from
the Richmond city schools during the pre-
ceding 12 years. Except for 36, all were white.
But, significantly, only 6.46 percent of the
entire Chesterfield school population ever
attended Richmond schools.

The Richmond white school population
decreased from 17,203 in 1970-71 to 13,500
in 1971-T2—a net loss of 8,708. But these
white students did not move to Chesterfield
or Henrico Counties. For both counties show
& net white enrollment loss for the same
period, Chesterfield down 208 white pupils
and Henrico 366.

If we assume state action to keep blacks
confined to Richmond, and none appears, it
is evident that such action has failed to
achieve its assumed invidious purpose. Rich-
mond schools may be getting blacker, but so
also are the schools of Henrico, and the
trend may soon reach to Chesterfield. If the
district court’s conclusion was that, regard-
less of the effect on the schools in the City
of Richmond, the counties’ action kept
blacks who lived in Richmond from moving
to the counties, thereby perpetuating segre-
gation in the public schools in the counties
and thus denying to the plaintiffs the equal
protection of the laws, we think that this
conclusion is not supported by substantial
evidence.

We agree that there has been some In-
action, (e.g., nonparticipation in construec-
tion of low income housing) by the coun-
ties here which may have restricted the ac-
cess of blacks to residences in these coun-
ties. If we assume invidious purpose, and
none is established, it is possible to draw
an inference of cause and effect if one ig-
nores the possibility that in a heavily white
county much of such housing would likely
be occupied by low income white. School
construction site selection would seem to
have little relevance to city-county move-
ment by blacks, since, until recently, blacks
who moved to the county would still have
had to go to segregated schools. Thus the
choice of whether to move or not would not
have been influenced by the location of
schools In the counties or the city. Former
FHA policles and the use of raclally re-
strictive covenants have doubtless had an
impact on residential housing patterns
within the city and the counties. The rec-
ord does not establish whether or not Rich-
mond's restrictive use of such tools of dis-
crimination has been greater or less than
that of the counties. We are thus unable to
determine whether such discrimination,
practiced in all three units, has had any
impact upon movement by blacks out of the
city and into the countles.

The two instances in the record of private
discrimination in the sale of housing, illegal
since Jones v. Meyer, 392 U.S. 409 ( 1968), are
scant evidence of state action, even assum-
ing that state inaction in preventing such
discrimination is state action within the
meaning of Shelley v. Kraemer, 334 U.S. 1
(1948).

We think that the root causes of the con-
centration of blacks in the inner cities of
America are simply not known and that the
district court could not realistically place on
the counties the responsibility for the effect
that inner city decay has had on the public
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schools of Rlchmond. We are convineced that
what little action, if any, the counties may
seem to have taken to keep blacks out is
slight indeed compared to the myriad rea-
sons, economie, political, and social, for the
concentration of blacks in Richmond and
does not support the conclusion that it has
been invidious state action which has re-
sulted in the racial composition of the three
school districts. Indeed this record warrants
no other conclusion than that the forces in-
fluencing demographic patterns in New York,
Chiecago, Detroit, Los Angeles, Atlanta, and
other metropolitan areas have operated In
the same way in the Richmond metropoli-
tan area to produce the same result. Typical
of all of these cities is a growing black pop-
ulation in the central city and a growing
white population in the surrounding subur-
ban and rural areas. Whatever the basic
causes, it has not been school assignments,
and school assignments cannot reverse the
trend. That there has been housing discrim-
ination in all three units is deplorable, but
a school case, like a vehicle, can carry only
a limited amount of baggage, Swann v. Char-
lotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education,
supra at 24,

To approve the consolidation of these three
school districts would require us to Ignore
the tradition and history of the Common-
wealth of Virgnia with respect to its estab-
lishment and operation of schools, as well as
hold invalid various enactments of the Legis-
lature of Virginia structuring Virginia's sys-
tem of free public schools. In addition, there
are some practical problems involving money
and finance and taxes.

The power to operate, maintain and super-
vise public schools in Virginia is, and has
always been, within the exclusive jurisdiction
of the local school boards and not within
the jurisdiction of the State Board of Edu-
cation. School Board of Prince Edward Coun-
ty v. Grifin, 204 Va. 660, 133 S E2d 565
(1963). Indeed, the operation of public
schools has been a matter of local option.
See Griffin v. School Board of Prince Edward
County, 377 U.S. 218 (1964).

Section 133 of the 1902 Constitution of Vir-
ginia provided that “the supervsion of the
schools in each county or city shall be vested
in a school board.” But school boards, per se,
including a court-ordered consolidated school
board, are not authorized by law to ralse
funds for the schools. Instead, under Vir-
ginia law, a school board is fiscally depend-
ent upon the local governing body, e.g., coun-
ty commissioners or city council, and have
no authority whatever to levy taxes or ap-
propriate funds for school purposes.

Although 1t is true that under Section 182
of the 1902 constiution the State Board of
Education can designate two or more countles
or counties and cities as a single school di-
vision, and has done so on 28 accasions, Sec-
tion 133 of the constiution contemplates that
even after such “consolidation” the separate
school boards of the combined units are to
continue to function.”

In 10564 the General Assembly of Virginia
enacted Virginia Code 22-100.1 et seq. Under
these statutes a multi-unit school district
with a single school board could be estab-
lished, but only by the majority vote of the
school board of each affected county and/or
city and with the approval of the governing
body of each affected unit and the approval
of the State Board of Education.

Such a school division has never been es-
tablished in Virginia. Prior to the order en-
tered in this case on January 10, 1972, neither
the school boards of Richmond, Henrico or
Chesterfield nor any of the governing bodies
of these units ever requested the State Board
to take such action.®

Under the new Constitution of Virginia
the State Board is given power to divide the

Footnotes at end of article.
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Commonwealth into school divisilons subject
to “such criteria and conditions as the Gen-
eral Assembly may prescribe. At its extra
session of 1971, the General Assembly en-
acted into law Virginia Code 22-30:

*{1) No school division shall be composed
of more than one county or city.

*(2) No school division shall be composed
of a county or city and any one of the fol-
lowing towns: Abingdon, Cape Charles, Colo-
nial Beach, Fries, Pogquoson, Saltville, or West
Point.

“Notwithstanding any of the above criteria
and conditions, the Board of Education may,
upon the request of the school boards of
the counties, cities, and towns affected, con-
curred in by the governing bodies thereof,
consolidate or otherwise alter school divi-
sions.”

Thus neither under the old constitution
and statutes in effect prior to July 1, 1971,
nor under the new constitution and statutes
in effect after that date, could the State
Board of Education, acting alone, have ef-
fected the consolidation of the school systems
of Richmond, Henrico and Chesterfield into
& single system under the control of a single
school board.

But even if we were to ignore Virginia law,
as we are urged to do, there are practicabili-
ties of budgeting and finance that boggle the
mind. Each of the three political subdivisions
involved here has & separate tax base and a
separate and distinet electorate. The school
board of the consolidated district would have
to look to three separate governing bodies for
approval and support of school budgets. The
Turner Commission in its 1967 report on rais-
ing the level of public education in Virginia
concluded that consolidation of school dis-
tricts in Virginia could not work under Vir-
ginia’s flscal structure:

“It would appear that the compulsory con-
solidation of School Boards, not accompanied
by a consolidation of all functions of local
government, would need to have a degree of
fiscal Independence not avallable under
present statutes.”

Apparently none of the numerous wit-
nesses examined in the district court was
aware of any instance in American educa-
tion in which any expert in the fleld had
ever recommended the consolidation of three
separate school divisions into a single con-
solidated school division having three sepa-
rate tax bases.

We think 1t fair to say that the only “edu-
cational” reason offered by the numerous
school experts in support of consolidation
was the egalitarian concept that it is good
for children of diverse economic, racial and
social background to assoclate together more
than would be possible within the Richmond
school district. The expert thought that the
optimum size school district was one having
a school population of from 20,000 to 50,000
pupils. When a district is too small, spe-
clalized programs tend to be ellminated,
and when a school district 18 too large, it
tends to become unwieldy and cumbersome
and to lose parent participation® Thus the
consensus was that the three separate school
districts were about the right size, and the
consolidated district much larger than de-
sirable for educational and administrative
purposes. :

By the Tenth Amendment to the Consti-
tution of the United States it is provided
that: “The powers not delegated to the
United States by the Constitution, nor pro-
hibited by it to the States, are reserved to
the States respectively or to the people.”

One of the powers thus reserved to the
states is the power to structure their internal
government: “Municipal corporations are
political subdivisions of the state, created as
convenient agencles for exercising such of
the governmental powers of the state as may
be entrusted to them. . . . The number,
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nature and duration of the powers conferred
upon these corporations and the territory
over which they shall be exercised rests in
the absolute discretion of the state.” Hunter
v. Pittsburgh, 207 U.B. 161, 198 (1807).

“When =a state exercises power wholly
within the domain of state interest, it is in-
sulated from federal judicial review.” Gomil-
lion v. Lightfoot, 364 U.S. 339, 347 (1960).
The Supreme Court has always recognized
“the breadth and importance of this aspect
of the state's political power,” Gomillion,
supra at 342, but “has never acknowledged
that the states have power to do as they will
with municipal corporations regardless of
consequences."” Gomillion, supra at 344. If
the states’ near plenary power over its polit-
ical subdivisions “is used as an instrument
for circumventing,” Gomillion, supra at 347,
the Fourteenth Amendment equal protection
right of blacks to attend a unitary school
system, then the Tenth Amendment 1Is
brought into conflict with the Fourteenth,
and it settled that the latter will prevail.
Gomillion, supra. The facts of this case do
not establish, however, that state establish-
ment and maintenance of school districts
coterminous with the political subdivisions
of the City of Richmond and the Counties
of Chesterfield and Henrico have been in-
tended to circumvent any federally protected
right. Nor is there any evidence that the con~
sequenc? of such state action impairs any
federally protected right, for there is no
right to racial balance within even a single
school district, Swann v. Charlotie-Mecklen-
burg Board of Education, supra at 24, but
only a right to attend a unitary school sys-
tem.

In seeking to define the extent of a district
Judge’'s remedial power in a school case.

“It is important to remember that judicial
powers may be exercised only on the basis of
a constitutional violation. Remedial judiclal
authority does not put judges automatically
in the shoes of school authorities whose

powers are plenary. Judleial authority en-
ters when local authority defaults.

“School authorities are traditionally
charged with broad power to formulate and
implement educational policy and might well
conclude, for example, that in order to pre-
pare students to live in a pluralistic soclety
each school should have a prescribed ratio
of Negro to white students reflecting the pro-
portion for the district as a whole. To do
this as an educational policy is within the
broad discretionary powers of school au-
thorities; absent a finding of a constitution-
al violation, however, that would not be
within the authority of a federal court.”
Swann v. Charlotie-Mecklenburg Board of
Education, 402 U.S. 1, 16 (1971).

Because we are unable to discern any con-
stitutional violation in the establishment
and maintenance of these three school dis-
tricts, nor any unconstitutional consequence
of such maintenance, we hold that it was
not within the district judge’s authority to
order the consolidation of these three sepa-
rate political subdivisions of the Common-
wealth of Virginia. When it became ‘“clear
that state-imposed segregation . . . [had]
been completely removed,” Green, supra at
439, within the school district of the City of
Richmond, as adjudged by the district court,
further intervention by the district court was
neither necessary nor justifiable.

As the Chief Justice sald in Swann:

“At some point, these school authorities
and others like them should have achieved
full compliance with this Court’s decision in
Brown I. The systems would then be ‘unitary’
in the sense required by our decisions in
Green and Alexander.

“It does not follow that the communities
served by such systems will remain demo-
graphically stable, for in a growing, moblle
society, few will do so. Nelther school authori-
ties nor district courts are constitutionally
required to make year-by-year adjustments
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of the racial composition or student bodies
once the afirmative duty to desegregate has
been accomplished and racial diserimination
through official action is eliminated from the
system. . . . in the absence of a showing that
either the school authorities or some other
agency of the State has deliberately at-
tempted to fix or alter demographic patterns
to affect the racial composition of the schools,
further Intervention by a district court
should not be necessary.” Swann, supra at
31-32.

In devising remedies in school cases it is
difficult to know “how far a court can go,
but it must be recognized that there are
limits.” Swann, supra at 28, In Spencer V.
Kugler, 326 F. Supp. 12356 (D. N.J. 1971), afi’'d
mem, —— UB. —, 82 8. Ot. 707 (1972),
black plaintiffs sought to compel the joinder
of separate school districts within the State
of New Jersey for the purpose of achieving
racial balance and preventing de facto segre-
gation The three-judge court held de facto
segregation, defined as racial imbalance that
exists through mno discriminatory action of
state authorities, to be beyond the ambit of
the Fourteenth Amendment. On appeal the
decision was affirmed without opinion by a
nearly unanimous TUnited States Supreme
Court. We think S v. Kugler, supra,
is indistinguishable and controls decision in
this case.

Because we think the last vestiges of state-
imposed segregation have been wiped out in
the public schools of the City of Richmond
and the Counties of Henrico and Chester-
fleld and unitary school systems achleved,
and because it 1s not established that the ra-
cial composition of the schools in the City
of Richmond and the counties is the result of
invidious state action, we conclude there is
no constitutional violation and that, there-
fore, the district judge exceeded his power of
intervention.

Reversed.

APPENDIX A~—RESOLUTIONS OF THE SCHOOL

BOARD OF CHESTERFIELD COUNTY UNDER ORDER

OF U.S. DISTRICT COURT OF JANUARY 10, 1872

Be it resolved by the School Board of
Chesterfield County that:

1. Whereas, on January 10, 1972, the United
States District Court for the Eastern District
of Virginia, Richmond Division, did enter its
Final Order in the case of Bradley v. School
Board of the City of Richmond, et als, in
which suit this Board was jolned as a de-
fendant, and

-

4. Whereas, it is the Judgment of this
Board that the best Interest of the educa-
tion of the children of Chesterfield County,
and indeed, of the children of the City of
Richmond and of Henrico County, will be
promoted by maintalning Chesterfleld as an
independent division and system; and

5. Whereas, it is the judgment of this
Board that, under no circumstances should
a request under Section 22-30 be made for
consolidation of the three separate divisions
as required by the Order of January 10, 1972,
until an agreement has been reached be-
tween the three separate political sub-divi-
slons upon the value of the school property
required to be transferred by each to the
school board for the consolidated division
and until payments required to equalize the
value of property conveyed by each have
been agreed upon among the City and the
Counties based upon the value of the prop-
erty conveyed by each and the anticipated
school enrollment from each County and the
City, and upon some other fair basis; and

6. Whereas, it is further the judgment of
this Board that under no circumstances
should & request be made as required by
the Order of January 10, 1872, for consolida-
tion of the separate school divisions of the
Counties of Chesterfield and Henrico and the
City of Richmond until the amount of the
outstanding bonded indebtedness for school
construction of each of the Countles and the
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City has been determined and agreement
reached for the equitable distribution of the
entire tax burden of the consolidated division
among the two Counties and the City of
Richmond based upon the anticlpated en-
rollment of each in the schools of the con-
solidated division, or upon some other fair
basis.

7. Whereas, if the members of this Board
remained free to vote in accord with their
independent and collective judgment and
will, they would unanimously refuse to re-
quest the State Board of Education to create
& single divislon to be composed of the
Counties of Chesterfield and Henrico and the
City of Richmond; and

L] - L] L] L]

9. Whereas, our attorney aforesald has ad-
vised us that the Order of January 10, 1972,
mandatorily directs that we cast our vote in
favor of & ‘“request” that the State Board
of Education create a single division com-
posed of the Counties of Chesterfield and
Henrico and the City of Richmond on of
before 30 days from January 10, 1972, under
pain of punishment for contempt by fine or
imprisonment should we fail to do so.

10. Now, therefore, acting under the duress,
coercion, and compulsion of the penalties
consequent upon doing otherwise, and acting
contrary to our individual and collective
judgment and wills, and under the compul~
sion of the Order aforesaid, we do adopt and
vote for the following:

11, [T]hat we request the State Board of
Education to create a single school division
to be composed of the Counties of Chester-
fleld and Henrico and the City of Richmond;
this request is, however, expressly limited
to such period of time, only, as sald Order
shall not be stayed or reversed by order of
the Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit or
of the Supreme Court of the United States.

FOOTNOTES

1The history of this litigation unfolds in
Bradley v. School Board of the City of Rich-
mond, 317 F. 2d 429 (4th Cir. 1963); 346
F. 2d 310 (4th Cir. 1965) , rev’'d and remanded,
382 U.S. 103 (1965). After four years under
a consent decree, the subsequent litigation
in the distriet court is found in Bradley v.
School Board of the City of Richmond, 51
FR.D. 139 (ED. Va. 1870); 317 F. Supp. 555
(ED. Va. 1970); 824 F. Supp. 398 (E.D. Va.
1971); 824 F. Supp. 439 (E.D. Va. 1971); 324
F. Bupp. 466 (E.D. Va. 1971); and 325 F. Supp.
828 (E.D. Va. 1971). The opinion of the dis-
trict court which is the subject of this ap-
peal is Carolyn Bradley v. School Board of
the City of Richmond, Civil No. 3353 (E.D.
Va. January 5, 1972), hereinafter referred to
as Bradley.

2This is not a bussing case. That remedy,
approved in Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg
Board of Education, 402 U.8. 1 (1971), has
been utilized in Richmond and 1s not chal-
lenged on appeal.

3“The term ‘viable racial mix’ was defined
by Dr. Little as ‘It is a racial mix that is
well enough established that it will continue
to prosper. It will be a desirable, reasonable
mix for educational purposes. . . ." " Bradley.
at 234, n. 23,

4In apparently adopting Dr. Pettigrew’s
viable racial mix theory, the district court
rejected the testimony of another expert
that the idea of a viable racial mix in which
blacks must be in the minority in order to
have a good education is a racist proposal.
Dr. Hooker thought that the consolidation of
schools in the Richmond area would “dis-
enfranchise” black residents by preventing
them from achieving control of the school
system and would in time be resented by
black citizens as paternalistic and patroniz-
ing. The position of one of the amici, the
Congress of Racial Equality, is similar to
that expressed by Dr. Hooker.

3 The author of this opinion is not unsym-
pathetic with the district judge’s having




19952

accepted the Pettigrew theory of “viable
racial mix.” In Brunson v. Board of Trustees
of School District No. 1 of Clarendon County,
South Carolina, 429 F. 2d 820 (1970), I wrote
favorably of such an approach because of
my dismay that white fleeing had actually
oceurred and would unquestionably continue
until there were neither black schools nor
white schools, but just black schools only.
But in that case there was an extreme pre-
ponderance of blacks not present In the
Richmond school district. Even so0, I acknowl-
edge doubt about my approach in that case
and an increasing respect for the viewpoint
of Judges Sobeloff and Winter expressed In
opposition. Brunson, supra at 823.

¢ The district court’s concern with viable
racial mix has been partly alleviated by this
annexation, which has now been approved
by this court. Holt v. City of Richmond,
Nos. )11—2185 and T71-2186 (4th Cir. May —,
1972).

T “There shall be appointed by the school
board or boards of each school division, one
division Superintendent of Schools. . ..”
Constitution of Virginia § 133 (1902).

8 Under coercion of the district court, the
Bchool Board of Chesterfield County, on
February 5, 1972, adopted a resolution set
out in part as Appendix A.

*Dr. Thomas C. Little, expert witness for
plaintiff and associate superintendent of the
Richmond schools, conceded that:

“You also reach a point, and I don’t know
exactly what that polnt 1is, some 50, 60,
70 thousand students, whereby it becomes
unwieldy for certain types of operations,
particularly your curriculum, your involve-
ment and nelghborhood input into the op-
eration of your schools.”

SUPPORT FOR MOBILE HOME
SAFETY LEGISLATION

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. Frey) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, FREY. Mr, Speaker, H.R. 15157
which I introduced on May 24, 1972, with
24 cosponsors to establish uniform Fed-
eral safety standards for mobile home
through a National Mobile Home Safety
Bureau has resulted in a considerable
amount of support from individuals and
my own State of Florida.

I should like at this time to insert in
the REcorp some representative letters
which I have received.

Mr. Vestal Lemmon, president of the
National Association of Independent In-
surers—NAIT—in announcing the sup-
port of the NAII for the legislation stated
as follows:

The National Association of Independent
Insurers, whose 535 affiliated companies
write approximately 85 per cent of the
mobile home insurance in the nation, sup-
ports the objectives of your proposed National
Mobile Home Safety Act of 1972.

We wholeheartedly agree with you that
in view of the mounting human and eco-
nomic loss resulting from mobile home ac-
cidents, and the general lack of safety-re-
lated measures in the mobile home field,
prompt action is needed to ensure the protec-
tion of the more than seven million Ameri-
cans who live in this form of housing.

The absence of clearly-defined, enforce-
able safety legislation for mobile homes
has had inevitable consequences in the in-
surance industry. As you pointed out In your
recent comments on the floor of the U.S,
House, the average mobile home fire loss
has almost doubled in the last six years.
Studies by the state of Oregon have con-
cluded that fire loss in a mobile home as
compared to its value is almost four times
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greater than the loss-value ratio of a con-
ventional home; and the state of Arizona
estimates that the mortality rate in moblle
home fires is eight times higher than that
in ordinary housing.

As our industry strives to provide the
broadest possible protection at affordable
and equitable rates, these conditions are
unfortunately creating wunnecessarily high
underwriting exposures which are having a
telling impact upon insurance costs. It is a
bad situation and certain to get worse unless
meaningful safety provisions are adopted and
enf -

The introduction of your bill, therefore,
was encouraging and welcome, and the NAII
is ready to lend whatever advice and assist-
ance we can to achleve the objectives of
your proposed safety Act.”

A fireman in Gibsonton, Fla. wrote:

I am a fireman in The Gibsonton Volun=-
teer Fire Dep’t, and thus, am sitting on top
of the situation as regards fires in these
units, Fortunately, we do not have many
mobile home parks, and none of those of
200-300 spaces, in our area.

When answering an alarm, and learning
that it is & mobile home fire, my personal
views are: that except for saving life, or
personal possession, or protecting adjoining
property, the engines may as well stay in the
firehouse, because, if they are not at the
scene in moments of ignition, it is cer-
tain to be a total loss, even though only one
end may be destroyed. They go up that fast.

Now to the design of these homes.

Prior to the twelve wides, the second door
of these units opened directly into a bed-
room, giving occupants an escape route in
case of fire. In the newer units, probably
to preserve the decor of the bedroom, the
second door 1s now situated in a hallway
between the living and sleeping gquarters.
In this hallway are the heating furnace,
entrance to the bathroom, and in some, a
small bedroom. The main, or master bed-
room, is at the end of the hall.

A malfunction in the heating unit during
the night, and getting a little headstart,
could prevent the use of that second door
as a means of escape from the bedrooms.
Also, the type of windows used in these units,
are a detriment for getting out, and in some,
with their placement near the ceiling, makes
it an Impossibility. I believe the second door
should still open directly into the bedroom.

More on design, but for another reason.

I am also a driver and First Alder on the
ambulance we operate in conjunection with
the fire department, I find that in a good
percentage of these homes, it is impos-
sible to get into a bedroom with a stretcher,
as we cannot make the turns, into them.
Recently, while inspecting a new doublewide,
(24 X 54), with three bedrooms, I noted
that the same situation prevailed. As we
know, many mobile homes are being pur-
chased by elderly people, and as such, are
more susceptible to falls, heart attacks, and
other ilinesses necessitating the use of a
stretcher, Of course we can use an orthopedic
(scoop) stretcher, but it takes more time,
and even with its use, the patient would
almost be in a vertical position to make the
turn out of the bedroom to the wheeled
stretcher. This Is another reason why the
second, or third door, should open into the
bedroom.

I believe that the proper placement of
doors In these units, and the use of better
construction materials as your bill provides,
would do much to make mobile home living
that much safer.

The quality control manager of two
national mobile home manufacturers
stated:

Am very Interested in the progress of your
bill concerning safety factors of Mobile
Home Manufacturing.
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Have been Quality Control Manager for
years, representing two of our National Man-
ufacturers and placed my trade with smaller
custom plants.

Thelr interest was quality but coding was
a thorn in their side. I have worked close

Can I be
respect?

There are short cuts in construction which
misrepresents wall structure as advertised
yet legal but not defined.

I have been in trailer-mobile home indus-
try for a straight 32 years and In all its
phases and still at it.

I believe your bill will be a God-send to the
public for their security, ete.

A long-time resident of mobile homes
sent six photographs of unsafe conditions
and stated as follows:

Your Bill on Mobile Homes Safety Laws, is
what has been needed for a long time. I have
Uved in mobile homes since 1954. I know
what an ordeal it is to get people to live up
to their so called Guarantees and Warrantles.

I am enclosing some photos, an advertise-
ment of the home that I am living in now,
also some newspaper clippings. This may be
of some help.

Typical of the responses received from
the many retired senior citizens who live
in mobile homes is the following:

I retired at 73 with a fixed income of
$5,300.00 and about 8 weeks ago purchased for
$1,200.00 a double wide Mobile Home. Moved
in April 1. The following evening the furnace
started and fell apart. About 2 weeks ago
during a hard shower the water literally ran
h'.; under the outside walls in seven different
places.

President Peter F. Secchia of Universal
Forest Products, Inc., which supplies
materials for mobile home construction
wrote:

We commend you on your Federal Stand-
ards Agency Proposal for mobile home con-
struction. Our firm has long taken the posi-
tion that we must standardize our con-
struction methods and up-grade the industry.

I have been appointed Chairman of a
nine-state committee for Lumber Standards
and we are currently negotiating with Third
Party Testing so that they will accept our
procedure in structural rigidity testing pro-
posals,

Should you need any information regarding
the lumber usage and structural problems of
mobile home construction, please feel free to
call on our firm, We are the leader in this
industry for technical and engineering
knowledge.

These communications, Mr. Speaker,
are a few of the many I have received
since the introduction of H.R. 15157, Al-
though 614 million people now live in
mobile homes and 95 percent of the single
family dwellings under $15,000 are mobile
homes, there is no effective regulation to
protect the low- and moderate-income
purchasers. The legislation I have intro-
duced would fill this gap.

FEDERAIL CONTROL OF THE LEGAL
SERVICES CORPORATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. DEVINE) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes.

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, as my col-
leagues know, the other body will shortly
consider the bill S. 3010, to amend and
extend the Economic Opportunity Act of
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1964. A bill extending the life of the Of-
fice of Economic Opportunity has been
passed by this body. While I approved
that bill as written it is certainly my hope
that the Congress will enact, and the
President will sign, legislation to accom-
plish that important objective.

There are, however, matters of some
concern embodied in S. 3010, and I be-
lieve it will be useful to my colleagues
to give these matiers some considera-
tion. I refer particularly to title IX of
the bill, which would establish a new Na-
tional Legal Services Corporation. I un-
derstand that several of my colleagues
share my concern regarding this title,
and I understand further that some dis-
tinguished Members of the other body
have similar concerns which they in-
tend to express in due course.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues will recall
the words used by the President when
he vetoed S. 2007; in speaking about the
National Legal Services Corporation:

In the Congress , .. the guintessential
principle of accountability has been lost.

I am concerned, Mr. Speaker, that in
S. 3010, that quintessential principle of
accountability still has been lost, as it
must obviously and most assuredly has
been in H.R. 12350,

The thrust and philosophy of Title IX
in 8. 3010 is all in the direction of in-
sulation from Federal review. Now surely,
Mr. Speaker, no one in this body wishes
to see the delivery of legal services to
the poor be a political activity, subject
to political pressures. Yet the fact is,
that many of the activities of the Legal
Services program have involved political
aspects. Legal Services attorneys have
run for office; they have organized pres-
sure groups to influence legislators: some
have even organized efforts to recall
elected officials. My concern, Mr. Speak-
er, is that if this program is now removed
from Federal oversight, with all the po-
litical involvement that is its history, and
institutionalized, that it will prove impos-
sible to depoliticize it. Section 913 of title
IX provides:

Nothing contained in this Title shall be
deemed to authorize any department, agency,
officer, or employee of the United States to
exercise any direction, supervision or con-
trol over the Corporation or any of its gran-
tees or contractees or employees, or over the
charter of bylaws of the Corporatlon, or over
the attorneys providing legal services pur-
suant to this Title. . . .

The amount of independence this con-
fers upon the proposed Corporation is
virtually infinite. Considering that over
$60 million of taxpayers’ funds have been
expended annually by OEO on its Legal
Services program, it seems to me, Mr.
Speaker, to raise grave concerns about
the proper relationship of Congress and
this new Corporation. In an era when
semiautonomous, quasi-governmental
corporations are taking over so many
functions formerly carried out either by
Government or the private sector, it
seems to me that Congress has a profound
obligation to insure that public funds
are expended in a responsible manner,
and consistent with the intent of Con-
gress.

I can fully sympathize, Mr. Speaker,
with those Senators who are gravely con-
cerned about title IX of S. 3010, and I

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

can well understand why some Senators
are contemplating the advisability of
striking the entire title.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, the
National Advisory Committee on Legal
Services, which is supposed to provide
guidance to the legal services program
of the Office of Economic Opportunity,
has come to be dominated by a self-per-
petuating clique of persons presently or
formerly connected with individual legal
services programs or grantees. This re-
sults, quite obviously, in the supervision
of Legal Services by persons with a vested
interest in specific programs, which by
anyone’s definition constitutes a conflict
of interest.

For example, among the present mem-
bers of the National Advisory Committee
is the president and no less than nine
other officers and board members of the
National Legal Aid and Defender Asso-
ciation—NLADA—which in the current
fiscal year is the recipient of a $440,000
grant from OEO’s legal services program.
One vice president and director of the
NLADA, who serves on the National Ad-
visory Committee, is also president of the
National Clients' Council, an offshoot of
NLADA which is currently receiving
$126,000 from legal services.

There are other, only slightly less glar-
ing, examples. Antioch Law School’s Ur-
ban Law Institute is presenily being
funded at the level of more than $500,000
annually. The co-dean of Antioch Uni-
versity Law School and executive direc-
tor of the Urban Law Institute serves on
the National Advisory Committee on Le-
gal Services. So does a California attor-
ney who is employed by the California
rural legal assistance program—CRLA—
which has received more than $2.5 mil-
lion from OEQO’s legal services in the cur-
rent fiscal year.

Can these individuals reasonably be
expected to conduct themselves with a
complete absence of concern for the
organizations they represent, and focus
entirely upon the total problem of the
legal needs of the poor?

The simple truth is that the National
Advisory Committee on Legal Services
cannot exercise objectivity in the super-
vision of OEO legal services programs
when its membership is to such an ex-
tent made up of persons associated with
legal services grantees. Nor can the com-
mittee reasonably be expected to reflect
a widely divergent spectrum of view-
points and attitudes when so many of its
members are drawn from the community
of legal services grantees.

Another problem that has arisen out
of the present structure of the National
Advisory Committee on Legal Services
has to do with the methods by which its
members have, in the past, been selected
and replaced. There has been no limit on
the terms of service of commitiee mem-
bers, and the membership has rather
informally filled any vacancies that have
occurred. The result has, of course, been
a committee narrow in outlook, com-
posed largely of persons sharing similar
professional backgrounds, connections,
and points of view. This, too, is un-
healthy for the legal services program.

The National Advisory Committee on
Legal Services must be entirely restruc-

19953

tured if it is to perform its funetion
without becoming a spokesman for spe-
cial interests or a battleground in ideo-
logical warfare. It is not enough merely
to permit the Board of Directors of the
proposed Legal Services Corporation to
appoint members to the Advisory Com-
mittee for unspecified terms of service.
The term of service of members of the
National Advisory Committee should be
specified by statute, and a more respon-
sible means of filling vacancies estab-
lished. Until the Legal Services Cor-
poration is actually inaugurated, the
Director of the Office of Economic Op-
portunity should have broad authority
to reconstitute the National Advisory
Committee along the lines that will most
effectively serve the cause of the provi-
sion of legal services to the poor, and
should make recommendations with re-
gard to the organization and function of
the committee as an adjunct of the
Legal Services Corporation.

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker. I am glad
to have this opportunity to participate
in the dialog on the necessity of strik-
ing the provisions of the Economic
Opportunity Amendments, S. 3010, con-
tained in title IX proposing the estab-
lishment of an autonomous Legal Serv-
ices Corporation.

The legal services program under the
Office of Economic Opportunity has ad-
mittedly been controversial and there
have been a large number of cases that
few responsible authorities would doubt
should not have been handled under the
program with taxpayer funds. Perhaps
more than anything else, the political
pressures that have followed the con-
troversy have kept the program in check
even though the extent to which this has
been successful ean be compared with
squeezing a water-filled balloon. Obvi-
ously, insulating legal services from
those who are the elected representatives
of the people can only serve to put this
program beyond the bounds of reasona-
ble congressional oversight and the abil-
ity of even the executive branch to en-
force to statutory limitations respecting
political activities.

Mr. Speaker, my experience with
legal services to date is that there is a
serious lack of accountability. This de-
ficiency can only be compounded under
the terms of the corporation concept and
it should be of concern that while the
objectives of providing legal services to
the involuntarily poor are meritorious,
there are no evident restrictions on the
representation of the nonpoor or the vol-
untarily poor.

From all outward appearances of the
provisions as written, coupled with the
turbulent experiences that mark the
present legal services program, it can be
predicted that the enactment of title IX
would result in the creation of another
haven for Federal bureaucrats whose
grievances against the system that sup-
ports them can be carried on with aban-
don and with little fear of reprisal or
reprimand by the executive branch or
the Congress. The concentration of such
power whose exercise is deliberately left
vague and subject to the most liberal
interpretation cannot be vested in an au-
tonomous agency of the Government
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without jeopardizing the integrity of the
Congress and its ability to be responsive
to the people. I certainly trust this mat-
ter will be put to an early rest with the
striking of title IX to forestall the possi-
bility that the House will not have an-
other opportunity to review this pro-
posal should the legislation go directly
to conference.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, many able
arguments have been presented here this
afternoon, serving notice that the Na-
tional Legal Services Corporation, as
proposed in Senate bill S. 3010, is an
unacceptable alternative to the present
structure of the legal services program.
I am not sure there is anything new that
I can add, for this topic is by now, in
this Congress at least, a well plowed
field.

Unfortunately, however, in view of the
bill recently reported by the Senate
Labor and Public Welfare Committee—
S. 3010—it seems that no amount of
plowing up skeletons is sufficient to deter
some Federal legislators from their ef-
forts to establish the forces of revolu-
tionary change permanently upon our
public landsecape.

We all know that the present legal
services program under the administra-
tion of OEO stands badly in need of re-
form. One legislative attempt at estab-
lishing a Legal Services Corporation has
already been courageously vetoed by the
President because it only worsened an
already intolerable situation.

We have been assured by spokesmen
for S. 3010 that the objections on which
the President based his veto have now
been corrected. My review of the bill, on
the contrary, convinces me that this
is one of the most flagrant examples of
legislative whitewash ever perpetrated.
In hardly a single significant respect
has the bill been substantively im-
proved, though a great deal of camou-
flaging verbiage has been added.

For this reason I am delighted for the
opportunity which this special order pro-
vides. Mr. Speaker, I oppose the entire
concept of a National Legal Services
Corporation. If, however, there is to be
such a Corporation, the struecture out-
lined in S. 3010 is wholly and totally
inappropriate. I would like to discuss the
problem from both points of view.

I am, as I said, opposed to the entire
concept of a quasi-public corporation
for legal services. In the first place, such
a structure tends to insulate from pub-
lic secrutiny and control the activity it
carries on. I can understand why the
vast corps of legal services lawyers now
operating under the program are anxi-
ous to be insulated from public scrutiny
and control. But it is not in the best
interests of justice for the poor or of
good government for the country to so
insulate them.

Equally as important, I have seen
nothing to satisfy me that the corpora-
tion approach is the best way to refrom
the present program. It is certainly not
the only way.

Adoption of the Legal Services Corpo-
ration will effectively limit, if not entirely
preclude, any meaningful experimenta-
tion with judicare, vouchers, or prepaid
legal insurance as mechanisms for pro-
viding the poor with equal access to jus-
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tice. Other alternatives may also be
available.

It is my impression that any of the
three aforementioned plans would be
preferable to the Corporation with its
permanent extension of the existing
staff-attorney system. This is the system
which presently threatens to preclude
the development of private law offices in
low-income areas. Instead of encouraging
the development of a true choice in legal
representation for the poor, we are now
insuring—and would under the Corpo-
ration continue to insure—that low in-
come minority groups are forced to
patronize public legal services exclusively
and, in the vast majority of cases, wind
up being represented by lawyers with
whom they have little in common, cul-
turally or ethnically.

This fact, alone, I believe, does more to
show up the current legal services pro-
gram for the manipulative power struggle
that it really is in many areas, than any
other point that could be made.

I am not in favor of either perpetuating
or encouraging that power struggle, and
I am not in favor of a program which
emphasizes class action suits and dra-
matic cases at the expense of serving the
real legal needs of the poor.

Thus, I say again, I am opposed to the
whole concept of a Legal Services Corpo-
ration. If we must have one, however,
there is still no reason for enacting it in
the form contained in S. 3010. There are
enumerable failings and inadequacies in
the bill. But one, alone, is sufficient in my
estimation to mark the bill for rejection.
That one fatal flaw is the fact that con-
gressional oversight and review of the
Corporation would be almost negligible.
Congress could review the audits of the
Corporation’s financial operation. Be-
yond that, this quasi-public Corporation
would be effectively beyond the reach of
Congress except, of course, that it could
refuse to appropriate funds for the Cor-
poration or could abolish it entirely.

In addition, Office of Management and
Budget authority in budget reviews would
be severely limited and the authority of
the Justice Department and the Civil
Service Commission to enforce adherence
to statutory limitations on political ac-
tivity would be greatly restricted.

These facts, coupled with the unrealis-
tic limitations on the appointment power
of the President and the extent to which
the governing board will represent vested
interests, suggest that, all other criti-
cisms aside, the bill is just as indefensible
now as when it was vetoed earlier.

I would certainly hope that a success-
ful effort will be made in the Senate to
strike the Legal Services Corporation
title from S. 3010. If that is successful, I
would definitely favor a motion to in-
struct the House conferees to concur in
the Senate action.

Mr. MATHIAS of California. Mr,
Speaker, I wish to join my colleagues in
voicing strong opposition to the enact-
ment of any provision which would cre-
ate an independent National Legal Serv-
ices Corporation, unless this body has
given full consideration to it.

The parliamentary problem now facing
us is clear. If the Senate passes S. 3010,
as reported, it will have approved a new
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National Legal Services Corporation. By
inserting the language of the passed S.
3010 for the provisions of H.R. 12350, as
passed by this body and as sent to the
Senate, the Senate will confront the
House conferees with provisions which
this body has not yet had an opportunity
to fully debate. It is not accurate to say
the will of this body was expressed with
respect to a Corporation last year, for the
Corporation as embodied in S. 3010, as
reported, is different from that acted
upon by the House last year. Additional-
ly, new factors have come to our atten-
tion, including what seems to be a never
ending list of examples showing ques-
tionable activities being conducted under
the auspices of the existing legal services
program.

One thing is clear: This body has not
yvet had an opportunity to concern itself
with the new proposal for a Corporation.
This body should have that opportunity.
It must.

‘What are some of the major policy and
administrative issues that are yet to be
resolved? Here are some:

First. The meaning and role of “ac-
countability” of the Corporation, its di-
rectors, officers, and employees, and the
meaning and role of “accountability” of
project directors and attorneys within
programs to be assisted by the Corpora-
tion, have not been resolved, either with
respect to the public, to the client com-
munity, to the Congress, or to the
executive.

Second. The role of Federal oversight
with respect to this Corporation and pro-
gram—to be federally authorized and to
be federally funded—has yet to be re-
solved.

Third. The qualifications of attorneys
and personnel who will provide legal
services to the poor has yet to be resolved,
despite evidence showing “attorneys” in
some existing projects as not even being
admitted to practice, and despite show-
ings of overriding ideological, philosoph-
ical, and political motives among many
project attorneys.

Fourth. The question as to who is eli-
gible to be represented, if the new pro-
gram is authorized, has not been re-
solved—and would not be resolved under
the Senate language. Is it to be an in-
come of $3,000 per year, or $6,000, or
$9,000, or $12,000? Is it to include orga-
nizations? Who monitors the eriteria?
Who revises them?

Fifth. The nature of the attorney-
client relationship within federally
created and federally funded programs
has yet to be resolved.

Sixth. The whole question of solicita-
tion by project attorneys within the
client community—of individuals and of
organizations—has been left open ended.

Seventh. The question of the permis-
sible scope of the outside practice of law
and representation has been left open?
Does it permit representation of parties
otherwise excluded by the statute or by
regulations? Does it permit the repre-
sentation of criminals? Of prison “rights”
organizations? Of the nonpoor? Would a
project attorney be able to make such
representations by taking “afternoon
leave,” despite his public identification
with a legal services project?
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Eighth. The question as to priorities
and who determines them—the Congress,
the Executive, the Corporation, the local
programs, the project attorneys, the Na-
tional Advisory Committee for Legal
Services, the clients council, the project
attorneys council, or members of the
client community—and even the question
as to whether or not there should be pre-
established priorities—using, in the al-
ternative, the rule that whomever needs
help, if eligible, gets it—has been left
unresolved.

Ninth. The role of project attorneys
in eriminal representations and in
prisoner activities has been left unre-
solved, for the section which attempts to
prohibit eriminal representation leaves
open such representation as pro bono
publico work, as well as leaving open the
possiblity that numerous exceptions to
tie present prohibition will be taken over
as exceptions into the new corporation.

Tenth. The role of project attorneys in
so-called community organization—
which typically means organizing chap-
ters of the National Welfare Rights Or-
ganization, the National Tenants Union,
and so forth—and in so-called com-
munity education—which usually means
whipping up public hostilities—has been
left unresolved.

Eleventh. The role and propriety of
promoting ideological, philosophical, po-
litieal, and partisan goals of project at-
torneys, sometimes to the detriment of
the needs of clients, has been left unre-
solved. When a project attorney has his
own self-imposed agenda, the case which
does not conform to furthering the goals
embodied within that agenda gets often
pushed aside. The client is left without
adequate representation.

Twelfth. The nature and the scope of
the representation of organizations has
been left totally unresolved by the section
on eligibility. Can a project attorney rep-
resent any organization that purports to
represent poor people? Even if that or-
ganization has sufficient funds for coun-
sel? Even if a majority of the members
are not poor? Even if the purpose of the
organization is lobbying, such as NWRO?

Thirteenth. The efficacy of involve-
ment and participation in, among proj-
ect attorneys, direct action, political
activity, legislative advocacy, and lobby-
ing has been left open. For the first time
in the history of the federally funded
legal services program, legislative ad-
vocacy is specifically authorized by
statute, if S. 3010 becomes law. Must such
action relate to the needs of a specific
client? At what point does one draw the
line against solicitation of a client for
such advocacy purposes? Is it not still
outside of the permissible scope of con-
duct for a member of the legal profes-
sion to whip up masses at rallies against
the Federal Government—when he
draws his income from the Federal Gov-
ernment?

Fourteenth. The role of project attor-
neys on those issues not yet even resolved
by the Congress—busing to achieve raecial
balance in the schools, abortion reform,
work requirements for the receipt of pub-
lic welfare assistance, to mention just a
few—has been left open.
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Fifteenth. The role of State officials
has been left unresolved.

Sixteenth. The role of the State bar
associations has been left unresolved.

Seventeenth. The shape the new pro-
gram will take as an autonomous and
independent Legal Services Corporation
has been left unresolved.

Mr, Speaker, I suggest that these is-
sues can be resolved only in one forum—
the Congress of the United States. Full
debate must be had by both bodies as to
this legislation. It must have a full airing
before the American public,

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, proposed
title IX of the EOA would create a Na-
tional Legal Services Corporation as an
independent, autonomous -corporation.
The legal services program now within
OEO would be moved to the new Corpo-
ration, where it would be further ex-
panded.

As it is presently structured in the
committee-reported bill, S. 3010, I oppose
this new Corporation. I share deeply the
concerns expressed by my colleagues this
afternoon. One of the most persuasive
arguments which can be advanced
against the reported bill is its failure to
preclude possible conflicts of interest and
the way in which such potential conflicts
are actually set into motion by the terms
of the bill.

One of the major problems in trying to
set aright the present program within
OEO has been that those who ought to
be in a position to help straighten out
the program too frequently represent
the interests of organizations which are
recipients of the benefits of the program.
Many members of the National Advisory
Committee on the Legal Services Pro-
gram represent recipients of financial
assistance from the programs—as
grantees, as contractees, and so forth.
Additionally members of the project at-
torneys organization and the clients or-
ganization are represented on the advis-
ory committee. Can this be documented?
Yes.

An analysis of the grants and contracts
made by the Office of Legal Services,
OEO, shows at least these grants and
contracts to organizations represented
on the National Advisory Committee.
There may be more, but this is all that I
could glean from the public press release
gathered by my staff on very short no-

tice.

Antioch College: Urban Law Institute.
The co-dean and principal organizer of
the Urban Law Institute under the aus-
pices of Antioch College is Jean C. Cahn.
Mrs. Cahn is a member of the National
Advisory Committee on the Legal Serv-
ices Program. Through a grant for pro-
gram year July 1, 1971, to August 31,
1972—which means this will soon be up
for refunding—the Institute received
$559,761 from OEQ’s program. The total
grant was $1,019,761; the balance of
$460,000 was “to be drawn from sources
other than the Office of Legal Services,
pending authorization by Congress or the
determination that OEO’s funds for
fiscal year 1972 were in excess of its
requirements.”

American Bar Association: Fund for
Public Education. The ABA is repre-
sented on the National Advisory Com-
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mittee by John W. Cummiskey, chair-
man of the ABA Commitiee on Profes-
sional Education; William Falsgraf,
chairman of the board of governors of
the ABA Committee on Legal Services;
Thomas Gilhool of Philadelphia; Wil-
liam T. Gossett, former president of the
ABA; Leon Jaworski, president, ABA;
Robert Meserve, president-elect of the
ABA; John D. Robb, chairman of the
ABA Standing Committee on Legal Aid
and Indigent Defendants; Jerome J.
Shestack of Philadelphia; and Bernard
Segal, former president of the ABA, and
chairman of the National Advisory
Committee.

For program year July 1, 1971, through
June 30, 1972, $750,022 was given to the
Council on Legal Educational Opportu-
nity of the ABA, The ABA’s Commission
on Correctional Facilities and Services
received a $124,450 grant for program
year March 1, 1972, through February 28,
1973. The ABA’s Special Committee on
Housing received $70,000 in carry over
from a previous fiscal year for the Boston
Lawyers for Housing.

National Legal Aid and Defenders As-
sociation. NLADA is represented on the
National Advisory Committee by John
Douglas. The association received $440,-
000 for program year July 1, 1971,
through June 30, 1972.

National Clients Council. The council
is represented on the National Advisory
Committee by Maryellen H. Hamilton, of
Washington, D.C. For program year Jan-
uary 1, 1972, through September 30, 1972,
the council received $126,300. It has been
previously funded as a project of the Na-
tional Legal Aid and Defender Associa-
tion, its parent body, at the level of
$118,100 for program year July 1, 1970,
through June 30, 1971, and $77,197 for
program year July 1, 1971, through De-
cember 31, 1971.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA REGENTS

The University of California is repre-
sented on the National Adivsory Com-
mittee by two professors, Harold Horo-
witz and Earl Johnson, Jr. The National
Housing and Economic Development Law
project of the University of California at
Berkeley received $224,451 for its eco-
nomic development component for pro-
gram year May 1, 1971, through
March 31, 1972 and $344,955 for its hous-
ing law component for program year
May 1, 1971, through March 31, 1972. The
National Legal Program on Health Prob-
lems of the Poor of the University of
California at Los Angeles received
$311,920 for the program year ending
September 30, 1972.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to make it per-
fectly clear, I have no evidence, and I
am not suggesting, that these members
of the National Advisory Committee
have, in some clandestine manner, se-
creted sums of money from OEO for the
organizations they represent. Public ex-
posure and disclosure evidences that this
is not the case. I do wish to make it clear,
however, that a potential conflict does
exist here in that, as the Holy Bible says,
you cannot serve two masters. Thus,
tension between different loyalties must
arise if one must decide an advantage of
one over and against a disadvantage of
the other. Can a member of the commit-
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tee have a genuinely disinterested pos-
ture with respect to an activity which
involves funds for the organization he
represents? Each must answer that ques-
tion from his own conscience.

In my opinion, the new Corporation, if
it does come into being, must be removed
from susceptibility to falling into the al-
luring traps that have lured many other
worthwhile antipoverty efforts away
from recognition and realization of their
stated objectives. They must avoid not
only the conflict, but also the appearance
of the conflict. They must avoid both as
to “self-dealing,” both as to providing
funds more to the “poverty-industrial
complex” than to the people they are
intended to serve, both as to real or po-
tential conflicts of interest.

The new Corporation should be free of
such existing, or potential, conflicts. The
only way to fully insure this is for the
other body, or this body when it is con-
sidered by us, to reject any Corporation
structure which does not contain abso-
lute safeguards against these real or po-
tential conflicts. Such conflicts should
include:

A prohibition against any person, who
is a partner in, or employee, officer, or
designee of, any firm program, orga-
nization, or corporation receiving finan-
cial assistance at the time the act is
enacted from being consulted or used in
any official consultative capacity by the
incorporating trustee during the transi-
tion period between the OEO program
and the Corporation program.

A prohibition that no person who is a
partner in, or an employee, officer, or
designee of, any firm, program, organiza-
tion, or corporation receiving financial
assistance in any form whatsoever at
the date of the enactment of the act,
either under the existing program or the
one to be created, shall serve on any ad-
visory board, committee, or similar body
constituted pursuant to the title to rec-
ommend, or to consider recommending,
persons for appointment to membership
on the board of the Corporation should
be accepted.

A prohibition that no contract agree-
ment, grant, loan, or other assistance
shall be made with, or provided to, any
firm, program, organization, or corpo-
ration of which a partner therein, or
officer, or employee, or designee thereof,
serves on the Board of Directors of the
Corporation, the National Advisory Com-
mittee, or any other committee, board,
council, or similar body organized pur-
suant to the title should be accepted.

A prohibition should be accepted as
to the foregoing prohibition, except that
it would be also applicable to those pro-
grams transferred to the Corporation
from OEO.

Mr. Speaker, only with these changes
in S. 3010, as reported, can conflicts no
longer be an overwhelming concern to
many Members of this body.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, it appears
that one of the serious shortcomings of
the Office of Economic Opportunity’s
legal services program is that it gives
less than alequate attention to the needs
of the elderly poor in this nation. There
are 5 million Americans over 65 whose
incomes put them below the poverty
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line. This represents one-fourth of the
elderly population, and one-fifth of all
low-income Americans. And although in
other areas of need to problems of the
elderly poor have received a great deal
of attention lately, I believe that they
receive far less than their fair share of
the benefits of the legal services pro-
gram,

In general terms, the elderly poor
share the needs common to all persons
below the poverty line, and in addition
are affected by the problems of most of
the elderly. Old age brings poor health;
but finanecial resources are scarce and
mobility is reduced, with the result that
the health needs of the elderly poor are
most likely to go unmet.

The elderly have greater difficulty than
any other age group in securing employ-
ment, which of course reduces their
financial security and may also con-
tribute to a feeling of despair and hope-
lessness. The elderly often live in vir-
tual isolation widowed, deserted by their
relatives, unable to get around easily and
often unable to afford even the simplest
means of communication with the out-
side world. And perhaps most critically,
they are frequently unaware of the avail-
ability of some assistance, either gov-
ernmental or private.

In addition, we are all aware of the
burden that inflation has created for
the elderly, even for those who had been
members of the middle class. The erosion
of savings and pensions and the higher
cost of living have particularly serious
consequences for persons living on fixed,
modest incomes.

These needs have been recognized, and
steps have been taken to begin to meet
them. In his message this past March,
President Nixon outlined a comprehen-
sive strategy of assistance to the aged,
regardless of their income level:

Improvement of incomes;

Upgrading the quality of nursing
homes;

Helping the elderly to live dignified,
independent lives in their own homes;

Expanding opportunities for involving
the elderly in community life;

Organization of government to meet
the needs of the elderly.

The President is committed to increas-
ing the improving social security benefits,
and he has charged the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity with the improve-
ment of its legal services program for the
elderly poor.

The aged have many legal problems
requiring assistance. Some are related to
housing and tenancy: evictions, rent in-
creases, inadequate housing, and so on.
Others involve consumer issues: Fraudu-
lent sales techniques, false advertising,
credit fraud, nonfulfilment of contracts,
et cetera. There may be problems with
social security and retirement benefits,
welfare, disability insurance, veterans
benefits and the like, or with private pen-
sion plans. And in some cases their prob-
lems involve issues of guardianship, com-
petence, mental commitment, and se
forth.

It is readily apparent that the elderly
American, living in near or actual pov-
erty on limited social security or other
benefits, his savings eroded by inflation,
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is in no position to be able to pay for legal
aid. It is therefore a legitimate function
of OEO'’s legal services program to meet
the needs of these unfortunate Ameri-
cans.

It is not, however, always within the
realm of intentions of the attorneys who
man OEO’s legal services offices around
the country. In far too many instances,
legal services staff attorneys prefer to
concentrate their energies and resources
on cases calculated to obtain extensive
publicity, or to focus on so-called rele-
vant social issues. They are most inter-
ested in class action suits and other cases
that might lead to extensive, basic
changes in our legal and social system.
And only rarely do the needs of the el-
derly meet such criteria.

Mr. Speaker, I believe it would be ap-
propriate for the Congress to direct
OEO’s legal services programs to devote
to the elderly poor a portion of their pro-
gram funds similar to the percentage of
the elderly among the poverty popula-
tion. In most cases, this would come to 15
to 20 percent of their resources, but in
some areas it might be considerably
higher. Although I recognize that OEO’s
programs are decentralized, and should
be subject to very few federally imposed
criteria, it would seem that such a pro-
vision is the only way to insure that the
elderly are fairly treated by all legal serv-
ices agencies. I trust that the Senate, in
its current consideration of the OEO leg-
islation, will give its attention to this
problem so that such a provision may be
incorporated into the OEO Amendments
of 1972.

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Speaker, just re-
cently, an OEO news release came across
my desk that candidly points out how
legal services lawyers are given blanket
approval to conduet lobbying activities
at the taxpayers' expense. The release—
dated May 1l0—announced a grant of
$101,251 from OEQ to the Ohio State
Legal Services Association to assist legal
service lawyers in their efforts in behalf
of legislation affecting the poor before
the Ohio Legislature.

I certainly have no objection to a
group of attorneys at their own expense,
or through a private donation, represent-
ing the views of the poor before the U.S.
Congress or the Ohio General Assembly.
However, I seriously question the pro-
priety of a Federal agency granting tax
dollars to any group to lobby for passage
of legislation that would benefit them or
their clients. This is simply a matter of
robbing Peter to pay Paul, and I feel the
hard-working American taxpayer de-
serves an explanation, Not only are Fed-
eral tax dollars used to lobby the Legis-
lature of Ohio, but there is always the
possibility the lobbying will be done in
behalf of legislation that, if enacted,
would place even further tax burdens on
the productive element of society.

For the Recorp, I want to read a part
of the release. It states:

One of the OSLE8A's (Ohlo State Legal Serv-
ices Association) most useful anti-poverty
services is monitoring proposed or pending
legislation which might affect the poor. In
this way, when legislative commitiees meet
or hearings are held on such leglslation, Le-
gal Services lawyers and their clients can be
present to observe and voice their opinions.
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“OSLSA also studies the need for new or
revised legislation to protect poor clients
and testifies before committees considering
such bills. It suggests and drafts similar leg-
islation. Since OSLSA's office is in the State
Capital, its lawyers have frequent contact
with other Ohio anti-poverty agencies. They
suggest improvements in their services and
encourage other Legal Services programs to
take advantage of these state facilities.

It is interesting to note that the pro-
ponents of a Federal Legal Services Cor-
poration with independence from so-
called political control like to make the
argument that partisan politics has no
place in legal services programs for the
poor. In other words, the elected repre-
sentatives of the people should not be
allowed to pursue congressional over-
sight, at least according to this argu-
ment. But, the unbelievable thing is that
those who advance such an argument
turn right around and declare with a
straight face that tax dollars should be
spent to lobby for passage of what can be
very partisan legislation.

There is certainly no doubt in my mind
why many people question the real pur-
pose of the legal services program when
such tortured reasoning is used to justify
so obvious a double standard.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, a dangerous
tendency which is developing among sig-
nificant segments of our Nation’s govern-
mental bureaucracy is highlighted by
certain activities of the legal services
program of the Office of Economic Op-
portunity. I speak of the growing inclina-
tion of many bureaucrats to ignore or
even to violate openly the traditional
American taboo against the use of gov-
ernmental power and resources to fur-
ther a particular ideological, philosophi-
cal, political or partisan point of view.
And I submit that to a considerable and
disquieting degree this predisposition has
come to dominate the cadre of attorneys
and other personnel affiliated with OEO'’s
legal services.

The question, Mr. Speaker, is this:
Who really runs America? Historically,
our position has been that the final deci-
sion-making authority must rest with
the people, that ours is a Government, as
President Lincoln put it, “of the people,
by the people, for the people.” We, the
elected representatives of the people, may
have the obligation to exercise our own
best judgment on public issues, but we
are responsible, in the final analysis, to
the people who vested in us the authority
to make public policy.

It is vital to recognize that the policy-
making authority in this Nation was
never granted to the professional admin-
istrative bureaucracy of Government. We
are not unique in this regard: ihdeed, no
free society gives its bureaucracy the
power to create policy. Only in the oli-
garchic states—the “big brother” soci-
eties—is such authority granted to pro-
fessional government employees who rep-
resent no one and whose responsibility is
only to their bosses. Certainly the fram-
ers of our Constitution never intended
that the United States should become
such a society.

But freedom is never easily main-
tained. If we are to keep our Nation a
Republic, we must continually fulfill two
absolutely essential requirements: Our
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institutions of government must un-
ceasingly conform to the will of the peo-
ple, as expressed through their elected
representatives; and the American peo-
ple must remain a constantly alert and
informed public, capable of—and, more
importantly, disposed to—the intelli-
gent and responsible exercise of that will.

There are today many who say that
this is a time of testing for the Republic.
In recent years, to be sure, we have seen
an increasing surge of public dissatis-
faction with the course of events and
some of the directions of public policy.
The zeitgeist of the 1970’s, we are told,
is antiestablishmentarian, and we—in-
deed, the Republic itself—represent the
establishment,

A significant part of the problem re-
sults from a widespread feeling on the
part of the average citizen that he is
powerless to control his own destiny, or
to influence the course of events or the
development of policy. In a nation of
more than 200 million, the individual be-
lieves that his voice goes largely unheard,
and he finds the realization frustrating.

One example of this frustration is the
current “taxpayer’s rebellion.” No one
has ever enjoyed paying taxes, but the
understandable annoyance that most of
us feel is severely compounded for many
Americans by the feeling that they have
no way to control the way in which their
tax dollars are spent, at any level of
government.

To many this is but a single symptom
of a more serious general malaise, the
apparent growth of governmental elit-
ism. There is an increasing recognition
in this country that there is one branch
of the Government over which the peo-
ple have absolutely no control at all.
Even when the President and the Con-
gress have determined the direction of
public policy, the professional bureau-
crats whose duty it is to administer that
policy may very well frustrate it in-
stead. Perhaps this is why the average
citizen is so quick to anger at the thought
of rising Government employment and
salaries. “Bureaucrats aren’t elected by
me,"” the taxpayer will say in pique, “and
I can’t control what they do—so why
should I have to pay their salaries?”

On a more serious level, this question
might well be phrased thus: What re-
course have the people when the bu-
reaucracy begins to formulate and im-
plement its own policy, or when it thwarts
the implementation of policy determined
by the elected leadership?

It is an important question. If Amer-
ica’s form of government is to survive,
the principle of accountability of the bu-
reaucracy to the elected officials and ul-
timately to the people must be recog-
nized and forcefully upheld. And al-
though it is widely recognized, it is too
often today honored more in the breach
than in the observance.

The situation becomes particularly
critical when the bureaucracy ignores or
condones attempts by Government pro-
grams fto violate the historical taboo
against governmental support of an ideo-
logical or philosophical position, or of a
particular political viewpoint. And, Mr.
Speaker, this happens far too often, par-
ticularly in programs such as OEO’s legal
services.

19957

The taboo is violated when the Govern-
ment makes grants o organizations that
advocate a particular philosophical or
ideological position, be it the viewpoint
of the Welfare Rights Organization, the
black nationalists, or other radical ac-
tivists. It would be equally wrong to make
grants to the Minutemen or the Klu Klux
Klan, bui this is not what is happening.
The taboo is further violated when the
Government provides legal assistance to
such ideological or political organizations
or their representatives in legal battles
intended to promote their philosophical
premises,

The taboo is violated by the use of Gov-
ernment funds in either legal or extra-
legal efforts to make basic changes in
the system without any expression of the
public will or recourse to the legislative
process.

And finally the taboo is most greviously
violated when those in positions of au-
fhority in government programs or
grantee agencies focus their efforts upon
political and ideological goals and then
shout “political interference!” when
someone dares to challenge them.

The legal services program conducted
by the Office of Economic Opportunity
is intended to serve the poor. Instead, it
has become a hotbed of ideological and
outright political activity : Supporting or-
ganizations engaged chiefly in radical ac-
tivity, employing individuals better qual-
ified as agitators than as attorneys,
spending Government funds on projects
that seek to make radical changes in our
system without legislative action, only
thinly veiled as “class action” and “civil
liberties” lawsuits.

OEO legal services thus theatens the
basic premise that the American Gov-
ernment should not be involved in the
promotion of ideology, and is a prime
example of fthe elitist attitude of those
who would impose the will and convie-
tions of a few radical activists and their
champions in the bureaucracy upon the
Nation as a whole, by molding our le-
gal system to their own specifications,

Recent attempts to control such activ-
ities within OEO legal services have
failed, largely because of the decentral-
ization and independence of the program.
I believe that the time has come for the
Congress to act to prevent further such
assaults on the American system by
bureaucrats and attorneys who are sup-
posed to serve the people of the United
States.

Mr. VEYSEY. Mr. Speaker, section 18
of 8. 3010, as reported in the other body,
would add a new title IX to the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended.
That new title would create a new Na-
tional Legal Services Corporation and
fransfer to it the present activities and
functions of the legal services program
within OEQ.

The concept of an independent corpo-
ration for the federally funded legal serv-
ices program for the poor has received
widespread support. It was proposed by
the President in a message to Congress.
It was endorsed by the American Bar As-
sociation. It has been supported in the
Congress.

But the independent corporation pro-
posed by the President and supported by
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many is not the same as the corporation
which would be created by section 18 of
8. 3010.

The Legal Services program within
OEO has been fraught with problems of
administration and policy. It is felt that
the program has been inadequately ad-
ministered and monitored, has become
too heavily involved in public policy is-
sues, and has become & principal vehicle
for radical and revolutionary activities
and organization. Through ifs present
approach, the program tends too often to
treat poor people as a distinct class of
people in our society, thereby drawing
them further away from full integration
with the mainstream of our society.

The principal question as to whether
or not the Corporation, as proposed in S.
3010, ought to be created is whether it
will be adequately accountable to the
people through their elected representa-
tives in the Congress and in the Presi-
dency. The answer is, unfortunately,
“No.” Neither will the Corporation mani-
fest itself in its new status any differ-
ently than it has within OEO, unless ma-
jor changes are made by the Congress
and carried out by the Executive. We can,
in essence, expect the problem areas to
go on unchecked, if the program is given
a corporate status, virtually immune
from Federal oversight. Certainly, a
problem-plagued program within a Fed-
eral agency is not going to become free
of those problems simply by transfer to a
federally created and federally funded
corporation.

Other problems exist with the Corpo-
ration, as proposed in S. 3010. These
problems have been dealt with on a one-
by-one basis by my colleagues today.

For the first time, the opportunity now
exists within OEO to make substantial
reform within the existing program—
reforms of substance, not simply of form.
It is critically important to remember
that if the proposed Corporation is
stricken from the language of S. 3010, it
will not deny legal services to the poor.
It leaves the present program intact
within OEO. Within OEO, and with in-
tensified efforts to aright the program,
coupled further with the problem areas
brought to light by the debate of this and
the other body, it would be more suscep-
tible to constructive changes than it
would be in the new Corporation.

Mr, Speaker, I suggest that the appro-
priate course of action ought to be to
strike the provisions creating a new Cor-
poration, keep the existing program
within OEO, and immediately set about
to make changes in that existing pro-
gram.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. McCOLLISTER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 days in which to revise
and extend their remarks on the subject
of Mr. DeviNe’s special order today and
bolalmclude pertinent extraneous mate-
o =

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

There was no objection.
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KEMP SPEAEKS OUT ON BEHALF OF
FIREMEN AND POLICEMEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Eemp) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, today I pre-
sented testimony to the House Judiciary
Committee on behalf of legislation I have
cosponsored, H.R. 12629, which would
pay a $50,000 death benefit to the family
survivors of policemen, firemen, and
other public safety officers who sacrifice
their lives in the line of duty.

Generations of Americans have de-
pended upon our police and firemen for
both personal and family safety. Too
often, I am afraid, we have taken their
presence for granted. Our police and
firemen, day after day, face harassment,
tough working conditions and low pay—
yet they are there when we need them.

I am proud to number among my
friends many individuals who have
chosen law enforcement or firefighting
as careers. I know the immense per-
sonal sacrifices which are made daily by
these brave men and women of the police
and fire departments in order that we
might feel secure on the streets and in
our homes.

In my 39th District, which takes in
part of Buffalo, N.Y., we are fortunate
to have an especially outstanding group
of police and fire officials. Among these
are Frank Felicetta, the first American
of Italian extraction to achieve the post
of police commissioner of Buffalo; Pat
Mangan, president of the Buffalo Pro-
fessional Firefighters’ Association; and
Robert B. Howard, Jr., commissioner of
the Buffalo Fire Department, whose re-
cent statement I have included in my
testimony before the House Judiciary
Committee.

This legislation has the full support
of the Police Benevolent Association
which includes all ranks of the Buffalo
Police Department.

And its benefits would provide protec-
tion to all the courageous and dedicated
paid officers who serve Erie County, in-
cluding those in the Erie County sher-
iff's office, the New York State Police,
and those in law enforcement agencies
protecting the citizens of Ambherst,
Cheektowaga, West Seneca, Depew, An-
gola, Lackawanna, the town of Tona-
wanda, Hamburg, Orchard Park, and
Boston.

I would like to emphasize at this time,
Mr. Speaker, my strong disagreement
with administration spokesmen who
have said that firemen do not need cov-
erage such as that provided by my bill.
I am in full accord with the Interna-
tional Association of Firefighters which
has stated:

Firefighters are prime targets—sitting
ducks—to those who foment and promote
civil disorders. Virtually every city in the
land is experiencing a fantastic increase in
the number of false alarms to which firefight-
ers must respond. A firefighter is just as dead
when killed by a fall from his truck as he is
when killed in & burning building. And ev-
ery additional false alarm increases the
chances of such a fatal accident. A firefight-
er is just as dead when killed by a sniper's
bullet as he is when killed in a burning
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building. And our newspapers and other news
media have been filled with storles of snip-
ing attacks on firefighters during times of
civil disorder. Indeed, one study of civil dis-
turbances in 11 citles reported four fire-
fighters killed and some 400 Injured, a great-
er toll than that suffered by police.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that these cou-
rageous firemen, who risk their lives each
time they answer a call, have unquestion-
ably earned the right to be included
along with policemen for benefits in leg-
islation such as mine.

Through this bill we can repay in a
very small part the immense debt we owe
our police and firemen and their families.
I have urged that the House Judiciary
Committee give favorable consideration
to this urgently needed legislation and I
hope that it will be promptly passed by
the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I know that many of my
colleagues share my deep concern for our
police and firemen and I include for their
consideration my testimony presented to
the House Judiciary Committee:

StaTeMENT BY HoN. JAcKE KEMP

Mr. Chairman, members of the Commit-
tee and others present, I sincerely appreciate
this opportunity to testify on behalf of legis-
lation which would provide a $50,000 Fed-
eral death benefit to the families of public
safety officers who sacrifice their lives in the
line of duty.

The immensity of the law officer’s task in
today’s complex society cannot be over-ems-
phasized. They are our first line of defense
against those who would destroy our free-
dom and all we hold dear.

Today, more and more, the police and fire
fighters themselves are becoming victims of
crime. With this appalling upsurge of at-
tacks on both law enforcement officers and
firemen, it is imperative that we aid those
most directly affected, the families of those
who have made the supreme sacrifice that
we might go about our daily lives in safety.

H.R. 12629, which I have cosponsored, and
other legislation which you are considering,
would provide much needed assistance to
those hapless victims of a deterioration of
respect for law and order on the part of
some elements of our society.

In 1970, one hundred law enforcement offi-
cers were killed on duty, a sixteen per cent
increase from the previous year, and for
every one hundred policemen, there were 18.7
assaults, an increase of around 11 per cent.
Since then, the tragic toll has continued
with over 90 officers killed in the first nine
months alone of 1971. Most of these police-
men had families who depended upon them
for support as 1s evidenced by the fact that
nine out of ten law enforcement officers
killed in New York City during 1971 left a
widow and on the average of three children.

Demands for more police protection are
bringing an increased number of officers out
into the streets where patrol duty is the
most hazardous of all police activities. Not
only is stronger legislation needed to protect
our police and firemen, it is also our re-
sponsibility to assure that the families of
these men, who daily place their lives in
jeopardy on our behalf, recelve a proper
measure of securlty in the case of their death.
This bill will provide reasonable and hu-
mane benefits for those bereaved families
who at this moment must depend upon
meager pension funds, insurance and con-
tributions.

We owe much to our police and firemen,
but special tribute should also be paid to
their courageous familles who also serve. Mr.
Chairman, I include as part of my testimony
& statement, Gallant Wives and Children,
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made by Philip Conners, President of the
Southboro, Massachusetts, Police Associa~
tion. Although Philip Connors speaks of wives
and children of police officers, his statement
applies equsally well to the famillies of fire-
men:
“GIALLANT WIVES AND CHILDREN
“(By Philip Connors, President Southboro,
Mass., Police Association)

“Their husbands and fathers have one of
the most dangerous, discouraging and de-
manding jobs in the world. Their husbands
and fathers are honorable and competent
men, Their husbands and fathers know that
they deserve every reasonable encouragement
and rightful port.

"Irﬁn t.a!kfgg about wives and children of
police officers. Not that 1t is just limited to
them, for friends and relatives of policemen
often suffer ridicule, scorn, harassment and
assault, just because they are friends and
relatives.

“Tt takes courage and understanding to be
the wife or child of a policeman. Besldes the
long and unusual work hours the officers
work, besides the danger and discourage-
ment, often cranks will telephone, write or
yell threats of death or destruction to the
family. Wives and children often will be told
their husband or father ‘will not make it
home tonight.’ Often they are threatened
with bombs or fire and sometimes even taunts
and physical attacks. It takes a special type
of person to read newspapers—with blurring
headlines of ‘Police brutality’—and yet
knowing that really the headlines should read
‘Police Brutalized’ by persons.

“It takes a special family to know that
their father or husband will work Christmas,
and probably be pushed, punched, shoved and
spit upon and yet be charged with brutality if
he over-reacts.

“Knowing that criminals their fathers or
husbands risk their lives arresting will prob-
ably be on the streets again before the police
even finish the report, makes them wonder
about justice.

“Wives and children must wonder where
the people who yell for police help are, when
the police ask for help. Yes, wives and chil-
dren of policemen are courageous, sacrificing
and understanding, knowing that they too do
much to help combat crime, which if not
checked and controlled will one day destroy
this nation from within.”

The attack upon law enforcement officers
has also spread to our firemen whose occu-
pation, the most hazardous in the Natlon,
is being increasingly endangered by hostile
crowds. In some states, the arson rate is
climbing several times as fast as the re-
spective crime rate and each call to one of
these fires means danger to the firemen and
the possibility of serious injury or death.
During a three-year-span in New York City,
for example, over 2500 harassment incidents
were recorded with over 650 firemen injured.
Widows of firemen in several states receive
only forty dollars per month in pension
plans—a shameful amount when compared
to the constant sacrifices of their husbands
for life and property.

Mr. Chairman, at this point, I wish to in-
clude as part of my testimony the statement
of Robert B. Howard Jr., Commissioner of the
Department of Fire of the City of Buffalo,
New York, who makes some excellent points
concerning problems facing the fire services:

“PropLEMS FACING THE FIRE SERVICES
“(By Robert B. Howard, Jr.)

“One of the most pressing problems facing
urban fire departments today is the terrif-
fcally high cost of operations.

“Compulsory bargaining between munieci-
palities and fire department unions has
driven the cost of wages and fringe benefits,
however they may be deserved, to greater
heights than were dreamed of a few years
8g0.
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“The reduction of working hours due to
mandated shorter work weeks, more pald
vacation days, longer vacations, and bereave-
ment time periods is making necessary the
addition of personnel and the reduction of
the number of men assigned to each piece of
fire apparatus.

“The cost of equipment, including fire
pumpers and ladder trucks, rises about 10%
per year.

“All these increases in the cost of operating
today's fire departments have placed stagger-
ing burdens upon most of our already over-
burdened cities.

““The suggested restructuring of the fire-
fighters job into different levels of skill, there-
by requiring two or more people to do what
one firefighter is presently doing is imprac-
tical and unrealistic,

“The apparatus unit crew strength of many
fire departments today is below par because
of the high cost of manpower,

“The above mentioned factors make nec-
essary the present versatility and interchange
ability of the firefighter.

“He must at various times be driver of the
apparatus, tillerman on & hook and ladder
truck, acting officer, nozzleman, ladderman,
fire investigator, etc,, because he must fill in
for off-duty men during vacations, periods of
sick time, personal leave time and bereave-
ment time.

“Certification of firefighter training stand-
ards is one way by which we can maintain
the proficiency which the Fire Service must
maintain if the public iz to be adequately
served.

“Unfortunately, that proficlency is already
diminishing because of reduced manpower
strength.

“Another confributing factor in fire service
operational costs is the inability of the Fire
Chief to implement some suggestions made
by fire protection engineers because of politi-
cal considerations.

“All citizens, understandably want the best
possible fire protection for his home area.

“Suggested elimination of unneeded fire
companies frequently creates a storm of
protests from angry citizens within an af-
fected area.

“Elected public officilals usually will be
reluctant to approve actions which will af-
fect their reelection campalgns.

“On the other side of the coin, survey firms
which are hired by some cities to make op-
erations and systems analyses in the inter-
est of effecting economics sometimes make
suggestions which decrease the effectiveness
of the fire fighting forces.

“Few cltizens wish to save a few tax dol-
lars at the expense of the fire safety of their
homes and their lives.

“The Fire Chilef, after all, is a better judge
of practical fire department operations than
is an ‘Instant expert’ analyst.

“The greatest problem, by far, which ur-
ban fire departments have had to face has
been the massive conflagrations of the civil
disturbance era. Hopefully, we think of
this period in the past tense, but who can
be sure of what the future may bring?

“It behooves the Fire Service to do ev-
erything possible to make all segments of
our communities aware of the fact that fire-
fighters are their friends and benefactors.

““Every member of the Fire Service group
should be made aware of the fact that it
is advantageous to himself to have a good
rapport with the citizens of every segment
of his community.

“Probably, the National Commission on
Fire Prevention and Control can do more
than any other organization to promote good
will on both sides of the fence through the
medium of a massive public relations cams
paign.

“Disadvantaged people must be brought
into the mainstream of American Commu-
nity life by making them and their more
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afluent neighbors aware of the fact that
this is mutually advantageous.

“Arson and false alarms are apparently
accepted forms of amusements for disadvan-
taged youngsters and to a certain extent for
young adults.

“Vacant buildings are routinely set on fire
in urban communities with a complete lack
of regard for the safety and well-being of
the occupants of adjacent buildings.

“Fire companies are tied up by these un-
necessary fires and by false alarms, thereby
necessitating the dispatching of more dis-
tant companies to handle real emergencies.

“Injurles and death, both among the civil-
ian population and firefighters ranks, are
too frequently the results of false alarms.

“Deliberately set fires have brought about
a tragic situation in insurance cancellations
and unconscionable increases In fire insur-
ance premium rates within ghetto communi-
tles.

“A practice called ‘red lining' is prevalent
in many cities. This is an arbitrary designa-
tion of a large section of a disadvantaged
neighborhood as uninsurable by a particular
insurance company.

“Most of the buildings in the area may
be just as sound and insurable as those in
other sections of the city but the owners
of the good property face the possibility of
a disastrous fire.

“Home owners with tears in their eyes have
appealed to me for help. People who had
put a life time of saving Into what they
thought was the security of their homes, face
the prospect of losing all their possessions
in the event of a fire.

“Insurance companies which participate
in their practice should be denied licenses
to operate in cities where they have red-
lined sections of those cities.

“A powerful government agency might be
able to bring about a cessation of the prac-
tice of ‘red-lining’".

“The residents of ghetto nelghborhoods
must assume & share of responsibility in an
effort to have them share in the good life
which every American citizen should be en-
titled to. This country certainly has enough
of the necessities by which this could be
made possible,

“They must be taught that arson and false
alarms hurt them more than they hurt any-
one else.

“Ghetto residents must also be taught
that the fire departments of their respec-
tive cities provide them with more dedicated
service than any other municipal agency,
regardless of what city is involved.

“The firefighter is the frlend of all the
people within his response area, and those
people must be convinced that harassment
of firefighters is comparable to a dog's bit-
ing of the hand that feeds him.

“Frustration resulting from inability to
obtain all the benefits of first class citizen-
ship is causing some members of the black
communities to advocate separatism. This
does not solve the basic problems which
have caused the frustations which plague
them.

“These people hate the so-called establish-
ment of which the local fire departments
are part. They must be told that even though
the fire department is a munlicipal agency,
it is not a part of the establishment in the
sense that law enforcement agencies are.

“The fundamentals of fire prevention In
the home and the advantages of careers in
the Fire Service should be taught to people
who have had little exposure to that knowl-
edge which is taken for granted by the aver-
age American citizen.

“The National Commission could be the
most influential agency in this nation in
implementing these reforms.”

Mr. Chairman, generations of Americans
have depended upon our policemen and fire-
men for both personal and family safety.
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Too often, I'm afrald, we have taken their
presence for granted. Our police and firemen,
day after day, face harassment, tough work-
ing conditions and low pay, yet they are
there when we need them.

Mr. Chairman, through this legislation we
can attempt to repay in a very small part
the debt which we owe these gallant men
and their families. I respectfully urge that
your Committee give favorable considera-
tion to this legislation and I very much hope
that it will be promptly passed by the Con-
gress.

Thank you.

ENVIRONMENTAL OVERKILL IN THE
AUTO INDUSTRY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Hampshire (Mr. WYMAN)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, concern
for environmental quality has been of
paramount interest to the Congress for
the past decade. Through a whole new
body of legislation, coupled with resur-
rection of older laws already on the
books, Congress has established stringent
pollution controls. In some cases, how-
ever, new standards are based more on
desire for environmental overkill than
on practicality. The utopian plateau of
an absolutely pollution free environment
is a worthy goal, but to legislate such a
goal as a standard, withcut adequate
consideration of the costs involved, both
economic and social, is to shirk respon-
sibility as legislators.

The automobile emission standards of
the Clean Air Act of 1970 are an ex-
ample of Congress legislating beyond
genuine need in terms of the realities of
life, in terms of jobs and daily living.
Under this law, carbon monoxi_de and
hydrocarbon emissions are required by
1975 to be reduced to 90 percent of the
1970 standards. This is not reduced by
90 percent rather by 96 percent because
the 1970 standards were already higher
than zero.

Such a standard requires that by 1975
automobile emissions must be approxi-
mately 96-percent pollution-free. Esfi-
mates of the added cost to the price tag
of a new car for compliance with such
a standard range up to $1,000 additional
per vehicle, without considering the addi-
tional cost for gasoline required to
operate the pollution control devices
which will reduice mechanical efficiency
and hence mileage-per-gallon on the
order of one-third. Net cost to the con-
suming public for the last 6 percent over
the 90 percent requirement for pollution
free emission per car for an annual road
mileage of 15,000 miles can run as high as
$250 more per year per vehicle. This is
both unrealistic and unnecessary.

Accordingly, I am today introducing
legislation to provide that automobile
carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon emis-
sions be reduced by 90 percent over the
actual emission of these pollutants. Such
a reduction is within existing competence
of technology and does not involve ex-
cessive additional cost to car owners.
The remaining 10 percent, despite the
dire predictions of the enthusiasts of
overkill, will not poison the air humans
breathe sufficiently to endanger public
health, even in city streets.
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Frankly, it is time for Congress to
modify the present standards to a real-
istic level in relation to public health
rather than setting a utopian goal as a
required standard that in terms of the
present level of technology is unrealistic
in terms of cost, result and public need.

My bill is as follows:

HR. —

A bill to amend the Clean Alr Act to modify
the emission standards required for light
duty motor vehicles and engines manu-

factured during or after model year 1975

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of ‘the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
202(b) (1) (A) of the Clean Air Act is
amended by striking out "reduction of at
least 90 per centum from emissions of carbon
monoxide and hydrocarbons allowable under
the standards under this section applicable to
light duty vehlcles and engines manufactured
in model year 1970."” and inserting in lleu
thereof “reduction of at least 80 per centum
from the estimate of the average emisslons
of carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons which
would have been emitted from light duty
motor wehicles and engines manufactured
during model year 1970 had such vehicles
and engines not been subject to any Federal
or State emission standard for carbon mon-
oxide or hydrocarbons. Buch estimate of the
average of emissions shall be determined by
the Administrator under regulations.”

KLEINDIENST, SHAME, SHAME,
SHAME

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GoNzALEZ) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, the in-
credible Sharpstown scandal has not
come to an end—perhaps it never will—
but tomorrow it looks as if the whole
sorry episode will end in a crowning
irony, with the expected Senate confir-
mation of Richard Kleindienst to be At~
torney General of the United States. This
is the same Kleindienst who approved
the action of freeing Frank Sharp from
prosecution on any serious Federal
charge, thus freeing the biggest fish of
them all in the gigantic Texas scandal.

Let me say that the citizens of Texas
did not have the moral blindness of a
Kleindienst. The Sharpstown scandal has
set off the greatest public housecleaning
in the history of the State. At the polls,
the Governor, the Lieutenant Governor,
the speaker of the house, the newly ap-
pointed speaker of the house, the State
attorney general, and about half the
members of the State legislature have
been retired through primary election
defeats, and many of these defeats were
wholly due to the feeling that people
had that too many State officials had
profited by the scandal, or simply had
been too slow to search oub and prose-
cute Sharp and the crooks associated
with him.

Moreover, the speaker of the house,
just replaced and then defeated in the
primary election, has been convicted for
his role in the Sharp scandel. Other legis-
lators are facing criminal indictments
for playing too fast and loose with their
expense allowances. Both in the courts
and at the polls, the people of Texas are
dealing with the Sharpstown scandal and
all that it symbolizes, the best way they
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can. The whole political atmosphere of
Texas has changed; people have let can-
didates and officeholders alike know
that they expect and demand bettfer per-
formance, higher standards, than have
prevailed in the past.

In the face of this general house-
cleaning, it is a supreme irony that Frank
Sharp has made a clean getaway. The
only Federal actions that have been
taken have been against the lowliest
minions of the Sharp gang, save for the
granting of what amounts to a Federal
amnesty to Sharp himself.

There was only one reason that the
Department of Justice extended its am-
nesty to Sharp, and that was political.
Kleindienst sought, as I have at great
length shown, to protect his subordinate
Will Wilson from being caught up in the
scandal, and at the same time to make
political hay against Wilson’s old Demo-
cratic enemies in Texas. As it turned out,
Wilson had to resign anyway, because
his close associations with Sharp became
known, and eventually were the subject
of national news and comment. And
Sharp himself was a worthless witness;
his testimony produced a handful of in-
dictments against men of no importance
to the Sharp empire, while the only
political figures subjected to criminal
action were indicted under State laws.
Kleindienst was neither able to protect
Wilson nor to do any political grand-
standing.

Perhaps the failure of Kleindienst’s
venture was due to the ineptness of the
local U.S. attorney down in Houston,
who bungled the affair from start to
finish, This fellow, one Anthony J. P.
Farris, is so blatantly political that his
politics interferes with his ability to do
a job. Farris is so anxious to be a good
Republican that, like an over-eager dog,
he only gets in his master’s way. Today,
Farris claims that he might not recom-
mend immunity for Sharp, but he blames
his action on the State attorney general
of Texas, who he says failed to dissuade
him soon enough. Farris seems fo think
it was the duty of the State’s officials to
keep him from doing the wrong thing. I
hate to remind him that he is paid to
run his own office, and his mistakes are
his own.

The Senate has been amused to find
that certain California Republicans have
been left free of any embarrassing pros-
ecution by the Department of Justice.
Kleindienst tells them that the faithful
Republican attorney in this instance was
wrong, and indeed acted improperly, but
of course nothing has been done. He
would not want to hurt the fellow's feel-
ings.

Then of course we have the case of
Kleindienst being offered a bribe, which
he properly refused. However, he did not
see anything particularly wrong with
this, finding it just one of those things,
and took no other action. Had Klein-
dienst any sense of the importance of
the event, and the importance of dis-
couraging future bribe offers, he would
have had the man prosecuted rather
than merely booting him out of his office.
_And there is the sordid tale of Dita
Beard, who now has disappeared from
sight and mind, and of her employers,
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ITT, who conveyed $400,000 or so to
Kleindienst’s boss, all in the spirit of good
comradeship and in the interests of a
jolly good convention. It was only a coin-
cidence that following this, Kleindienst
called in the antitrust chief, who
dropped the biggest antitrust case in
years, against that same ITT corpora-
tion. The now departed antitrust chief
has been made a Federa. judge. In the
course of the ITT affair, the Justice De-
partment wavered between discrediting
Dita Beard, denying all, admitting some,
or just enduring. It was the sorriest per-
formance in years.

All of this—the moral blindness of
Kleindienst, his incredible action in let-
ting Frank Sharp go, his brazen political
acts, his zany protection of incompetent
subordinates—all of this is the kind of
behavior that has so disaffected the citi-
zens of Texas. They have demonstrated
that they want none of it. And yet, we
are about to see it all affirmed and blessed
with the confirmation of Kleindienst to
be Attorney General. We are about to tell
the protesting and disbelieving voters not
just in Texas but everywhere else, that
ineptitude and outright dishonesty has
its rewards.

I say shame—shame on Kleindienst
and shame on the Senate if this man is
confirmed. The country has not gone so
far as to have to tolerate such men in its
highest councils. The country has not be-
come so blind as to be unable to see the
difference between a good man and &
sorry one. If we do not know now why
people are casting protest votes by the
millions, I despair of the future. If we are
so insulated from reality that we can
conceive of Kleindienst as being worthy
of his office, then we well deserve the dis-
gust of the millions of decent, concerned
people of this country.

Mr. Speaker, the confirmation of
Kleindienst will be a great irony; the peo-
ple of Texas have plainly shown their
impatience with a situation that made
Sharp’s thievery possible; yet Klein-
dienst has let Sharp go, His appointment,
were it up to the voters of my State,
would be soundly rejected for that rea-
son alone. His action in letting Sharp
go was a calculated political move, one
that could not be defended on any moral
grounds, and which failed even as a po-
litical taetic. Such a grand failure de-
serves not commendation and promotion,
but condemnation and termination.

I hope that the Senate will reject this
man; if it does, and I think that is the
duty of the Senate to do so, then we can
at least take comfort in the knowledge
that the man who let Sharp go is getting
his just desserts. If he is confirmed, it
will only be another sorry chapter in the
Sharpstown follies.

COST OVERRUNS ON AIR DEFENSE
SYSTEM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. AsPIN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr, Speaker, the Army is
shelling out an exira $377.6 million on
cost overruns for new forward defense
system. This air defense system which
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consists of the Charappal missile, the
Vulecan gun and the FAAR radar is a
botched-up disaster.

Despite the recognition of the problem
since 1948, the Army cannot build a de-
cent air defense system to protect our
frontline infantry troops.

In addition, the Army is knowingly
buying defective FAAR radar systems
and paying almost three times more than
the original estimated cost. The Army is
consciously misusing public funds to buy
admittedly inadequate equipment ac-
cording to a recent General Accounting
Office staff study.

The GAO study concludes that:

The most recent tests leaves serious doubts
as to the suitability of FAAR.

Despite the GAO’s conclusion, the
Army insists on producing 90 units before
a reevaluation is made. Even the Army’s
old tests reveal that the radar systems
suffer from six major deficiencies that
the Army has done nothing about.

Since the completion of the General
Accounting Office study in March, and
additional $67.7 million of cost overruns
have occurred resulting in the total over-
run of $377.6.

The FAAR radar system itself has in-
creased in cost from a development esti-
mate of $41 million to $114.1 million.
The original planning estimate for the
FAAR radar was only $1.1 million.

I have been informed by Army officials
that although the Army originally hoped
to classify the FAAR radar as “accept-
able” by January of this year, additional
technical foulups will prevent its classi-
fication as acceptable until at least Sep-
tember 1972.

While the Chaparral missile and Vul-
can gun are considered acceptable for
Army use, the FAAR radar is not. But
the missile and gun are useless in pro-
tecting our troops without a radar to spot
approaching enemy planes.

I am writing to Secretary of the Army
Froehlke today requesting that he
penalize the contractor for his inability
to build a decent radar rather than re-
ward a company for botching the job. It
should be forced to pay for its own mis-
takes,

Sanders Associates, of Bedford, Mass.,
is responsible for building this radar sys-
tem.

Apparently changes in redesigns, de-
lays and just plain mismanagement are
the causes of these huge cost overruns.

My letter to Secretary Froehlke fol-
lows:

HouseE oF R‘EPRES‘ENTA‘.I‘WES,
Washington, D.C., June 7, 1972,
Hon. ROBERT FROEHLEE,
Secretary of the Army, Department of the
Army, The Pentagon, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. SECRETARY: I am most concerned
about the huge cost overruns that are
plaguing our alr forward defense syst.em
program.

The alr forward defense system which
conslsts of ‘the Chaparral missile, the Vulcan
gun and the FAAR radar has been plagued
by cost overruns, delays and managerial
problems,

I am  particularly concerned about the

inability of Sanders Associates of Bedford,
Massachusetts to produce an acceptable radar
for Army use.

It s my bellef  that the Army shounld
penalize the contractor for its inability to
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build a decent radar. Rather than reward a
company for botching the job, it should be
forced to pay for its own mistakes.

I hope that you can forward me those
portions of the contract with Sanders that
include provisions for penalty payments and
tell me what the Army has done to penalize
the contractor for its poor performance.

As long as we continue to reward contrac-
tors for waste and mismanagement, we will
continue to suffer from huge cost overruns
and deficlent end products. The way to al-
leviate the waste and deficiencies is to place
the contractor on notice that a poor job
will no longer be rewarded.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
Les AspPIin,
Member of Congress.

PRESIDENT NIXON SHOULD EX-
PLAIN WHY SALT AGREEMENTS
INCREASE DEFENSE COSTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. COTTER)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Speaker, I am per-
plexed by recent developments in the
area of defense spending. For the last
several days, Secretary of Defense Mel-
vin Laird has been telling appropriate
congressional committees that defense
spending for strategic weapons must be
inereased.

After listening and studying the Presi-
dent's statements on the first agree-
ments to limit strategic weapons, I was
convinced that the costly arms race was
being lessened. Yet, within the last few
days, the Secretary of Defense has con-
fused this issue. He has forcefully argued
th_a.t the United States must forge ahead
with new strategic weapons, at great cost,
to assure our parity with the USSR.
The Secretary specifically mentioned the
need for a Trident submarine and a B-1
bomber for which the R. & D. costs for
the next 2 years are estimated to be $1.6
billion and full R. & D. extends into
many additional billions of dollars. Each
Trident submarine, for example, will cost
$1 billion. The news report this mern-
ing that DOD is planning to use $20 mil-
lion saved by the limitation on ABM's
to develop a new cruise missile further
compounds the confusion.

I do not claim to be a defense expert,
but when the President justifies the arms
agreement as lowering the costly arms
race and his Secretary of Defense claims
we must spend more for strategic weap-
ons, I believe the President owes the Con-
gress and the American people an ex-
planation.

TARIFF COMMISSION GIVES AS-
SISTANCE TO DUCHESS SHOE
CO. OF SALEM, MASS.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRING-
TON) is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. Speaker,
along with other Congressmen from New
England I have been sharply critical in
the past of the refusal of the Tariff Com-
mission to make adjustment assistance
available to companies in need of it, and
entitled to receive it under the law.
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Therefore, I think it is important today
for me to give credit to the Commission
for its forthright and courageous deci-
sions of last Friday, certifying the Duch-
ess Shoe Co. of Salem as eligible for ad-
justment assistance.

That company is in my district, but the
importance of this case transcends the
fate of any one company, for it comes
after a long period of negative decision
by the Tariffi Commission on shoe com-
pany petitions and those of us who have
worked for the industry's interests in-
formed the Commission that we con-
sidered it a test case of the Commission’'s
attitude toward shoe companies.

I am pleased to be able to report that
the Commission passed that test well.

This one decision in favor of a com-
pany which made a very strong case by
no means solves all of the problems of
the shoe industry, nor does it mean that
every shoe company that applies will
automatically get approval. What it does
mean is that for the first time in a long
time, there is a disposition on the Tariff
Commission to respond sympathetically
and with understanding of the economic
realities to companies hurt by imports.

I said this was a courageous decision,
Mr. Speaker, because part of the blame
for the sorry record of adjustment assist-
ance lies with Congress and the Execu-
tive branch, as well as with the Tariff
Commission. The statute is not well
drawn, and the weakness of the language
gives a coloring of legitimacy to those
who wish to deny adjustment assistance
to needy companies. In the face of this,
and in the face of the long line of nega-
tive decisions, it took courage for the
three-member majority to speak out
firmly in favor of aiding the shoe indus-
try at this time.

It is worth noting that one of those
voting for the company was our former
colleague, Mrs. Catherine May Bedell,
who voted as Chairman of the Commis-
sion for the first time in a shoe case. And
it is no accident, I believe, that Mrs.
Bedell voted for adjustment assistance.
As a former Member of the House, she
knows the difficulty of drafting legisla-
tion, and she also knows what the House
and Senate intended to accomplish when
they enacted that provision. In other
words, Mr. Speaker, the arrival on the
Commission of a former Member of
Congress has helped bring the Commis-
sion around to the position of carrying
out the will of Congress. I think it is in-
cumbent on us to correct the shortcom-
ings of the adjustment assistance statute.
I am cosponsoring amendments drafted
by Congressmen Asprin and Fraser to do
that, but until we can get action on these
amendments, large segments of Amer-
ican industry are dependent on the will-
ingness of a majority of the Tariff Com-
mission to carry out the clear intent of
the law.

I am very glad to be able to report to
the House that last Friday, Mrs. Bedell
and Commissioners Moore and Parker
did exactly that.

PROTECTING THE BILL OF RIGHTS
IN MIDDLE CLASS HOUSING

. The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from New York (Mr. PobgELL) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, the Bill of
Rights and our system of justice is sup-
posed to protect everyone from the ar-
bitrary actions of Government. Among
the most important foundations of our
democracy are the right to privaey, the
constitutional prohibition against self-
inerimination and the presumption that
a person is innocent before proven guilty.

But in New York today, all of these
foundations are being challenged. Mid-
dle class citizens are being forced to
abandon their fundamental rights in or-
der to live in decent housing at a fair
cost.

Mr. Speaker, this outrageous situation
began with a very noble experiment. A
number of years ago, New York State es-
tablished the visionary Mitchell-Lama
program to encourage the development
of reasonably priced middle class apart-
ments. This law has not only enabled
many New Yorkers to find decent hous-
ing, but has also provided a buffer
against some of the worst excesses of in-
flation that other apartment dwellers
have had to face.

In years past, the residents of this
housing have had to sign an affidavit at-
testing to their middle income status. A
tenant’'s signature was taken as his sol-
emn oath—in the same way that his sig-
nature is used on a driver's license, a
check, or a Federal income tax return.

This year, however, the managers of
these apartment buildings have gone be-
yond the normal affidavit. They are de-
manding that each tenant sign a state-
ment authorizing the New York City
Finance Administrator to show his in-
come tax returns to the State Division
of Housing.

This procedure assumes that the ten-
ant is guilty of defrauding the State—
even though no tenant has been brought
before a court of law on such charges.
This procedure requires self-incrimina-
tion. This procedure opens up income tax
returns to numerous curiosity seekers in
the bureaucracy of New York—when in-
stead the right of privacy should be pro-
tected. Indeed, we know that Federal in-
come tax returns, which are available to
the States, have been misused by some
State officials.

So far as I know, only these middle
class tenants are forced to forfeit their
fundamental rights in this way.

Many organizations and people are
subsidized. The officers of the Lockheed
Corp. are subsidized, Certain builders in
New York are subsidized. The officers of
certain day care centers are subsidized.
Yet none of these people are required to
divulge their income tax returns.

Why are only middle class persons’
rights so easily violated?

Mr. Speaker, today I have introduced
legislation to protect the rights of these
middle class citizens—the backbone of
America. My legislation amends the fair
housing laws which we enacted in order
to end practices of discrimination in
housing. When we passed those laws we
could not have anticipated this latest
form of intimidation.

These tenants should not be forced to
choose between skyrocketing rents or the
forfeiture of their rights. My bill would
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specifically protect them by providing
that:

No person shall be required by any officer
of the Federal Government or any officer of
any State or municipal government or any
manager of housing or any other person to
divulge his income tax return as a condition
for residence in any housing, provided that
such person is not under criminal indictment
or authorized criminal investigation,

This legislation should not be neces-
sary—but it is unfortunately now neces-
sary. As we all know, “eternal vigilance
is the price of liberty.”

ADMINISTRATION SHOULD REPUDI-
ATE STATEMENT BY SECRETARY
OF LABOR HODGSON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. HENDER-
SON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HENDERSON., Mr. Speaker, I have
not seen an exact transcript of the state~
ment made by Secrefary of Labor Hodg-
son at the National Press Club on May 25,
but my understanding is that in response
to a question, he said he favored the right
of union and management to negotiate
union shops.

It seems to me that the White House
should spell out whether this is the offi-
cial administration position or just the
personal opinion of Mr. Hodgson.

I would think, also, that the adminis-
tration needs to spell out just what that
means in terms of policy. Does it mean
the administration favors the repeal of
section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act?
Does it mean the administration does not
support the 1968 Republican Party plat-
form? Does it mean the administration
does not support its own Executive order
protecting Federal employees against
compulsory union membership? Does it
mean the administration favors repeal of
the Henderson amendment to the Postal
Reorganization Act?

It is hard for me to believe that the
official administration position is in ac-
cord with Mr. Hodgson’s statement. And
if it is not, the statement should be spe-
cifically repudiated by the President.

INSTEAD OF UNEMPLOYMENT END-
ING, UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS
ARE ENDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr., BURKE)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BUREE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to call the attention of
my colleagues in this House to a situa-
tion which is becoming more and more
ominous with each passing day. I am
referring to the fact that with national
unemployment in the Nation hovering at
a rate of 5.9 percent for the the past 20
months, and some States well in access
of this figure for the same period, some
States are in danger of exhausting the
present unemployment compensation
benefits provided in the Emergency Un-
employment Compensation Act of 1071.
The Emergency Unemployed Compensa-
tion Act of 1971, in fact, expires this
month. Already the national extended
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unemployment compensation benefit
program has ended.

Under the terms of the Emergency Un-
employment Compensation Act of 1971,
the Secretary of Labor was directed to
report to the Congress by May of 1972 on
the operation of the extended benefit
program as well as to make recommenda-
tions regarding extended benefits during
a period of massive unemployment. To
date, the Secretary has refrained from
making any recommendations as to the
future operation of the program. The re-
port of many can only be considered dis-
appointing to anyone reading it for spe-
cific recommendations. At that time, the
Secretary claimed inadequacy of data as
his excuse for refraining from making
any specific recommendations. Instead
he promised to be back in early June fo
Congress with these recommendations.
However, to date the report has failed to
make its appearance and rumors are cir-
culating that this means the administra-
tion is not likely to come to Congress with
a request to extend the program. The
pressure of time would have dictated
submitting such a positive recommenda-
tion as close to June 1 as possible.

I can only conclude from this delay,
therefore, that for States like Massachu-
setts currenfly laboring under a 7.9-
percent unemployment rate with thou-
sands of people in danger of exhausting
existing benefits the future is bleak in-
deed. It seems to me that this Nation is
sophisticated enough to have on the
books by now a long-téerm national pro-
gram for coping with extended periods of
unemployment such as we have expe-
rienced the past 3 years. The present
patchwork of law and programs with the
need to revise and extend periodically
adds an element of uncertainty to the
unemployed workers’ problems, which
they do not need. It is difficult enough
to be unemployed without worrying
about whether the unemployment bene-
fit program is going to be around next
month. It seems to me that the managers
of our economy owe its victims—many of
them unemployed directly as a result of
the fiasco known as the game plan—a
better deal than this. To justify failure
to extend the emergency unemployment
benefit program at this juncture on the
basis of fiscal responsibility just does
not stand up under close examination.
The fact of the matter is that as the un-
employed workers go off this program
they will be looking directly to the States
for welfare. If that is where the Secre-
tary of Labor wants them—on Secretary
Richardson’s back rather than his own—
then it can only strike me as so much
passing of the buck. In fact, I think it
could be argued that the cost of the Na-
tion resulting from additional welfare
recipients would be a lot worse than
continuing those who are unemployed
workers on an unemployment compen-
sation program. If the Secretary of Labor
fails to act then it seems incumbent' upon
Congress to pick up the cudgels without
further delay.

I want to close by adding a copy of
a letter just received from the AFI-CIO
on this subject:
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AMERICAN FEDERATION
oF LABOR AND CONGRESS
oF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS,
Washington, D.C., June 6, 1972.
Hon. James A. BUREE,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR CoNGRESSMAN BurxE: The Becretary
of Labor this past week reported an unem-
ployment rate of 5.9 percent for the natlon.
Unemployment has hovered between 5.7 and
6.2 percent at the national level for the past
20 months. The continuation of persistent
high unemployment has imposed a severe
hardship on the long-term unemployed be-
cause the legislative mechanisms which
determine whether extended benefits under
the Employment Security Amendments of
1970 shall or shall not be pald are unsuited
in a period of continuous high unemploy-
ment. The Emergency Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 1971 expires this month.

On June 2, 1972, President Meany In a
letter to the Secretary of Labor, James D.
Hodgson, urged revision of the formulae
which set in motion the extended benefit
payments under the Employment Security
Amendments of 1970, and extension of the
Emergency Unemployment Compensation
Act of 1971 for an additional year.

Enclosed is a copy of President Meany's
letter to Labor Secretary James D. Hodgson.

We strongly urge the Congress at the
earliest practicable opportunity to enact
legislation to meet the needs of the long-
term unemployed.

Sincerely yours,
ANprREW J. BIEMILLER,
Director, Department of Legislation.

A COMPREHENSIVE REFORM OF
OUR TAX LAWS

The SPEAKER pro fempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Oregon (Mr. UrLLMman), is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, today, I
am introducing a bill to call for a com-
prehensive reform of our tax laws includ-
ing a rewriting and simplification of the
entire Internal Revenue Code during the
two sessions of the next Congress.

I join my chairman, WiLsur D. MiLLs,
in wanting to see a comprehensive re-
form of the tax laws. I believe, however,
that the termination of specific provi-
sions would cause considerable uncer-
tainty in many areas of economic plan-
ning and business conduct.

Under my bill, the same 54 items are
listed for tax review as were listed by
Chairman Mirrs in H.R. 15230. I make it
clear, however, as I think he intended,
that the tax reform measures I am con-
cerned with are not limited to these 54
items but would also include any other
tax reform measures with which the
House Committee on Ways and Means
might be concerned. I am particularly
anxious that we review measures de-
%lgned to simplify the Internal Revenue

ode.

Under my proposal, the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means will be di-
rected during the first session of the 93d
Congress to review at least one-half of
the 54 provisions previously referred to
by Chairman Mriirs and specifically re-
ferred to in my bill and to report to the
House of Representatives hefore the close
of the session a bill which repeals or mod-
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ifies those provisions which the commit-
tee determines should be repealed or
modified, also indicating those provisions
which it believes should be continued as
they are. The committee is also directed
to review and study the second half of
these provisions, and to report a bill re-
pealing and modifying these provisions
to the extent it so determines during the
second session of the 93d Congress. As I
have already indicated, the committee
during its consideration of the prefer-
ences which are listed in the bill is also
expected to consider other areas especi-
ally those which deal with the problem
of simplifying the tax laws.

I expect the committee in its work to
rewrite many provisions of the Internal
Revenue Code and to state them in terms
which are much more readily under-
standable to the average citizen. At the
same time, I expect to see a real reform
of the tax laws and the elimination of
loopholes. I think it is important that in
this 2-year period ahead, we do the whole
job.

The text of my bill follows:

HR. 15360

An act to Insure orderly Congressional re-
view of tax preferences and other items
which narrow the income tax base

REVIEW BY HOUSE COMMITTEE ON
WAYS AND MEANS

Section 1. The Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives is
hereby directed, during the first session of
the 93rd Congress, to review and study at
least one-half of the income tax items de-
scribed in section 2 and to report to the
House of Representatives before the close of
such session a bill to repeal or modify those
items reviewed during the session which the
Committee determines should be repealed
or modified. The Committee on Ways and
Means is hereby directed during the second
session of the 83rd Congress to review and
study those items listed in section 2 which
were not considered by it during the first ses=
sion of such Congress, and to report to the
House of Representatives before the close of
such second sesslon a bill to repeal or modify
those items reviewed during such session
which the Committee determines should be
repealed or modified. The Committee 15 di-
rected In its report on each bill to specify
any item listed In section 2 which the Com-
mittee reviewed and decided should be re-
talned in the law without modification. The
Committee is authorized to include in such
bills reported to the House of Representatives
such other amendments of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954, not covered by the
items listed In section 2, which the Com-=
mittee determines are needed or desirable—

(a) in order to simplify the income tax
laws and particularly the individual income
tax return,

(b) in order to broaden further the in-
come tax base of individuals and corporations
or otherwise reform the income tax provi-
slons, or

(¢) to reform and improve the estate and
gift tax provisions.

INCOME TAX ITEMS TO BE REVIEWED

Sec. 2. The following income tax provi-
sions of the Internal Revenue Code of 1054
shall be reviewed, as provided by the first
section, by the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives:

(1) The corporate surtax exemption.—The
surtax exemption of $25,000 provided for cor-
portations by section 11 of such Code,

(2) Retirement income credit.—The re-
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tirement income credit allowed by section 37
of such Code to individuals on retirement
income,

(3) Investment credit.—The credit against
tax allowed by section 38 of such Code to in-
dividuals and corporations for investment
in certain depreciable property.

(4) Credit or deduction for contributions
by individuals to candidates for public of-
fice.—The credit allowed (to a maximum of
$25) by section 41 of such Code to individ-
uals for contributions to candidates of pub-
lic office, and the deduction (to a maximum
of $100) allowed to individuals by section
218 of such Code for such contributions.

(6) The $30,000 exemption for the mini-
mum tax.—The substraction under section 56
of such Code of $30,000 each year from the
sum of the items of tax preference for the
year in computing the minimum tax on
items of tax preference.

(6) The deduction of ordinary income
taxes for the minimum tax.—The subtraction
under section 56 of such Code from the sum
of the items of tax preference for the taxable
yvear of the ordinary income taxes paid for
the year in computing the amount subject
to the minimum tax on tax preferences.

(7) Group-term life insurance purchased
for employees—The exclusion from gross
income under section 79(a) of such Code of
the cost of 850,000 of group-term life insur-
ance purchased for employees.

(8) Exclusion from gross income of $5,000
employee's death benefit.—The exclusion
from gross income under section 101(b) of
such Code of $5,000 of a benefit pald by an
employer upon an employee's death.

(9) Tax-exempt Iinterest.—The exclusion
from gross income under section 103 of such
Code of interest on obligations of a State
or possession of the United States, or of any
political subdivision of a State or possession.

(10) Exclusion from gross income of sick
pay.—The exclusion from gross income un-
der section 105(d) of such Code of amounts
received by an employee from his employer
as sick pay.

(11) Exclusion from gross income of rental
value of parsonages.—The exclusion under
section 107 of such Code from the gross
income of a minister of the gospel of the
rental value of a home or a rental allowance
furnished to him as part of his compensa-
tion.

(12) Exemption from tax of $100 of divi-
dends received by individuals._The exclu-
sion from gross income provided by section
116 of such Code of $100 of dividends re-
ceived by an individual.

(13) Exclusion from gross Iincome of
scholarship and fellowship grants.—The ex-
clusion provided by section 117 of such Code
of amounts received as a scholarship or as
a fellowship grant.

(14) Exclusion from gross income of gain
on sale of residence by person over age 65.—
The exclusion from gross income provided
by section 117 of such Code of galn from
the same of the taxpayer's residence if the
taxpayer has reached the age of 65 years
before the sale.

(15) Additlonal exemption for age 65 or
blindness of taxpayer or spouse.—The addi-
tional exemption of 8750 provided by section
151 of such Code if the taxpayer has reached
the age of 656 before the close of the year
and an additional exemption of 750 if he
is blind.

(18) Exemption for child whose income
exceeds $750.—The deduction allowed by sec-
tion 151(e) of such Code for a dependent
echild of ‘the taxpayer where the child has
gross income in excess of §750'and is entitled
to an exemption of §750 in: the return filed
by him.

(17) Deduction of nonbusiness interest.—
The deduction allowed under section 163
of such Code for interest pald where the in-
debtedness was not incurred in carrying
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on a trade or business or an activity for the
production of income.

(18) Deduction of nonbusiness taxes.—
The deduction allowed under section 164 of
such Code for certain taxes where they are
not incurred in carrying on a trade or busi-
ness or an activity for the production of
income.

(19) Deduction for nonbusiness casualty
losses.—The deduction provided in section
165(c) to an Individual of casualty losses not
connected with a trade or business.

(20) Treatment of loss of certain non-
business guaranties.—The treatment under
section 166(f) of such Code as an ordinary
loss, rather than a short-term capital loss,
of payments made by an individual on ac-
count of his nonbusiness guaranty of the
obligation of another individual.

(21) Fast depreciation methods.—The al-
lowance for depreciation under section 167
(b) of such Code by use of the declining
balance method or the sum-of-the-years-
digits method.

(22) 20-percent variation under the asset
depreclation range system.—The provision of
sectlon 167(m) of such Code which allows
the use by the taxpayer of a 20-percent vari-
ance from any class life prescribed by the
Secretary of the Treasury.

(23) Charitable contribution deductions.—
The deductions allowed under section 170
and 642(c) of such Code for charitable con-
tributions and gifts.

(24) Deduction of research and experi-
mental expenditures.—The election provided
by section 174 of such Code to treat research
and experimental expenditures as deductible
expenditures,

(25) Deduction of soil and water conser-
vation.—The election provided in section 175
of such Code to treat soil and water conser-
vation expenditures as deductible expenses.

(26) Additional first-year depreciation al-
lowance.—The additional first-year deprecia-
tion allowance for small business provided
by section 179 of such Code.

(27) Deduction of expenditures for clear=
ing land.—The electlon provided by section
182 of such Code to treat expenditures in-
curred in the clearing of land for use in
farming as deductible expenses.

(28) Amortization of railroad grading and
tunnel bores.—The election provided by sec-
tion 185 of such Code to a domestic common
carrier by rallroad to take amortization de-
ductions over & period of 60 years for railroad
grading and tunnel bores.

(29) Medical expense deduction.—The de-
duction allowed an individual under section
213 of such Code for medical, dental, etc.,
expenses.

(30) Household and dependent care deduc-
tion.—The deduction allowed under section
214 of such Code to an employee for certain
household and dependent care services.

(31) Deduction of moving expenses.—The
deduction allowed under section 217 of. the
Code to an indlvidual for expenses pald In
connection with the commencement of work
at a new location.

(32) Deduction of intangible drilling and
development costs.—The deduction provided
in section 263(c) of such Code for Intangible
drilling and development costs in the case of
oil and gas wells.

(33) Nonrecognition of galn on appreciated
property used to redeem stock.—The excep-
tions ard limitations provided in section
311(d) (2) of such Code on recognition of
gain when a corporation distributes appreci-
ated property in redemption of stock in sueh
corporation. f

(34) Nonrecognition of gain In connection
with certain liquidations.—The provisions of
section 337 of such Code for nonrecognition
to a corporation of gain or loss incurred on
the sale of property in the ‘course of complete
liquidation during a 12-month period.

(85) Capital gain treatment for lump-sum
distribution from pension funds.—The provi-

June 7, 1972

sions in section 402(a)(2) and 403(a)(2)
(A) of such Code for capital gains treatment
for certain lump-sum distributions received
on account of an employee's death or termi-
nation of employment.

(36) Treatment of employee stock op-
tions.—The exclusion from gross income pro-
vided by section 421 of such Code upon ex-
ercise by an employee of a qualified or re-
stricted stock option.

(37) Tax exemption of credit unions and
mutual insurance funds for certain financial
institutions.—The exemption provided by
section 501(c) (14) of such Code to credit
unions (without capital stock and not op-
erated for profit) and certain corporations
(not operated for profit) organized for the
purpose of providing reserve funds for bulld-
ing and loan associations, cooperative banks,
and mutual savings banks.

(38) Treatment of bad debt reserves of
banks and other financial institutions.—The
special deductions for reserves for bad debts
allowed by section 585 of such Code to banks
and by section 583(b) of such Code to mu-
tual banks, building and loan associations,
and cooperative banks.

(39) Percentage depletion for oil, gas, and
other minerals.—The allowance for depletion
provided in section 613 of such Code for
oil, gas, and other minerals, based upon a
percentage of gross income, with a limitation
on the allowance of 50 percent of taxable
income.

(40) Deduction of development expendi-
tures in the case of mines.—The deduction
provided in section 616 of such Code for ex-
penditures incurred in the development of
& mine.

(41) Capital gain for timber, coal, and iron
ore royalties.—The provisions of section 631
of such Code for the treatment of certain in-
come from timber, coal, and domestic iron
ore as long-term capital gains,

(42) Tax exemption for ships under for-
eign flag.—The tax exemption provided by
sections 872(b) (1) and 883(a)(1) of such
Code for earnings from ships under foreign

(43) Exeluslon of gross-up on dividends of
less developed country corporations.—The
provision in section 902 of such Code which
exempts dividends received from a less de-
veloped country corporation from the gross-
up required in the case of dividends received
from other foreign corporations for the
deemed pald foreign tax credit.

(44) Exemption of earned Income from
forelgn sources.—The exemption provided
by section 911 of such Code of earned income
derived from sources without the United
States.

(45) Special deduction for a Western
Hemisphere trade corporation.—The deduc-
tion provided by section 922 of such Code
for a domestic corporation qualifying as a
Western Hemisphere trade corporation.

(46) Exemption of income from sources
within possessions of the United States.—
The exemption provided under section 931 of
such Code to a United States citizen or do-
mestic corporation on income from sources
outside the United States.

(47) Exclusion from Subpart F income of
shipping profits and certain dividends, in-
terest, and gains.—The exclusion from Sub-
part F income provided in section 854(b) (1)
and (2) of such Code for certain dividends,
interest, and gains from qualified invest-
ments in less developed countries, and of
income derived from any ship or aircraft in
foreign commerce.

(48) Tax exemption for a DISC.—The tax
exemption provided in section 991 of such
Code for a domestic International sales cor-
poration.

(49) Step-up in tax basis of property ac-
quired from decedent.—The provisions of
section 1014 of such Code which provide that
the tax basis of property acquired from a
decedent shall be the fair market value of
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the property at the date of the decedent's
death.

(50) Alternative tax on capital gains.—The
alternative tax for corporations and individ-
uals provided by section 1201 of such Code
on long-term capital gains.

(51) Deduction of capital gains.—The de-
duction allowed an individual under section
1202 of such Code with respect to long-term
capnital gains.

(62) Capital gains on sale or exchange of
patents.—The treatment as long-term capi-
tal gain under section 1235 of such Code of
amounts received by an individual from his
transfer of a patent created by his efforts,
whether or not the payments received are
contingent on the productivity or use of the
transferred patent.

(53) Rules for capture of depreciation on
sale at gain of real property.—The rule in
section 1250 of such Code that gain on the
sale of depreciable real property is ordinary
income only to the extent the taxpayer has
taken depreciation on the property which is
in excess of straight-line depreciation, in
contrast to the rule in section 1245 of such
Code which requires recapture in the case
of equipment of all depreciation previously
deducted (to the extent of the gain on sale).

(54) Special exemptions for excess deduc-
tions account for farm losses.—The provi-
sions in section 1251(b) of such Code which
provide that an individual does not have to
make an addition to the excess deductions
account unless his nonfarm income for the
year exceeds $50,000 and his farm loss ex-
ceeds $25,000.

PANAMA CANAL: REPRESENTA-
TIVE FLOOD REPLIES TO RADI-
CAL PANAMANIAN DEMANDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. Froop) is

recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, the present
administration, which accepted the un-
fortunate Isthmian canal policy of the
preceding one, is now engaged in diplo-
matic negotiations with the unconstitu-
tional Government of Panama in which
the announced purpose is to surrender
U.S. sovereignty over the U.S.-owned
Canal Zone territory to that Government.
Such surrender, which has not been au-
thorized by the Congress, is in direct
violation of article IV, section 3, clause
2 of the U.S. Constitution that vests the
power to dispose of territory and other
property of the United States in the Con-
gress, which includes the House of Rep-
resentatives as well as the Senate. Be-
cause of its importance I quote the in-
dicated provision:

The Congress shall have Power to dispose
of—Territory or other Property belonging to
the United States; and nothing in this Con-
stitution shall be so construed as to Preju-
dice any Claims of the United States.

Despite this important constitutional
provision, obviously framed by the far-
visioned Founders of our country to pro-
tect its territory against despoilment or
unjustified whims of the executive
branch, this agency of Government has
continued negotiations that should never
have been started. Have our negotiators
informed Panamanian representatives of
these constitutional limitations on their
powers? I have seen no evidence that they
have and they are proceeding under the
erroneous assumption that an Executive
fiat in the premises is adequate for the
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purpose of negotiating surrender. Mr.
Speaker, there could not be any greater
fallacy, better way to mislead Panama,
or to imperil all U.S. citizens engaged
in such negotiations.

To supply the basis for views herein
stated there was the address on May 24,
1972, by Foreign Minister Juan Antonio
Tack, a rabid Panamanian radical, be-
fore the Eighth Congress of the Student
Federation of Panama. In this address
Minister Tack—

First, revealed that there is an under-
standing between the executive branches
of Government of the United States
and Panama for the elimination of the
Canal Zone.

Second, asserted that in addition to the
elimination of the Zone, this U.S. ter-
ritory would be fully integrated with the
territory of Panama and that it would
exercise jurisdiction over land, sea, and
air.

Third, stated that Panama would take
effective control over the shores of the
Canal itself.

Fourth, charged that the effect of
United States presence on the Isthmus
has been pernicious through “corrup-
tion, threat, and slander” but failed to
mention the enormous benefits that Pan-
ama receives from U.S. agencies in the
Zone that total more than $160 million
annually and that some 15,000 Pana-
manians are employed in the Zone and
that they fear the loss of their livelihood.
Nor did he refer to the billions of dollars
supplied by U.S. taxpayers for the con-
struction, maintenance, operation, san-
itation, and protection of the canal that
has given Panama one of the highest
per captita incomes in all Latin America.

Fifth, asserted that the immediate or-
igin of the present negotiations was in
the 1964 riots, which is not only untrue
but amounts to political blackmail.

Sixth, disclosed that key points in the
negotiations include provisions for elim-
ination of the perpetuity clause in the
1903 treaty and for authorization for the
United States to modernize the existing
canal.

As to the last point such major mod-
ernization is already authorized. The
word ‘“maintenance,” as specifically de-
fined by the Panama Government, in-
cludes “expansion and new construc-
tion"” as required for the maintenance,
operation, sanitation, and protection of
the existing waterway—CONGRESSIONAL
ReEecorp, volume 84, part 9, July 24, 1939,
page 9834,

Why, Mr. Speaker, should officials of
our Government iry to negotiate for
rights already possessed? Do they not
know the diplomatic history of the sub-
ject with which they are dealing? So
far as can be ascertained no recent
President, Secretary of State, or other
official of the State Department, who
have been so solicitious to turn the Canal
Zone over to Panama, has ever borne
the burden of responsibility for operat-
ing the Canal and fthus, in a realistic
sense know nothing about actual canal
problems involved. They are apparently
guided alone by shabby sentimentalism.

As the result of an extensive corre-
spondence from all parts of the Nation,
I know that the American people do not
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wish to surrender the Canal Zone ter-
ritory or to give away the Panama Canal
to Panama or any other country or in-
ternational agency; and any adminis-
tration or political party that so ad-
vocates does so at its peril.

In spite of the truculence and sustained
campaign of hate against the United
States by the present Government of
Panama no replies in defense of our
country are ever made by our high re-
sponsible officials whose duty is to de-
fend our Nation against manifest and
malicious attacks by others. No wonder
we are being judeed abroad unjustly,
Mark my word: the world is watching
what the United States does at Panama.
Upon the outcome of the present per-
plexing state of affairs will depend much
of our country’s present and future
reputation. For the guidance of our offi-
cials, who should realize vhat the canal
is under diplomatic and juridical at-
tack, we quote the fine statement of ex-
President Theodore Roosevelt in meeting
the 1917 internationalization proposal of
the U.S.8.R. His words were:

It is our canal; we bullt it, we fortified it,
end we will protect it, and we will not allow
our enemies to use it In war—House Docu-
ment No. 474, 89th Congress, page 388.

Man for man Panamanian negotiators
seem stronger than those of our Govern-
ment and have succeeded in brain wash-
ing the latter. As evidence of this is the
fact that our negotiators have never, so
far as I have learned, stressed the in-
dispensable necessity for retention by the
United States of the Canal Zone for mili-
tary reasons, which apply to Panama as
much as to the United States. Certainly,
Mr, Speaker, the time has come to termi-
nate these nonsensical negotiations and
to go ahead with the major moderniza-
tion of the Panama Canal under exist-
ing treaties.

In these general connections certain
vital points should never be forgotten.
They are:

First, that the Isthmus of Panama is
one of the most strategic land areas in
the world.

Second, that the Isthmus is coveted by
predatory powers and probably always
will be because of its strategic position.

Third, that the Republic of Panama
is a small, weak, unstable, and technolog-
ically primitive country under an uncon-
stitutional government and can stay free
only so long as the United States remains
on the Isthmus.

Fourth, that the advantages Panama
seeks to exploit because of its geographic
position are canceled out by its precari-
ous weakness, which is well illustrated
by the fact that in the last 69 years it
has had 59 presidents some of which
have been unconstitutional.

Fifth, that the U.S. taxpayers between
1904 and June 30, 1971, invested in the
canal enterprise, including its defense, a
total of $5,695,745,000—CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, volume 118, No. 60, April 18,
1972, page 13154.

Sixth, that the Canal Zone, in addition
to the canal itself, has many U.S. Gov-
ernment installations essential for de-
fense, scientific, and health purposes.

Seventh, that the annual benefits from
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these agencies to Panama exceeds $160
million, and is steadily increasing.

Radical agitators of Panama never
mention the above facts. They think no
more of the billions expended by our
Nation and the activities for which they
are beneficiaries than taking a drink of
water but continue their unrealistic de-
mands to drive the United States from
the Isthmus by the indirect means of
obtaining cession to Panama of sov-
ereignty over the Canal Zone. In event
of such cession to Panama its govern-
ment would be in a position to expropri-
ate the Canal Zone and canal as did
Egypt in case of the Suez Canal. So I
say, Mr. Speaker, if there is ever to be any
surrender of U.S. sovereignty over the
Canal Zone it should be to Colombia and
not to Panama; but I am opposed to
either as I am to the return of the Gadsen
Purchase to Mexico or Alaska to Russia.

In a physical sense the United States
can take pride in the fact that its facil-
ities for communication are unexcelled
anywhere in the world. But the sizes of
mass media plants do not mean much in
this day of publishing only the news that
fits. Communication media in our coun-
try seldom publishes any worthwhile in-
formation on events affecting the status
of the Canal Zone now under Communist
attack but aids and abets such attacks by
its silence and indifference. In contrast,
the people of Panama and other coun-
tries following the situation on the Isth-
mus are far better informed than our own
citizens. This is not accidental but the
result of a strict censorship by the pro-
red revolutionary Government of Pan-
ama in which Soviet agents have already
penetrated and the failure of our own
press.

A recent newsstory in the Panama Star
Herald, one of the leading Latin Ameri-
can newspapers established in 1849 and
now published under the strong arm of
censors, reports on the previously indi-
cated address of Minister Tack and
quotes significant portions of it. Because
of the relevance of the newsstory to un-
derstanding what is taking place as re-
gards the Canal Zone and Panama
Canal, I quote the full text:

END oF CZ ENCLAVE Is RP-US UNDERSTANDING

The elimination of the Canal Zone as a
colonial enclave is the understanding behind
the current Panama Canal negotiations be-
tween Panama and the United States and
Panamsa is steadfastly maintaining that
position, Foreign Minister told the Student
Federation last night.

“If there were no such understanding,” he
said, “We would not be seated now at the
negotiation table.”

The Foreign Minister said “some progress"
has been made in the year since the negotia-
tions began.

“In the lapse of almost one year since the
negotiations began,” he told the Student
Federation, “we feel that some progress has
been made., There has been a constant and
continued interchange of position docu-
ments, as well as studies on specific topics.

“The two governments have agreed on the
elimination of the odious perpetuity clause;
the principle that the jurisdiction over the
Canal Zone must revert to Panama has been
accepted.

“However, the positions of both countries
are still far apart from each other on many
fundamental points and on many detalls.
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“Therefore, up to this point, there is no
commitment to accept, nor even to examine
for definite acceptance, any document which
has the nature of an accord, agreement or
pact between the two nations.”

PERPETUITY MUST GO

“This situation,” Foreign Minister Tack
added, “should not lead us to despair; this
situation is perfectly explainable, This is due
to the fact that, unlike previous negotia-
tions, the National Government is deter-
mined that not for one instant can the pos-
sibility be admitted—whether openly or in a
concealed fashion—that perpetuity will be
maintained or that the duration of the treaty
may extend beyond what is strictly neces-
BArYy.

“Likewise,” Tack sald, “the National Gov-
ernment has taken a position agalnst any
formula that could imply the concession of
lands and waters away from Panamanian
jurisdiction and against any proposal that
may tend to lessen the jurisdiction that the
Republic must exercise over all its territory.”

Tack did not go into the details of the
treaty talks, but in a recent appearance be-
fore the National Commission that is draft-
ing constitutional amendments he spelled
out the seven key topics of negotiations as:
duration of the treaty, expansion of the
present canal, lands and waters, flag, pro-
tection of the canal, and economic compen-
satlons or benefits.

STUDENTS' ROLE PRAISED

The Foreign Minister was the principal
speaker at the installation of the Eighth
Congress of the Student Federation. The
opening session was attended by Brig. Gen.
Omar Torrijos, leader of the Revolutionary
Government, cabinet members and officers of
the staff of the National Guard.

In his address, Tack praised the role of
gtudents in the country’'s struggle for libera-
tion from alien domination. In his discussion
of the Panama Canal treaty negotiations,
which he described as “the definitive struggle
for the reafirmation of national independ-
ence,” Tack declared:

“ ., . The goals that Panama has set for
Itself In the negotiations are concentrated in
a fundamental objective: The elimination of
the colonial entity known as the Cana) Zone
and the full integration of the latter to the
territorial sovereign—the Republic of Pan-
ama,

YFULL INTEGRATION" EXPLAINED

“It is important that this Panamanian
position be understood well ... What Is
meant by the full integration of the Canal
Zone to Panamanian jurisdiction? We
understand this to mean that the so-called
Canal Zone belongs to the metropolitan area
of the Republic of Panama geographically,
politically, socially, economically and cul-
turally. Logically, the exercise of full Pan-
amanian jurisdiction over the Canal strip
not only involves the exaltation of the image
of the Republic, domestically as well as In-
ternally, but offers the key to launch a Pan-
amanian program almed at accelerating the
progress of the nation and the fair distribu-
tion of its benefits to all sections of the coun-
try. In other words, the recovery of full ju-
risdiction and economic development, nation-
ally inspired are inseparably linked.

“With this objective in mind,” Tack added,
“the Panamanian state is entitled to the
exercise of jurisdiction—Iland, sea and air—
over all its territory, all persons and all
things whether national or foreign, based on
the principle of exclusive jurisdiction rec-
ognized by the international community . . .
and taking into account that such jurisdic-
tion is incompatible with analogous powers
by another state.

“Contrary to what has been the general
belief of some of our intellectuals, Panama's
geographical position does not mean riches
through the Canal annuity and the furnish-
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ing of services, but rather through our effec-
tive and sovereign control, at some time, over
the shores of the Canal which is what would
permit economic as well as national develop-
ment of unsuspected intensity.”

Tack said Panama's diplomacy in the past
had been mistakenly directed towards cap-
turing the Canal Zone market. He added:

TRADER MENTALITY

“Some of our people, who have the men=-
tality of traders and who care only about
keeping their pockets full, think that our
struggle for dignity is romantic and foolish.
They are mistaken. We know very well what
we want. Soverelgnty and dignity are trans-
lated into economic development, but with a
national content.

“In order to render effective our geographi-
cal position, Panamanian control and de-
velopment of the Canal Zone and the shores
of the waterway—which up to now have been
rendered sterile to world trade because of
their utilization by the United States for
military purposes—are indispensable.”

Tack charged that the Cana] Zone, in its
present status, has served for a “preconceived
plan to destroy Panamanian nationality . . .”

PERNICIOUS CZ INFLUENCE

“The Canal Zone has exerted a pernicious
influence on Panamanian life, not only be-
cause of the numerous outrages that have
been perpetrated there against citizens of
our country, the gravest one being the im-
plantation of racial prejudices allen to our
tradition, but because the powers therein in-
stalled have sought at all times to extend
their influence over the rest of the Republic
to keep it weak and in disrepute, poor and
subjected, so that it would never raise
the cry of national liberation and integra-
tion.

“This constant pressure,” Tack declared,
“the oldest of the wars between two coun-
tries, has sought also the moral dismantling
of Panamanian cltizenship and its leaders
through corruption, threat and slander to
bring about the disappearance from the na-
tional stage of figures who opposed the ex-
tension of its (the United States') illegiti-
mate prerogatives.

“The Canal Zone is a foreign body that
has been limited to fulfilling a military pur-
pose serving designs that are anachronistic
in today's world and alien to the true in-
terests of Panama and Latin America.

“Panama’s general policy on the Canal
Zone has nothing to do with temporary sltu-
ations or episodes. It responds to a historlc
attitude and to the need of defending our
interests, which have been injured from
the beginnings of our independent life.”

It is this position that Panama has made
clear in the current negotiations, Tack de-
clared.

The Forelgn Minister reminded the stu-
dents that the negotiations had their “im-
mediate origin” in the January 9, 1964,
events in which students played a leading
part. The 1964 clashes along the Canal Zone
border resulted from an attempt by Pan-
amanian students to display the Panamanian
flag in the Canal Zone.

FOR A CHANGE—LET THE CRIMINAL
BE FEARFUL

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of continuing efforts by many
Members to institute severe, mandatory
punishment for those persons convicted
of carrying a firearm during the com-
mission of a crime.
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Until a few years ago the British im-
posed the death penalty on criminals
taking the life of an unarmed policeman
by using a firearm. This led to a situa-
tion where most criminals would not
bother carrying a firearm, Why ? Because
of the strict penalty for using it.

Between 1900 and 1965 the English
police had only 47 of their number killed
by armed criminals. When the death pen-
alty was abolished in 1965, this number
rose by 12 in the next 2 years. Members
of the British Parliament are now fight-
ing to reinstitute the death penalty for
this erime.

Criminals in Britain can expect to re-
ceive a term of imprisonment of from 10
to 14 years for carrying a firearm or fac-
simile during the commission of a crime.
More important is the fact that the law
is enforced.

I realize that it is impossible to com-
pare every aspect of life between Britain
and the United States. However, safety
from the threat of crime is a challenge
each country has faced. The British
found a workable solution. Why not the
United States?

The United Kingdom has shown us
what to expect if we pass a law which
benefits criminals. This country needs a
law to give the citizen some piece of
mind; a law to put fear into the minds of
the lawbreakers.

STRENGTHENING AND EXPANDING
NATIONAL AND STATE MARINE
MAMMAL PROTECTION PRO-
GRAMS

(Mr. SAYLOR 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, in their
column released May 10, through the Los
Angeles Times syndicate, writers Stew-
art L. Udall and Jeff Stansbury make a
number of contemptible assertions about
the positions of two respected American
conservationists: Daniel A. Poole of the
Wildlife Management Institute and
Thomas L. Kimball of the National Wild-
life Federation, with respect to pending
legislation to strengthen and expand na-
tional and State marine mammal protec-
tion programs.

The subject itself is controversial, as
many Members know. Unfortunately the
controversy over the legislation is being
smothered by a type of gutier-sniping
journalism that one would not, should
not, expect to see coming from the pen
of a former Secretary of the Interior.

I want to add right here that my
relations with former Secretary Udall,
during his years at the helm of the De-
partment of the Interior, were always
conducted on the highest possible plane,
even when we disagreed on conserva-
tion mattaors. I find it utterly incompre-
hensible that he has joined with less
high-minded individuals and organiza-
tions to deride and castfigate the motives
of those who were his former allies in
many hard-fought battles in the Con-

The issue in contention is “Wildlife
Management.” Messrs. Udall and Stans-

bury have apparently taken upon them-
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selves to publicly discredit persons and
organizations who may hold views differ-
ent from their own on the subject. Con-
gress must act on the basis of facts, not
emotions. Udall and Stansbury raise
many questions of fact about the legis-
lation in question.

After reading the column I contacted
Mr. Poole and asked him for an explana-
tion of his position with respect to the
emotion-tinged statements in the col-
umn. After thanking me for caring about
this unprecedented attack on himself and
his organization, Mr. Poole provided a
series of documents in rebuttal to the
Udall-Stansbury assertions which, I be=
lieve, lays the matter to rest at least as
far as the “official record” is concerned.

It is an unlucky fact that one never
wins an argument with the press so the
damage done by the Udall-Stansbury
column will probably never be undone. It
is my hope however that Members of
Congress will read the columns men-
tioned, the rebuttals, and the supporting
documentation attached herewith, and
decide for themselves whether or not the
Wildlife Management Institute and the
National Wildlife Federation are guilty
of the charges leveled by the columnists.
Once that issue is resolved, we can get
back to the real business: the protection
of marine mammals.

The material follows:

OvR ENVIRONMENT—THAT OLD EAIBAB

CAPER
(By Stewart Udall and Jeff Stansbury)
May 10, 1972.

One of the grand legends of wildlife biology
i{s the boom-and-bust fate of the Eaibab
Plateau deer. In 1906, when this Grand Can-
yon rimland was declared a national game
preserve, deer-loving hunters went on a
rampage. They reportedly slaughtered all the
Kaibab's wolves, 5,000 coyotes, 700 mountain
lions, 500 bobcats and a mess of eagles, Then
they sat back to watch their lovely deer
prosper.

The deer did not oblige. At first it seems
they multiplied handsomely, up from 4,000
head to an estimated 100,000, but the legend
has it that they ran out of food, sickened,
wasted away and died by the tens of thou-
sands, A marvelously poetic blologist, Aldo

d, sald the destruction of the deer’s
enemies had destroyed the deer.

Leopold’s dictum has been sanctified by
the wildlife management crowd. Today, in an
emotional tantrum, they are trying to use it
to scare the Senate Commerce Committee out
of imposing a ban on the “taking” of whales,
dolphins, seals, sea lions, manatees, polar
bears and other marine mammals,

It strains credulity to watch stalwarts from
the Wildlife Management Institute cite the
“lessons” of the Eailbab Plateau as if they
ruled marine mammals. By their lights,
manatees and sea lions need culling (by hu-
man predators) so they won't grow too
numerous for their food supplies—and this
despite evidence that both species are
dwindling!

The evidence, to be sure, is inconclusive.
Both the WMI's Dan Poole and the Natlonal
Wildlife Federation’s Tom Kimball poirt out
that no one knows for sure whether fisher-
men are killing too many manatees or pesti-
cides are aborting too many California sea
lion pups.

Okay, but what do we do about what we
don't know? Should we permit the commer-
clal killing of sea mammals to go on, as Poole
and Kimball propose, or should we stop the
slaughter until more facts are in?

Tom Garrett, a staff man with Friends of
the Earth, has his own reply and it isn't Dan
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Poole's. “Our very limited knowledge of ma-
rine ecosystems and marine mammals,” he
says, “makes it necessary to set aside a pe-
riod when the animals will not be sub-
jected to molestation.”

With this goal in mind, Friends of the
Earth, the Natlonal Audubon Society and
other conservation groups hope to coax a
strong marine mammals bill out of the Sen-
ate. Their effort is belng undercut every
foot of the way by the WML, the NWF and the
National Forestry Assn, You figure that last
one out, We can’t. None of the marine mams-
mals we know eats trees.

Thanks mostly to SBen. Ernest F. Hollings
(D-8.C.), the conservationists and their sci-
entific allles will get a bill which is at least
half-good. The present draft calls for a 15-
year moratorium on the killing of marine
mammals This is a notable step toward the
full genetic protection of these intelligent,
playful and harassed creatures.

The Commerce Committee bill, however,
vests an enormous degree of discretion in the
chilef of the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration. Not only may he
sanction the “accidental” killing of thou-
sands of dolphins and porpoises by tuna
fishermen, but he may also allow the im-
portation of marine mammal products and
the killing of these animals by “persons who
are members of a class found , . . to have
common needs requiring” such slaughter.

Whom is this gobbledygook supposed to
benefit? Furrlers who trade in seal pelts?
Wealthy sportsmen who like to bag polar
bears from helicopters?

These loopholes, says Garrett, will under-
mine the 15-year moratorium. In the few
weeks before the bill reaches the Senate fioor,
Friends of the Earth and its allles will try
to get the offending language removed.

Meanwhile, they must contend with Dan
Poole’s scare campaign. In news releases that
smack of lobbying (though the WMI gets a
tax break for laying off legisiation), his pub-
licists assail the “antihunting and animal
protection groups" for their stand against
“scientific management.” You know what
sclentific management means. It means
knocking seals on the head with a club.

Any lingering respect for the WMI's pseu=
doscience has surely been demolished by the
latest restudy of that old Ealbab Plateau
caper. Apparently at least one heretical eco-
logist couldn't bring himself to genuflect
before Aldo Leopold’s dictum. It sounded
much too neat, too simple. SBure enough, an
investigation showed that Leopold had badly
misread his numbers. The Kalbab deer herd's
boom and bust never happened.

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE,
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1972,
Mr. STEWART L. UpaLy,
The Overview Group,
Washington, D.C.

Dear STewarT: I have a copy of your and
Stansbury's May 10 “Our Environment' col-
umn for the Los Angeles Times Syndicate in
association with Newsday. Titled “That Old
Kaibad Caper,” it contains several specific
references to me and to the Wildlife Man-
agement Institute. For reasons that I will
explain, I find the column inaccurate, mis-
leading and personally offensive. I regret that
those who may have read it have been ex-
posed to such distortion.

This is the second time that you have re-
ferred to me in one of your columns. In
neither case did you or Stansbury seek to
talk with me or any member of our staff
to ascertain our views, And, clearly, neither
was there any examination of the record.
You will recall I wrote you following that
first instance (copy of letter enclosed) and
explalned how the column was in serlous
error.

You telephoned me on September 20, 1971,
and explained that the September 8 column
had been prewritten and released by your




19968

mssociate in your absence from the city dur-
ing August. You said further that on several
earller occasions you found on your return
to the city that you did not agree with what
he had written in the column and you apol-
ogized for it. You also expressed apprecia-
tion for our courteous letter, saying you
“were pleased that the Institute did not get
mad at you "

You will recall that I thanked you for
your phone call and noted (1) that an oral
apology constituted no apology of record and
(2) that as such it in no way informed your
readers that they had been misinformed.

Your May 10 column is in serious error
on two major counts. First, it demonstrates
an abysmal lack of understanding of the
now-ancient Kaibab deer situation. Secondly,
it totally misrepresents the Wildlife Man-
agement Institute’s position, including my
personal views, on the current subject of
devising a sound and workable program for
the protection of marine mammals. The au-
thor's or coauthors’' ignorance of wildlife
literature, plus his or their Inability to com-
prehend the substance and limitations of
the scientific paper used as a platform for
carrying the burden of the column, is com-
pounded by his or their equal ignorance of
the marine mamal siutation.

1. You said: “One of the grand legends
of wildlife biology is the boom-and-bust fate
of the Kalbab Plateau deer.” And in your
closing sentence you said, “The EKalbab deer
herd’'s boom and bust never happened.”

Truth: The rise and fall of the EKaibab
deer population is not a legend. It is estab-
lished and a well-documented fact. Its several
contributory reasons are well known, and
similar events have occurred elsewhere but
on a more minor scale.

If, after actually consulting the abundant
wildlife literature on this point, you have
any doubt about the Kaibab having hap-
pened, check with Dr. Edward C. Crafts, per-
sonally known to you. Dr, Crafts worked on
the Kaibab at the time and he invites your
inquiry, should you care for personal verifi-
cation outside of the large body of scientific
literature on this point.

2. You said: In 1806, after the Kaibab area
was made a “national game preserve, deer-
loving hunters went on a rampage. They re-
portedly slaughtered all the Ealbab's wolves,
5,000 coyotes, T00 mountain llons, 500 hob-
cats and a mess of eagles. They then sat back
to watch their lovely deer prosper.”

Truth: Government predator agents, em-
ployed for the specific purpose, not “deer-
loving hunters,” killed a recorded 781 moun-
tain lions, 30 wolves, 4,899 coyotes, and 554
bobeats plus an unknown number of eagles.
You do America’s sportsmen a disservice.

Further complicating the situation blo-
logically for the deer were (1) the banning
of all sport hunting for deer, (2) vegetative
change brought on by domestic livestock
grazing that created conditions more favor-
able to deer, (3) controversy between federal
and state interests, and (4) ignorance, even
then, of wildlife management objectives and
necessity.

3. You sald: “A marvelously poetic blolo-
gist, Aldo Leopold, sald that the destruction
of the deer's enemies had destroyed the
deer.”

Truth: The {ll-advised killing of predators
helped to destroy the deer. So did the range
forage changes caused by domestic livestock
and the ban on deer hunting. The animals
increased beyond the capacity of their over-
taxed range to support them, Although indi-
vidual deer died, the deer were not destroyed
as a specles, for they persist and flourish in
the Kaibab today. The main point is that a
large number of deer needlessly and waste-
fully suffered cruel deaths. Also, the habitat
elements that sustaln wildlife were greatly
altered by overgrazing by deer and domestic
divestock.
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As a long-time former U.S. representative
of Arizona and the author of a book on con-
servation history, it is surprising that you
do not know that ignorance and obstinance
in your home state contributed to the se-
verity of the Kaibab situation. Arizonans
resisted suggestions that steps be taken to
get the deer-livestock-range situation under
control. As Arizona State Game Warden K. C.
Kartchner later stated, ““All this could have
been avoided if we had had experienced game
managers twenty years ago."”

4, You sald: “It strains credulity to watch
stalwarts from the Wildlife Management In-
stitute cite the ‘lessons’ of the Eaibab Plateau
as if they ruled marine mammals.”

Truth: The Wildlife Management Institute
never cited the Kalbab Incident in any of its
statements on marine mammals, written or
oral.

5. You said: “By their lights (referring to
the Wildlife Management Institute) man-
atees and sea lions need culling (by human
predators) so they won't grow too numerous
for their food supplies—and this despite evi-
dence that both species are dwindling!”

Truth: The Wildlife Management Institute
never has advocated “culling” manatees or
sea lions. The taking of manatees is correctly
prohibited by Florida law, the only state In
which they occur naturally. California sea
llons also are protected by law, but fishermen
may take them to protect their equipment
and catch. The animals are completely pro-
tected in Oregon and Washington. Stellar
sea lions in Alaska, which number about
200,000, may be taken under permit regula-
tions promulgated by that state's wildlife
agency. There is no evidence that the latter
specles 1s dwindling.

6. You said: “Both WMI's Dan Poole and
the National Wildlife Federation's Tom EKim-
ball point out that no one knows for sure
whether fishermen are killing too many man-
atees or pesticides are aborting too many
California sea lion pups.”

Truth: Nowherée in my Invited testimony
before the House and Senate Committees,
during the questioning, or anywhere else did
I make any mention of manatees or pesticides
in the manner alleged.

7. You said: “Should we permit the com-
mercial killing of sea mammals to go on,
as Poole and Kimball propose, or should we
stop the slaughter until more facts are in?”

Truth: I never have proposed the commer-
cial killing of marine mammals, and you
cannot support such an allegation. In agree-
ment with many other knowledgeable indi-
viduals, I have urged the scientific manage-
ment of marine mammals, which, by the defi-
nition inserted in the bill by the Senate Sub-
commlittee, includes “when and where ap-
propriate . . . the periodic or total protection
of specles or populations as well as regulated
taking.”

Who is included within the meaning of
“we” in your guestion? You and Stansbury?
You, Stansbury, and your not-so-well camou-
flaged advisor? The public at large? I suggest
you read the House testimony (available for
public distribution without charge) of Dr. G.
Carleton 'Ray, Dr. Kenneth 8. Norris, and
Mr. William E. Schevill (respectively director,
Marine Mammal Council, International Blo-
logical Program and Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity; University of California and  chief
scientist, Marine Mammal Division, Oceanic
Institute of Hawall; and Harvard University
and Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution).
The recommendations of these experts con-
tradict, at virtually every point, your col-
umn’s simplistic and emotional inferences
and suggestions.

8, You said: In quoting a spokesman for
Friends of the Earth, “Our very limited
know.edge of marine mammals makes it nec-
essary fo set aside a period when the ani-
mals will not be subject to molestation.

“With this goal In mind, Friends of the
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Earth, the National Audubon Society and
other conservation groups hope to coax a
strong marine mammals bill out of the Sen-
ate. Their effort is being undercut every foot
of the way by WMI, the NWF and the Na-
tional Forestry Association.”

Truth: The Wildlife Management Institute
cooperates very closely with the National Au-
dubon Society and has for many decades.
Had you taken the time to check with the
Society's officers (or with us) you would have
found our views closely parallel on marine
mammals protection. We have the greatest
respect for the Society's biologically trained
and experienced staff and its program. Inci-
dentally, there is nmo organization by the
name of the National Forestry Association.
Such a group does not exist.

An objective reporter, with respect to the
suggestion of establishing a period “where
the animals will not be subject to molesta-
tion™ (i.e. a legislatively mandated mora-
torium), also should have quoted Dr. G.
Carleton Ray, Program Director of the Ma-~
rine Mammal Council, which directs the
U.S. International Biological Program’s Ma-
rine Mammal Program under financial sup-
port through the National Science Founda-
tion. Dr. Ray told the House Committee at
its September 1971 public hearing (page 401
of the hearing record)

“A total moratorium on the taking of all
marine mammals cannot serve such a diverse
group equally. It becomes a meaningless ges-
ture for those already protected and, con-
versely, a threat to development of interna-
tional cooperation for species which might
be protected on the fur seal model. It abro-
gates the responsibility of those who know
the fleld of wildlife management best. In our
judgment, such an action is simplistic and
negative, only stating what we will not do
and neglécting to consider what we must do
in the future.”

With other conservation organizations, we
accept the judgment of Dr. Ray and his col-
leagues, among the most respected marine
mammal specialists in the world. Perhaps
you were not aware of the scientific commu-
nity’'s evaluation of this very critical point,
and Dr. Ray's full statement on it is at-
tached. Then agaln, it may not have been
the column's purpose to give readers an in-
telligent report on this Important conserva-
tion issue,

9. You associate WMI with the killing of
thousands of porpoises incidental to com-
mercial tuna fishing.

Truth: Our statements decry the waste-
ful loss, demand that it be stopped, and
suggest measures to remedy the situation.
They are practically identical to and in sup-
port of those expressed by all organizations
interested In marine mammals protection.
Check the hearing records and see for your-
self.

10. You said: “You know what scientific
management means. It means knocking seals
on the head with a club.”

Truth: As approved by the Senate Sub-
committee, and as recommended by the
Wildlife Management Institute and other
conservation organizations, scientific man-
agement means, “the collection and applica-
tion of biological information for the pur-
poses of increasing and maintaining the
number of animals within species and popu-
lations of marine mammals at the optimum
carrying capacity of their habitat. Manage-
ment includes the entire scope of activities
that constitute a modern sclentific resource
program, including, but not limited to, re-
search, census, law enforcement, and habitat
acquisition and improvement. Also included
within this term, when and where appro-
priate, is the periodic or total protection of
species or populations as: well as regulated
taking.” Scientific management has abso-
lutely no conneetion with the manner ani-
mals are taken, if, indeed, they are taken at
all, -
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A final point. The column's thrust is hung
on what you describe to be “the latest re-
study of the old Eaibab Plateau caper.” You
say, “at least one heretical ecologist couldn't
bring himself to genuflect before Also Leo-
pold’s dictum.” His findings, you assert, show
“The Kaibab deer herd's boom and bust
never happened.”

Your “heretical ecologist” is Graeme Caugh-
ley, then of New Zealand, whose paper,
“Eruption of Ungulate Populations, With
Emphasis on Himalayan Thar in New Zea-
land,” was published in Ecology (Vol. 51, No.
1, 1970). Caughley’s paper is devoted to ex-
amination of the mechanism of the eruption
of ungulate mammal populations. In the
early part of the text, he makes some refer-
ence to the Kaibab case.

At no point in his paper, however, did
Caughley clalm, as you say, that the “Kaibab
deer herd’s boom and bust never happened.”
In fact, In several places, he acknowledges
that it did happen. His sole concern with the
subject is how it happened. And its con-
sideration was only a minor element of his
long paper.

For example. in the very first three sen-
tences of his abstract, which appears at the
beginning of his paper, he states: “An erup-
tive fluctuation is defined operationally as
an increase in numbers over at least two
generations, followed by a marked decline.
Reported eruptions in ungulates suggest that
the upswing is initiated by a change in food
or habitat and is terminated by overgrazing.
An apparent exception—the Kaibab erup-
tion—probably also fits this pattern.”

Secondly, I have discussed your column
with several wildlife leaders, including some
having personal knowledge of the EKalbab
situation. One of those consulted was John P.
Russo, chief of game for the Arizona Game
and Fish Department, a trained and widely
respected biologist with more than twenty
years experience in your home state. He 1s
the author of a definitive study of the
Eaibab situation.

John is familiar with Caughley’s paper
and he gave me permission to quote his re-
action to it. Caughley, he sald, "picked up
several incidents throughout our country
and related them to New Zealand. He has
taken everything in publication out of con-
text.”

Unlike your column, everything stated in
this letter can be substantiated. I would pre-
fer that you not call me again to say you
again disagree with a column written and
released during your absence from your of-
fice. Your name is on the column and you
must bear appropriate responsibility for its
content.

I believe your syndicators and your readers
deserve to know if the column content actu-
ally represents your opinion in all cases,
however. If it does not, and if these are
the columns that are written and released
when you are unavailable to review them,
could it be that someone is taking advantage
of your name and your past proud con-
servation record? In any event, I belleve your
syndicators and your readers have a right
to know which of the materials issued under
your name reflect the thinking and knowl-
edge of Stewart Udall.

Sincerely,
DanNiEL A. POOLE,
President.

June 9, 1971.
Hon, Ricaarp M. Nixow,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR Mg, PRESIDENT: Programs for the pro-
tection and sclentific management of marine
mammals are being threatened by well-publi-
cized but misguided efforts which, if suec-
cessful, would destroy the conduct of biologi-
cally sound activities of state and federal
conservation agencies.
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Conservation of this varied group of ani-
mals has been a long and arduous battle in
the face of indifference and exploitation.
Their management has been made more dif-
ficult by the International movements of
several of the specles involved and insufficient
knowledge concerning their habitat require-
ments. Progress has been and is being made,
however.

Some animals, such as the fur seal and sea
ofter, have been restored to productive num-
bers. Research is underway into the life his-
tories, habitats, and movements of others.

Much more can be done. This will require
the understanding and support of the Ad-
ministration, support which no Admlinistra-
tion heretofore has seen fit to confer in.any
degree commensurate with the need. Your
Administration could gain much support and
commendation by requesting adequate au-
thorities and funds to bring federal pro-
grams for marine mammals up to necessary
levels and by seeking new and more effective
international understanding.

Should these many past years of progress
be undermined by a complete “hands off”
pollcy forced upon responsible fish and wild-
life ngencies, such as proposed by 8. 1315 and
similar House bills, marine mammals under
scientific management would suffer a seri-
ous set back.

In essence, the issue is whether natural
resources will be protected, managed and
used on a scientific basis or whether they are
to be regarded as something apart from and
unaffected by man.

As has been amply demonstrated by the
successful management and restoration of
other wildlife resources, the latter course is
unacceptable. Decisions regarding the well-
being of any wildlife resource must be based
on fact, not on emotion.

The following national conservation organi-
zations respectfully request that you support
programs to improve domestic and interna-
tional management of marine mammals. Fur-
ther, we urge the Administration to oppose
S. 1315 and similar House bills as being a
negative response to & resource management
responsibility that should be accepted by the
Federal and State Governments.

Sincerely,

American Forestry Assoclation, Willlam
E. Towell, Executive Vice President;
Citizens Committee on Natural Re-
sources, Spencer M. Smith, Secretary;
International Association of Game,
Fish and Conservation Commissioners,
Chester F. Phelps, President.

Izaak Walton League of America, Joseph
W. Penfold, Conservation: Director;
National Audubon Society, Charles H.
Callison, Executive Vice President; Na-
tional Rifle Association of America,
Maxwell E. Rich, Executive Vice Presi-
dent.

North American Wildlife Foundation,
C. R. Gutermuth, Secretary; Sport
Fishing Institute, Richard H. Stroud,
Executive Vice President; The Wildlife
SBociety, Fred G. Evenden, Executive
Director.

Trout Unlimited, Ray A. Kotrla, Wash-
ington Representative; Wildlife Man-
agement Institute, Daniel A. Poole,
President; World Wildlife Fund, Ira
N. Gabrielson, President.

OUR ENVIRONMENT—THE HUNTERS
(By Stewart Udall and Jeff Stanshury)
SEPTEMBER 8, 1971.

The Wildlife Management Institute (WMI)
is guilty of some crude distortions in its
campalgn to quash the Harris-Pryor ocean
mammals protection bill—a bill offering our
only hope to save the polar bear and en-
dangered specles of whales, seals, sea lions,
manatees and walruses.

In its latest bulletin, the WMI alleges that
“conservationists™ strongly oppose the Har-
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ris-Pryor bill “because it would prevent
sclentific management and make certain
marine mammals subject to indiscriminate
slaughter.” This statement is utterly mis-
leading.

First, the few “conservationists” who op-
pose Harris-Pryor are members of a Wash-
ington, D.C., hunting lobby which does not
adequately represent most sportsmen in this
country. The bill would prohibit the killing
of any ocean mammals by U.S. citizens or in
U.S. waters—and the WMI absurdly views
this as the first shot in a war against hunt-
ers. Meanwhile, many environmental groups
led by Friends of the Earth vigorously sup-
port the Harris-Pryor leglslation.

Second, “sclentific management” is the
WMI's code-word for a license to go on kill-
Ing specles whose very future is at stake.
There is no ecological basis for the asser-
tion that the commercial culling of ocean
mammal stocks is the best way either to pro-
tect them or to learn about them.

Third, 1t is deceltful to say that Harris-
Pryor would subject certaln marine mam-
mals to “indiscriminate slaughter.” The bill
would immediately halt the killing of all
such species in U.8. waters—and it would
call upon the State Department to negoti-
ate a worldwide moratorium.

But it 18 on the test of predation that
some hunters—especially U.S. hunters—fall.
‘What is this test? Simply that there must
be a rough symmetry between the skills of
the predator and the skills of the prey. Over
evolutionary time, both the hunter and his
victim unwittingly refine each other’'s weap-
ons so that the contest becomes more nearly
equal. And one way this is accomplished is
through the predator's selectivity: by dis-
proportionately culling the sick, aged and
deformed, he enhances the genetic vigor of
his prey.

The gun-toting trophy-hunter is some-
thing else. Armed to the teeth, wrapped in
weather-defying nylon and perhaps carted
to his target in a snowmobile or jeep, he
makes a mockery of predation. Only his lack
of stamina and skill serves any evolutionary
purpose.

Three years ago the junior author of this
column interviewed Dr. Lee Talbot, then of
the Smithsonian Institution and now staff
ecologlst for the Council on Environmental
Quality. The interview was germane to this
discussion.

While predators cannot subeist only on
aged or sick prey, Dr. Talbot said, “they
do, in the process, remove any animal that
is substandard. They are beautifully adapted
to do this—something we found in East
Africa. An antelope, say, that is behaving
slightly different from the herd—right off
the lion will charge straight through the herd
to get at him. Obviously it's a knack the pred-
ators have picked up to survive, but it also
assures that the least survival-worthy ante-
lope will be removed and the breeding stock,
to that degree, will remain strong.”

All of which is a far, far cry from the
nimrod who helped wipe out the passenger
pigeon or who always sets his sights on the
finest head or the stoutest heart in the herd.

The WMI bulletin’s choice of words is
pecullarly haunting, for what the WMI ap-
parently seeks is the discriminate slaughter
of ocean mammals. Such a policy, no matter
how glibly couched in scientific gobbledy-
gook, is a policy of extinetion.

SEPTEMBER 9, 1971.
Mr. STEWART L. UpaLL,
The Overview Group,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Stew: A copy of the Udall-Stansbury
column for September 8—The Hunters—has
been called to my attention.

Unfortunately, much of what it conveys
distorts both the Institute’s position and the
facts at hand. Its net effect, in my view, is
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to waste an opportunity to help unite public
opinion behind an appropriate marine mam-
mal program.

The enclosed copies of the letters to the
President and all Members of Congress will
give you the nams2s of the “few" conserva-
tionists and “members of the Washington,
D.C. hunting lobby” who share the view that
the Harris-Pryor approach holds more harm
than good for marine mammals. Please note,
too, that the organizations go strongly on
record in support of a greatly strengthened
program for the animals. These letters were
inserted in the Congressional Record and
have been a matter of public information
for many weeks.

I am also enclosing a copy of the Institute’s
testimony prepared for submission to the
House subcommittee. It calls for a strong
and effective marine mammals program-—one
based on knowledge rather than emotion.
When all the testimony is in, I believe that
you will find similar recommendations have
been made by the several national organiza-
tions who actually have trained and expe-
rienced biologists on their staffs.

Sincerely,
DanteL A, POOLE,
President.
ExecUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY,
Washington, D.C., August 4, 1971.
DANIEL A, PoOOLE,
President, Wildlife Management Institute,
Washington, D.C.

Deas Mr, PoorE: The President has re-
quested that I express his appreciation for
the letter which you and your fellow repre-
sentatives of national conservation organiza-
tions have addressed to him regarding Sen-
ate Bill 8. 1315. Because of my responsibilities
in connection with this subject, he has also
requested that I respond to the specific mat-
ters which you have raised.

I agree wholeheartedly with the points that
you have made in your letter. In my opinion,
some of the actions called for by S. 1315 could
threaten the future status of the Pribilof
seals and could adversely affect the United
States’ position of leadership in conservation
matters. As an ecologist, I am particularly
concerned over the principle of substituting
protection for scientific management. Scien-
tific management of a species may require
protection at some time as one of its meth-
ods, but it also must rely on various other
types of actions. The United States has led
the world in the development of sclentific
wildlife management techniques. To me, it
would be highly unfortunate if we should
take action which would renounce these prin-
ciples. Further, the history of conservation
practices of the Pribilof sealing appears to
be a good one. It is an outstanding—perhaps
the outstanding—example of an interna-
tional agreement which has managed a wild-
life population effectively. There appear to
be good diplomatic reasons why such a con-
vention should not be renounced in the man-
ner which would be accomplished by 8. 1815,
but perhaps more important from the stand-
point of conservation of seals, it would appear
that the unilateral renunciation of that con-
vention could result in the loss of the effec-
tive management and protection which now
exists. The net result could be highly detri-
mental to the survival of this species.

From these remarks I hope that my posi-
tion relative to this legislation is clear. How-
ever, in spite of the similar views held and
expressed by some members of Congress and
by a number of other conservation organiza-
tions and citizens, the specter of baby seals
being killed on the snow appears to have
developed a very strong public support for
8. 1315, or something like it. In a sense this
is ironic since it is not the policy for baby
seals to be killed in the Pribilofs. The killing
plctured in most of the propaganda which
I have seen is done in Canada, and the U.S.
legislation would not affect this directly.
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However, regardless of the scientific aspect
of the situation, there does appear to be re-
markably strong support for some bill in-
creasing protection of the seals and other
marine mammals, Therefore, we are now
reviewing the situation to see whether or not
it would be desirable to develop some mech-
anism for improving the scientifically based
management of marine mammals in gen-
eral—but which would not involve the ad-
verse effects which you have rightly cited. I
would value your views and advice on this
matter.

The Administration has made & very posi-
tive move in the direction of scientific man=-
agement in the case of whales. As you know,
the International Whaling Commission held
its annual meeting in the United States last
month, At the end of this calendar year,
America will cease to be active in any com-
mercial aspect of whaling, since we have
listed all of the larger whales as species
whose continued exploitation can seriously
endanger their survival., However, at the
Whaling Commission meeting, the United
Btates position was that whales, like many
other forms of wildlife, represent both a
potential commercial harvest and a signifi-
cant component of the ecosystem. Their con-
tinued survival in adequate numbers can be
significant to the health of the marine en-
vironment, as well as to the whaling indus-
try. Consequently, even though the United
States will no longer be involved commer-
clally after this year, we will maintain a
strong and active interest in whales from the
standpoint of maintenance of their role in
the marine environment. The United States
also offered a contribution to help initiate
the long overdue international observer's
scheme (to provide for international super-
vision of the whaling activitles) and it was
agreed that this scheme would be put into
operation this year.

This Administration is committed to the
management and restoration of wildlife re-
sources based on sclentific knowledge and
prineiples. The contributions in this fleld
made by your group and by other citizen
groups and professional organizations has
been truly impressive, and over the years
these contributions have been instrumental
in helping to establish America’s Interna-
tional leadership in conservation and man-
agement of wildlife resources. Your contri-
butions to these activities In the past and
the views which you have expressed in your
letter are greatly appreciated. I can assure
you that your views will be fully taken into
account in any response of the Administra-
tion to 8. 1816 and similar bills.

With all best wishes,

Bincerely yours,
Lee M. TALBOT,
Senior Scientist.

MARINE MammaLs HEearINGs, House Com-
MITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FIsH-
ERIES, SEPTEMBER 9, 13, 17, 23, 1971
Dr. G. Carleton Ray, Program Director,

Marine Mammal Council, on subject of legis-

lative moratorium on taking (page 401):
“The marine mammals are the Cetacea

(whales, dolphins, and porpoises), the Pin-

nipedia (seals, sea lions, and walruses), the

Sirenia (dugongs and manatees), the sea

otter (a member of the weasel family,

Mustelidae), and the polar bear (which is

considered a marine mammal only because

of its sea-ice habitat, not because of any
anatomical adaptation to live in the sea).

This is a diverse group, for which no sweep-

ing statements can be made in terms of

abundance, habits, or conservation. Together,
they represent perhaps the least-known of
the large mammals. As they represent several
hundred thousand tons annual production,
they assume vital resource importance. It is
not true that most are in danger of extinc-
tion; two marine mammals have become
extinct at the hand of man, some are now
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seriously depleted, and some are in good
condition, Many are already protected by
international treaty, to the limits of the
power of International law. Notably excepted
are the small Cetacea. One, the fur seal of
the North Pacific, Is belng managed in ex-
emplary fashion; in fact, the treaty covering
the fur seal represents exactly what is needed
in international law of the high seas, namely,
limitation of entry into a “fishery.” 4 total
moratorium on the take of all maririe mam-
mals cannot serve such a diverse group
equally. It becomes a meaningless gesture
Jor those already protected and, conversely,
a threat to development of international
cooperation jor species which might be pro-
tected on the fur seal model. It abrogates
the responsibility of those who know the
fleld of wildlife management best. In our
judgment, such an action is simplistic and
negative, only stating what we will not do
and neglecting to consider what we must do
in the future”

A CORRECTION

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, on May 23
of this year, in discussing the purchase
by the District of Columbia Redevelop-
ment Land Agency of a parcel of land on
which is situated the business known as
the Wax Museum, I incorrectly stated
that Mr. Norman Bermnstein was the
owner of the museum as well as the
property.

I have been notified of this error by
Mr. Frank L. Dennis, who identifies him-
self as president of the Wax Museum
and who states that the museum was a
tenant of Mr. Bernstein. It was, there-
fore, Mr. Bernstein who realized a 212-
percent profit in the sale of this property
and not the Wax Museum.

WAR POWERS LEGISLATION

(Mrs. GREEN of Oregon asked and
was given permission to extend her re-
marks at this point in the Recorbp.)

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
on April 25, with the cosponsorship of
my distinguished Republican colleague
and fellow Oregonian, WENDELL WYATT,
I introduced a war powers bill which is
identical in all important respects to one
I introduced back in October of 1969, in
the 91st Congress.

This bill, H.R. 14592, looks to the post-
Vietnam war era and establishes safe-
guards to prevent this Nation from ever
again sliding imperceptibly into a full-
fledged war as we never intended to, but
did, in Vietnam. It is carefully balanced
to prevent unwarranted encroachment
either by the Congress on the powers of
the President or the reverse in their mu-
tually heavy responsibilities and deci-
sions affecting war or peace. While it
does not outlaw war, it provides a mecha-
nism to keep us alert and conscious of
the sobering possibilities in any situa-
tion involving the use of U.S. Armed
Forces in potential combat areas.

I am pleased to announce the reintro-
duction of this bill today with additional
cosponsors including the following: Mr.
ALEXANDER, Mr. CAREY, Mr. DenxT, Mr.
Dowwning, Mr. Gaypos, Mr. Giairmo, Mr,
GissoNs, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. MazzoLr, Mr.
MoLLoHAN, and Mr. PIKE.
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RT. REV. JOHN E. HINES, THE
PRESIDING BISHOP OF THE EPIS-
COPAL CHURCH, DELIVERS DEDI-
CATION SERMON

(Mr. HANLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REecorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, on May 25,
1972, in a unique service of dedica.ion,
St. Paul’s Episcopal Church, in Syracuse,
N.Y., was “set apart” to be the cathedral
for the Episcopal Diocese of Central New
York.

The presiding bishop of the Episcopal
Church, the Right Reverend John E.
Hines, delivered the sermon, in which he
pointed out that—

Rather than a dedication of a Cathedral,
this was a rededication of people. This Cathe-
dral is & focus of unity and meaning in the
Diocese—it is not simply a local possession. It
belongs to the community in the heart of the
City and is surrounded by people who belong
to it. Its purpose is not to stand spart from
pain or joy but to share in those problems
which work its progress toward the realiza-
tion of its destiny.

Noting the beginning of a new era by
this “set apart,” Bishop Hines stated he
would be pleased “if Christian social con-
cern should motivate and charge every
person touched by the cathedral. I will be
grateful if the whole city encountered
the Lord here and be driven downward on
their knees in penitence and upward
ambition.”

St. Paul’s Episcopal Church in Syra-
cuse dates back to 1826; the present
towering gothic structure to 1885.

The Right Reverend Ned Cole, Epis-
copal Bishop of Syracuse, will enjoy the
“privilege of the pulpit” at St. Paul's
Cathedral four times per year in keeping
with Episcopal custom. The former rector
of St. Paul’s, Harold Hutton, now has as-
sumed responsibilities as dean of the ca-
thedral.

I commend to your attention, Mr,
Speaker, and to the attention of the U.S.
Congress the hard working spirit and
dedication of the clergy and people of
the Episcopal Diocese of Syracuse, so
successfully anc spiritually symbolized in
the “setting apart” of St. Paul’s Cathe-
dral.

I also commend the full text of Bishop
Hines' address to my colleagues:

TeXT OF BisHOP HINES' ADDRESS

On one occasion, speaking to the role of
the Church in an era of change, Abbé Godin
said:

“The task is not to renew preaching meth-
ods, nor to restore llturgical forms, but to
establish by a recasting of the message from
within, the indispensable dialogue between
the Church and the culture of this era.”

We are gathered together this evening to
set apart this Church edifice as the Cathedral
of St. Paul’'s, in the City of Syracuse, in the
Diocese of Central New York. In so doing we
may, perhaps, also underscore the essence,
if not the substance, of Abbé Godin’s ob-
servation!

This Cathedral is a Christlan edifice—to
be sure.

It is committed to, and rises out of, the

Judeo-Christian tradition which, for Chris-
tians, is incarnate in the life, death, and

resurrection of Jesus Christ!
But—even though it is a focus of unity
and meaning for this diocese—it is not sim-
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ply a “local possession”—this Cathedral—of
a few people—operating in a narrow ideologi-
cal framework! It belongs to the community!
It 1s placed—symbolically enocugh—right in
the heart of a vital community—a city—
and—the dlocese, and it is surrounded by
people who belong to this Church—who be-
long to this City—and who belong to the
human race! And its purpose is not to stand
apart from the pain and joy—the problems
and privileges—of a vital community—but,
rather, to share In those problems which
mark the progress of a diocese towards the
realization of its destiny.

Some of you may have been In the memo-
rial chapel—cut into the wall of the great
castle which broods over the clty of Edin-
burgh. If so—you may recall this observa-
tion: (Inscribed on the wall in tribute to
the Scots who died in World War I),

“The whole world is the tomb of herole
men; and their story is graven not only on
stone, over their clay—but abides every-
where—without visible symbol—woven into
the very stuff of other men’s lives."”

A ministry can be “woven into the stuff
of other men's lives"” only inasmuch as it
champions the freedom through which peo-
ple can be liberated from the chains of their
partisanship:

From the rigidities of their sectarlanism,

From the bond of their prejudices,

From the fetters of their ignorance,

From the myopia of their parochialism,

In candor, it must be sald that the Church
has not always lived up to the “high ex-
pectations” of her Lord—and the catholicity
of her concerns too often has been less than
ideal—if not, on occasion, a scandal. Some
dark pages of history have been written be-
cause of the Church's apostasy—because of
her reluctance to obey the movement of the
Bpirit—because of her “self-serving"—and
her arrogance!

Two or three years ago, when I had an
opportunity to visit with Col. Frank Borman
(a communicant and Lay Reader in this
Church) after the historic Lunar Flight of
Apollo VIII, I asked him what had impressed
him most. He replied: “Two things: when
we were on the dark side of the moon—for
the final orbit—not knowing whether our
propulsion engines would fire—and start us
home—the sense of aloneness—and isola-
tion was almost unbearable 1"

And, (later) “When I had the privilege
of describing to the College of Cardinals
the flight—in the identical room in which
their predecessors—four hundred years be-
fore—had condemned Galileo as a heretic for
theories that made the flight possible!”

“Those,” he sald, “were moments I shall
never forget!"

The ministry of this Cathedral—of any
Cathedral—Is to know that even a structure
of beauty and powerful symbolism, such as
this, cannot domesticate a God Who says:

“My ways are not your ways—nor my
thoughts your thoughts.”

But, rather, must offer itself as a place
where the whole community can engage in
dialogue upon the central issues which make
the difference between light and darkness,
freedom and bondage, life and death. In of-
fering itself in this manner it does not
abandon its own commitments in faith—but
neither does it require that people coming
within these portals should abandon their
own convictions!

For Christlans—honest pursuit of truth
(and this must not be separated from doing
the truth) includes the willlngness to hear
the claims of others who do not represent
our point of view—for

“The spirit bloweth where it listeth—and
no man knows from whence it comes—or
whither it goes,”

So mysterlious—and compelling—are the
ways of God In His ministry of Judgment,
and love, and forgiveness—and renewall
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In a day of chaotic and rapid change—our
responsibility is not to try to trlumph over
others, just because they disagree with us—
but, to stand with them in openness and
charity—trusting that God can lead us all—
together—into a vital and creative fellow-
ship, through which His will for mankind
can betver be done.

Ours is the terrifying honor of having been
called by God as servants and fellow-heirs of
the Lord Christ in the most unpredictable,
exciting and frightening era in recorded his-
tory. How we discharge this grave responsi«
bility is crucial—and may be decisive for ouy
soul’s destiny. It is precisely to such a situa-
tlon that Abbé Godin spoke when, concern-
ing the Church’s role, he said:

“The task is not to renew preaching meth-
ods, nor to restore liturgical forms. But to es-
tablish by a recasting of the message from
within, the indispensable dialogue between
the Church and the culture of this era.”

But, let us be certain of one thing: a re-
casting of the message means relevant, re-
interpretation of God's self-revelation—and
not the substitution of something different.
No matter how critical the contemporary sit-
uation, the Church must not dilute her God-
revealed tradition—nor should she abdicate
her appointed role. The Church must offer
the Good News of God’s costly involvement
in human history for what it is: Judgment
and Life, by forgiveness and grace for such
as belleve—and not as a means of conserving
any vested interests or privileges of any In-
stitution or race or class,

Dr. John Whale reminds us that—by his
own admission—the Duke of Wellington
used to go to Church “to set a good example
for the common people,”—a transparent case
of “doing the right thing, for the wrong rea-
son!” For when we manage to corrupt the
“essentlal disinterestedness” of Christian
worship, in order to preserve the status quo,
or, to freeze the social order, or to avoid a
“costly involvement” in the tragedy and
misery of human life, we have produced
something less than the Christian faith—
somcthing demonic and self-destroying. Let
the Church forget this, and the historic judg-
ment recorded over Sapphira in the Book of
the Acts, will be proniounced upon us by a
new generation: “Behold—the feet of the
young men, which have buried thy husband,
are at the door—and shall carry thee out!”

This Cathedral is the place of the Bishop’s
Cathedra—it symbolizes both the unifying
influence of the Bishop's office and the
Bishop's role of pastoral and prophetic lead-
ership. Actually, it is the Bishop’'s responsi-
bility to help widen the horizons of his peo-
ple, and to keep the Church “family" en-
gaged “on the firing line” of the hattle of
the world's most desperate needs.

It will not take a Bishop long to discover
that many of the congregations, committed
to his charge, are “like children"—occasion-
ally are even childish!

Like children, they will prove to have short
memories, forgetting that they are not their
own, but have been bought with a price.

Like children, they will be inclined to view
their relatives as nulsances, unless they hap-
pen to be wealthy relatives from whom gen-
erous gifts can come.

Like children, they will be possessed of the
aggravating tensions between their own im-
mediate wants, and the universal needs of
mankind, that stand in judgment over
them—even if separated by half a globe from
them.

Like children, their understanding is too
frequently localized within the confines of
their own little world, in which they play
the “major role” according to their whims
and fantasies.

Everybody knows that it often takes a
shattering “conversion” of family experience
to keep a child from being utterly destroyed
by the polsons with which his natural ego




19972

feeds him. Whatever a father in a Christian
famliy is responsible for, he is responsible,
under God, for such a transformation of his
own children.

To carry out the analogy—without tres-
passing upon their freedom—so must a
Bishop discharge this responsibility with his
“family in God.” For—many times—they are
"as sheep without a shepherd.” And you, Ned
Cole, have been chosen as the representative
of “the Great Shepherd” Whose Spirit 1s a
maturing power and Whose service is perfect
freedom!

When a Bishop can learn to walk, and
stand, amidst the members of his “family in
God"” in love and patience—in courage and
hope—exercising discipline with tact and
forbearance, always remembering whose serv-
ant he, the bishop is! And that he, himself,
is. & weak, sinful man, in need—sometimes
desperate need—of God’'s forgiveness and
grace, then the Church can be the Church!
His Cathedral can be the legitimate symbol
of the Church. And durable things will be
done in the name of Christ and for His
People!

Many of us of the older generation can
recall with thanksgiving the ministry of Dr.
Harry Emerson Fosdick. The Riverside
Church in New York City is a monument to
the power of it! Dr. Fosdick admits in his
autobiography that he had many an anxious
moment wondering whether or not the new
Church would be a great tragedy! So, while
still in the Park Avenue edifice, he preached
a sermon on this topic and this is a part of
what he said:

“You know it could be wicked for us to
have that new Church—wicked! Whether it
is going to be wicked or not, depends upon
what we do with it! Very frequently in these
days people come to me and say: “The new
Church will be wonderful!" My friends, it is
not yet settled whether or not the new
Church will be wonderful! If we should
gather a selfish company there, though the
walls bulge every Sunday with the congrega-
tions, that would not be wonderful! If we
formed there a religious club, greatly en-
joying themselves, and though we trebled in
numbers the first year, that would not be
wonderful!

“But, if all over the world, at home and
abroad, wherever the Kingdom of God is hard
beset, the support of this Church should be
felt, and like an incoming tide, many an
estuary should feel its contribution flowing
in, that would be wonderful! If young men
and young women coming to that Church
should have Isalah's experience, seeing the
Lord high and lifted up, and if they, too,
should discover their divine vocation, an-
swering, “Here am I, send me!”—that would
be wonderful! If wherever soldiers of the
common good are fighting for a more decent
international life, and a juster industry, they
should feel behind them the support of this
Church which, though associated in the pub-
lic thought with prosperity and power, has
kept its convietion clear that a major part
of Christianity is the application of Jesus to
the social life, and that no industrial or in-
ternational question is ever settled until 1t
is settled Christianly, that would be won-
derful!

If in this city, this glorious, wretched city,
where so many live in houses that human
beings ought not to live in, and children
play where children ought not to have to
play, if we could lift some burdens and
lighten some dark spots, and help to solve
some of our community's problems, that
would be wonderful!

“If, in the new temple we simply sit to-
gether in ‘heavenly places,” that will not
be wonderful! But, if we also work together
in ‘un-heavenly places,’' that will be!” And it
was to such an ideal and such a realistic
hope that the ministry in Riverside Church
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was dedicated and few are the people, today,
who do not know its glory!

Beginning a new era—in the life of this
Diocese—by setting apart St. Paul's Cathe-
dral—as you are doing—I would be pleased
Indeed if powerful Christian “Social Con-
cern” should motivate and highly charge
every person touched by this Cathedral.
But—I would be more profoundly grateful—
and this whole city would be enriched—if we
could be certain that men and women, enter-
ing this lovely impressive building, would see
the Lord—high and lifted up—and, through
a penetrating understanding of his mission
of judgment and forgiveness and reconcilia-
tion upon this earth be driven downward to
their knees in penitence, and then, outward
into the world in vocation and mission.

Then, it would be that—Iinstead of a
Cathedral being dedicated a people would be
re-dedicated. And, there would be joy—
in heaven.

To this so great a hope, and so power-
ful an expectation, may this cathedral be
offered Today and forever.

FRANCIS E. HORRIGAN, PASTOR OF
ST. JAMES CHURCH IN SYRACUSE,
N.Y., CELEBRATING 50 YEARS OF
DEDICATED SERVICE

(Mr. HANLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REecorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, this week-
end, one of the kindest and most re-
spected gentlemen it has been my pleas-
ure to know, will be honored on the
golden anniversary of his ordination to
the priesthood. Mr. Francis E. Horrigan,
pastor of St. James Church in Syra-
cuse, N.Y., is celebrating 50 years of
dedicated service to God and church. For
nearly three decades, Monsignor Horri-
gan has guided the destiny of St. James
Parish. He has presided over a growth
pattern that has included the construc-
tion of a new church, a new rectory, and
a new grammar school. But more im-
portantly, Monsignor Horrigan has made
St. James a vital force in the community
affairs of Syracuse.

A few years ago, when the new wave of
ecumenism was sweeping the world,
Monsignor Horrigan was in the forefront
of the effort to heal old wounds, and to
bind up new allegiances. His warm, soft
spoken manner, his gentle understand-
ing, and his genuine love of people earned
him the undying respect of everyone who
knew him.

Monsignor Horrigan has been a fa-
miliar figure in the valley since his ap-
pointment as pastor of St. James back
on November 14, 1944. I say in the valley
rather than just in St. James, because,
in fact, Mosignor Horrigan’s flock in-
cludes thousands who are not even mem-
bers of his chureh. Over the years he has
provided counsel and advice to everyone
who sought him out, regardless of their
religious preferences.

As Monsignor Horrigan enters his 51st
year in the priesthood, Mr. Speaker, I
know that you and I and the other Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives will
want to join his parishioners, his legion
of friends, and his beloved sister, Jule, in
wishing him many more years of good
health, good fortune, and the choicest of
God’s blessings.
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SMITHSONIAN'S “DRUGS:
A SPECIAL EXHIBITION”

(Mr. NEDZI asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Speaker, the Smith-
sonian Institution is presenting an ex-
hibition on a subject of the gravest pub-
lic concern, the use and misuse of drugs.
I think it is important that the Smith-
sonian, whose museums are visited by
more than 13 million people each year,
has brought its resources of knowledge
in museum technique to bear on an im-
portant, but controversial subject. The
exhibit places the use and misuse of
drugs in a historical context. Its message
to the visitor is that drugs are not a
new problem, that they have brought
benefits as well as harm to almost every
human culture, and that drug misuse
exists not only in our inner-city ghettos,
but pervades every sector of our society. I
believe that this exhibition sets in a
helpful perspective the issues surround-
ing drugs, and I was pleased to note an
editorial praising the exhibit in the Eve-
ning Star of May 31. I include this edi-
torial at this point for the information
of my colleagues:

Druc SHOW

The Smithsonian Institution, in its Arts
and Industries Building, has recently opened
“Drugs: A Special Exhibition.”

The subtitle is entirely merited. The drug
show is a very speclal exhibition indeed. The
subject is another instance of a museum
addressing itself to a problem of contempo=
rary concern and bringing to the problem an
unusual and very formidable array of re-
sources to inform and to stimulate thought.

Beyond the subject, the exhibition’s atti-
tude 1s a relief from the panic or horror that
often permeates discussions of drugs. Instead,
history and present day facts are presented
in very imaginative ways. The field of drugs
is shown as including coffee, alcohol, tobacco
and patent medicines along with the opium
derivatives.

Different voices from “talking heads” pre-
sent varied attitudes toward the subject: an
American Indian, a Southeast Asiatic, a
young white American marijuana user, a
worried American mother and a black former
addict.

The exhibition offers the visitor an enor-
mous amount of information on drugs and
places them in a worldwide histoiical context
rarely even thought of by many who discuss
the subject most heatedly.

Part of the show is a “Rap Theater,” in
which visitors may engage in discussion with
representatives of local organizations con-
cerned with the problem.

The spectacular design of the exhibition is
the work of the Research and Design Insti-
tute, & non-profit group in Providence, R.I.
The design includes air-supported inflatable
galleries In which, following the Washington
showing through this year, the exhibition can
be shown on such sites as super-market
parking lots in a three-year national tour.

THE HONORABLE JOHN A. CARVER

(Mr. ASPINALL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, the Hon-
orable John A. Carver, presently a mem-
ber of the Federal Power Commission
and formerly Assistant as well as Under
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Secretary of the Department of the In-
terior, will soon become a member of the
staff of the University of Denver Law
School.

Recently, I was privileged to be at a
meeting of the alumni of the University
of Denver Law School for which occa-
sion Mr, Carver had prepared some very
interesting remarks concerning his fu-
ture career in the field of teaching and
his present approach on philosophy to
such responsibilities. I found his state-
ment so interesting that I am sure that
it will be of interest also to my col-

leagues:

The invitation for a newly appointed law
professor to meet with the alumni of his new
employer has to be recognized for what it
is, a command performance. Your President,
Dale Shaffer, sald don't worry about prepa-
ration, just a few words off-the-cuff will suf-
fice. He was right about the few words, but
the off-the-cuff part was a figure of speech.
One does not ramble before Wayne Aspinall,
and preparation is the only known preventive
measure for rambling.

I am struck by the repetitive career theme
among Denver law alumni here today. At
least three former Speakers of the Colorado
House of Representatives; an equal number
of former Assistant Interior Secretaries, not
to mention multiples of former, present and
future Denver University faculty members,
members and staff of the Congress of the
United States, independent regulatory agency
members, and military officers.

I used to take pleasure in introducing Os-
car Chapman as a former Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, notwithstanding his service
also as Under Secretary and Secretary. All of
us ought to have the option of being identi-
fled either on our epitaphs or in our intro-
ductions with that part of our careers in
which we experienced the most satisfaction—
by calling attention to Oscar's thirteen years
as Assistant Secretary, I simply express my
own great joy in that job, now held by an-
other Denver alumnus, H. Loesch.

I am already in the debt of Chris Munch.
On my first visit to his office, I was fumbling
an attempt to articulate the thoughts I had
about how I might distil out of my expe-
rlence in government—state and federal—
and in the practice of law something that
would be useful and beneficial as a course
offering. He saw instantly what it was, and
named the courses—the Law of the Private
Use of Public Resources.

As some of you know, I have long been
preoccupled with the relationship between
the government as land proprietor and as
sovereign with the entrepreneurial section
where much or most of the land and its
resources is in federal ownership.

That preoccupation has led me to the con-
clusion, among others, that the Western
lawyer has the responsibility of understand-
ing this process somewhat better, not simply
to represent his clients better but to help
halt the erosion of public confidence in
government itself.

The " proliferation of course offerings in
“environmental law™ at all of the law schools
in the country, attracts students with the
premise, explicit or implicit, that they are
choosing a side, to right an imbalance be-
tween conservationist and aesthetic values
on the one hand and pressures exerted by
corporate interests seeking resource develop-
ment on the other.

This is no bad thing by itself. Universities
(and other instifutions .including perhaps
the Congress) are chargeable with the
quality of conceptions of those who exit, not
those who enter.

It is to the quality of conception that I
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would like to address my efforts. Criticism of
the reclamation program, of the Taylor Graz-
ing Act, of the mining and leasing laws,
indeed of our economic and political system
generally, does not threaten the republic.
But those who hold themselves out as
learned men, as professional men, owe the
public as well as themselves the duty not to
be ignorant in their criticism.

Understanding of law demands an under-
standing of history, and of other disciplines
as well. In the field of natural resources law,
it is vital to know why the mining laws took
thelr present shape; the policy choice which
the country made for opening up the public
lands; the abuses which were corrected by
the Taylor Act.

I have perhaps the misguided idea thet
judging last year's lawmakers or adminis-
trators by this year's standards promotes
mistrust in government. There is a kind of
revisionism rampant today which gives spe-
cial weight to criticisms of resource deci-
sions leveled by those who originally made
the criticized decisions. I would like to pro-
mote a discipline of student approach which
would present past decisions in the light of
contemporaneous values and knowledge, not
those of some later date. The passage of time
can prove us all wrong, but the passage of
time alone should not cause our reputations
to be besmirched.

This country opted for a Jeffersonian over
a Hamiltonian philosophy for opening the
Western lands—the part of today's morality
which I criticize would make Jefferson a
giveaway artist, responsible for many of our
current ills.

‘Well, such is the flavor of my philosophy
as I undertake to begin teaching at the Uni-
versity of Denver, College of Law. I am hope-
ful that the breadth of my experience in
government will be magnet enough to bring
students to hear me. At the end of the
course, they may remain of the opinion, or be
newly come to it, that in resource matters
they should put their faith in the courts,
or in fashioning administrative structures
out of rediscovered old laws. I can respect
such views. I do not even expect respect for
my old-fashioned ideas about values other
than the quality of the environment being
at stake if we commit resource decisionmak-
ing to an elite or to politically non-responsi-
ble institutions, in perference to elected rep-
resentatives.

I expect, nevertheless, a net professional
enhancement, I anticipate that I can gather
together the readings in history, the statutes,
the simulated case studles, and the insights
of others to add to my own to give a unity
to the subject of the law of private use of
public resources. I am going to need a lot of
help, and much of it must come from people
in this room.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows to:

Mr. MarTIN (at the request of Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp), for June 8, on account
of official business.

Mr. DennoLM (at the request of Mr.
McFaLL), for Wednesday, June 7, and
Thursday, June 8, 1972, on account of
official business.

Mr, CarNEY (at the request of Mr. Mc-
FarLr), for Wednesday, June 7, and
Thursday, June 8, 1972, on account of
official business.

Mr. ScaneeBeLI (at the request of Mr.
GeraLD R. Forp), for today, on account

of a death in the family.
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Mrs. GriFrFITHS (at the request of Mr.
Boges), for Wednesday, June 7, and
Thursday, June 8, 1972, on account of
official business.

Mr. CaaPPELL (at the request of Mr.
Boces), for the week of June 5, on ac-
count of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mrs. GreeN of Oregon, for 60 minutes,
today; to revise and extend her remarks
and include extraneous matter

Mr. Wirriam D. Forp, for 10 minutes,
today, and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. McCoLrLisTER) and to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous matter:

Mr. Frey, for 5 minutes, today.

4Mr. HortonN, for 60 minutes, on June
14,

Mr. DeviNg, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. Kemp, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Wyman, for 10 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MazzoLr) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. GonzaLez, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Aspin, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CortER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HarrINGTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PopeLn, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. HenDERSON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BrapEmas, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Burke of Massachusetts, for 10
minutes, today.

Mr. UrnLman, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Froop, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr. RooNEY of Pennsylvania, for 30
minutes, on June 14.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
Mr. SavLor, notwithstanding an esti-
mated cost of $455, to extend his remarks
in the Recorp today.

Mr. MaHoN, his remarks made today.

Mr. Price of Illinois, to include ex-
traneous matter in his remarks in Com-
mittee of the Whole today.

Mr. Rem following Mr. Dow in con-
nection with his amendment to I.R.
14990.

Mr. WiLLiam D. Forp, notwithstanding
the fact it exceeds the limit and is esti-
mated by the Public Printer to cost $560.

Mrs. GReeN of Oregon, to include ex-
traneous matter in connection with her
special order notwithstanding the fact
it exceeds the limit and is estimated by
the Public Printer to cost $1,540.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. McCoLLIsTER), and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. STeEELE in 10 instances.

Mr, DUNCAN,

Mr. ScHWENGEL in two instances.
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Mr. BROOMFIELD.

Mr. HosMER in two instances.

Mr. WyMaN in two instances.

Mr. ERLENBORN.

Mr. HARVEY.

Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances.

Mr. VEYSEY in two instances.

Mr. ARENDS.

Mr. MizeLL in five instances.

Mr. SEBELIUS.

Mr. AsHBROOK in three instances.

Mr. Rosison of New York.

Mr. BroTzMAN in two instances.

Mr. DELLENBACK.,

Mr. U PONT.

Mr. Brown of Ohio.

Mr. HILLIS.

Mr. CONTE.

Mr. Steicer of Wisconsin,

Mr. THONE.

Mr, KEMP.

Mr. SPENCE.

Mr. SurTe of New York.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MazzoLl) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include extra-
neous matter:)

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON.

Mr. DINGELL.

Mr. CARNEY.

Mr. BecicH in four instances.

Mr. GonNzALEZ in three instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. HacaN in two instances.

Mr. RoceRs in five instances.

Mr. WoLrrF in two instances.

Mr. MAHON.

Mr. BincHAM in five instances.

Mr. BADILLO.

Mr. Anperson of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. KasTENMEIER in five instances.

Mr. HEBERT.

Mr. PATTEN.,

Mr. FRASER.

Mr. DOWNING.

Mr. Vanix in two instances.

Mr. HuneaTE in two instances.

Mr, ROYBAL.

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. NiIx.

Mr. CorMAN in five instances.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee.

Mr. STokes in two instances.

Mr. McCORMACK.

Mr. PErgiIns in two instances.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o’clock and 18 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, June 8, 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:

2067. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting notice that he has au-
thorized deficlencies for the necessities of
the current year in varlous appropriations
to the Department of Defense, pursuant to
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41 U.S.C. 11; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

2068. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting the 99th Quarterly Re-
port on export control, covering the first
quarter of 1972, pursuant to the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1969; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

2069, A letter from the Chairman, Fed-
eral Maritime Commission, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Shipping Act, 1916, to provide for the estab-
lishment of single-factor rates under a
through bill of lading for the transportation
of property in the foreign and domestic off-
shore commerce of the United States, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries,

2070. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator of General BServices, transmitting
prospectuses for the construction of Federal
office bulldings in wvarious locations, pur-
suant to section 7(a) of the Public Bulldings
Act of 1959, as amended; to the Committee
on Public Works.

RecEIvEp FroM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

2071, A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
list of reports of the General Accounting
Office issued or released in May 1872, pur-
suant to the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1970; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HANLEY: Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. H.R. 12602. A bill to amend
title 5, United States Code, to improve the
administration of the leave system for Fed-
eral employees; with amendment (Rept.
No. 92-115). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Committee
on House Administration. House Resolution
839. Resolution to provide further funds for
the expenses of the investigations and study
authorized by House Resolution 21; with
amendment (Rept. No. 82-1116) . Referred to
the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, publie
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BEGICH:

HR. 15359. A bill to establish the Seward
National Recreation Area in the State of
Alaska, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. ULLMAN:

HR. 16360. A bill to insure orderly con-
gressional review of tax preferences and other
items which narrow the income tax base; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ANDERSON of California:

H.R. 16361. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase the rates of com-
pensation for disabled veterans, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs,

H.R. 15362. A bill to provide for financing
the economic development of Indians and
Indian organizations, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R. 15363. A bill to amend the Omnibus
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to provide benefits to survivors of police offi-
cers, firemen, and correctlon officers killed
in the line of duty, and to police officers,
firemen, and correction officers who are dis-
abled in the line of duty; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CARNEY:

H.R. 15364. A bill to provide additional pro-
tection for the rights of participants in
employee pension and profit-sharing-retire-
ment plans, to establish minimum standards
for pension and profit-sharing-retirement
plan vesting and funding, to establish a
pension plan reinsurance program, to pro-
vide for portability of pension credits, to
provide for regulation of the administration
of pension and other employee benefit plans,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. CONTE:

H.R. 15365. A bill to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to establish orderly
procedures for the consideration of appli-
catlions for renewal of broadcast licenses; on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr., FISH:

H.R. 15366. A blll to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide a 20-percent
across-the-board Increase in benefits there-
under, to increase the amount of earnings
counted for benefit and tax purposes, and
to make appropriate adjustments in social
security tax rates; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. FRASER:

H.R. 16367. A bill to strengthen and im-
prove the protections and Interests of par-
ticlpants and beneficlaries of employee pen-
slon and welfare benefit plans; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor,

By Mr. FUQUA:

H.ER. 15368. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that married
individuals who file separate returns shall
be taxed at the same income tax rates as
unmarried individuals and to provide a spe-
clal rule in the case of earned income which
is community income; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon (for herself,
Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. CArRey of New
York, Mr. DENT, Mr. DownNING, Mr.
Gaypos, Mr. Grammo, Mr. GIBBONS,
Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. MazzoLr, Mr. MoL~
LOHAN, and Mr, PIKE) !

H.R. 15369. A bill to provide congressional
due process in questions of war powers as re-
quired by the Constitution of the United
States; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. HARRINGTON:

H.R. 15370. A bill to provide public service
employment opportunities for unemployed
and underemployed persons, to assist States
and local communities In providing needed
public services, and for other purposes, to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

H,R, 15371. A bill to amend the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 in order to prohibit discrimina-
tion on the basis of physical or mental hand-
icap in federally assisted programs; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. LENT:

H.R. 15372. A blll to amend the General
Bridge Act of 1946, to prohibit the construe-
tion of a highway bridge across Long Island
Sound from any point on the north shore of
Long Island between Oyster Bay Harbor and
Hempstead Harbor to any polnt in West-
chester County, N.Y., in the vicinity of the
city of Rye or the village of Port Chester; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. MONTGOMERY :

H.R. 15873. A bill to provide service credit
for certaln perlods during which members
of Reserve components are entitled to basic
pay and allowances; to the Committee on
Armed Services.
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H.R. 15374. A bill to provide that certain
group health benefits plans shall be con-
sidered approved plans for the purposes of
chapter 89 of title 5, United States Code;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

H.R. 15375. A bill to amend the National
Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1968
to authorize appropriations for fiscal year
1973; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey:

H.R. 16376. A bill to amend the Service
Contract Act of 1965 to revise the methods
of computing wage rates under such act, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. WHITEHURST:

H.R. 15377. A bill establishing a commis-
sion to develop a realistic plan leading to
the conquest of multiple sclerosis at the
earliest possible date; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. WOLFF:

HR. 15378. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to provide an addi-
tional itemized deduction for individuals
who rent their principal residences; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BEGICH:

H.R. 15379. A bill to prohibit the use of
certain small vessels in U.S. fisheries; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
erles,

H.R., 156380, A bill to amend the National
Sclence Foundation Act of 1950 so as to pro-
vide for a program relating to earthquakes;
to the Committee on Science and Astronau-
tics.

By Mr. pv PONT:

H.R. 15381. A bill authorizing demonstra-
tion programs for beach erosion control at
certain locations along the shores of Dela-
ware Bay in the State of Delaware; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. ESCH:
H.R. 15382. A bill to insure congressional
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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. ESCH (for himself, Mr. FREN-
ZEL, Mr. McEKmwwnEY, and Mr. Mo-
BHER) :

H.R. 15383. A bill to provide for an end to
the U.8. involvement in hostilities in and
over Indochina, to secure the withdrawal of
all U.S. forces therefrom, and to express the
sense of the Congress for a cease-fire and an
arms embargo therein; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mrs. GRASSO:

H.R. 15384. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a Commission on Revision of
Federal Taxation; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. LINK:

H.R. 15385. A bill to amend the Rural Elec-
trification Act to provide that telephone
excise taxes imposed on rural telephone serv-
ice shall be used for purposes of the rural
telephone loan program; to the Committee on
Agriculture,

By Mr, SHIPLEY:

HR. 15386. A bill to amend the Soil Con-
servation and Domestic Allotment Act, as
amended, to provide for a Wabash Valley
Basin environmental conservation program;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. TIERNAN:

HR.15387. A bill to provide certain
amounts of broadcast time for candidates for
President and Vice President of the United
States; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. WYMAN:

H.R. 15388. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to modify the emission standards re-
quired for light duty motor vehicles and en-
gines manufactured during or after model
year 1975, to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BADILLO:

H.J. Res. 1217. Joint resolution to authorize
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Corps members to employment in the private
sector; to the Committee on Appropriations.
By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.J. Res. 1218. Joint resolution relating to
sudden infant death syndrome; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BROTZMAN:

H.J. Res. 1219, Joint resolution to man-
date consideration of comprehensive legisla-
tion reforming and recodifying the Federal
income, estate, and gift tax laws; fto the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. MACDONALD of Massachu-
setts:

H.J. Res. 1220. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that a citizen shall
not be ineligible to the Office of the Presi-
dent by reason of not being native born if
he has been a U.S. citizen for at least 12
years and a resident within the United States
for 14 years; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. PODELL:

H.J. Res. 1221, Joint resolution to protect
the bill of rights for middle-class housing
residents; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause T of rule XXII,

Mr. WHALLEY introduced a House con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 628) ex-
pressing the Nation’s gratitude and apprecia-
tion to Dr. Wernher von Braun on the occa-
sion of his retirement from the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, which
was referred to the Committee on Science
and Astronauties.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,
247. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
Richard Richeson, et al., Joliet, Ill., relative

to redress of grievances; to the Committee
on the Judlciary.

SENATE—Wednesday, June 7, 1972

The Senate met in executive session at
10 a.m. and was called to order by the
Acting President pro tempore (Mr. MET-
CALF).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, in whose will is the
destiny of men and nations, draw the
people of this land together in a new
comradeship of purpose to fulfill the
vision of our fathers. Enable us to pro-
vide not only work and homes and food
but a life where true religion and educa-
tion flourish, where art and music come
to full expression. Expel all that corrupts
or defiles the divine image in men, that
the more perfect order may come in a
land of freedom and faith. May the Pres-
ident, the Congress, all holders of public
trust, and all the people be joined in com-
mon dedication to serve the higher way
of righteousness and justice, that Thy
kingdom may come and Thy will be done
on earth.

And to Thee shall be all glory and
praise. Amen.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate adjourned in execu-
tive session last night, hence it is con-
vening in executive session today. Under
the unanimous-consent agreement, the
following business will be transacted, as
in legislative session.

Before the Chair’s distinguished col-
league from Montana is recognized, the
Senate will receive a message from the
President.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States, submitting
nominations, were communicated to the
?:;imte by Mr. Geisler, one of his secre-

es.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in execufive session, the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr. MeTcary)
laid before the Senate messages from
the President of the United States sub-

mitting sundry nominations, which were
referred to the appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
{Jnrinted at the end of Senate proceed-
gs.)

THE JOURNAL

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues-
day, June 6, 1972, be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without 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 ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

THE CALENDAR
Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-

ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 799.
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