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PROJECT SOAR

Project SOAR is Scouting's contribution in
the fight to preserve our enviroment. The
program is a good example of the benefits
Scouting can provide to the State. Project
S0AR—a program to Save Our American Re-
sources—is a vyear-round ecological effort.
But citing the results of a single day's effort
can show the overall success of Project SOAR.
In Connecticut, on Scouting Keep America
Beautiful Day—June 5 of this year—1,800
adult volunteer Scouters and 8,000 Scouts
and Explorers, in cooperation with Govern-
ment agencies, cleaned up more than 1,000
miles of State highways, rivers, and coastline
and collected approximately 700 tons of trash
and litter and spruced up more than 1,800
acres of empty lots and parkland. These June
b6 activities are a small portion of the entire
Project SOAR program that, incidentally, has
been so successful that the BSA Executive
Board has renewed it for at least 1 more year.

OFERATION REACH

Drug abuse is another problem area in
which Scouting is attempting to have as
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much impact as it has had in Project SOAR.
Our new approach to this major problem area
is called Operation Reach. The Boy Scouts
of America ploneered this program in a few
special pilot projects in the past year and
is now extending it throughout Connecticut
and the rest of the country.
CAMPING

Camping is an activity important both to
the Boy Scouts of America and to Connecti-
cut. There are 17 Scout camps operated by
the 14 Scout counecils in Connecticut. Last
year more than 12,000 Scouts and Explorers
stayed in these camps with their 605 troops
and posts for long-term camping. In addi-
tion, 276 disadvantaged boys, who were not
then Scouts, spent a week or more camping
in these camps as the guests of Scouting.

From all parts of the country, Scouts are
also invited to use 19 camping facllities in
Connecticut that are part of the BSA Na-
tional Campways tour program.
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CONNECTICUT SCOUTING FACTS

Connecticut’s 14 Scout counclls serve a
total boy membership of around 77,000. In-
cluded in this figure, as of the first of this
year, are 3,000 young adults in 236 Explorer
posts, 32,000 Scouts in 955 troops, and 42,000
Cub Scouts in 865 packs. Working with these
youth on a volunteer basis are 26,000 adults.
A professional staff of 67 alds these 102,000
citizens of Connecticut who are actively en-
gaged in Scouting.

But all is not statistics with Connecticut
Scouting. The 1970 Spencer Award for pro-
gram excellence was given to three Connecti-
cut Scout councils. They are the Central
Connecticut Council, headquartered in Meri-
den; the Nathan Hale Council, headquartered
in New Britaln; and the Eastern Connecticut
Council, headquartered in Norwich.

All in all, Connecticut has proved to be an
important contributor to the Scout move-
ment; just as Scouting has proved to be an
important contributor to the State of
Connecticut.
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The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Lead me, O Lord, in Thy righteous-
ness: Make Thy way straight before my
face.—Psalm 5: 8.

O Lord, our God, who art the source of
light and life, and the fountain of flowing
love, may Thy spirit arise within us as
we wait upon Thee in this moment of
meditation. Open our hearts to receive
the good news of Thy word and let Thy
spirit guide us in the paths of truth and
love.

Grant that our leaders and all those
to whom our people have given authority
may be filled with Thy spirit, the spirit
of wisdom, understanding, and good will.
May Thy presence abide in the heart of
our free institutions that our country
may remain forever the fortress of free-
dom and our people enjoy the life of
liberty in the land of liberty.

We pray that peace may come to our
world and with peace the fruits of right-
eousness and good will. Be with us this
day and all days and keep us walking
in the ways of the Master. 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. Geisler, one of
his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on March 6, 1972, the Presi-
dent approved and signed bills of the
House of the following titles:

HR. 2828. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Rose Scanio;

HR. 3093. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Crescencia Lyra Serna and her minor chil-
dren, Maria Minde Fe Serna, Sally Garoza
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Serna, Gonzalo Garoza Serna, and James Gar-
oza Serna,

H.R. 4319. An act for the relief of Josephine
Dumpit;

H.R. 65179. An act for the rellef of Soo
Yong Ewak;

H.R. 6508, An act for the relief of Mrs.
Hind Nicholas Chaber, Georgette Hanna
Chaber, Jeanette Hanna Chaber, and Violette
Hannsa Chaber;

H.R. 6012. An act for the relief of William
Lucas (also known as Vasilios Loukatis); and

H.R. 8540. An act for the relief of Eleonora
G. Mpolakis.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr, Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
ment a bill of the House of the follow-
ing title:

H.R. 10834. An act authorizing the State of
Alaska to operate passenger vessel of foreign
reglstry between ports in Alaska, and between
ports in Alaska and ports in the State of
Washington, for a limited period of time.

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

H.R. 10390. An act to extend the life of the
Indian Claims Commission, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the House to the bill (S. 602) en-
titled “An act to provide for the disposi-
tion of judgments, when appropriated,
recovered by the Confederated Salish and
Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reser-
vation, Mont., in paragraphs 7 and 10,
docket No. 50233, U.S. Court of Claims,
and for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the House to the bill (S. 671)
entitled “An act to provide for division
and for the disposition of the funds ap-

propriated to pay a judgment in favor of
the Blackfeet Tribe of the Blackfeet In-
dian Reservation, Mont., and the Gros
Ventre Tribe of the Fort Belknap Res-
ervation, Mont., in Indian Claims Com-
mission docket No. 279-A, and for other
purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to bills of the Senate of the fol-
lowing titles:

S.860. An act relating to the Trust Ter-
ritory of the Pacific Islands; and

S.906. An act relating to the transporta-
tlon of mail by the U.S. Postal Service.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to section 123
(a) of Public Law 91-605, appointed Mr.
StarrorD as a member of the Commis-
sion on Highway Beautification in lieu
of Mr. WEICKER, excused.

URGENT SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO-
PRIATION, 1972

Mr. MAHON, from the Committee on
Appropriations, reported the joint reso-
lution (H.J. Res. 1097) making certain
urgent supplemental appropriations for
the fiscal year 1972, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 92-909), which was
read and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union and ordered to be printed.

Mr. pu PONT. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire, in the absence of the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Bow), whether he is
aware of the filing of this report?

Mr. MAHON., Yes. The joint resolution
was reported unanimously from the
Committee on Appropriations today.

Mr. U PONT reserved all points of
order on the joint resolution.

NEW LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS: A
MAJOR BUDGET CONTINGENCY
(Mr. MAHON asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1

minute, to revise and extend his remarks

and include extraneous matter.)
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
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dent’s fiscal year 1973 budget, like all
budgets, rests on a number of major
assumptions and contingencies. In addi-
tion to the appropriation bills, actions—
or inactions—by the legislative commit-
tees can have a significant impact on
the budget.

For example, about $47.5 billion of the
new appropriations requested for 1973
relate to various ongoing programs for
which further authorization is required.
In addition, there are several new legis-
lative proposals in the budget which must
also first be considered by the legislative
commitiees.

In the 1973 budget these new legisla-
tive proposals—that is, those involving
new or expanded legislative initiatives—
total about $14 billion—$4 billion with
respect to fiscal year 1972 and $10 billion
with respect to fiscal year 1973. They
relate to general and special revenue
sharing; the social security program;
and so on. Some involve reductions in
appropriations rather than increases.

By far the biggest single item in the
President's package of new legislative
proposals is general revenue sharing. The
proposition not only would authorize
revenue sharing, but would also make
the actual appropriation, automatically
each year, without further congressional
action. The budget for general revenue
sharing involves $2.5 billion for the cur-
rent fiscal year 1972 and $5.3 billion for
fiscal year 1973. It involves a total of
$33.8 billion for the 6-year period, fis-
cal years 1972-717.

Of course, we have no revenues to
share. But the point I wish to empha-
size here is that a multibillion, automatic
appropriation will further complicate
the problem in the years ahead, both in
the executive branch and in the Con-
gress, of undertaking to annually reorder
and fix spending priorities to meet
changing conditions and needs.

Under leave, I am inserting in the Ex-
tensions of Remarks section of today’s
Recorp a more extensive statement on
these new legislative proposals.

FEEDING THE HUNGRY IN SEATTLE

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

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I am today
calling upon public-spirited Americans
from all across the country to assist in
a voluntary food collection program de-
signed to feed the hungry in Seattle and
other areas of the State of Washington.
This food collection program, labeled the
“We Care” food drive, has been orga-
nized by employees of United Air Lines
and members of the International Asso-
ciation of Machinists. It leads to the
voluntary collection of food at various
collection points in major airports
throughout the country, transportation
of food items to Seattle by United Air
Lines, and distribution throughout the
State of Washington at volunteer-
manned food banks.

Unemployment in the Seattle area
continues at a rate in excess of 11 per-
cent. Statewide, unemployment in Wash-
ington is at least 10 percent. Traditional
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programs, such as the food stamp pro-
gram, are totally inadequate to assist an
economic and human crisis of this mag-
nitude. Many persons are ineligible for
food stamps. Many others have totally
exhausted their unemployment benefits.
Thousands of persons—380,000 in Seatitle
alone, during the month of February—
depend upon the free food distribution
program, which the “We Care” drive is
currently assisting.

I commend the employees of United
and the members of the Airline Employ-
ees District 141, International Associa-
tion of Machinists, for organizing this
food drive. I hope that many others from
more fortunate areas will realize the
great need for help for the needy in the
State of Washington and will assist in
this effort.

Further, it is especially appropriate
that this food drive is helping the hun-
gry at this particular time. During the
winter months, when the need for do-
nated food is the greatest, the supply
from the agricultural sections of the
Pacific Northwest is the least available.
In the month of February 1972, for in-
stance, over 103,000 persons were assisted
by the 78 food banks which presently
operate in 15 Washington counties,

EXTENSION OF THE WEST FRONT
OF THE CAPITOL SHOULD BE
BLOCKED

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

Mr. STRATTON. Mr, Speaker, I am
as reluctant to take on the establishment
of the Congress as any other Member of
this body, but I do so today, because the
action of the so-called Commission on
the Extension of the Capitol on yester-
day hit a new low.

About 3 years ago this House, after
hearing for years from Mr. Stewart that
the Capitol was about to collapse, com-
missioned a $250,000 study by a firm of
top New York City engineers to see
whether that charge was true. They
reported in January 1971 that it was
false, that the Capitol was not going to
collapse, and that for $15 million it
could be properly restored, instead of
the $45 or $60 million price tag attached
to the elaborate extension project.

And yet yesterday the Commission
went ahead anyway and authorized that
extension. They did so on the simple
ground that maybe it would cost a little
bit more than the $15 million the Prae-
ger report has estimated.

Well, that was 3 years ago that the
$15 million figure was mentioned.

Yet, now we are going to spend $60
million or perhaps even $70 million for
the extension project simply because the
cost of a much simpler restoration might
have been $16 or $17 million.

I think this is a sad commentary on
our fiscal responsibility here in Congress.
I am going to fight this extension. I
hope other Members will join me. I intend
to put in the Recorp and to circulate let-
ters to my colleagues giving fuller de-
tails of this Praeger report. I think it will
make interesting reading to every Mem-
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ber of this House, especially since its
findings—now being so utterly ignored—
cost the taxpayers almost a quarter of a
million dollars.

FIFTH ANNUAL REPORT OF THE
UNITED STATES-JAPAN COOPER-
ATIVE MEDICAL SCIENCE PRO-
GRAM—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 92-189)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States which was
read, and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce and
ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am pleased to send to the Congress
the Fifth Annual Report of the United
States-Japan Cooperative Medical
Science Program.

This joint research effort in the medi-
cal sciences, undertaken in 1965 follow-
ing a meeting between the Prime Minis-
ter of Japan and the President of the
United States, continues its sharp focus
upon widespread diseases of great im-
portance in Asian nations: cholera,
leprosy, malnutrition, the parasitic dis-
eases filariasis and schistosomiasis,
tuberculosis and certain viral diseases.

During 1971 several reports were pub-
lished marking this program’s first 5
years of research progress. Following
careful planning and a review of objec-
tives, it has been decided to expand the
program scope to include research con-
cerned with pollutant induced cancer,
birth defects and related abnormalities.

This effort remains directed primarily
toward diseases in Asia, however, the
research results are clearly relevant to a
much broader human spectrum. I am
particularly heartened by the mutuality
of this joint activity which has been un-
dertaken so successfully by biomedical
scientists in Japan and the TUnited
States. We can find few satisfactions
greater than working effectively together
with other nations for the ultimate bene-
fit of all mankind.

RicHARD NIXON.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 10420, MARINE MAMMAL
PROTECTION ACT

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 878 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. ReEs. 878

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 consideration of the bill (HR.
10420) to protect marine mammals; to estab-
lish a Marine Mammal Commission; and for
other purposes, After general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and shall con-
tinue not to exceed one hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, the bill
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shall be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
the amendment In the nature of a substi-
tute recommended by the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisherles now printed
in the bill as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment under the five-minute
rule, and all points of order against section
104 of said substitute for failure to comply
with the provisions of clause 4, rule XXI are
hereby walved. At the conclusion of such
consideration, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in
the Committee of the Whole to the bill
or to the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Missouri is recognized for 1 hour.

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

Mr. Speaker, there is one unusual as-
pect of this rule which provides for a
waiver of points of order against section
104 of the substitute which is made in
order for failure to comply with the pro-
visions of clause 4, rule XXI, which deals
with the question of appropriation in a
legislative bill.

This is necessitated by what I believe
to be a noncontroversial section of the
bill providing for a method of encourag-
ing people to cooperate in finding guilty
parties.

That is the only unusual aspect of the
rule. I know of no opposition to the rule,
and I therefore reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I agree with the state-
ment just made by my friend and col-
league on the Rules Committee and state
that I support this rule and the bill.

The purpose of HR. 10420 is to pro-
hibit the harassing, catching and killing
of marine mammals by U.S. citizens or
within the jurisdiction of the United
States, unless taken under the authority
of a permit issued by an agency of the
executive branch. Thz bill would also
create an independent three-member
Commission to review the orerations of
the program and to recommend ways in
which it might be improved.

Both the Department of Commerce
and the Dzpartment of the Interior will
participate in the administration of this
program which follows tha pre-ent divi-
sion of authority. The Commerce De-
partment’s involvement in marine mam-
mals is derived from its subordinate
agency, the Nation®l Marine Fisheries
Service, which has some responsibilities
for research and some management of
cetaceans—whales, porpoiscs, and dol-
phins—and seals. This bill eontinues the
same jurisdicticn. The other animals
covered by this bill such as walruses, sea
otters, polar bears and manatees will
coentinue to be under the authority of the
Derartment of the Interior.

The Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce retained the status quo

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

largely on the hope and expectation that
a Department of Natural Resources
would be shortly forthcoming, at which
point the two programs would be merged
into one.

The cost of the bill would be $15,300,-
000 over a 5-year period in order to carry
out research and management responsi-
bilities assigned to the administrative
agencies and $5,000,000 over a 5-year
period for the Marine Mammal Commis-
sion.

The report of the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce includes
departmental letters from the Civil
Service Commission, the Department of
Commerce, the General Services Admin-
istration, the Department of the Interior,
the Department of State, the Depart-
ment of Justice, the National Science
Foundation, the Small Business Admin-
istration, the Smithsonian Institute, and
the Department of the Treasury. While
these letters recommend some revisions
in specific language, none oppose the bill.
Many of these suggested revisions are
incorporated in the bill finally reported
by the committee.

I might say, under the rules of the
House, there is not any other way we can
take care of this payment, other than by
waiving the rule. That is the purpose for
waiving the rule in this case.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and yield back the re-
mainder of my time,

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

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 69]

Diggs
Dulskl
Edmondson
Edwards, La.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Flowers
Forsythe
Fraser
Fulton
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Gallagher
Gaydos
Harvey
Hébert
Heinz
Hull
Jones, Tenn.
Lloyd
Long, La.
Macdonald,
Mass.

Abzug
Anderson,
Tenn.
Archer
Ashbrook
Badillo
Baring
Bell
Bingham
Blatnik
Bow
Brasco
Brown, Mich.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Camp
Carey. N.Y.
Casey, Tex.
Celler
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Collins, I11.
Dellums Madden
Devine Metcalfe

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 360
Members have answered to their names,
a guorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-

Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Murphy, Il1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Powell
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Rees

Riegle
Rousselot
Scheuer
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Stubblefield
Symington
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
White
Young, Fla.
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ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
PUBLIC WORKS TO FILE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 11896, FEDERAL
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1972, UNTIL
MIDNIGHT, MARCH 11

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittez on Public Works may have until
midnight Saturday, March 11, 1972, to
file a report on HR. 11896, the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments
of 1972,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 8589, HEALING ARTS PRAC-
TICE ACT, DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA

Mr. McMILLAN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 8589) to
amend the Healing Arts Practice Act,
District of Columbia, 1928, to revise the
composition of the Commission on Li-
censure To Practice the Healing Art, and
for other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and request a conference
with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina? The Chair hears none, and
appoints the following conferees: Messrs.
STUCKEY, JacoBs, Mikva, NEeLsEN, and
BroyrILL of Virginia.

MARINE MAMMAL PROTECTION
ACT OF 1971

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I 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. 10420) to protect ma-
rine mammals; to establish a Marine
Mammal Commission; and for other
purposes.

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

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill H.R. 10420, with Mr.
Brooks in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
PeLLY) will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, the bill
before the House, H.R. 10420, is a strong
and responsible measure. It should be en-
acted.

As the Members, my colleagues, are
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aware, this same bill was before the
House last December on the Suspension
Calendar. The bill had a strong majority
in favor of passage but did not achieve
the necessary two-thirds required, and
the motion failed.

Mr. Chairman, at this time I yield 3
minutes to my distinguished friend, the
gentleman from Maryland, the chairman
of the full committee.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong and enthusiastic support of
H.R. 10420, the Marine Mammal Pro-
tection Act.

This legislation is designed to do ex-
actly what its title implies—provide badly
needed protection to marine mammals.

That protection might have been
much closer to reality today, and this
Chamber would not be engaged in this
debate today, if this bill had passed the
House when it was voted upon in the last
session of this Congress on November 30,
1971.

Actusally, this bill received a majority
of favorable votes on that day—the offi-
cial vote was 199 for, and 150 against;
in essence the legislation was defeated
because it failed to receive the required
two-thirds vote to suspend the rules.

Mr. Chairman, very few bills survive
the legislative process without being at-
tacked from one quarter or another, and
normal and rational opposition is al-
ways expected on controversial matters;
indeed, opposition is an important and
healthy part of the legislative process,
because it provides a catalyst for ham-
mering out more realistic legislation dur-
ing committee consideration.

Unfortunately, the opposition to our
committee’'s ocean mammal bill was
neither nermal nor rational, and it cer-
tainly was not healthy. It was destruc-
tive, because it embodied an unrealistic,
“all or nothing” approach, and it was
dictated by emotion, rather than by rea-
son.

The primary opponents to this bill
are not really conservationists—they are
more properly referred to as “protec-
tionists”—and their basic position seems
to be that man should leave all animals
alone. They blindly oppose all forms of
wildlife management, disregarding the
cold reality that the balance of nature
has already been disrupted, and, that
nature therefore, must be managed and
helped by the guiding hand of man;
these protectionists, in their emotional
approach, refuse to see that leaving the
animals alone may be more damaging to
the animals themselves—as well as to the
natural ecosystems upon which these
animals depend.

Unfortunately, the opposition from
this small group of protectionists—whom
I personally regard as irresponsible—
was very vocal and effective, because they
succeeded in arousing and deliberately
misleading the public by appealing to
human emotions and by deliberately dis-
torting and misrepresenting the facts.

Even more tragic than this irration-
al approach was the fact that the suc-
cess of this irresponsible group was made
possible because of the extensive cover-
age devoted to their views by the na-
tion’s press. It is astonishing that this
small group was able to gain access to
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several leading newspapers—which pre-
sented to the public a distorted pic-
ture of the complex ocean mammal
problem—almost to the exclusion of the
more reasonable and practical views of
the more responsible conservation groups
and experts.

Despite the fact that the preponder-
ance of the established, recognized and
prestigious conservation groups did, in
fact, support our committee bill—even
though they did not completely agree
with all facets of that bill—the press in
general failed to present that side of
the story. Instead, some highly respect-
ed papers continued to act like a parrot
by repeating the one-sided line of argu-
ment advanced by the protectionists.

The Washington Post was one of the
papers guilty of this; as a matter of
fact, that paper failed to use a letter of
rebuttal written by the president of the
Rachel Carson Trust for the Living
Environments, Inc.—one of the most
widely respected of all the ecology-orient-
ed groups.

The Baltimore Sun was also guilty of
a distorted and one-sided presentation of
the ocean mammal problem; it chose to
provide that kind of coverage, even
though its reporter was warned that the
views being presented were the views of
an irresponsible group that is deter-
mined to kill any bill other than the
one it supports. I also am personally
aware that several letters of rebuttal,
sent to the Sun by the various conserva-
tion groups that protested such slanted
and inaccurate reporting, never appeared
in print. I am astonished and ashamed
that the Sun—a Baltimore paper—ap-
parently made a deliberate decision to
not give its readers the opposite and
more true picture of the complex ocean
mammal problem. Other normally re-
sponsible papers, such as the New York
Times, are also guilty of similar slanted
articles.

This irresponsible press coverage has
had a definite and damaging impact
upon the public. I have personally re-
ceived many hateful and vitriolic let-
ters from citizens who have been aroused
and even infuriated because they have
been convinced—by shoddy journalism—
that the Congress and this committee is
trying to railroad a piece of bad legisla-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, in referring to our com-
mittee's consideration of this legisla-
tion, I want to emphasize that this bill
was not given perfunctory treatment.
The committee held extensive hearings
on this involved and controversial sub-
ject; because this subject was so com-
plex and important, the committee mem-
bers worked long and hard. And, because
so many groups and individuals wanted
to testify, it required 4 full days of hear-
ings—consuming both the morning and
afternoon of those 4 days—to receive all
the pertinent testimony necessary for
the evolution of a praectical bill. This
testimony was received from ecology
groups from independent scientists—
and also from the so-called protection-
ists.

The committee also held 7 days of
grueling executive sessions, from which
finally emerged the bill being consid-
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ered here today by the House. It is a good
bill.

Mr. Chairman, I am not here to ap-
peal to emotions; I am here to appeal
to my colleagues to act today on the basis
of reason and good sense; I urgently ap-
peal to them to vote for passage of this
legislation, so that we can get on with
the work of providing some immediate
and practical protection for the oceans’
mammals.

Mr, DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, the bill
before the House, H.R. 10420, is a strong
and responsible measure. It should be en-
acted.

As the Members are aware, this same
bill was before the House last December
on the Suspension Calendar. While we
had a majority in favor of passage, we
did not have the necessary two-thirds,
and the motion failed, There were and
are some disagreements between various
people on the best way to provide protec-
tion to the marine mammals, but there
was no disagreement over the fact that
they need more attention and enlightened
protection than they have received in the
past.

Essentially two alternative approaches
were urged upon our committee. One,
which might be described as that of the
protectionists, would impose an absolute
ban upon the taking or importing of all
marine mammals. The other proposal,
which was reported to the House as HR.
10420, would respond to the problem by
authorizing an extensive and intensive
program of management of species and
stocks of marine mammals.

The controlling issue in the contro-
versy between these two views must nec-
essarily be what is best for the animals
themselves and for the ecosystems upon
which they, and possibly we, depend.
Under this criterion, the committee con-
cluded that enlightened, effective man-
agement of marine mammals is the better
course of action to pursue at this time.

Critics of management programs point
to failures of other management pro-
grams, such as the International Whaling
Commission, as evidence that the con-
cept itself is unworkable, While it is un-
deniable that some programs—including
the IWC—have been inadequate, it is no
more rational to conclude from this that
the management concept should be
abandoned than it would be to throw out
our system of criminal justice because
miscarriages of justice have occurred in
the past. The answer, it seems to me, is
to improve the system, and not to scrap
it altogether. H.R. 10420 attempts to do
just this—to see that management sys-
tems are devised—in ways, I might add,
that have never been tried before—
which will be responsive to the needs of
society and of the animals themselves.

A notable, and I believe, basic defect
in the proposal of the protectionists lies
in its complete lack of a research pro-
gram designed to improve our knowl-
edge of these animals. You have already
heard evidence of the almost nonexistent
research efforts that have been developed
by the Federal Government in the past—
with the exception of the Alaska fur
seal program, which must surely stand
as an outstanding example of what can
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happen under a sound management
program.

The significance of an adequate re-
search program becomes apparent when
one considers the fact that the species
and stocks of animals described in this
legislation are almost without exception
migratory and/or international—or at
the very least live in waters that may go
beyond the territorial limits of U.S.
jurisdiction. What this means, of course,
is that these animals may be, and often
are, considered “fair game” by citizens
of other countries: citizens for whom a
self-imposed U.S. ban would mean only
that there would be more animals for
them to take. While we can understand
the temptation to adopt a moralistic
posture, banning all killing of marine
mammals by U.S. citizens, and to urge
all other nations to follow our lead, I
think that we must recognize the cold
reality that they will not do so today.

A case in point might be the re-
cently negotiated treaty to regulate the
catching of Antarctic seals. We were very
clearly told by the other 11 nations at
the London conference in February that
they were not at all interested in creating
an Antarctic preserve for seals. Faced
with scientific statements that there may
be as many as 50 million seals in the
waters off Antarctica, the decision was
made by all the countries present to per-
mit limited and controlled taking of
Antarctic seals, with that taking heavily
weighted toward conservative limits,
pending the development of more and
better information to tell us how these
resources can be best used without sus-
taining serious damage.

Few other nations of the world con-
sider themselves as highly favored as we
are today, having adequate supplies of
protein and other raw materials. For
the less favored countries, marine mam-
mals are not a luxury, but are rather a
potential source of food or cash. I doubt
if any Member likes the idea, but it does
no good to pretend that it is not the
case.

I believe that such nations can be
reached, however, by being shown that
marine mammals are resources which
can be depleted by overuse, and that
this will result in long-term losses for all
concerned. The fable of the goose and
the golden eggs is told in many other
languages than English.

This is in fact the argument that final-
ly seems to be prevailing with respect to
the great whales, although even here it
appears that there is no lack of oppor-
tunists who may be quite willing to de-
stroy resources for all time for the sake
of a quick return.

For this reason, and since we know
that the pressure for exploitation of
these and other resources is on the in-
crease, it becomes imperative that we de-
velop a sound, broadly based research
program to define accurately the limits
of what can safely be done without en-
dangering the resources themselves.

I do not think that it would be a re-
sponsible act for this Congress to adopt
legislation which imposes a flat ban on
our taking of marine mammals without
providing a sound research program to
help us plot a course for the future. I say
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this not because I am unsympathetic
with the motives and concerns of the pro-
tectionists, but because I am convinced
that their proposal just will not work.
And that therefore it is not responsible
to the best interests of the animals them-
selves,

The criticism of the protectionists, if
I may call them that, turns on the dis-
cretion which the Congress vests in the
Secretaries. Their criticism can be met
quite easily, I think. If we assume, as we
must, that these groups are sincere in
their declarations of concern for the
marine mammals, we provide to them
every opportunity to review the discre-
tionary acts of the Secretaries, and to see
that they measure up to the very strict
standards of the hill. Before issuing any
permit for the taking of a marine mam-
mal, the Secretary must first have it
proven to his satisfaction that any tak-
ing is consistent with the purposes and
policies of the act—that is to say, that
taking will not be to the disadvantage
of the animals concerned. If he cannot
make that finding, he eannot issue a per-
mit. It is that simple.

Further, he must announce to the pub-
lic what actions he proposes to take, and
must detail the evidence upon which he
proposes to act. He must hold public
hearings on his proposed actions; he must

publish recommendations of agencies-

which may be critical of his actions—
in all of these he has no discretion what-
ever.

Once he establishes these limitations,
he must thereupon go through another
public review process in order to grant
permits for the taking of marine mam-
mals. At this point, public hearings are
discretionary, although the committee is
strongly of the opinion that this discre-
tion should continue to be exercised in
the direction of full disclosure and open
hearings in controversial cases. If the
interested public is of the opinion that
his discretion has been abused at any
point in the process, it is given the right
and opportunity to appeal under the Ad-
ministrative Procedures Act.

8till further safeguards are built into
title IT of the bill, which authorizes the
establishment of an independent Marine
Mammal Commission, charged with re-
sponsibility for reviewing the entire pro-
gram, and for eonsidering and recom-
mending ways in which that program
may be improved. The commission is
given further powers, which I have never
seen in any other legislation enacted by
Congress: Recommendations which it
makes to Federal agencies must be con-
sidered carefully by them, and recom-
mendations which are not followed must
be returned to the commission with a
detailed explanation of the reasons that
they were not followed.

The bill goes even further, and re-
quires the creation of an independent
scientific review panel, to which the com-
mission may, and indeed must refer for
advice on scientific questions relating to
the mammals in question. This commit-
tee is given similar powers to make rec-
ommendations, in the form of formal
recommendations from the committee
or in the form of recommendations from
any member.
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I simply do not believe that any ad-
ministrator, forced to operate in that
kind of goldfish bowl, can abuse the dis-
cretion that the committee has given
him. The concern expressed by the pro-
tectionists just does not take account of
these extensive safeguards.

It is an important element of the
package which we have brought to the
House today that the burden of proof in
every case rests upon those who propose
to capture or take a marine mammal.
In order to obtain a permit, they must
show that the proposed taking is con-
sistent with the act and is not to the dis-
advantage of the animals concerned. If
they cannot show this, they get no
permit.

Opponents of any legislation claim
that it is essentially meaningless to at-
tempt to deal with these problems on
less than a global basis; and it is un-
deniable that many of these animals are
found in areas not within the jurisdic-
tion of the United States, and are hence
open to taking by nationals of other
countries. It is certainly our hope that
the enactment of strong legislation by
this country will serve as a strong ex-
ample to other countries—just as it is
our hope that the ocean dumping legis-
lation, which earlier was acted upon by
this body, will serve as such an ex-
ample. More basically, however, it seems
to the committee that a start must be
made on the question, and that this, at
least, is one thing that we can do. And,
I might add, should do.

The committee did not rest here. We
included strong language in the report
to require the Secretaries to cooperate
with the Secretary of State to develop
more effective and broader treaties for
the protection of marine mammals on a
worldwide basis. We also incorporated
specific dates by which action had to be
taken. I think that I can safely assure
this body that we will be watching the
development of these activities with
great interest.

Contrary to what the opponents of
this legislation may say, it is not true
that the principal support for this leg-
islation comes from the exploiters. In-
stead, it comes from those who have a
sincere and long-term interest in the
welfare of the animals involved. I think I
am safe in assuring this body that with-
out this kind of support it would never
have been possible to have developed
the strong bill which is here before you
today.

I am aware that this bill has been
criticized as being a weak bill. In all
candor, I must say that those who have
criticized it in this way have not fully
grasped the nature of the protection
which we have provided. While it is not
a simple bill, it is a strong bill, related
not to an emotional attitude that cannot
accept the thought of an animal suffer-
ing, but rather to a positive attitude that
man must change his relationship to
animals, and must take positive steps
to see that they do not suffer unreason-
ably at his hands.

It is not at all a weak bill. It is in-
deed a strong bill, providing extensive
and ample protection for marine mam-
mals. I recommend its approval.
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Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume,

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 10420, introduced by the gentleman
from California (Mr. ANDERSON) and co-
sponsored by myself, which would pro-
vide for protection and conservation of
marine mammals, establish an independ-
ent Marine Mammal Commission, and
for other purposes.

As T explained during my remarks on
the House floor on December 6, when
H.R. 10420 was considered under suspen-
sion of the rules, I know of no one single
legislative area in this session of Con-
gress which has drawn more attention
from a great many of my colleagues,
and from the general public at large,
than measures pertaining to the protec-
tion and conservation of marine mam-
mals. Your committee considered ap-
proximately 38 different legislative con-
cepts embodied in bills introduced by
more than 100 Members of this body.
Such concepts ranged from a simplistic
approach of a complete ban or “moratori-
um” on the taking of marine mammals,
to measures providing for the conven-
ing of international treaty meetings or
to authorization of large research pro-
grams.

Your committee, since the first day of
hearings on this legislative area in Sep-
tember 1971, has carefully, studiously,
and impartially evaluated and digested
the pros and cons of all approaches, re-
ceived and considered expert helpful
testimony from just about every major
environmental and conservation orga-
nization, conducted a detailed investiga-
tion as to the type, extent, and success
of current and planned marine mam-
mal programs administered by the De-
partments of Interior and Commerce,
fully evaluated the extent of protection
and conservation measures on an in-
ternational scale, and have established
an impressive scientific and technical
record as to the current and anticipated
status of each of the marine mammal
species. These efforts have culminated
in the measure pending before you now,
H.R. 10420, which initially formed the
basis for the committee’s deliberations
and has been expanded considerably as
a result of your committee’s efforts. Ex-
cellent assistance was provided by the
administration in assisting this com-
mittee in its work during the last 3
months. To the extent that the recom-
mendations of the administration have
been consistent with your committee’s
objectives, these comments and legisla-
tive suggestions have been embodied
within the conceptual framework of the
bill, HR. 10420.

As a result of these hearings, your
committee has concluded that the range
of animals to be included in the legisla-
tion should include all marine mammal
species known to man; that is, porpoises,
whales, seals, walruses, sea otters, polar
bears, and sea cows. All of these mam-
mals are found on the high seas, in ter-
ritorial waters, and on U.S. lands with
existing protection and conservation
mechanisms varying from jurisdiction to
Jjurisdiction and from species to species.
We concluded that existing levels and
emphasis on research funding are frag-
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mented and in need of revision and ex-
pansion. We concluded that, due to the
national and international importance
of these mammals moving in interstate
and foreign commerce, action by the Fed-
eral Government was warranted and nec-
essary. We concluded that the mora-
torium or complete ban on the taking of
marine mammals should be just one of
the many protection and conservation
devices which should be utilized, and
that a properly balanced species man-
agement approach would give the regu-
latory agencies the flexibility to insure
the protection of each species in light of
specific environmental factors affecting
such species. In short, your committee
concluded that it was imperative that
the proper legislative and regulatory
framework be established now—mnot at a
time in the future when many or most
of these species have joined the “endan-
gered” or “extinct” list. In this case, the
old adage that “an ounce of prevention
is worth a pound of cure” is quite appli-
cable, for in the absence of this compre-
hensive legislative approach and regu-
latory scheme on an international, na-
tional, and State level—these species will
go the way others have, due to the past
inability of man to accept the environ-
mental and historical concept that the
living natural resources of this planet are
irreplaceable and should be protected
and conserved for the benefit of future
generations and the delicate balance of
our fragile marine and ocean ecosystem.
Consequently, in the legislation pend-
ing before you, your committee has pro-
vided that it shall be unlawful to take
any marine mammal except pursuant to
a permit. Prior to the granting of a per-
mit, the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of Commerce, within their spe-
cific areas of species responsibility, must
establish specific limitations on the tak-
ing of mammals in that species on the
basis of sound scientific evidence, and
only after evaluating and establishing
the impact which such a proposed level of
taking would have on the marine eco-
system, the marine mammal species it-
self from the standpoint of population
dynamies, on other natural resources of
the oceans such as fish, and the economic
and technological feasibility of actual
implementation of such taking level.
Violations of the act are punishable
by a civil penalty of $10,000 or a crimi-
nal penalty of $20,000 and/or 1 year’s
imprisonment. Vessel forfeiture is also
provided. Enforcement is provided by
both Federal and State officials. Recog-
nizing the fact that complete and total
protection and conservation must be pro-
vided worldwide if the U.S. program is
to have any impact, the legislation re-
quires the Secretary of State to seek an
international convention on the subject
of marine mammal protection in addi-
tion to other bilateral or multilateral in-
ternational treaties which are consistent
with the purposes and policies of the
act. Recognizing the fact that any such
regulatory and conservation program
must be based on sound scientific and
technical data, the legislation author-
izes the Secretaries to make research
grants for research and/or program ad-

ministration. Authorization level is $500,-
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000 to the Secretary of the Interior and a
like amount to the Secretary of Com-
merce.

An independent Marine Mammal
Commission, appointed by the President,
will provide an additional research ca-
pability and perform a valuable advisory
function to both the Federal agencies
and Congress. The required scientific
expertise which the Commission needs
is provided by a Committee on Scien-
tific Advisors appointed by the Com-
mission chairman. The Commission is
provided a 5-year authorization of $1
million per year with the proviso that at
least three-fourths of this annual amount
must be spent on research. The Secre-
tary of Interior is authorized $700,000
for the first year's administration of the
program and $525,000 thereafter for each
of the next 4 fiscal years. The Secre-
tary of Commerce is authorized $1.5 mil-
lion for the next 5 fiscal years for ad-
ministration.

Mr. Chairman, in the case of many of
these species, such as the porpoise, there
is not a great deal known as to the world
population levels, the current level of tak-
ing either in conjunction with the uti-
lization of other marine resources or
otherwise. Thus, the importance of the
research provisions of the legislation
cannot be overemphasized. Certainly,
where there is a lack of scientific in-
formation as to whether or not a current
level of taking is harmful to the species
and the marine ecosystem, it would be
advisable to approach the issuance of
permits from a conservative standpoint.

However, this is not to say, and I be-
lieve it is not your committee’s inten-
tion, that the Secretary of the Interior or
Commerce should establish arbitrary low
or high levels of permissible taking sole-
ly from a fear of the unknown expressed
on the part of the regulatory agency or
the general public.

The Secretary, in section 102 of the
bill, must base his levels of limitations
on sound scientific and technical evi-
dence and consequently has the burden
of proof of justifying his decision from
all of the evidence presented and avail-
able. Then, once the general limitations
for each species have been established,
the burden of proof shifts to the person
applying for a permit to take marine
mammals, who must demonstrate that
the perimeters of the permit are con-
sistent with the purposes and policies
of the act and the established limita-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, this measure now pend-
ing before this body is landmark legis-
lation, and I urge its overwhelming pas-
sage.

Mr. Chairman, the matter of clarifi-
cation of certain language I think should
be written into the record, and for that
purpose, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
direct a question to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan with regard
to the meaning of section 103 regarding
the authority of the Secretary to issue
permits.

Was it the intent of the committee
that in the case of the commercial fish-
ing industry general permits would be
issued to cover all of the participants
in a particular fishery?
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Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan-

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman from
Washington is entirely correct.

As is stated in the committee re-
port—it is stated in the report that it
appears to the committee that the tuna
fleet would be an appropriate recipient
of the general permits, under the au-
thority of section 103(i) of title I, keyed
not to specific numbers of porpoises
which might be taken but to the tech-
niques that should be used in fishing op-
erations.

I would further point out to the gen-
tleman that it is the intent of the com-
mittee to operate this program in such
a fashion as it will protect the porpoises.

Mr. PELLY. I would like to say to the
gentleman from Michigan that that was
my interpretation of the matter.

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

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman
from Oregon.

Mr. WYATT. I would like to commend
the chairman of the subcommittee and
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
PeLLy) for the approach that has been
taken in this bill which has been re-
ported by the committee.

I am becoming increasingly distressed
by the emotional atmosphere and ap-
proach taken to many of our conserva-
tion problems which are actually made
in this body based purely upon emotion
and not on the basis of facts.

The bill reported out by this commit-
tee would set up the machinery by which
a reasonably intelligent decision could be
made and, certainly, assures the preser-
vation of mammals as described in the
bill, and also assures the preservation
of a major industry in the United States
and that is the tuna industry which is a
contributing factor to the economy of
my State and particularly to both coasts
of the United States.

I think these people are entitled to
consideration. I do not feel that there is
going to be any wiping out of the mam-
mal population of the oceans as a result
of the failure to enact an immediate
moratorium on the taking of mammals,
which would have disastrous effects.

Again I commend the committee.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to thank the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. Wyarr) and to say to the gentle-
man that I too feel that the chairman
of our subcommittee, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DiNGeLL) has rendered
a great service through his deep interest
in conservation, and at the same time
has come up with a very practical
approach.

I would state further that I have never
known of an occasion where a commit-
tee has considered more careful ly all the
various approaches and aspects as this
committee has on this legislation, and I
feel that it has come up with a reason-
able bill which should have the support
of the Members of the Congress.

Mr. WYATT. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield further, I would
also like to say that I do not believe any-
one with any reason or justification can
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question the sound conservation creden-
tials of the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DinceLL) and the gentleman in the well
(Mr. PeLLy). These have been estab-
lished over the years, and anyone who
attempts on a particular issue such as
this to question the bases of those cre-
dentials is just as wrong as wrong can be
because the conservationists in this
country have no better friends than Jorn
DingeLL and Tom PELLY.

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

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

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

I would ask the gentleman whether
there has been any change in this bill
since it was defeated last December?

Mr. PELLY. This is the identical bill
that failed to receive a two-thirds ma-
jority when it was considered under a
suspension of the rules. I know many of
the Members objected at that time on the
way it was brought up because they
could not amend the bill. I know that we
are going to have some amendments to
this bill. So I rather think there could
be some changes from the original bill.

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

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman
from Alaska.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I know that you, Mr. PeLLy, as I, are
concerned with the salmon fishing in-
dustry, and that you have been for many,
many years, and I would like to ask you
one question relative to the permit sys-
tem proposed.

In considering the bill (H.R. 10420) as
reported, and in considering the amend-
ment proposed by the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. UpaLL) a great many ques-
tions arise because so much of the im-
pact of this legislation falls on Alaska.
I will attempt to resolve these difficulties
with the assistance of the gentlemen who
have prepared both the basic legislation
and the amendments.

My first area of concern relates to the
permit process as a whole, and to its
specific operation regarding permits for
the taking of ocean mammals which be-
come tangled in the fishing gear of com-
mercial fishermen. I am aware that the
basic problem in this area relates to the
tuna industry and the problem caused by
dolphins in tuna nets. A problem which
is evidently of smaller magnitude exists
in Alaska regarding the occasional de-
struction of fishing gear by seals, sea
lions, and other marine mammals.

My concern regards the procedure
contemplated for acquiring a permit for
such purposes. Such an occurrence is
both unpredictable and random in terms
of when and where it will occur. The
Alaska coast is over 3,000 miles long; it
is fished by over 20,000 licensed fisher-
men, over half of which are residents of
Alaska scattered all along the coast. Most
of these men can expect that at some
time during their fishing career, they will
be confronted with a marine mammal
tangled in their gear. My question is
whether or not this permit requirement
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contemplates a system which will proc-
ess this many applications each year.

I would hope that what is contem-
plated is the issuance of general permits,
either to State fish and game agencies or
to associations of fishermen or other
groups of individuals. I would hope that
such permits might be based on a series
of well-considered standards which are
relevant to the fishing operation and the
marine mammal species involved. Thus,
the standards for the conflict between
tuna and dolphins may very well be dif-
ferent than those for the problems
caused for salmon fishermen by seals or
sea lions. In some cases, where the ma-
rine mammal species is particularly en-
dangered, perhaps a standard would be
appropriate which makes it clear that
the gear is secondary to the mammal.

In any case, I would appreciate com-
ments on this contemplated process, and
urge that it include a system which will
avoid the construction of an expensive,
cumbersome, administrative structure,
and will allow general anticipatory per-
mits to responsible groups or govern-
ment agencies based on sensitive stand-
ards. Perhaps you can put this in the
context of the discussion you had earlier
with the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DINGELL) .

Mr. PELLY. It is my understanding,
and I think this is borne out by the col-
loquy that took place between the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
and myself, that a general permit would
be issued to a fleet, in the case of a fish-
ing fleet and, as it applies to the salmon
runs, I am sure that it would cover the
Bristol Bay run, or any other of the
Alaskan runs, without having to have a
special permit for any one fishing vessel.

Mr. BEGICH. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to my good friend, the gentle-
man from California, the author of the
bill, a very distinguished member of our
committee, and an outstanding conserva-
tionist (Mr. ANDERSON) .

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 10420,
the Marine Mammal Protection Act.

As Congressman PeELLy has just stated,
there has been no one single legislative
area in this session of Congress which
has drawn more attention from the pub-
lic than measures pertaining to the pro-
tection and conservation of marine mam-
mals.

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee considered approximately 38
different legislative concepts embodied
in bills introduced by more than 100
Members of this body.

Since the first day of hearings on this
topic in September 1971, the committee
has carefully, studiously, and impartial-
1y evaluated and digested the merits and
demerits of the different approaches: we
have received and considered expert
testimony from major environmental and
conservation organizations. Finally, we
conducted a detailed investigation as to
the type, extent, and success of current
and planned marine mammal programs,
both on a national and an international
basis.

The bill before us now, HR. 10420, is
a result of these extended hearings and
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executive sessions. It represents what I
believe to be a workable measure where-
by marine mammals will be protected
from exploitation by man.

PROHIBITIONS

Exactly how does the bill protect ma-
rine mammals?

First, except for approved scientific re-
search, the bill absolutely prohibits the
importation of any pregnant marine
mammal, any marine mammal that is
less than 8 months old, any specie
of marine mammal which is depleted
or endangered, or any marine mammal
that was killed or captured in an inhu-
mane manner.

To further explain this absolute pro-
hibition: if a person imported a baby seal
into this country, that person would be
subject to a $10,000 fine for each viola-
tion. A second conviction could lead to a
$20,000 fine and/or 1-year imprisonment.

If a person imported into this country
a whale, or some other specie that is en-
dangered, that person would be subject
to a $10,000 fine for each violation.

If a person imported into this country
any marine mammal which were caught
in a manner determined to be injurious
to marine mammals, then that person
would be subject to a $10,000 fine for each
violation.

MARINE MAMMAL COMMISSION

Second, this bill establishes an inde-
pendent Marine Mammal Commission,
charged with the responsibility for re-
viewing the entire marine mammal pro-
gram. This three-member Commission
shall be knowledgeable in the fields of
marine ecology and resource manage-
ment, and who are not in a position to
profit from the taking of marine mam-
mals.

In other words, this Commission shall
be objective, and shall have no financial
connection with any industry, such as
the fur industry, which has an interest
in the taking of marine mammals.

The recommendations of the Com-
mission shall be thoroughly considered
by the Secretary and, if those recom-
mendations are rejected, the Secretary
must explain in detail why they were not
followed.

COMMITTEE OF SCIENTIFIC ADVISERS ON MARINE
MAMMALS

In addition to the Commission, the
bill establishes a nine-memkbter Commit-
tee of Scientific Advisers on Marine
Mammals. This committee shall be
knowledgeable in marine ecology and
marine mammal affairs, and their reec-
ommendations acknowledged by the Sec-
retary. If the recommendations are not
followed, the appropriate Federal agen-
cy must explain to Congress the reasons
for not accepting such recomimendations.

AUTHORIZED TAKING OF MARINE MAMMALS

In the event that a specie of marine
mammals is found to overpopulate an
area, and if a portion of that specie can-
not be moved to a more favorable loca-
tion, then the Secretary may issue, after
public hearings, a permit allowing the
killing of a selective number of such
specie.

This permit system is authorized in
order to meet the desires of those con-
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servationists who feel that professional
wildlife scientists should be permitted
to manage and obtain the maximum
number of a particular specie.

In order to obtain a permit to sell, im-
port, capture, kill or hunt a marine mam-
mal, a person must apply to the Secre-
tary for such a permit.

Upon his receipt of the application,
the Secretary is required to publish a
notice in the Federal Register, and to in-
vite interested parties to submit their
views with respect to such application.

Those who seek the permit must show
that taking a selective number of marine
mammals will not work to the disadvan-
tage of the stock of the mammal in-
volved.

After considering the application, its
effect on the existing levels of the stock,
the divergent views, and the recommen-
dations of the Marine Mammal Commis-
sion, the Secretary may issue a permit
only if such a permit will not endanger
the health and the stability of the ma-
rine ecosystem.

Mr. Chairman, the bill HR. 10420
would put into practice that many of us
have thought for a long time:—that the
killing of a baby seal merely to place a
coat on the back of some society matron
is an obscenity and must be stopped.

This bill would prohibit the importa-
tion of any baby seal; it would prohibit
the importation of any endangered
specie, except, of course, for scientific re-
search.

The bill has the support of many major
conservation groups:

The Rachel Carson Trust for the Liv-
ing Environment;

The National Audubon Society;

The Wilderness Society;

The Wildlife Management Institute;

The Society of Animal Protection Leg-
islation;

The Izaak Walton League;

The National Wildlife Federation;

The Humane Society of the United
States.

This is a good bill which deserves our
support and I urge my colleagues to vote
for its adoption.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING) .

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 10420, legislation de-
signed to provide protection and conser-
vation of marine mammals.

The importance of this legislation can-
not be overemphasized, because the pres-
ent state of many of the ocean's mam-
mal species is precarious. There is almost
a complete absence of scientific informa-
tion on many of the threatened ocean
mammals, and the existing protection
and conservation programs in effect for
them are considerably fragmented.

It is obvious there is a strong need for
a concerted national effort to insure com-
plete compatibility of program objec-
tives and conservation measures. Fail-
ure to enact legislation such as that
which is now pending before this body
will have the deplorable effect of further
depleting various marine mammal spe-
cies and the role they play in assisting
to maintain the delicate balance of our
ocean environment.
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In hearings conducted on this legisla-
tion, the question arose as how best to
provide protection for these ocean mam-
mals; that is, whether to institute a
total species management protection
program or one containing flexible ele-
ments that permit adjustments to par-
ticular ocean mammals circumstances.

On the total species management pro-
tection aspect, Dr. Lee Talbot of the
Council on Environmental Quality sub-
mitted this view in presenting testimony
on the legislation:

Total protection is a necessary tool of
management when the objective of manage-
ment is, as we have described it, the broad
maintenance of the balance, the stability
of the environment, and the avoidance of the
depletion or extinction of the species. There
are a number of situations where total pro-
tection for a time, and In some cases per-
haps relatively permanently, is required, but
because environmental conditions are dy-
namie, it is frequently necessary to subse-
quently apply some other form of manage-
ment in order to assure our original objec-
tive. We have a number of situations on land
where total protection of some specles, for
example, of the deer, has resulted in what
amounts to a population explosion of that
species, which has adversely affected its own
environment and that of many of the other
organisms, plants, and animals, with the
ultimate damage to the specles we were try-
ing to protect.

The bill before us embodies the spe-
cies management concept, but it is im-
portant to note that there is built into
the legislation certain tools for adjust-
ment to an existing set of circumstances
surrounding our ocean mammals. For
instance, under this legislation, a total
or partial ban on the taking of a partic-
ular marine mammal species is pessible,
providing scientific eviderice demon-
strates that either type of ban is justi-
fied.

The legislation has other merits. The
research provisions are comprehensive,
and the authorization levels are conserv-
ative, being bhased on a strong factual
basis of need. The bill also contains ele-
ments that will serve to assist materially
Federal, State, and local conservation ef-
forts in a well-coordinated program of
complementary research, adimnistration,
and enforcement.

I strongly recommend passage of this
legislation.

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

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Marine Mammal Pro-
tection Act, H.R. 10420, designed to bring
about meaningful conservation and pres-
ervation of seals, whales, dolphins, por-
poises, sea otters, polar bears and other
mammals of the sea.

The chairman and the members of
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries are to be congratulated for act-
ing with dispatch on this measure and
reporting a more comprehensive bill than
that which was originally offered. The
Members of the House may now take
pride in their wise decision to reject the
original version of the bhill, as presented
under suspension of the rules.

Today we have the opportunity for
better debate of the issues and we can
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incorporate strengthened amendments
to provide truly responsible protection.

The Marine Mammal Protection Act
has been partially shaped by the public
outcry to stop inhumane acts, specifi-
cally the wasteful and senseless slaughter
of marine mammals. The letters from
my constituents on this subject state em-
phatically: “Stop the killing of baby
seals.” “Stop the senseless destructions
of dolphins caught in fishing nets.”

To enact this legislation as it is before
us, without amendment, would not do
justice to the public's interest in the wel-
fare of these marine inhabitants. We
will not pacify the reaction by taking
token opposition to current practices. We
have the opportunity to answer the pub-
lic concern. We have the means to de-
velop technology to benefit the marine
mammal population without destruction
of legitimate commercial interests.

In my judgment, we should today
amend the Marine Mammal Protection
Act to contain the following provisions:

Clarification of certain language of the
bill with respect to the import ban on
marine mammal products in order that
the U.S. market is not the recipient of
baby harp sealskins;

Clarification of the language to in-
clude the “declining” as well as “en-
dangered” species;

Concentration of responsibility for
protection of the marine mammal under
the sole authority of the Secretary of the
Interior;

Authority to individual States to estab-
lish regulations which may impose
stricter standards of enforcement in this
area;

Imposition of a deadline on the com-
mercial fishing industry making the
current netting process illegal, and de-
velopment of research to devise alter-
native methods for this operation.

With the above provisions, we would
have strong, effective legislation to pro-
tect the marine mammal. I urge the
inclusion of these amendments as posi-
tive action toward eliminating the waste-
ful destruction of these creatures. Our
action today would be a great beginning.
Beycnd today, we must take the respon-
sibility for not just keeping the marine
creatures alive, but also preserved in a
healthy marine environment. Proper
treatment of animals is not only humane,
but is also in the best interests of man.
We may not be able to afford to waste
more links in nature's chain.

Mr, DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BIaGe1) .

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the committee bill, in gen-
eral, but would like to offer a few crit-
icisms of certain sections and ask a few
clarifying questions.

Let me say first that under the leader-
ship of the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DingerLnL) the committee has
brought to the flcor one of the most
difficult proposals of this Congress. The
need for ocean mammal protection has
never been disputed by the committee.
The question was the need to be fair to
all Americans and still provide adequate
safeguards for our ocean mammals.
Compromise in this respect is a key ele-
ment of the democratic process.
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The bill provides for strong regula-
tory powers over the taking of ocean
mammals. This is a first. It puts this
country on record against the continued
disregard for our ocean mammals and
for international laws that will even-
tually ban their unnecessary killing.

However, the bill does not go far
enough in certain areas, such as the inci-
dental taking of porpoises and dolphins
while catching tuna. Thousands of these
ocean mammals are needlessly killed
every year in the quest for tuna. This
slaughter is a result of a switch by the
industry from line fishing to the use of
seine nets. The switch was necessary to
keep the U.S. tuna industry competitive
with foreign fishermen and thus save
hundreds of American jobs.

The committee bill does not provide
sufficient support and pressure for find-
ing ways to catch tuna without killing
porpoises and dolphins. I intend to in-
troduce an amendment which will do just
that, yet not force the tuna industry to
shut down if no way is found in a given
period of time,

Second, the bill divides the regulatory
authority between the Departments of
Interior and Commerce. Such a mammal
protection measure rightly belongs in
the Interior Department, which has dem-
onstrated its commitment to protecting
this Nation's natural resources. It cer-
tainly does not belong in a department
that has publicly stated there is no need
for such a measure.

Third, the bill does not deal with the
question of imports. By banning imports
of occean mammals and their products,
we can eliminate the market for them
and thus reduce the killing. Like the
whalebone used in corsets, the products
from ocean mammals contribute little to
the national welfare. They are used
merely to statisfy the egotistical whims
of women whose let-them-eat-cake at-
titude exceeds even that of Marie An-
toinette. Banning of all imports would
not be economieally harmful and would
help eliminate the market for ocean
mammals products.

Fourth, the bill has no moratorium on
the taking of ocean mammals to provide
a period of time for depleted stocks to
recover and to permit study of the ocean
mammals situation so that decisions on
permits can be adequately rendered. Ex-
perts in the fields have rightly deter-
mined that 10 years are necessary.

I and others will offer amendments to
strengthen the bill in these areas and I
hope we will enjoy the support of a ma-
jority of our colleagues.

Mr. Chairman, before I conclude my
remarks, I would like to ask the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DingeLL) to clarify various points
in this bill.

In the definition of “depletion” it would
appear that the committee bill only rec-
ognizes species and stocks which have de-
clined and are declining in numbers as
being depleted. Would it consider as de-
pleted species such as the gray whales
or the sea otters which have historically
declined in numbers to near extinction,
but are now making a recovery?

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, the answer to that
question is generally “yes.” I must point
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out most of the whales are on the en-
dangered species list and so are not sub-
ject to taking at this time, including all
the commercially used whales at this par-
ticular time. As the gentleman has point-
ed out, the bill deals not only with the
whale population but also with the popu-
lation, and subdivisions of any species.
Until the population stocks are built up
to the optimum in the bill, they will not
be subject to taking.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, the com-
mittee bill requires the Secretary in set-
ting limitations to take into considera-
tion the “conservation, development, and
utilization of fishery resources” and “the
economic and technological feasibility of
implementation.” Is not this the same
as saying if the abalone fishing industry,
for example, was allegedly being threated
by the sea otters, the Federal Govern-
ment could order a selective killing of the
otters to protect the fishing industry?

Mr. DINGELL. No. The answer to that
is the basic consideration to be kept in
mind by the Secretary under 102(a) is
that the taking must not be to the dis-
advantage of the species of marine mam-
mals. The protection of fish and shell-
fish is secondary. As a point of fact, the
sea otter is not preying on the abalone;
it is turning out that the real killer of
the abalone is mankind.

Mr. BIAGGI. On the question of pub-
lic hearings on permits, the committee
bill does not provide for mandatory
hearings. I have found in the past that if
such hearings are not mandatory, they
are usually not held. Does the gentleman
not feel that mandatory hearings in this
respect are necessary to protect the pub-
lic interest?

Mr. DINGELL. I would respond to the
gentleman from New York by pointing
out that section 102(d), which deals with
the fixing of limitations, requires public
hearings on the critical issue: the sefting
of limitations.

Mr. BIAGGIL. But they are not manda-
tory?

Mr. DINGELL. No; the answer is they
are mandatory.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman from New York 1 addi-
tional minute.

Mr. BIAGGI. The bill provides that
Federal law shall preempt all State laws.
This bothers me, since Florida has a
stricter law protecting the manatee in
the Everglades and California has a
tough law protecting the sea otter in its
coastal areas. Will not the committee
bill weaken and perhaps destroy these
strong State efforts?

Similarly, if a State wanted to pass a
stricter law protecting ocean mammals
in its area, the committee bill would
make this impossible.

I would be interested in knowing the
gentleman's reasoning on this question.
How does this in any way provide the
protection we all want for ocean mam-
mals?

Mr. DINGELL. On page 43, section 109
(b) of the bill says:

The Secretary is authorized and directed
to enter into cooperative arrangements with
the appropriate officials of any State for the
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protection and management of marine

mammals.

It is the intention of the committee
that they should keep in effect, through
a cooperative agreement, the laws of
States like Florida, which do have for-
ward looking laws for the protection of
species of mammals.

Mr. BIAGGI. I know the gentleman
from Michigan has some specific views
on the question of banning imports. I
would appreciate knowing why the gen-
tleman feels that a ban is not necessary
and what protections, if any, are in the
bill?

We have seen a great public outery
against the killing of baby harp seals
in Canada. Should we not do everything
possible to help eliminate a market for
the products of these seals?

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman raises
an important point. A lot of pecple have
been pushing for more imports who have
not taken the trouble to read the bill
I would point out that baby harp seals,
under the bill as drafted, without any
amendment whatsoever, cannot be im-
ported. If it appears that additional
measures must be taken to further re-
strict the importation of marine mam-
mals, our committee can and will con-
sider the matter in further hearings.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 minute, and I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON).

Mr. ANDERSON of Ilineis. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 10420, the
Marine Mammal Protection Act. I think
this is basically a sound and necessary
piece of legislation for which the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries is to be commended. However, I do
intend to support certain amendments
which I feel will further improve this leg-
islation, specifically, those being offered
by the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
UparL) and the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. Pryor). Last year I joined with
the gentleman from Arkansas in co-
sponsoring H.R. 7861, a much stricter
marine mammal protection bill.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think there is
any disagreement as to the need for
strong marine mammal protective leg-
islation, for there is no question that such
species as seals, sea lions, whales, por-
poises, dolphins, sea oftters, manatees,
walruses, and polar bears have danger-
ously declined in population in recent
yvears and some are even on the brink
of extinetion. The bill before us today
takes a number of steps designed to pre-
serve these species, and I think that along
with the amendment which I intend to
support for a limited 5-year moratorium
on the taking of these animals, offers
a reasonable compromise between the
opposing approaches of wildlife protec-
tion versus wildlife management. The
idea of a limited moratorium clearly rec-
ognizes that unless we take this protec-
tive action, there will soon be nothing
left to manage. As the Washington Post
pointed out in a March 8 editorial:

The old argument centered on how to

“manage” these creatures, but we have seen
what this leads to; the Blue Whale, the
hump back whale and polar bears were once
included in wildlife management programs,
and now they are nearly extinet. Clearly,
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something else is needed in the oceans—pro-
tection, not management.

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons I in-
tend to support the Udall-Pryor amend-
ments for a 5-year moratorium on the
taking of these mammals. I think that it
will strengthen this legislation in such a
way as to insure the preservation of
these valuable species for generations to
follow.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to my distinguished friend
from Arizona (Mr. UbALL).

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, this is im-
portant legislation. My colleagues will
recall last December, when we had an
unfortunate clash of proposals on this
subject. There was a vote in December
on the committee bill, which represented
a great deal of work, effort, and thought.
Some of us voted against suspension of
the rules, because we favored the pro-
posal offered by the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. Pryor) cosponsored by
Senator Hagrris, of Oklahoma.

There has always been a good deal of
good will and compromising spirit on
this committee, and there is always evi-
dence that men of good will can work
things out.

I am proud to say that my colleague
from Arkansas (Mr. Pryor) working
with the members of the commitiee and
particularly the great gentleman from
Michigan, the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, has prepared an amendment
which I believe would strengthen this
bill and which would make it acceptable
to all the major conservation organiza-
tions, who felt that previously the bill
was not strong enough.

So at the proper time, Mr. Chairman,
I will offer on behalf of myself and
Representative Pryor this amendment
drafted by the gentleman from Arkan-
sas. I think and believe and hope it
will be acceptable to the committee
and to the House. In this way we can
resolve a very difficult situation.

Essentially what my amendment
would do, Mr. Chairman, would be to
provide the one ingredient that I believe
this bill as reported by the committee
does not have, and that is a moratorium.
Talk has been had about a 10-year mora-
torium, about a 20-year moratorium,
about a permanent moratorium. The
amendment prepared by the gentleman
from Arkansas, which I will offer,
would provide for a 5-year moratorium,
during which time this new independ-
ent commission would give us some of the
answers we do not have about these
wonderful sea mammals.

During that time we will be able to look
into this policy and we will be able to
make final decisions in this field.

There will be four very carefully and
limited exemptions to that total 5-year
moratorium some people wanted. I will
discuss these exemptions at the proper
time, when the amendment is offered.
They are limited. They are for special
purposes. I believe they will be satis-
factory to the committee.

Mr, DINGELL, Mr. Chairman, will my
good friend yield?

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. I have reviewed the
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amendment, and it is acceptable, and I
will so state at the appropriate time.

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

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

Mr. PELLY. I would like to say that I,
too, have had the opportunity to study
the gentleman’'s amendment. I believe I
should tell him there is one point
on which I disagree, and that is that in
the gentieman's amendment the author-
ity to issue permits is given to a com-
mission or a committee of scientific ad-
visers. I believe that properly such au-
thority should be vested in the Depart-
ment of the Interior with advice of this
commission, and therefore I will simply
offer an amendment to change that one
thing.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I suspect
that the gentleman’s amendment to my
amendment will be acceptable to me, I
see some merit in the argument and in
the point that he makes.

(Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas (on request
of Mr. UpbaLL) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD) .,

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas, Mr. Chair-
man, my good friend and esteemed col-
league, the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
Uparr) and I are today introducing
amendments to H.R. 10420, the Marine
Mammal Protection Act of 1971.

The distinguished chairman of the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee (Mr. GarmaTz), and the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee
(Mr. DinceErn), and their committee
members have labored long and hard on
this bill, They are to be commended for
the product of their efforts. They have
provided an elaborate system for the
management of marine mammals. Our
concern is that this system does not go
far enough and is not strong enough
with regard fo providing restraints
against unchecked commercial killing of
such animals as seals, porpoises, whales,
polar bears, and other animals that are
in a very real sense threatened by man.

The issue of protection of ocean
animals has been a very emotional one
for many groups and individuals who
oppose and who support legislation in
this area.

We believe that the amendments that
we are proposing here today serve as an
equitable arrangement among the con-
cerned but opposing extreme positions as
held on this matter.

Some people who like stronger legisla-
tion; some even desire no legislation. But
how can anyone oppose the legislative
intent of eliminating the senseless
slaughter of ocean mammals which are
outside the jurisdiction of any State. And
this is our intent, ours and many of our
colleagues, to begin within the councils
of our own government, and hopefully
internationally, a halt to the spiral of
brutality which is too much with us
throughout the world today.

We believe that these amendments
make HR., 10420 a good and adequate
piece of legislation.

The enactment of the bill with these
amendments is a start in the most serious
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race to preserve the ecological balance
that is dangerously tottering today.

We must all look beyond this bill and
concern ourselves not only with marine
mammals, which desperately need our
help; but we must worry and labor over
the entire environmental spectrum and
our role in the preservation and con-
servation of all of our elements—both
animal and otherwise—that are endan-
gered by waste, mismanagement, and
lack of planning.

H.R. 10420 and these amendments are
a start.

Their enactment today is a beginning.

It is something that can be done this
session—now.

And we must do more.

But let us do today what can be done
today; and let us work together for what
can be done tomorrow,

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to my good friend the gentle-
man from Maine (Mr, KYrRos), a mem-
ber of the committee.

Mr. KYROS. Mr. Chairman, I simply
rise to state that I wish to associate my-
self with the remarks made by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. Uparr) who
very eloquently stated the reasons for
the modifications he wishes to make to
this very important legislation.

I want to take this opportunity, also,
to rise and commend the chairman of
the subcommittee, the gentleman from
Michigan, my own chairman (Mr. DiN-
GELL) who has been painstakingly care-
ful in attempting to listen to all views on
this very complex matter and assure
that an opportunity was afforded to all
groups to be heard before the subcom-
mittee, This will not only strengthen
this legislation but will provide legisla-
tion here that will be helpful for us in
the future in order to attempt to resolve
this very complicated problem.

Mr. Chairman, I was a member of
the interparliamentary group that vis-
ited Canada recently. In discussions with
the Canadians on the matter of fur seals
and harp seals particularly, it seems to
me more than ever before that our coun-
try should take the lead, whether it is a
moratorium or an effort to preserve
these animals, in drafting careful legis-
lation designed to protect all of the ani-
mals whose value to this world we do not
yet understand.

It seems to me others in other nations
will be willing to follow our lead if we do
so, and that is why I think it is so im-
portant to draft legislation here that
will enhance and protect and preserve
marine mammals throughout the world.

Mr, DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. BEGICH).

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Chairman, in HR.
10420, I find many areas of concern for
myself, for the State of Alaska, and for
its people. It is my intention to say more
about specific areas of concern at various
times during this debate, but at this
time, I arise to seek information and con-
firmation of certain aspects of this legis-
lation. In several areas, I believe the bill
and the report suggest certain standards
but fail to delineate with any precision
the full implications of the law. If I may,
I will set out the understanding I have of
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these several areas, and ask that the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
whose subcommittee prepared this bill,
respond as he sees fit to my statements.

My first concern is the effect that H.R.
10420 is intended to have on the Interior
Convention on Conservation of North
Pacific Fur Seals. Although it is my own
reading of the bill that this convention
and its full implementation remain un-
affected by the terms of H.R. 10420, I
have been informed that contrary in-
terpretations may be possible.

My reading on this bill is that section
101(a) (2) and section 112 operate to-
gether to provide that this legislation in
no way affects the provisions of existing
international treaty or convention ob-
ligations or the administrative systems
established to carry them out. In specific
terms related to the fur seal conven-
tion, this would insure that the admin-
istration of the Pribilof Islands seal har-
vest each year would be carried out
strictly according to the terms of the
convention, and the administrative de-
cisions based thereon.

Aside from the language in the bill
which supports this conclusion, the facts
relevant to this situation would seem to
leave no other alternative. First, the fur
seal convention itself is cited as one of
the most outstanding examples of inter-
national environmental cooperation, and
to suggest interference with that treaty,
even if legally possible, seems ill-advised.

In addition, any alternative interpre-
tation which might limit the terms of
the treaty or its administration would
immediately jeopardize the economy of
the Native population of the Pribilof Is-
lands, without even providing a replace-
ment economy, should any be possible
which would not be a welfare economy
in disguise.

Finally, I might add that it is my
understand that the Fish and Wild-
life Subcommittee of the Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries Committee which pre-
pared this bill has information on hand
which would support the immediate is-
suance of a permit under section 103,
even if the Fur Seal Convention were
not excluded from the bill by the sec-
tions mentioned earlier.

In the event that the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr, DINGELL) or the commit-
tee does not share my legal judgment
that the bill does not affect either the
treaty or its administration, then I am
hopeful that agreement will be reached
regarding both the need and the justi-
fication for the issuance of an immediate
permit under the provisions of the act
for the fur seal harvest carried out pur-
suant to the fur seal convention.

As structured in H.R. 10420, the per-
mit process is complex and time consum-
ing. According to the best positions I can
gain from the Department of Commerce,
the procedure for permits will require an
average of 18 months. The notice, hear-
ing, and statement of opinion require-
ments of the permit process, and the
rights of interested parties under the
process, all operate to guarantee both
full consideration and great delays in the
issuance of permits.

Such a delay will have several detri-
mental effects, and possibly some tragic
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effects. First, the convention itself may
be endangered by virtue of the United
States being unable to carry out its ob-
ligations under the convention related
to the harvest. This could result in a re-
turn to the open sea seal slaughter that
was the reason the convention was un-
dertaken. Second, no harvest at all might
be undertaken which, contrary to the
idealism of the uninformed, may be
the worst that can happen, since the
harvest is a delicate management tool
designed to keep the seal hard at its
peak productive level. Without a rational
harvest, the fur seal herd may suffer a
serious decline.

Finally, such a delay will simply re-
move the entire economy of over 600 resi-
dents of the Pribilof Islands without any
alternative proposed. Between direct par-
ticipation in the harvest, support activ-
ities and related services, the residents
of the Pribilofs are totally dependent on
the operation of the treaty. To deprive
them of their livelihood when facts exist
to support continuation of the harvest
would be congressional insensitivity of a
high order.

I believe that the committee, and all
those who drafted this bill are aware of
the existence of facts which would sup-
port the immediate issuance of a permit
for the continuation of the fur seal har-
vest pursuant to the fur seal conven-
tion. I believe those who drafted this act
are aware that the fur seal harvest un-
der the terms of the convention has been
a valid and crucial management tool.

I further believe that the legislative
intent of this act must be that the issu-
ance of an immediate permit for the fur
seal harvest is authorized, is justified,
and is in keeping with the spirit of the
act. This is to say that, unlike other
areas of ocean mammal concern, suffi-
cient facts are already on hand in the
case of the fur seal harvest to justify the
immediate issuance of a permit to allow
the purpose of the Convention to be car-
ried on. I believe the authorities who will
issue such a permit should be instructed
to take such immediate action.

My own interpretation of this legisla-
tion would obviate the need for a con-
gressional instruction for such immedi-
ate permit consideration, since I believe
sections 101 and 112 to be clear in leav-
ing the Convention and its administra-
tion unaffected. Still, I believe, that at
the minimum, the drafters of the bill
will join me in authorizing the immedi-
ate issuance of a permit absent the time-
consuming aspects of the normal permit
process.

My second concern regarding inter-
pretation of H.R. 10420 is in two parts.
Both relate to what I consider to be an
essential feature of this legislation, and
without which the bill would be totally
unacceptable. This is section 107, which
provides special exceptions from the re-
quirements of the act for Native sub-
sistence practices.

If I may be frank, this provision is at
once both sensitive and patronizing, It is
sensitive in that it does recognize the
very real need of certain Indians, Eski-
mos, and Aleuts, almost all in Alaska, to
rely on ocean mammals for a part or all
of their subsistence. Still, in even sug-
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gesting that the Congress, in its kind-
ness, will allow the survival of Alaska
Natives to continue in much the manner
it has for centuries, this section borders
on the absurd. To do otherwise simply
ereates hunger, creates cultural loss, and
ignores human values to an extent that
no Member of this body can possibly
intend.

My specific concerns extend to two of
the lesser provisions within secticn 107.
The first is section 107(a) (1) which pro-
vides that all subsistence hunting must
be dene in accordance with traditional
customs. Because I am aware that those
who prepared this legislation have made
a serious study of this entire guestion, I
am certain that they understand that
the core of such customs is the simple
desire to survive in a difficult environ-
ment.

I am certain that the committee lead-
ership, in utilizing this language, in-
tended that “traditional custom” should
be read to mean that method which
is most commonly used in subsistence
hunting. This, of course, means the use
of a rifle, and has meant this for many
years. I am certain that the committee
does not mandate that Natives must take
a step backward into history, and risk
their lives to gain food for themselves
and their families by requiring the use
of ancient, although traditional hunting
methods.

Just as certainly as this provision is
interpreted in this way, it is certain that
such hunting must be in conformity with
State fish and game laws. The point is,
of course, that the standard of “subsist-
ence hunting” is an inclusive one, which
describes a need, a method, and a time-
less standard.

My second concern is related very
closely to this point. In section 107(a)
(3), it is provided that the subsistence
taking shall not be for “direct or indirect
commercial sale.” Again, this provision
does not seem to take into account what
is meant by subsistence, since any animal
either is or is not taken for this purpose.
The reason for this subsection is not
clear to me for this reason, but I want to
confirm the only reading which appears
reasonable.

The committee report makes it clear
that this provision does not prevent even
the commercial sale of byproducts from
animals taken primarily for subsistence
purposes. An individual example is given
relating to the use of walrus tusks from
an animal taken for subsistence.

Again, because the committee has done
such extensive study in preparing this
legislation, I am certain that they are
aware that a central value of the Alaska
Native subsistence practices is the total
utilization of the animal which is taken.
Some is eaten, some provides fuel and
clothing, and some is used for tools. None
is wasted.

In the absence of other conflicting
cultures, there would be no commercial
sale at all. With the addition of non-
Native culture, and its all-encompassing
economy, that statement of use would
read as follows: Some is eaten, some pro-
vides clothing, and some is sold to get
money to buy fuel oil and pay taxes.

This fact has been recognized in the
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single most authoritative work ever done
on this subject. This is in “Alaska—Na-
tives and the Land,” the exhaustive re-
port of the Federal Field Committee for
Development Planning in Alaska—Octo-
ber 1968. In discussing the village econ-
omy, the following statement was made
along with dozens of similar findings:

Villagers also gather local resources in
order to obtain the cash so much needed for
imported products they are increasing de-
pendent upon. Furs may be sold raw, or they
may be processed and used in making boots
or garments for sale, Walrus ivory and whale
baleen usually become art or craft objects be-
fore their sale, but raw ivory finds buyers
among carvers who are not walrus hunters.
Grasses and roots are woven into exquisitely
fashioned baskets and trays, bones and ani-
mal hooves are worked into craft items, and
wood is made into a variety of useful items
or decorative forms for sale.”

These are my immediate concerns, but
they are but the tip of the iceberg, gentle-
men. In conveying my interpretations to
you on these sections, and soliciting your
comments and confirmation, I am deal-
ing with the basic elements of this bill
which relate to the survival of the Native
people of Alaska. Having these answers in
hand, I intend to address myself to this
legislation in a broader sense later. For
now I am hopeful that you will comment
on these points, or by your silence con-
firm the interpretations I have set for-
ward.

Mr. DINGELL. If the gentleman will
yield, I will be very happy to make a
categorical statement at this point in
response to the gentleman.

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

Mr. DINGELL. One, the legislation
does not itself affect, alter, or impair or
amend the terms of the Convention for
the Protection of the North Pacific Fur
Seal. Two, the committee views on cur-
rent levels of knowledge with regard to
the Alaska fur seal as sufficient to allow
the Secretary to take the necessary ac-
tions to establish a workable permit sys-
tem immediately, without extensive de-
lays. With regard to the second area
raised by the gentleman, dealing with the
extent to which commercial activity can
take place without a permit, I would say
that the principal determinant is the
purpose for which the Natives take the
animals. If, for example, & native kills
one, two or three walruses for subsistence
purposes, and not for purposes of sale,
that Native can keep the ivory tusks, and
carve them and sell them without requir-
ing a permit or running afoul of the law.

If, on the other hand, a Native goes
out and kills several walruses for their
ivory, and discards all but the head—a
practice which I understand is far from
uncommon—he cannot do so without a
permit from the Secretary of the Inte-
rior. I reconize that it will not always
be easy for an enforcement agent to
determine the precise purpose for which
an animal was taken, but to our way of
thinking, the distinction is sufficiently
clear to provide the natives with the pos-
sibility of continuing their subsistence
hunting activities without at the same
time opening up the potentialities of
widescale commercial depredations upon
the animal populations involved.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr, Chairman, aquatic

7693

mammals are among the most marvelous
creatures in existence. They include the
largest animal in the world, the blue
whale, which is larger than even the
largest dinosaur. They include the smart-
est animal in the world, the porpoise,
which according to many standards of
measurement is as intelligent as man
and perhaps even more so. They include
seals, sea otters, and sea lions: friendly,
playful animals which add to our enjoy-
ment of the world.

For centuries, man has hunted and
killed these creatures with complete ir-
responsibility.

We have killed whales for their oil to
the point that a number of species, in-
cluding the huge blue whale, may have
passed the point of no return on the
way to extinction. Whaling companies
admit that whaling is a dying industry.
But in the absence of regulation they
would continue to hunt for a few more
vears to amortize their equipment; by
then it will be too late for many species.

Our tuna fishermen have killed hun-
dreds of thousands of porpoises each
year. They have not done this inten-
tionally, and porpoises are not in danger
of extinction, but it seems a crime to kill
such intelligent creatures.

We have killed seals for their furs.
This practice has included the clubbing
and skinning of infant seals which has
horrified the entire world.

This bill will deal effectively with all
of these problems. It protects the whales
by prohibiting the importation, except
for research purposes, of any marine
mammal product taken from a species
which the Secretary declares to be en-
dangered. There is no doubt that nearly
all species of whales will fall into this
category.

I favor taking this provision even fur-
ther in the manner of the Pryor-Udall
amendment. This amendment requires
a flat 5-year moratorium on the taking
and importing of any marine mammal,
wtih a very few exceptions for plentiful
species. In this way, depleted species will
have the best chance to replenish them-
selves.

The bill absolutely eliminates the prod-
ucts of the disgraceful bay seal slaugh-
ter. It prohibits the taking of mammals
who are nursing, less than 8 weeks old, or
taken in a manner deemed inhumane by
the Secretary. The baby seals fall into all
three categories.

Finally, the bill protects the porpoises
by prohibiting the importation of fish
taken in a manner deemed by the Secre-
tary to be injurious to marine mammals.
This cannot apply, of course, if the tech-
nology for tuna-catching without trap-
ping porpoises is not available, but tes-
timony from the tuna industry indicates
that it can be deployed within a year
or so.

I am confident that, working under the
bill, the Secretary will be able to protect
both the porpoises and the fishermen.

Finally, the bill provides exemptions
for Indians, Aleuts, and Eskimos who de-
pend on marine mammal hunting for
their living, but who do not kill on a
dangerously large scale.

I hope this bill will pass unanimously.
It deserves to do so.
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Mr. BUREKE of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of the amendments be-
ing offered to H.R. 10420, the Marine
Mammal Protection Act of 1971. I am
the sponsor of a bill, H.R. 8526, to protect
ocean mammals from being pursued,
harassed, or killed. My bill was to create
a prohibition against the taking or im-
porting of marine mammals, with a few
minor exceptions. This measure has been
opposed by the executive branch as too
restrictive and unworkable on the basis
that marine mammals know no national
boundaries and move about extensively
in international waters. Therefore, the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Commit-
tee has reported out an alternative pro-
posal designed to give the Department
of the Interior more flexible authority to
permit the taking of marine mammals
under circumstances which might be
more closely controlled, and subject to
public review, and independent oversight
by an independent Marine Mammal
Commission.

However, I feel that this measure, in
its present form, will do about as much
good as a band-aid on a cancer. Man’s
impact upon marine mammals has
ranged from what might be termed
malign neglect to virtual genocide. These
animals representing four orders of the
class Mammalia: Cetacea, the whales,
dolphins and porpoises; Carnivora, the
sea otter; Pinnipedia, the seals, sea lions
and walruses; and Sirenia, the dugongs
and manatees; have only rarely bene-
fited from man’s interest. They have
been shot, blown up, clubbed to death,
run down by boats, poisoned, and ex-
posed to a multitude of indignities, all
in the interests of profit or recreation,
with little or no consideration of the po-
tential impact of these activities on the
animal populations involved. All in all,
the committee-approved hill is about
what the commercial fishing industry
and the hunters wanted. It provides a
framework for protection of endangered
animals, but it is full of loopholes, and
leaves us right where we started.

I recognize that the principal signifi-
cance of these animals lies in their use-
fulness to men, and by inference, that
any use by man is therefore justifiable.
I also recognize that man has already
tipped the balance of nature toward the
extinction of many species of marine
mammals, and that this action, if left un-
checked, will work against the long-term
best interests of man.

The alternatives before us are not sim-
ply whether to ban outright the killing
of any marine mammal under the juris-
diction of the United States, or, whether
the Government should continue to allow
supervised and restricted taking of cer-
tain mammals, but rather, what action
must be taken to insure that no species of
marine mammals become extinct from
the wanton actions of man.

I advocate a combination of: First,
management and second, total protec-
tion. This could be achieved by the addi-
tion of the aforementioned amendments
to this bill. They would include:

First. A 10-year moratorium on the
killing of marine mammals. The commit-
tee bill contains a 60-day moratorium.
However, this time is insufficient for re-
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covery of many ocean species now dan-
gerously depleted or to permit study of
life cycles and population numbers of
existing marine mammal species neces-
sary to set limitations on permits for the
taking of such animals. Gestation peri-
ods of marine mammals are such that
any period less than 10 years could not
provide a generation turnover sufficient
to promote recovery.

Second. A restriction on imports. The
committee bill does not ban imports. The
reason for this was that such a ban would
be in violation of treaty obligations. How-
ever, it is astonishingly hypocritical to
restrict U.S. citizens from killing marine
mammals while permitting U.S. com-
mercial interests to subsidize such activi-
ties on the part of foreign nationals.

Third. Assignment of jurisdiction to
the Department of Interior. The commit-
tee divides responsibility between the De-
partment of the Interior and the Depart-
ment of Commerce. However, I feel that
the authority, responsibilities and duties
under this bill should be invested entirely
in the Department of the Interior. Ma-
rine mammals are of small commercial
importance but of very great scientific
and humane concern.

Fourth. A deadline to eliminate the
killing of dolphins and porpoises inciden-
tal to tuna fishing. I have received many
letters from concerned constituents
protesting the purse seine net method
of tuna fishing which, when all goes well,
captures every fish in the school, as well
as any dolphins that may be swimming
with the tuna. Smithsonian scientists
have estimated that presently from 100,-
000 to 900,000 dolphins and porpoises are
killed annually by tuna fishing methods.
The proposed amendment provides for a
definite cutoff date but permits exten-
sions of up to 5 years. Thus, if the
tuna industry is unable to comply, it will
not be forced out of business, but it will
have to explain its noncompliance.

Management programs can be effective.
In the early days of this century the sea
otter population was reduced by exploi-
tation to scattered remnants on a num-
ber of different islands. Under a policy of
complete protection beginning in 1911,
the population spread, and, is, today, in
a phase of rapid growth. Studies by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in the
1950’s and early 1960’s showed an in-
crease of about 40 or 50 thousand ani-
mals, The rate of population growth in
uncrowded areas is at least 10 percent
per year. Management of the sea otter,
at present, is under State jurisdiction,
except where the otters oceur on land
within a Federal refuge, or, where the ot-
ters occur on high seas outside the three
mile limit.

At the end of the 19th century, the
walrus population, too, had been greatly
reduced. This reduction was due to whal-
ers, who, after reducing the northern
whale populations, turned to walrus
hunting. When the population of walrus
became greatly reduced, commercial
hunting ceased. The harvest of walrus
today consists of those taken by natives
for food and ivory, and those taken by
trophy hunters. Management consists of
two measures: the only major hauling
ground regularly used by walruses in
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Alaska, Round Island of the Walrus Is-
lands, has been designated as a refuge
and complete protection is provided
there, and second, the annual harvest
of walrus is controlled by regulations
favoring the taking of adult males. Since
the walrus is polygamous, taking of adult
males, within limits, is not detrimental
to the population. The Pacific walrus
population occurs in international waters
and to some degree is out of U.S. control.

Other cetaceans such as the dolphins,
porpoises, killer whales, and belugas ap-
pear to be at about the optimum popula-
tion size. Aside from the porpoises killed
incidental to tuna fishing small numbers
are taken mainly for live display in
aquariums, such as Marineland in St.
Augustine, Seaquarium in Miami, and
Ocean World in Fort Lauderdale. These
aquariums do an outstanding job in pro-
viding education about the sea and its
creatures to schoolchildren and the pub-
lic at large. The mammals and sea
creatures kept by these institutions are
carefully watched by veterinarians and
other experts on the sea, with respect
to the water environment and food. This
kind of activity is not disruptive to the
balance of nature,

Total protection is necessary where
management fails. It is not the answer
to the problem, but it is an interim meas-
ure that aids endangered mammals until
such time as a balance of nature can be
restored.

Managemnet implies control which in
reality is difficult to establish because
marine mammals don't recognize or con-
form to national boundaries. Unless sanec-
tions can be enforced against offenders,
any and all laws are useless. Our various
State laws are effective within the limits
of their jurisdiction. However, the pres-
ently recognized 3-mile limit to terri-
torial waters and the coastal movement
of various marine mammals prevent one
State from singly achieving complete and
effective management. At the national
level we have a similar problem, we can
control what the States do, but not other
countries. By enacting this bill today we
will have taken a giant step toward man-
agement of marine mammals by con-
trolling our citizens’ actions that are
detrimental to them, but we will still
need international cooperation before ef-
fective management can be instituted.

The mantee or sea cow found in Flor-
ida waters requires total protection and
as a recognized endangered species by
both Federal and State governments is
given complete protection within the lim-
its of U.S. jurisdiction.

Estimates of the population size of the
commercially utilized species of whales
indicate that the populations are low
and that they are being taken at near or
over the maximum sustainable level, by
countries other than the United States
which has forbidden this type of activity.
There are presently approximately 1,000
bowhead whales, 2,000 right whales,
4,000 humpback whales, 8,000 blue
whales, 10,000 killer whales, 11,000
gray whales and reduced populations
of fin, sie, and sperm whales, Here, too.
international cooperation is necessary
to establish effective management, and
until this is achieved we must try to save
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these whales from extinction by total
protection from our citizens, and from
those hunting in our waters.

In summary, I urge the passage of
H.R. 10420 with amendments as the first
step toward effective management of the
world’s marine mammals.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the strengthening amendment
to the Marine Mammal Protection Act. I
am proud to state that I joined with 149
of my colleagues in defeating this meas-
ure when it was considered on December
6, 1972. I took this action with the reali-
zation that simply rubber stamping the
committee bill without the benefit of
amendments could seriously jeopardize
the ecological balance of our marine life.
In my opinion, we coud not possibly re-
verse the damaging trends of the past to
save many species of marine mammals
from extinction without placing a mora-
torium on the killing of these mammals.
The moratorium will give the mam-
mals the protection which they so des-
perately need in order to prevent their
extinction.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr, Chairman, I want to
express my support for this legislation.
The worldwide population of marine
mammals has been thinning at an
alarming rate, plummeting by the hun-
dreds of thousands within the past decade
alone. Some animals—a few species of
whale, most notably—have been all but
decimated. Many stretches of open sea
and coastal waters, once teeming with
mammalian life, are now barren of it.
Without congressional action, some spe-
cies of marine mammals may be driven
to the brink of extinection. The survival
of eight groups of animals is at stake
here—whales, porpoises, dolphins, seals,
walruses, sea otters, polar bears, mana-
tees.

The bill now before us would give them
meaningful new protection, directing the
Secretaries of Commerce and Interior
to draw up limitations on their capture,
killing or harassment. The limitations
would take into account these factors:
the population of the species, the marine
ecosystem in which it exists, the con-
servation of fishery resources, the eco-
nomic and technological feasibility of im-
plementation. Once the new standards
are made final, the Commerce and In-
terior Departments may grant permits
for taking marine mammals only if the
means of taking them are wholly con-
sistent with the standards. Anyone seek-
ing a permit, for example, must demon-
strate plainly and unequivocally that his
actions would not threaten the species
involved. Even when an applicant cites
overpopulation as justification for a per-
mit, the Interior or Commerce Depart-
ment must first consider transferring
animals to another site.

All applications for permits, moreover,
must be published in the Federal Reg-
ister—giving protesters ample opportu-
nity to seek judicial review.

The penalties for violating this bill's
provisions would be stiff: up to $10,000
in fines for a civil violation, up to $20,-
000 in fines or up to a year in prison for
a criminal violation.

To further discourage violations—the
provisions of H.R. 10420, like those of
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most conservation laws, are not easily en-
forced—the bill would place an outright
ban on the importation of any ocean
mammal that meets any of the follow-
ing criteria: pregnant when taken, nurs-
ing or less than 8 months old, taken
from a depleted or endangered species,
taken in a way considered inhumane.

Even further, the bill would establish a
Marine Mammal Commission to keep
abreast of the problem and would make
research grants available for its study.

Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
UbaLL) .

It is a good amendment—one which is
necessary if we really wish to protect
ocean mammals. However, I would prefer
a moratorium of 10 years rather than 5
years on the killing of ocean mammals.

Senator HarrisoNn WiLLiaMs has intro-
duced a bill providing for a 10-year mora-
torium. During the course of the Senate
hearings, most of the marine experts who
appeared before that committee ex-
pressed support of the bill embodying the
10-year moratorium. This included Vic-
tor B. Scheffer, author of the “Year of
the Whale,” and Dr. Roger Payne who
recorded the record, “Songs of the
Humpback Whale.”

A number of very convincing argu-
ments were made by these witnesses as
to the necessity of a period in which ran-
dom killing and interference with the
animals should be prohibited; and that
this period should be certainly no less
than a minimum of 10 years.

There is now evidence of a dramatic
deterioration of the marine environ-
ment. Quantities of residual pesticides
and other toxic chemicals have been re-
leased into the marine environment, and
are making their way into the complex
marine food webs.

There is evidence that the reproductive
and behavioral interference resulting
from pesticide poisoning which has de-
pleted the U.S. population of brown peli-
cans, falcons, and other birds, may now
be affecting marine mammals. A causal
connection is now well established be-
tween endemic abortion among Cali-
fornia sea lions on certain channel is-
land rookeries, and extremely high levels
of DDT and PCB’s. The afilicted popu-
lation winters in the area of a Montrose
chemical plant where insecticides are
manufactured, and where agricultural
runoff is high. Similar reproductive in-
terference is suspected in stellar sea
lions.

Many species of seals and whales are
showing very high levels both of pesticide
residues and of heavy metals such as
mercury, cadmium, and chromium.

Vast amounts of these poisons are pres-
ent in estuaries and coastal areas from
previous as well as current discharges.
They tend to work gradually through the
food webs and concentrate in high-level
consumers. It is feared that this process
is only beginning. If all further release of
poisons were to be halted tomorrow, the
situation would get far worse before it
got better.

Furthermore, given the present lack of
knowledge and considering that the ef-
fects of poisoning may not peak for sev-
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eral decades, it is absurd to consider 5
years as an adequate period for gaining
needed information. It requires from 6
to 10 years for most of the mammals be-
ing considered here to reach minimum
reproductive age,

Mr. Chairman, I am doubtful that
there is any rational basis for asserting
that knowledge now exists to manage
most marine mammal populations. Sim-
ple analogies based on wildlife manage-
ment cannot be taken seriously. If we are
going to “manage” these animals, we
had better know what we are doing, and
obviously we do not.

The great whales have been virtually
exterminated while being “managed,”
and the slaughter is continuing at the
hands of the Russians and Japanese. It
is especially important for the sake of
these magnificent mammals that we set
a strong example for foreign govern-
ments. A 10-year period would be con-
sistent with the resolution this House
has already passed, calling upon the in-
ternational community to impose a 10-
year moratorium on the killing of whales,
to permit the gravely endangered and
depleted stocks of whales to recover.

If the 10-year estimate is in error, it
errs in being too conservative. A great
deal is at stake here, What we do may
have a great deal to do with whether a
number of species of magnificently
adapted, large brained mammals will be
able to withstand the trials of this time.
It may have a good deal to do, by the
precedent it sets, in determining whether
the marine environment remains viable.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to say this. Marine mammals are in diffi-
culty not because we have failed to man-
age them properly, but because we have
not managed ourselves properly. If we
cannot halt our unrestrained popula-
tion growth, and curb our aggressive-
ness, the oceans will not remain viable
and the creatures being discussed here
will not survive. Neither, very possibly,
will we,

I believe the outcome may be depend-
ent, finally, not on the development of
scientific knowledge, however important
this is, but upon the adoption of a stand-
ard of reverence for all life,

Mr. KYROS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 10420, the Marine Mam-
mal Protection Act of 1972. This is the
second attempt by the House of Repre-
sentatives to approve this much-needed
legislation, and I am pleased that the bill
has been considerably strengthened this
time by the adoption of an amendment
to establish a 5-year moratorium, during
which no commercial killing or import-
ing of marine mammals is permitted.

This amendment also contains a pro-
vision which will do much to assist the
tuna industry in its search for a method
of taking tuna that does not harm dol-
phins and porpoises at the same time.
As we all know, some 200,000 of these
delightful creatures have been acciden-
tally drowned each year in the course of
commercial tuna fishing.

The Marine Mammal Protection Act
is a sound beginning to this country's
efforts to preserve our endangered ma-
rine species. It has been estimated that
ocean life has decreased by 40 percent
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in the past 20 years, and we now realize
that steps must be taken to preserve our
rapidly diminishing marine mammal
population. Animals have not been
placed on this earth solely for man's
use. The interrelationships of living
things are so complex that we do not
possibly realize their extent.

I am pleased with the prudent and re-
sponsible action of the House of Repre-
sentatives in approving this measure,
which will attempt to restore marine
mammal stocks to full biological produc-
tivity.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
I want to take this opportunity to re-
iterate my strong support for H.R. 10420,
the Marine Mammal Protection Act, of
which I am a coauthor.

When the bill narrowly missed receiv-
ing the requisite two-thirds vote when it
was on the Suspension Calendar late in
the last Congress, I indicated the impor-
tance of this measure's dual approach to
the problem of endangered marine mam-
mals. This proposal combines protection
of the mammals with a greatly enlarged
program of research to improve our abil-
ity to preserve these species.

Because time is of the essence in this
situation, I hope that there will be no
further delay in the enactment of this
legislation and that the strong provisions
of the bill as drafted and as approved
by the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee will be retained.

In addition to the features of this bill
as I outlined them to the House last
December, let me point out the great
value of the Marine Mammal Protection
Act as a precedent for the protection and
preservation of other animal species.

By combining protective conservation
techniques with research programs, we
are sefting the stage for extending this
concept to many other animal species
whose numbers may not be as severely
threatened as marine mammals but
whose populations could benefit from
additional protection and increased un-
derstanding.

While I regret the delay in approval
of this legislation occasioned by the
necessity to reconsider under the regular,
more lengthy procedures of the House,
I am confident that its passage today
will urge the Senate to prompt action.
We need this protection at the earliest
possible date.

I would also like to take this oppor-
tunity to point out the efforts of thou-
sands of concerned citizens throughout
the country whose stanch support for
this concept has prodded the Congress
to act. An enlightened understanding of
environmental issues on the part of a
growing number of Americans is insur-
ing the enactment of purposeful, effec-
tive legislation to protect and improve
our natural resources.

I, for one, very much want to encour-
age this kind of citizen involvement.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, there is
significant need for the Congress to en-
act strong legislation to protect ocean
mammals. Unfortunately, the legislation
before us today—H.R. 10420—falls short
of living up to its name, “The Marine
Mammal Protection Act.” For while the
committee-reported bill does provide an
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elaborate mechanism for the develop-
ment of a permit system for the manage-
ment of marine mammals, it does not go
nearly far enough in providing restraints
against unchecked commercial killing of
such mammals as seals, porpoises,
whales, polar bears, and other animals
which are severely threatened by the
rapacious nature of man.

It is my firm belief that, if the contin-
ued existence of these ocean mammals
is to be protected, this legislation must
be strengthened to include at least four
essential features, and I will fully sup-
port any amendments to do so.

First, there should be a 10-year mora-
torium on the killing of marine mam-
mals, with the possible exception only of
the take of Probilof fur seals, which is
presently regulated by international
treaty, and taking for native subsistence
and scientific study. As Tom Garrett,
wildlife conservation director of the
Friends of the Earth, recently pointed
out:

A hiatus of ten years in Killing by U.S.
citizens of marine mammals will help per-
mit endangered and depleted populations to
recover. It will set an example for foreign
governments. It will allow a period of careful
study, to monitor the effects of environ-
mental pollution, and to develop some un-
derstanding of the behavior and population
dynamics of the animals.

Second, I believe that there should be
a ban on imports of the products of ma-
rine mammals. It is clear that the United
States and its citizens do not bear the
sole blame for the devastation of ocean
mammals. For instance, Japan and the
Soviet Union account for most of the
world’s whaling. Although it is not with-
in this Nation’s exclusive control to halt
the slaughter of whales, polar bears, wal-
ruses, and other species, our actions can
have an enormously powerful trickle-
down effect. For example, while we en-
gage in little whaling, we do account for
about one-third of the consumption of
whale products. If we close our doors to
the importation of ocean mammal prod-
ucts, therefore, we inevitably must de-
crease the profitability of their destruc-
tion, and in turn, we increase the likeli-
hood of cessation of that destruction.

Thus, we must ban the import of all
ocean mammal products.

Third, there should be a 1-year
deadline in which to eliminate the killing
of dolphins and porpoises incidental to
tuna fishing operations. It is estimated
that each year some 250,000 dolphins are
killed in purse sein nets by U.S. fisher-
man in the eastern Pacific alone. This
is a tragic example of the effects of ruth-
less and unrestrained international com-
petition for marine resources. This mur-
derous undertaking must be ended.

And fourth, the act should be admin-
istered by a single agency—the Depart-
ment of the Interior.

Perhaps the most graphic explanation
of why such stringent legislation is im-
perative is the description of the slaugh-
ter which this country and others have
perpetrated against the whale.

The whales are among creation’s most
intelligent creatures. They communicate
with each other, using numerous sounds
in their language. They demonstrate an
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intense loyalty to each other, so that a
school of whales will beach itself and
thereby commit mass self-destruction in
its efforts to come to the aid of a cap-
tured or beached brother. Certainly,
man’s hunting down these creatures can-
not be condoned. It does not involve the
extermination of a vicious, disease-car-
rying animal such as the rat, but rather
the slaughter of a complex, intelligent
gnd harmless animal of the highest or-
er,

What has man succeeded in doing? In
December 1968, the Committee on Rare
and Endangered Wildlife Species of the
D_epartment. of Interior’s Bureau of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife compiled a list of
“Rare and Endangered Fish and Wildlife
of the United States.” This compilation
listed six large whale species of just
American waters which are in jeopardy.
Of the gray whale, 8,000 were estimated
to be left in the California herd, as of
1965. The compilation listed “perhaps a
few hundreds in the Atlantic” as remain-
ing of the blue whale, and less than 1,500
in the Pacific herd. Less than 5,000
humpback whales remained in the North
Pacific. As for the Atlantic right whale,
the compilation stated that “possibly
only a few hundreds persist.” The same
dire situation existed for the Pacific right
whale. As for the bowhead whale, there
were an estimated 1,000 in the Bering-
Chukchi-Beaufort Sea population, with
lesser numbers elsewhere,

The fate of the blue whale is a tragic
object lesson of the pillage which has
been committed. The blue whale is the
largest creature ever to inhabit the earth.
An adult blue whale measures up to 98
feet long and weighs perhaps as much as
160 tons. Even its newborn young are
larger than a full-grown elephant and
are reputed to consume more than one-
half ton of milk daily.

At the beginning of this century, the
blue whale population was over 100,000.
Today, only a few hundred blue whales,
perhaps as many as 3,000 according to
some estimates, populate our entire
planet. As Lewis Regenstein has writ-
ten, in a recent article entitled, “The
Vanishing Whales: Long Odds Against
Survival,” which appeared in the August
22 edition of the Washington Post:

There is serious doubt that enough males
and females will be able to find each other
over the great expanse of the ocean to enable
the species to breed and perpetuate itself.

James Fisher, Noel Simon, and Jack
Vincent have starkly identified the cause
of the blue whale’s demise in “Wildlife
in Danger,” at page 60:

The demise of the dinosaurs remains veiled
in mystery and surmise, but there is no need
to speculate on the reasons for the disap-
pearance of the Blue Whale; the rapacious-
ness of man is wholly responsible. Seas and
oceans comprise 70 per cent of the earth’s
surface, and one would have thought this
ample habitat allowed more than enough
space for the whale's survival, but pursuit
of the whale has been so persistent that
nowhere on the face of the sea or in its ut-
termost depths, however remote or vast or
forbidding, 1s there any longer a true sanc-
tuary beyond the reach of man’s ruthless
exploitation.

It may well be too late for the blue
whale. The Asiatic gray whale population
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has apparently disappeared. The largest
known colony of nominally protected
southern right whales was wiped out in
1962,

Threatened with imminent extine-
tion are the humpback, the sei, the fin-
back, the bowhead, the sperm, the gray,
and the right whales. The frightening
pace at which extinction is coming upon
these species is indicated just by examin-
ing the figures for the estimated average
population size of the fin whale, pub-
lished by the International Whaling
Commission:

1963-64

This need not be. Whales do not
threaten man. There is no need of self-
defense to kill them. They do not endan-
ger our crops, crowd our territory. The
commercial products which are derived
from them are not unique: whale meat,
used for dog and cat food and on mink
farms, can easily be replaced by other
meats; whale oil can easily be replaced
by other products.

In simple terms, then, we are em-
barked on destruction—pure and sim-
ple.

Nor are whales by any means the sole
victims of our rapaciousness. To docu-
ment this we need only look at the fate
of the polar bear.

The male polar bear averages about
900 pounds, although specimens twice
as heavy have been recorded. It stands
about 5 feet at the shoulders and is 7 to
8 feet or more long. The polar bear is
found in the Arctic, distributed around
the Pole. For much of the year, it lives
on the pack ice of the Arctic Ocean. A
magnificent animal—and again an ani-
mal which in no way threatens man—
the polar bear, like the whales, is en-
dangered. The largest and most flourish-
ing white bear population is found in
the Canadian Arctic where only 6,000 or
7,000 exist—possibly more than half the
world’s total. The bear population of
Greenland, once high, has severely de-
clined as a result of excessive hunting.
Similar over-hunting has reduced the
population in the Soviet sector of the
bear’s range.

Thus, we see a magnificent creature
declining. He does not threaten man.
He offers no commercially essential
products. He is, however, a handsome
trophy, and so he is sacrificed to those
who mark their accomplishments by the
number of heads mounted over their
mantle.

Such wanton disregard for nature and
the environment cannot be counte-
nanced.

The Congress has an obligation to pro-
tect ocean mammals from the possibility
of extinction. I urge my colleagues to
support those amendments which would
strengthen the bill before us in order to
truly make it a “Marine Mammal Pro-
tection Act.”

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, during

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

the past 35 years, 45 species of animals
have been placed on the list of extinction.
These animals have been lost from the
face of the earth because of man’s negli-
gence. Accompanying this tragic number
of extinct animals is a list of 233 species
of animals on the “endangered’ list.

In New York City alone there are more
tigers than in all of India; but, the dis-
illusioning point is that they are used
for throw rugs.

Not only have our land animals been
threatened, but also sea mammals.

H.R. 10420, the Ocean Mammal Pro-
tection Act, is not strong enough to pro-
tect our ocean mammals from man’s
abuse and possible extinetion. I am hope-
ful that the Congress can enact stronger
legislation.

This bill, which limits the importation
of the products and byproducts of an
endangered species will certainly help
control the demand in the American
market for such products, but it fails to
take any step toward international agree-
ments and understanding which would
protect these animals. For example, the
Japanese, Soviets, and a number of oth-
er nations are the prinecipal nations in-
volved in the hunting of many species of
whales and seals, and their bharvesting
practices are largely at fault for en-
dangering the continuation of fthese
species.

Man is the only animal that kills more
than he needs to survive.

I believe that it is time to develop
strong legal protection to stop the need-
less killing of ocean mammals and other
animals.

MAMMAL PROTECTION

Part of the act will be administered by
the Department of Commerce, an agency
of the Government which has always
been dedicated to the development and
exploitation of a resource—never its con-
servation. I will support any effort to
place the administration of this bill sole-
ly with the Department of the Interior.

H.R. 10420 does not have any provi-
sion to protect dolphins. Today dolphins
are being killed by man at a rate that
soon will push three species of ocean
mammals to the edge of extinction. The
United States alone is responsible for
the death of a quarter of a million dol-
phins a year. No one hunts the creatures
for their flesh or their oil or their hides.
The slaughter is the byproduct of the
yellowfin tuna catch. The dolphins are
threatened with extinction because of
their natural affinity for the tuna and a
recent product of man’s inventive ge-
nius, the purse seine. This ingenious de-
vice can encircle an entire school of tuna.
It also fences in schools of dolphins that
travel with the fish. As the seine draws
tighter the dolphins are caught, held
under water and drowned. Because of
this needless slaughter I will support the
amendment that includes a moratorium
on the killing of dolphins and porpoises.

An absolute moratorium on the killing
of ocean mammals for at least 5 years
and an import restriction on their hides
is a needed amendment to make H.R.
10420 aceptable.

I will support any efforts to strengthen
this legislation. Throughout the bill,
more emphasis appears to be given to

7697

the “harvesting” of animals on a “sus-
tained yield bhasis” than to the actual
proper place of these animals within our
environment.

Although this legislation does not pro-
vide all of the safeguards I feel are nec-
essary—with several strong amendments
added I feel it is a step in the right
direction.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time and reserve
the balance of my time.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the rule,
the Clerk will read the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
printed in the reported bill as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Marine Mammal
Protection Act of 1971".

FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY

SEec. 2. The Congress finds that—

(1) certain species and population stocks
of marine mammals are, or may be, in dan-
ger of disappearance or depletion as a result
of man's activities;

{2) such specles and population stocks
should not be permitted to diminish be-
yond the point at which they contribute
effectively to the health and stability of
the ecosystem of which they are a part, and,
consistent with this major objective, they
should not be permitted to diminish beyond
the point at which they can maintain that
equilibrium at which they may be man-
aged on an optimum sustained yield basis.
Further, measures should be immediately
taken to replenish any specles or population
stock which has already diminished beyond
that polnt;

(3) there is inadequate knowledge of the
population dynamics of such marine mam-
mals and of the factors which bear upon
their ability to reproduce themselves sue-
cessfully;

(4) negotiations should be undertaken, as
soon as possible, to encourage the develop-
ment of international arrangements for re-
search on, and conservation of, all marine
mammals;

(6) marine mammals and marine mam-
mal products either—

(A) move in interstate commerce, or

(B) affect the balance of marine eco-
systems in a manner which is important
to other animals and animal products which
move in interstate commerce,
and that the protection and management
of marine mammals is therefore necessary
to Insure the continuing avallability of
those products which move in interstate
commerce; and

(6) marine mammals have proven them-
selves to be resources of great international
significance, esthetic and recreational as well
as economie, and it is the sense of Congress
that they should be protected and encour-
aged to develop to the greatest possible ex-
tent commensurate with sound policles of
resource management and that the primary
objective of their management should be to
maintain the health and stability of the ma-~
rine ecosystem. Whenever consistent with
this primary objective, a secondary objective
should be to maintain an optimum sustained
vield.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 3. For the purposes of this Act—

(1) The term *“depletion” or “depleted”
means any case in which the number of in-
dividuals within a specles or population
stock has declined to a significant degree over
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a period of years and, If that decline were to
continue, would result in that specles or
population stock being threatened with ex-
tinction and therefore subject to the provi-
sions of the Endangered Species Conservation
Act of 1969,

(2) The term “district court of the United
States” includes the District Court of Guam,
District Court of the Virgin Islands, District
Court of Puerto Rico, District Court of the
Cansal Zone, and in the case of American Sa~
mosa and the Trust Territory of the Paclfic
Islands, the District Court of the United
States for the District of Hawail.

(3) The term “humane” in the context of
the taking of a marine mammal means that
method of taking which involves the least
possible degree of pain and suffering prac-
ticable to the animal involved.

(4) The term “marine mammal" means
any mammal which (A) is morphologically
adapted to the marine environment (includ-
ing sea otters and members of the orders
Sirenia, Pinnipedia, and Cetacea), or (B) pri-
marily inhabits the marine environment
(such as the polar bear); and, for the pur-
poses of this Act, includes any part of any
such marine mammal, including its raw,
dressed, or dyed fur or skin,

(5) The term “marine mammal product”
means any item of merchandise which con-
sists, or 1s composed In whole or in part, of
any marine mammal.

{8) The term “optimum sustained yleld”
means the sustained yleld that results in a
population of an optimum number of ani-
mals, keeping in mind the health of the eco-
system of which they form a constituent
element.

(7) The term ‘‘person” includes (A) any
private person or entity, and (B) any officer,
employee, agent, department, or instrumen-
tality of the Federal Government, of any
State or political subdivision thereof, or of

ny fore vernment.
2 (5;31 'I'hl%ntegr‘;n “population stock” or *“stock”
means & group of interbreeding marine mam-
mals of the same specles or smaller taxa in
a common spatial arrangement.

(8) The term “Secretary” means—

(A) the Secretary of Commerce as to all
responsibility, authority, and duties under
this Act with respect to members of the
order Cetacea and members, other than wal-
ruses, of the order Pinnipedia, and

(B) the Secretary of the Interior as to all
responsibility, authority, and duties under
this Act with respect to all other marine
mammals covered by the Act.

(10) The term “sustained yleld” means a
harvest equaling the net population growth
of a species or stock at any selected popula-
tion level.

(11) The term “take” means to harass,
hunt, capture, or kill, or attempt to harass,
hunt, capture, or kill any marine mammal.

(12) The term “United States” Includes
the several States, the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Canal
Zone, the possesisons of the United Btates,
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands.

(13) The terms “waters under the juris-
diction of the United States” means—

(A) the territorial sea of the United States,
and

(B) the fisheries zone established pursu-
ant to the Act of October 14, 1968 (B0 Stat.
908, 16 U.,8.C. 1091-1094).

TITLE I—CONSERVATION AND PROTEC-
TION OF MARINE MAMMALS
PROHIBITIONS

Sec. 101, (a) Except as provided in sec-
tions 103 and 107 of this title, it is unlaw-
ful—

(1) for any person subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the United States or any vessel or
other conveyance subject to the jurisdiction
of the United States to take any marine
mammal on the high seas;
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(2) for any person or vessel or other con-
veyance to take any marine mammal in
waters or on lands under the jurisdiction of
the United States except as expressly pro-
vided for by an international agreement to
which the United States is a party and which
was entered into before the effective date of
this title;

(3) for any person to use any port, har-
bor, or other place under the jurisdiction
of the United States for any purpose in any
way connected with acts prohibited under
paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection;
and

(4) for any person, with respect to any
marine mammal taken in viclation of this
title—

(A) to possess any such mammal; or

(B) to transport, sell, or offer for sale any
such mammal or any marine mammal prod-
uct made from any such mammal.

(b) Except pursuant to a permit for
scientific research issued wunder section
103(¢), it 1s unlawful to import into the
United States any marine mammal if such
mammal was—

(1) pregnant at the time of taking;

(2) nursing at the time of taking, or less
than eight months old, whichever occurs
later;

(3) taken from a species or population
stock which the Secretary has, by regulation
published in the Federal Register, designated
as a depleted or endangered species or stock;
or

(4) taken in & manner deemed inhumane
by the Secretary.

(c) It is unlawful to import into the
United States any of the following:

(1) Any marine mammal which was—

(A) taken in violation of this title; or

(B) taken in another country in violation
of the law of that country.

(2) Any marine mammal product if—

(A) the importation into the United
States of the marine mammal from which
such product is made Is unlawful under
paragraph (1) of this subsection; or

(B) the sale in commerce of such product
in the country of origin of the product is il-
legal.

(3) Any fish, whether fresh, frozen, or
otherwise prepared, if such fish was caught
in a manner determined by the Secretary to
be injurious to marine mammals, whether or
not any mammals were in fact taken inci-
dent to the catching of the fish.

(d) Bubsections (b) and (c) of this section
shall not apply—

(1) with respect to any article imported
into the United States before the effective
date of this title;

(2) 1n the case of articles to which subsec-
tion (b) (3) of this section applies, to articles
imported into the United States before the
date on which the Secretary publishes no-
tice in the Federal Register of his proposed
rulemaking with respect to the designation
of the specles or stock concerned as depleted
or endangered; or

(3) in the case of articles to which sub-
section (¢) (1) (B) or (c)(2)(B) of this sec-
tion applies, to articles imported into the
United States before the effective date of the
foreign law making the taking or sale, as the
case may be, of such articles unlawful.

LIMITATIONS ON TAKING OF MARINE MAMMALS

Sec. 102. (a) The Secretary, on the basis of
sclentific evidence demonstrating the need for
limitations, shall prescribe such limitations
with respect to the taking of animals from
each species of marine mammal (including
within population stocks) as he deems neces-
sary and appropriate to insure that such tak-
ing will not be to the disadvantage of those
specles or population stocks and will be con-
sistent with the purposes and policies set
forth in section 2 of this Act.

(b) In prescribing such limiltations, the
Secretary shall give full consideration to all
factors which may affect the extent to which
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such animals may be taken, including but
not limited to the eflect of such limitations
on—

(1) existing and future levels of marine
mammal species and population stocks;

(2) existing international treaty and agree-
ment obligations of the United States;

(3) the marine ecosystem and related en-
vironmental considerations;

(4) the conservation, development, and
utilization of fishery resources; and

(5) the economic and technological feasi-
bility of implementation.

(c) The limitations prescribed under sub-
section (a) of this section for any species
or population stock of marine mammal may
include, but are not limited to, restrictions
with respect to—

(1) the number of animals which may be
taken in any calendar year pursuant to per-
mits issued under section 103;

(2) the age, size, or sex (or any combina-
tion of the foregoing) of animals which may
be taken, whether or not a quota prescribed
under paragraph (1) of this subsection ap-
plies with respect to such animals;

{3) the season or other perlod of time with-
in which animals may be taken; and

(4) the manner and locations in which
animals may be taken.

(d) Limitations prescribed to carry out this
section must be made on the record after op-
portunity for agency hearing, except that,
in addition to any other requirements im-
posed by law with respect to agency rule-
making, the Secretary shall publish and make
available to the public either before or con-
current with the publication of notice in the
Federal Reglster of his intention to prescribe
limitations under this section—

(1) a statement of the existing levels of
the species and population stocks of the ma-
rine mammal concerned;

(2) a statement of the expected impact of
the proposed limitations on such specles or
population stock;

(3) a statement describing the evidence
before the Secretary upon which he proposes
to base such limitations; and

(4) any studies or recommendations made
by, or for, the Secretary or the Marine Mam-
mal Commission which relate to the estab-
lishment of such limitations.

(e) Any limitation prescribed pursuant to
this section shall be periodlecally reviewed,
and may be modified from time to time in
such manner as the Secretary deems neces-
sary to carry out the purposes of this Act.

FERMITS

Sec. 103. (a) The Secretary may issue per-
mits which authorize the taking of any
marine mammal.

(b) Any permit issued under this section
shall—

(1) be consistent with any applicable lim-
itation established by the Secertary under
section 102, and

(2) specify—

(A) the number and kind of animals which
are authorized to be taken,

(B) the location and manner (which
manner must be determined by the Becre-
tary to be humane) in which they may be
taken,

(C) the period during which the permit
is valid, and

(D) any other termis or conditions which

the Secretary deems appropriate.
In any case In which an application for a
permit cites as a reason for the proposed
taking the overpopulation of a particular
species or population stock, the Secretary
shall first consider whether or not it would
be more desirable to transfer a number of
animals (but not to exceed the number
requested for taking in the application) of
that specles or stock to a location not then
inhabited by such species or stock but
previously inhabited by such species or
stock,

(c) Any permit issued by the Secretary




March 9, 1972

which authorizes the taking of a marine
mammal for purposes of display or sclentific
research shall specify, in addition to the
conditions required by subsection (b) of
this section, the methods of capture, super-
vision, care, and transportation which must
be observed pursuant to and after such tak-
ing. Any person authorized to take a ma-
rine mammal for purposes of display or scien-
tific research shall furnish to the Secretary
a report on all activities carried out by him
pursuant to that authority.

(d) (1) The Secretary shall prescribe such
procedures as are necessary to carry out
this section, including the form and manner
in which application for permits may be
made.

(2) The Secretary shall publish notice in
the Federal Register of each application
made for a permit under this section. Such
notice shall invite the submission from in-
terested parties, within 30 days after the
date of the notice, of written data, views,
or arguments with respect to the taking
proposed in such application.

(3) The applicant for any permit under
this section must demonstrate to the Secre-
tary that the taking of any marine mammal
under such permit will be consistent with the
purposes of this Act and the applicable limit-
atlons established under section 102.

(4) Upon written request of any interested
party, if such request is filed within thirty
days after the date of publication of notice
pursuant to paragraph (2), the Secretary may
grant a hearing of record with respect to the
application. If granted, such hearing shall be
conducted on an expeditious basls.

(6) As soon as practicable (but not later
than thirty days) after the close of the hear-
ing or, if no hearing is held, after the last
day on which data, views, and arguments may
be submitted pursuant to paragraph (2), the
Secretary shall (A) issue a permit contain-
ing such terms and conditions as he deems
appropriate, or (B) shall deny issuance of
a permit, Notice of the decision of the Secre-
tary to issue or to deny any permit under
this paragraph must be published In the
Federal Register within ten days after the
date of issuance or denial.

(6) Any applicant or party opposed to the
permit may obtain judicial review of the
terms and conditions of any permit issued
by the Secretary under this section, or his
refusal to issue such a permit. Such review,
which shall be pursuant to chapter 7 of title
5, United States Code, may be initiated by
filing a petition for review in the United
States district court for the district wherein
the plaintiff resides, or has his principal place
of business, or in the United States District
Court for the District of Columbia, within
sixty days after the date on which such
permit Is issued or denied.

(e) (1) The Secretary may modify, sus-
pend, or revoke in whole or part any permit
issued by him under this section—

(A) in order to make any such permit con-
sistent with any change made after the
date of issuance of such permit with respect
to any applicable limitation prescribed un-
der section 102, or

(B) in any case in which a violation of
the terms and conditions of the permit is
found.

(2) Any modification, suspension, or rev-
ocation of a permit under this subsection
shall take effect at the time notice thereof
is glven to the permittee. The permittee
shall then be granted opportunity for expedi-
tious hearing by the Secretary with respect
to such modification, suspension, or revoca-
tlon. Any action taken by the Secretary after
such a hearing is subject to judicial review
on the same basis as is any action taken by
him with respect to a permit application un-
der paragraph (5).

(3) Notice of the modification, suspen-
sion, or revocation of any permit by the
Secretary shall be published in the Federal
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Register within ten days from the date of
the Secretary's decision.

(f) Any permit issued under this section
must be in the possession of the person to
whom it is issued (or an agent of such per-
son) during—

(1) the time of the authorized taking;

(2) the perlod of any transit of such person
or dngent which is incident to such taking;
an

(3) any other time while any marine

mammal taken under such permit is in the
possession of such person or agent.
A duplicate copy of the issued permit must
be physically attached to the contalner, pack-
age, enclosure, or other means of contain-
ment, in which the marine mammal is placed
for purposes of storage, transit, supervision,
or care.

(g) No permit shall be issued pursuant
to this section for the taking of any marine
mammal during the sixty-day period com-
mencing on the effective date of the initial
limitations prescribed pursuant to section
102 with respect to the species or population
stock concerned.

(h) The Secretary shall establish and
charge a reasonable fee for permits issued
under this section.

(1) Consistent with the limitations pre-
scribed pursuant to section 102 and to the
requirements of this section, the Becretary
may issue general permits for the taking of
marine mammals, together with regulations
to cover the use of such general permits.

FPENALTIES

Sec. 104. (a) Any person who violates any
provision of this title or of any permit or
regulation issued thereunder may be as-
sessed a civil penalty by the Secretary of
not more than $10,000 for each such viola-
tion. No penalty shall be assessed unless such
person is given notice and opportunity for
a hearing with respect to such violation.
Each violation shall be a separate offense.
Any such civil penalty may be remitted or
mitigated by the Secretary for good cause
shown. Upon any fallure to pay a penslty
assessed under this subsection, the Secretary
may request the Attorney General to insti-
tute a civil action in a distriet court of the
United States for any district in which such
person is found, resides, or transacts business
to collect the penalty and such court shall
have jurisdiction to hear and decide any such
action.

(b) Any person who knowingly violates
any provision of this title or of any permit
or regulation issued thereunder shall, upon
conviction, be fined not more than $20,000,
or imprisoned for not more than one year,
or both. The Secretary of the Treasury shall
pay to any person who furnishes information
which leads to a conviction for violation of
this subsection an amount equal to one-
half of the fine Incurred, but not to exceed
$2,600 for each violation.

VESSEL FORFEITURE

Sec. 105. Any vessel or other conveyance
subject to the jurisdiction of the United
States that 1s employed in any manner in
the unlawful taking of any marine mammal
shall be subject to seizure and forfeiture.
All provisions of law relating to the seizure,
judicial forfeiture, and condemnation of a
vessel for violation of the customs laws, the
disposition of such vessel, and the proceeds
from the sale thereof, and the remission or
mitigation of any such forfeiture, shall apply
with respect to any vessel or other convey-
ance seized in connection with the unlawful
taking of a marine mammal insofar as such
provisions of law are applicable and not in-
consistent with the provisions of this title.
For the purposes of this section, the term
“vessel” includes its tackle, apparel, furni-
ture, appurtenances, cargo, and stores.

ENFORCEMENT

Sec, 106, (a) Except as otherwise provided
in this title, the Secretary shall enforce the
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provisions of this title. The Secretary may
utilize, by agreement, the personnel, serv-
ices, and facilities of any other Federal
agency for purposes of enforeing this title.

(b) The Secretary may also designate of-
ficers and employees of any State or of any
possession of the United States to enforce
the provisions of this title. When so desig-
nated, such officers and employees are au-
thorized to function as Federal law enforce=-
ment agents for these purposes, but they
shall not be held and considered as employ-
ees of the United States for the p
of any laws administered by the Civil Service
Commission.

(c) The judges of the United States dis-
trict courts and the United States magis-
trates may, within their respective jurisdic-
tlons, upon proper oath or affirmation, show-
ing probable cause, issue such warrants or
other process, including warrants or other
process issued in admiralty proceedings in
United States district courts, as may be re-
quired for enforcement of this title and any
regulations issued thereunder.

(d) Any person authorized by the Sec-
retary to enforce this title may execute any
warrant or process issued by any officer or
court of competent jurisdiction for the en-
forcement of this title. Such person so au-
thorized may, in addition to any other au-
thority conferred by law—

(1) with or without warrant or other proc-
ess, arrest any person committing in his
presence or view a violation of this title or
the regulations issued thereunder;

(2) with a warrant or other process or
without a warrant, if he has reasonable cause
to believe that a vessel or other conveyance
subject to the jurisdletion of the United
States or any person on board is in violation
of any provision of this title or the regula-
tions issued thereunder, to search such ves-
sel or conveyance and to arrest such person;

(3) seize any vessel or other conveyance
subject to the jurisdiction of the United
States, together with its tackle, apparel, fur-
niture, appurtenances, cargo, and stores, used
or employed contrary to the provisions of
this title or the regulations issued hereun-
der or which reasonably appears to have
been so used or employed; and

(4) seize, whenever and wherever found,
all marine mammals and marine mammal
products taken or retained in violation of
this title or the regulations issued thereunder
and shall dispose of them in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Secretary.

(e) (1) Whenever any marine mammal or

marine mammal product is seized pursuant
to this section, the Secretary shall expedite
any proceedings commenced under section
104 (a) or (b). All marine mammals or ma=
rine mammal products so seized shall be held
by any person authorized by the Secretary
pending disposition of such proceedings. The
owner or consignee of any such marine mam-
mal or marine mammal product so selzed
shall, as soon as practicable following such
selzure, be notified of that fact in accordance
with regulations established by the Secre-
tary.
(2) The Secretary may, with respect to any
proceeding under section 104 (&) or (b), in
lieu of holding any marine mammal or ma-
rine mammal product, permit the person con-
cerned to post bond or other surety satis-
factory to the Becretary pending the dispo-
sition of such proceeding.

(3) (A) Upon the assessment of a penalty
pursuant to section 104(a), all marine mam-
mals and marine mammal products seized
in connection therewith may be proceeded
against in any court of competent jurisdic-
tion and forfeited to the Secretary for dis-
position by him in such manner as he deems
appropriate.

{B) Upon conviction for viclation of sec-
tlon 104(b), all marine mammals and ma-
rine mammal products seized in connection
therewith shall be forfeited to the Secretary

for disposition by him in such manner as
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he deems appropriate, Any other property
or item so selzed may, in the discretion of
the court, be forfeited to the United States
or otherwise disposed of.

(4) If with respect to any marine mam-
mal or marine mammal product so selzed—

(A) a civil penalty is assessed under sec-
tion 104(a) and no judiclal action is com-
menced to obtain the forfeiture of such
mammal or product within 30 days after such
assessment, such marine mammal or marine
mammal product shall be immediately re-
turned to the owner or the consignee; or

(B) no conviction results from an alleged
violation of section 104(b), such marine

mammal or marine mammal product shall
immediately be returned to the owner or con-
signee if the Secretary does not, within 30
days after the final disposition of the case
involving such alleged violation, commence

proceedings for the assessment of a civil pen-
alty under section 104(a).

EXCEPTIONS FOR CERTAIN NATIVES

SEc. 107. (a) The provisions of this title
ghall not apply with respect to the taking
of any marine mammal (other than a marine
mammal classified as one belonging to an
endangered species pursuant to the Endan-
gered Species Conservation Act of 1969) by
any Indian, Aleut, or Eskimo who dwells on
the coast of the North Pacific Ocean or the
Arctic Ocean if such taking—

(1) is for subsistence purposes and in ac-
cordance with traditional customs,

(2) is not accomplished in a wasteful
manner, and

(3) is not done for purposes of direct or
indirect commercial sale.

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of this
section, when the Secretary determines it to
be in the interests of any specles or stock
of marine mammal, he may prescribe limita~
tions upon the taking of such marine mam-
mals by any Indian, Aleut, or Eskimo de-
scribed in subsection (a) of this section.
Such limitations may be established with
reference to species or stocks, geographical
description of area included, season for tak-
ing, or any other basis related to the reason
for establishing such limitations and con-
sistent with the purposes of this Act. Such
limitations shall be removed as soon as the
need for their imposition has disappeared.

INTERNATIONAL PROGRAM

Sec. 108. The Secretary, through the Sec-
retary of State, shall—

(1) encourage the entering into of bilateral
or maultilateral agreements with other na-
tions for the protection of specific ocean
and land regions which are of special sig-
nificance to the health and stability of ma-
rine mammals;

(2) encourage the amendment of any
existing international treaty for the protec-
tion of any species of marine mammal to
which the United States is a party in order
to make such treaty consistent with the
purposes and policies of this title;

(38) seek the convening of an international
ministerial meeting on marine mammals be-
fore July 1, 1973, and included in the busi-
ness of that meeting shall be (A) the sign-
ing of a binding international convention
for the protection and management of ma-
rine mammals, and (B) the implementation
of paragraph (2) of this section; and

(4) provide to the Congress by not later
than one year after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act a full report on the results
of his efforts under this section.

FEDERAL PREEMPTION; COOPERATION WITH

STATES

Sec. 109. (a) Except as provided in sub-
section (b), no State may adopt any law or
regulation relating to the taking of marine
mammals or attempt to enforce any State
law or regulation relating to such taking,

(b) The Secretary is authorized and di-
rected to enter into cooperative arrange-
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ments with the appropriate officials of any
State for the protection and management of
marine mammals; except that any such ar-
rangements must be consistent with the
purposes and policles of this title.

MARINE MAMMAL RESEARCH GRANTS

Sec. 110. (a) The Secretary Is authorized
to make grants, or to provide financial
assistance in such other form as he deems
appropriate, to any Federal or State agency,
public or private institution, or other person
for the purpose of assisting such agency,
institution, or person to undertake research
in subjects which are relevant to the pro-
tection and management of marine mam-
mals,

(b) The Secretary is authorized to make
grants or provide other financial assistance
to any State agency to enable such agency
to develop and implement a State program
for the protection and management of
marine mammals which Is consistent with
the purposes and policies of this title.

(¢) Any grant or other financial assistance
provided by the Secretary pursuant to this
section shall be subject to such terms and
conditions as the Secretary deems necessary
to protect the interests of the United States.

(d) There are authorized to be appro-
priated for the fiscal year in which this sec-
tion takes effect and for the next four fiscal
years such sums as may be necessary to carry
out this section, but the sums appropriated
for any such year shall not exceed $1,000,000,
one-half of such sums to be available to each
Secretary.

REGULATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 111. (a) The Secretary, in consultation
with any other Federal agency to the extent
that such agency may be affected, shall pre-
scribe such regulations as are necessary and
appropriate to carry out the purposes of this
title.

(b) Each Federal agency in authorized and
directed to cooperate with the Secretary, in
such manner as may be mutually agreeable,
In ecarrying out the purpcses of this title.

(c) The Secretary may enter Into such
contracts, leases, cooperative agreements, or
other transactions as may be necessary to
carry out the purposes of this title and on
such terms as he deems appropriate with any
Federal or State agency, public or private
institution, or other person.

(d) The Secretary shall review annually
the operation of each program in which the
United States particlpates involving the
taking of marine mammals on land. If at any
time the Secretary finds that any such pro-
gram cannot be administered on lands owned
by the United States or in which the United
States has an Interest and in a manner con-
sistent with the purposes and policies of this
Act, he shall suspend the operation of that
program and shall forthwith submit to Con-
gress his reasons for such suspension, to-
gether with recommendations for such legis-
lation as he deems necessary and appropriate
to resolve the problem.

APPLICATION TO OTHER TREATIES AND
CONVENTIONS; REPEAL

Sec. 112. (a) The provisions of this title
shall be deemed to be in addition to and
not In contravention of the provisions of
any existing international treaty or conven-
tion which may otherwise apply to the taking
of marine mammals.

(b) The proviso to the Act entitled “An
Act to repeal certain laws providing for the
protection of sea lions in Alaska waters",
approved June 16, 1934 (18 U.S.C. 658), 1s
repealed.

AUTHORIZATIONS

BEec. 113. (a) There are authorized to be
appropriated the sum of $1,500,000 for each
of the five fiscal years following the date of
enactment of this Act to enable the Depart-
ment of Commerce to carry out such funec-
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tions and responsibilities as it may have
been given under this title,

(b) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated the sum of $700,000 for the first f.scal
year following the date of enactment of this
Act and the sum of $525,000 for each of
the next four fiscal years thereafter to en-
able the Department of the Interior to carry
out such functions and responsibilities as
it may have been given under this title.

Mr. DINGELL (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that title I of the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute be consid-
ered 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 Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MRE. UDALL

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer two
amendments and ask unanimous con-
sent that they be considered en bloc, the
second being technical and conforming.

The CHAIRMAN. Are they both to
title I?

Mr. UDALL. Yes, they are to title I,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ari-
zona?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the right to object and do so in order
to ask that the amendments be read
before granting this request.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. UpaLL: Page
35, between lines 15 and 16 insert the fol-
lowing:

(g) (1) For the purposes of this subsection,
the term “moratorium” means the 5-year
period commencing on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this title, during the moratorium no per-
mit may be issued for the taking of any
marine mammal and no marine mammal or
marine mammal products may be imported
into the United States except in the following
cases:

(A) Permits may be issued, and importa-
tions may be made, for purposes of display
or sclentific research if—

(i) the taking proposed in the application
for any such permit, or

(i1) the importation proposed to be made,
is first reviewed and approved by the Marine
Mammal Commission and the Committee of
Scientific Advisors on Marine Mammals
established under title IT of this Act., The
Commission and Committee shall approve
any proposed taking or importation which
will not be to the disadvantage of the species
or population stock concerned and will be
consistent with the purposes and policies of
section 2 of this Act. If the Commission and
Committee approve any proposed importa-
tion, the Secretary shall issue to the importer
concerned a certificate to that effect which
shall be in such form as the Secretary of
the Treasury prescribes and such importation
may be made upon presentation of the cer-
tification to the customs officer concerned.

(B) Permits may be issued which author-
ize such taking of marine mammals as may
incidentally occur in the course of commer-
cial fishing operations, but each such permit
shall be subject to such conditions and
regulations as the Secretary shall impose to
insure that the permittee uses those tech-
niques and that equipment which will pro-
duce the least practicable hazard to marine
mammals,
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(C) Permits may be issued for the taking
of fur seals pursuant to the Interim Conven-
tion on the Conservation of North Pacific
Fur Seals and the Fur Seal Act of 1066. The
Secretary 1s urged to take such action as may
be necessary to obtain the agreement of the
parties to the Convention to stop or reduce
the taking of fur seals under the Conven-
tion during the moratorium.

(D) Skins of weaned seals may be im-
ported into the United States solely for
processing. Any seal skins so imported may
be admitted ino the Unilted States only un-
der bond requiring the exportation of such
skins within 2 years after the date of im-
portation. The bond required under this
paragraph shall be in an amount equal to
five times the domestic value of the un-
processed seal skins covered by the bond.

(3) Except for sclentific research purposes
as provided for in paragraph (2) (A) of this
subsection, during the moratorium no per-
mit may be issued for the taking of any
marine mammal which is classified as be-
longing to an endangered species pursuant
to the Endangered Species Conservation Act
of 1969 and no importation may be made of
any such mammal.

And redesignate the succeeding subsec-
tions of section 103 accordingly.

Page 41, line 7, after the word "title” place
a comma and include the following: “in-
cluding section 103(g),”

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the two amend-
fents be considered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. UpALL) ?

There was no objection.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise at
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. Pryor) to offer an amend-
ment which he drafted and supports.
Many of my colleagues are aware of the
long, tireless, and sometimes lonesome
fight that Davip Pryor has made to save
the marine mammal, and if we succeed
today in passing a strong protective bill
it will in no small measure be a tribute
to the strength and tenacity of this gifted
public servant.

It will also be a tribute to the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
whose work on animal life conservation
is well known and applauded throughout
the country, and the members of the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee who have dedicated much time
and effort to this difficult piece of legis-
lation.

Mr. Pryor believes, and I concur in
his judgment, that the committee has
delivered a basically sound, progressive
bill, but one that must be improved in
one important respect. It must include,
with some exceptions, a moratorium on
the killing of ocean mammals.

If the excellent and extensive hearings
of the Subcommitiee on Fisheries and
Wildlife uncovered one fact of more sig-
nificance than any other it is this: We
know next to nothing about the marine
mammals of the world. We are not now
in a position to turn over to the Federal
Departments the task of conserving and
managing these precious species any
more than we could insist that the Cen-
sus Bureau project a population increase
for the inhabitants of Mars. The knowl-
edge and expertise are simply not at
hand.

Thus in the amendment he drafted,
the gentleman from Arkansas calls for
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a 5-year moratorium for mammal life
before Federal departments begin the
selective issuance of permits authorized
by this act. It would also shut off for 5
years the importation of mammals or
products made from them. More impor-
tantly the moratorium would allow us a
minimal period during which we could
get to really know these strange and
fascinating aquatic neighbors and head
off the irreparable tragedy of extinc-
tion—a tragedy some believe would be
the inevitable result of present policies.

In the spirit of true compromise, and
in order to win broad support this year
for the moratorium, Mr. Pryor has al-
lowed for four limited and supportable
exemptions.

The first would permit the taking or
importing of marine mammals for pur-
poses of display and scientific research.
This would permit legitimate scientists
and institutions such as zoos to continue
to study these mammals—subject, of
course, to review and approval by the
independent Marine Mamma]l Commis-
sion and Committee of Scientific Ad-
visors established under title II. The
criteria for review and approval are
identical with those established in the
original act: There may be no taking
or importations which would be to the
disadvantage of the species or stocks or
not otherwise consistent with the pur-
poses and policies of the act. The amend-
ment goes further to establish proce-
dures for the issuance of certificates to
expedite customs clearance of such ani-
mals and products.

The second deals with the protection
of porpoises and dolphins taken in the
process of commercial tuna fleet opera-
tions. In hearings this issue was much
discussed and I will not dwell upon it at
length. If is a concession to the commit-
tee and the tuna industry which argue—
persuasively to many—that the mora-
torium could drive them under a foreign
flag or out of business altogether. I
frankly discount those claims, but there
are many in this Chamber who accept
them and know a good deal more about
the tuna business than I.

I must say that the effect of this ex-
ception to my amendment would leave
the tuna industry in much the same
position that it would have been under
the bill as reported and that is progress.
The committee bill requires tuna fleets to
obtain permits which can be issued only
after they have convinced the appropri-
ate Federal agencies that their activities
will minimize to the greatest extent pos-
sible hazards to marine mammals.

The third allows the continuance of
the existing program for the manage-
ment of north Pacific fur seals. An exist-
ing treaty signed by the United States,
Japan, the Soviet Union, and Canada
prohibits the taking of fur seals in the
water, providing instead for a method
of allocating the annual catch among
the signators. It is persuasively argued
that diplomacy rather than unilateral
termination of the treaty might bring
more satisfactory results. I would hope
and expect that through diplomatic
channels, the other signator nations
could be urged to halt the killing of fur
seals in the north Pacific.

A final, limited exemption would be

7701

granted the industry which processes the
skins of juvenile South African seals. The
argument is made that the Foake Fur
Co. of South Carolina, which employs
more than 200 people, would be driven
out of business absent limited relief from
the provisions of this amendment. The
amendment would immediately -close
down the company's domestic market
which accounts, I am told, for a substan-
tial portion of its sales. Further, it would
forbid the company from processing the
skins of any mammal which is found now
or in the future to be endangered. The
one exception made is to allow the com-
pany to continue processing foreign skins
on the condition that they are immedi-
ately exported from this country.

This final exemption is one for which
Mr. Pryor has relatively little enthusi-
asm, but one which he has reluctantly
come to regard as necessary to the ulti-
mate passage of this legislation.

There are two additional points I would
like to make. First, this amendment does
not in any way extinguish existing
Alaskan Native rights, nor does it change
the treatment accorded this special group
by the committee bill. Second, it has
never been Mr. PRYoOR’s intention in this
legislative effort to set a precedent for
Federal infringement on the rights of
States to manage their own resident
wildlife. The situation with respect to
the marine mammal clearly called for
extreme measures unquestionably re-
quiring Federal action; I am told he
would oppose such intervention in the
case of the more common and well-un-
derstood animal life protected by State
management programs.

Mr. Chairman, if Mr. Pryor had his
way—and if I had mine—a blanket mora-
torium would be placed on the killing of
ocean mammals. That goal is not achiev-
able this year:; the House is not pre-
pared to take that step in the face of
strong and not unreasonable criticism
from groups having a legitimate stake
in this issue. I do hope and believe, how-
ever, that my colleagues recognize the
need to approve the first protections Mr.
Pryor advocates. It is the minimum,
and we can afford to do no less.

So, Mr. Chairman, I hope that my
amendments will be adopted, and that
we will be enabled to pass this important
legislation today in this fashion.

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

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Arizona has been dis-
cussing the amendments on which the
gentleman and I have had extensive dis-
cussions, and I am happy to say that I
am willing to support these amendments.
I believe they are desirable. The mem-
bership of the committee have been
queried and have no objection to the
amendments, except for one reservation
by my good friend, the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. PELLY) to the accept-
ance of the amendments. And I think,
subject to the one point raised by the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
PeLLy) that the amendments are entirely
satisfactory.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask for permission of the gen-
tleman from Arizona to ask a question of
the gentleman from Michigan in order to
clarify certain language that is in the
amendment, and that I know the gentle-
man has studied.

My question has to do with the per-
mit which would be issued for the tak-
ing of marine mammals such as may
inecidentally occur in the course of com-
mercial fishing operations.

I would ask the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr, DingeLL) if it is his un-
derstanding that a general permit could
be issued to the tuna industry rather
than requiring each individual partici-
pant to apply for a permit.

Mr. DINGELL. If the gentleman will
vield, the answer to that question, as in
our previous colloquy, is “yes.”

Mr. PELLY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I might
say, as the author of the amendment,
for purposes of the legislative history,
that I would agree that some general
action could be taken rather than re-
quiring a great deal of specific paper-
work, for each vessel or fishing expedi-
tion and a great number of specific per-
mits being issued, just so long as we have
the policy followed as it is set forth in
the amendments.

Mr. DINGELL. If the gentleman would
yield further, I would say to my friend
that the policy is quite clear.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PELLY TO THE

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. UDALL

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the amendments.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PeLLy to the
amendments offered by Mr, UparL; In sub-
section (g) (2) (A) of the proposed amend-
ment:

After the phrase “iIs first received” delete
the phrase “and approved".

After the phrase “The Commission and
Committee shall delete the word “approve”
add insert in lieu thereof the word “recom-
mend”,

In the last sentence, delete the phrase
“If the Commission and Committee approve
any proposed limitation,” change “the” to
“The"” and insert after the phrase "The Sec-
retary shall” the phrase “, if approval for im-
portation is granted by the Secretary,”

Mr, PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I offer this
amendment to correct what I feel is a
very basic defect of the concept embodied
in this portion of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
UbpaLL) .

Under the Udall amendment, authority
to issue permits for scientific research
would be taken away from the Secretary
of the Interior and the Secretary of Com-
merce—as provided for in H.R. 10420 as
reported out of the committee—and
vested in two independent advisory
bodies: the Marine Mammal Commission
and the Committee on Scientific Advisers.

As the language is presently worded,
prior approval of both of these advisory
bodies must be obtained before a permit
can be issued. Thus, the sole authority of
the Departments of the Interior and
Commerce would be simply to prepare
the certification.
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Section 202 of H.R. 10420 already pro-
vides that the Commission shall have the
duty of conducting a continuing review
of all applications made pursuant to sec-
tion 103 of the hill for permits for scien-
tific research and to make such recom-
mendations as the Commission sees fit
to the Department, of the Interior and
Commerce on the merits of such applica-
tions. Nowhere in the body of H.R. 10420
nor the committee report is it indicated
that the Commission or Scientific Ad-
visers Committee would have any func-
tion or capacity other than an advisory
one. This portion of the Udall amend-
ment would completely vest issuance au-
thority in an organization which is inde-
pendent and completely nonaccountable
to any administrative department of the
Federal Government. Thus these two
bodies would have the actual ability to
completely thwart or expand any type of
scientific research on a particular mam-
mal species if it so desired with no ac-
countability for its actions.

This concept violates every basic prin-
ciple of governmental organization struc-
ture and represents a significant depart-
ure from the traditional role of advisory
committees and commissions. I submit
that the apparent purpose of the amend-
ment is amply provided for by provisions
in HR. 10420, which requires that the
recommendations of the Commission and
committee be responded to by the Fed-
eral agencies within a short period of
time indicating the reasons for the non-
acceptance of such recommendations on
the part of the agency.

Thus, through this mechanism, Con-
gress and the public will be in a position
to observe whether or not these scientific
research permits are being used for the
purpose for which they were designed—
to gain more information upon which to
improve the various marine mammal
species—and not for purposes of com-
mercial exploitation under the guise of
scientific research. This provision in the
Udall amendment would be flatly op-
posed by the administration and, if ac-
cepted by this body, may well raise pos-
sible difficulties in actual enactment of
the legislation.

Acceptance of this portion of the Udall
amendment would result in costly dupli-
cation of issuance authority procedures,
staff, and processes; would hamper the
efforts of the Departments of the Inte-
rior and Commerce, agencies charged
with the specific and overall authority to
administer H.R. 10420, in regulating,
managing, and controlling marine mam-
mal species on a comprehensive basis;
and would materially hamper the activ-
ities of the Federal agencies and the
Commission itself in obtaining sufficient
information upon which to base limita-
tions on the taking of marine mammals.

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

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I think
the suggestions made by the gentleman
from Washington are wholesome and I
think the gentleman from Arizona will
probably be pleased to accept the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. PELLY. Iyield to the gentleman.
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Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I think
the procedure provided by that portion
of my amendment to which your amend-
ment is directed is cumbersome and is il-
logical to a large degree for the reasons
the gentleman just outlined.

Mr. Chairman, I accept the amend-
ment,

Mr. PELLY. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, as the author of HR.
10420, I rise in support of the amend-
ment by the gentleman from Arizona and
I would like to explain how it affects the
committee bill. When the committee con-
sidered this amendment, I supported it;
however, we were defeated.

First, like the committee bill, the
amendment allows permits to be issued
for the taking of a marine mammal for
scientific research.

Second, like the committee bill, the
amendment allows permits to be issued
to commercial fishermen for the taking
of marine mammals as may occur in the
course of fishing operations provided
that the fisherman uses those techniques
which will produce the least practicable
hazard to marine mammals.

Third, like the committee bill, the
amendment allows permits to be issued
for the taking of fur seals pursuant to
the Interim Convention on the Conserva-
tion of North Pacific Fur Seals.

Fourth, like the committee bill, the
amendment allows the importation of
the skins of older seals for processing.
Unlike the committee bill, the amend-
ment does not allow the sale of such
skins in this country. Thus, I support this
prohibition.

Fifth, like the committee bill, the
amendment does not allow the killing of
any endangered specie.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment may
clarify, but it does not alter the com-
mittee bill. Therefore, I support it and
urge my colleagues to adopt it.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Udall amendment
as amended.

The CHATIRMAN. The gentleman from
Michigan is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. I would merely
like to register my support for the Udall
amendment. However, I would like to see
the tenure of the moratorium extended,
but to many members of the committee
it seems like a 5-year moratorium is the
extent to which they will agree.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. Perry) to the
amendments offered by the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. UpaLL).

The amendment to the amendments
was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BEGICH TO THE
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. UDALL

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendments of-
fered by the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr, Uparr).

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BecicH to the
amendments offered hy Mr. UpaLL: At the
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end of subsection 3 of the amendment add a
new section E to read as follows:

“Permits may be issued which authorize
the taking of marine mammals by Indians,
Aleuts or Eskimos for use In the production
of traditional Native arts and crafis intended
for commercial sale, Permits must be lssued
in accordance with the permit procedures of
the Act, must avold wasteful use, and must
be subject to findings of endangered status
as provided in section 107(b). Permits for
this purpose may be issued to protect tradi-
tional and existing patterns of the Native
arts and crafts industry, but not to promote
commercial growth of this industry.”

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Chairman, yester-
day, I circulated a letter to all my col-
leagues in this body, and it said very
well what I want to say now. It read as
follows:

MarcH 8, 1972.

DeAr CoLLEAGUE: In the immediate future,
the House will be considering H.R. 10420, the
Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1971. Be-
cause the effects of this legislation, and more
specifically some proposed amendments to it,
will fall so heavily on the State of Alaska
and its people, I am compelled to make
some of my own feelings known in advance
of the debate. This letter is addressed only
to the most crucial of my concerns.

As reported from the Committee, H.R.
10420 makes findings on the status of ocean
mammals, establishes a system of prohibi-
tions relating to their taking, and establishes
an elaborate permit system which will result
in limited taking of certain mammals after
specific findings of fact are made. Also, cer-
taln subsistence rights of Native Americans
are protected. Finally, the bill establishes a
Marine Mammal Commission authorized to
undertake a comprehensive study of ocean
mammals to provide the sort of information
needed to make wise decisions for the future
of this important resource,

Although I must say I have both general
and specific differences with HR. 10420, I be-
lieve it is basically sound legislation result-
ing from reasoned study and deliberation by
the subcommittee and full committee. The
bill avoids the unreasoned emotionallsm
which has at times removed this entire issue
from our mutual ability to act responsibly.

Now, I have learned of various amend-
ments which are intended. I strongly urge all
Mambers to support the bill as prepared un-
der the leadership of Congressman John
Dingell, and resist efforts to add amendments
which will take an unreasonable human toll
to provide excessive additional prohibitions
which were rejected by the committee as un-
necessary to a sound bill.

The most harmful of these amendments
would cut across all the terms of the bill to
impose an absolute five, ten or twenty year
moratorium on the taking of all ocean mam-
mals, and make the fact-finding and permit
process essentially meaningless.

Although I have not seen all proposed
amendments, the best of them provide ex-
ceptions only for Native subsistence hunt-
ing and possibly for the terms of the North
Pacific Fur Seal Convention, where permits
may be given. I say bluntly that any amend-
ment which does not at least do this much
commits cultural genocide on Alaska's Na-
tives and should be rejected. I repeat that
it is my understanding that the most re-
sponsible amendments will avoid this ap-
proach.

Even with these exceptions, a moratorium
creates a situation of cultural loss and eco-
nomic hardship which I do not believe any
Member can support. In effect, such a mora-
torium says to the Natives of Alaska that,
without exception and without any chance
for a permit based on rational fact-finding,
the large portion of the Native economy
based on arts and crafts made from ocean
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mammals is simply terminated for five, ten
or twenty years,

Conslder these factors. The need for this
small culturally-centered commercial activ-
ity is based on the cash economy brought
upon the Natives, which has displaced large
parts of the subsistence economy. Although
it cannot be demonstrated that this activity
makes any significant impact on the ocean
mammals, it is a large and crucial part of the
livelihood of a great many Alaska Natives.

In any case, these considerations of the
merits are irrelevant under the moratoriums
proposed. Even if these facts are found to
be true, and a full investigation of all aspects
of the problem supports a limited and con-
trolled taking of some ocean mammals, the
moratorium is absolute and controlling over
the permit process wisely recommended by
the Committee. It might also be worth
noting that the Insensitivity of the mora-
torium goes slightly further, in that during
the five to twenty years that this Native
enterprise is stopped, no alternatives for the
economic or psychological welfare of these
Native people is proposed.

In conclusion, I can only urge again that
you support the bill as reported with its
permit process. On December 18, 1971, the
Alaska Native Land Clalms Act became law.
The central policy of that Act, in my view,
was to provide a settlement which would en~
courage and permit continuation of Alaska
Native culture to the maximum possible ex-
tent. Repudiations of that policy can come
in many forms, and I submit that an in-
sensitive moratorium is one of them.

Sincerely,
Nicxk BEGICH.

At this time, I am submitting an
amendment to the amendment of Mr.
Pryor and Mr. UpaLL which is designed
to protect a crucial part of the economy
of Alaska’s Native people. Those of you
who have seen the “Dear colleague”
letter I submitted this morning will un-
derstand that my feelings run quite
deeply regarding the issues of Native
subsistence, the Pribilof seal harvest,
and the Native arts and crafts economy.

I am hopeful that the issues of sub-
sistence and the fur seals have been re-
solved as they should have been. Still
remaining is the matter of the tradi-
tional arts and crafts Native industry.
I do not have time to elaborate here, but
my submitted statement will detail both
the nature of this small industry and its
crucial role in the economy and the cul-
ture of Alaska's Native people.

My amendment simply gives Alaska
Native craftsmen or groups craftsmen,
the right to gain a permit for ocean
mammal taking under certain circum-
stances. They are:

To support Native arts and crafts pro-
duction for sale.

The taking must be by Natives.

The arts and crafts must be tradi-
tional.

The taking may not be wasteful.

The taking of endangered species is
forbidden.

The intent is to support traditional
and existing arts and crafts enterprises,
rather than promote commercial expan-
sion.

Only this morning, I have learned that
this amendment is acceptable to the en-
vironmental organization, Friends of the
Earth. I now bring their letter of sup-
port to your attention, and express my
appreciation.
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FRIENDS OF THE EARTH,
Washington, D.C., March 9, 1972.
Hon. Nick BEGICH,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MRe. BecicH: Friends of the Earth
would favor an amendment to permit the
taking of marine mammals for use in tradi-
tional arts and crafts of Alaskan Natives,
s0 long as the amendment prevents any ex-
pansion of this usage into large-scale com-
mercial operations.

Such a provision would complement the
provisions already in the bill, insuring that
Natlive subsistence uses will continue, which
we have supported from the outset.

Together, these provisions will reemphasize
the principle that Alaskan Native cultures
be protected and fostered. This is a prineciple
that Friends of the Earth strongly supports,
as our book Earth and the Great Weather:
the Brooks Range intended to show.

Sincerely,
GEORGE ALDERSON,
Legislative Director.

In conclusion, let me say that I be-
lieve my amendment affords you the op-
portunity to balance human and en-
vironmental considerations in sensitive
measure. Can anyone believe they are
really separate?

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

Mr. BEGICH. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Under the committee bill
and under my pending amendment, the
Indians, Aleuts, and Eskimos of Alaska
could continue to take these ocean
mammals for subsistence purposes as
they have traditionally done.

The further question was raised by
the very able gentleman from Alaska
about the limited use by the Natives of
these ocean mammals for the continu-
ance of their arts and crafts program,
which has been a big element in their
cash economy. One of the organizations
most interested in this legislation, the
Friends of the Earth, was opposed earlier
to this kind of amendment, but they
have given me a copy of a letter which
they have addressed to the gentleman
from Alaska today in which they accept
this amendment. They find it accept-
able, with the understanding that the
amendment will not enlarge or permit
large scale commercial exploitation of
these ocean mammals by the Natives
there. Is that correct?

Mr. BEGICH. That is correct.

Mr. UDALL. With that understanding,
I would accept the amendment to my
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Alaska.

Mr, DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment, and I
point out to my colleagues on the com-
mittee that, first of all, this amendment
has just been presented today. The com-
mittee has not seen it. We have not had
an opportunity to review what it is or
what it does. The bill does very carefully
provide that Natives may continue to
take marine mammals for subsistence
purposes. In so doing, this committee has
gone rather more broadly than the gen-
tleman from Alaska went in the Native
claims legislation, and I would point out
that this amendment is unacceptable be-
cause this sets up a situation that the
committee considered very carefully and
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found objectionable, and that is, com-
mercial harvesting by the Alaskan Na-
tives.

Now, lest there be any feeling that this
committee is not considering the rights
or the interests of the Alaskan Natives,
it should be pointed out for the benefit
of the gentleman from Alaska that the
Alaska Native claims bill provided that
all hunting rights and all Native rights
of the Alaskan Natives were released. We
gave the Alaskan Natives $1 billion. We
gave them 140 million acres of land on
the assumption that they were not going
to need to have these subsistence rights
any longer. But we in this committee
have not said, “No, you shall not be able
to continue your ancient ways by engag-
ing in subsistence hunting, subsistence
use of marine mammals."”

I do not believe, in view of what the
Alaskans have given up and what they
have gotten—$1 billion and 140 million
acres of land—that we need to shower
further largesse on the Natives. Let them
take advantage of the refuges they have
there. Let them take advantage of the oil
they have gotten under the refuges. Let
them take advantage of the $1 billion
they have gotten. Let them take advan-
tage of the 140 million acres of land.

Mr. Chairman, I think the amendment
is a bad one. I shall not accept it.

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Alaska.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Chairman, I am
sorry that the amendment did not come
to the direct attention of the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DIiNGELL). As an
amendment to the Udall-Pryor amend-
ment, it was with those gentlemen and
their staffs that I did substantial work,
finally winning their approval.

Let me respond only briefly here to
some of the earlier points made, however,
First, this amendment is designed to
make workable the results of the land
claims rather than provide additional
compensation. As I have stated, the
theory of the claims bill was to confirm
Native title to enough land to at least
possibly allow, if not promote, the con-
tinued existence of Native culture under
trying modern circumstances.

I submit this amendment today be-
cause the policy of that bill is defeated
when the use of such land is restricted
so as to make ownership of it meaning-
less. I do not use the word “give” in dis-
cussing the settlement, because I believe
that it was “confirmed,” and we should
not act now to make it meaningless.

I would also make clear my own feel-
ing that the settlement of the land claims
bill does not operate as a price paid to
eliminate other responsibilities to Natives
in Alaska. It does not excuse us from pro-
viding education, health care, transpor-
tation, economic assistance and other
help where it is needed just as it would
by any person in an area of rural poverty
and hostile environment.

Most important, the land claims settle-
ment was not the starting point for the
abandonment of culture, and the author-
ization for Congress to promote such
abandonment. This amendment is de-
signed to address itself to an activity
which is integral to Alaska Native cul-
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ture. If you remember anything I say in
this debate, remember this: The arts and
crafts industry of Alaska’s Natives, mod-
est in size and in environmental impact,
is the best and most appropriate cul-
tural response to the cash economy
brought to them courtesy of the white
man. It is a link, a bridge, a connection
with the past. It is that part of subsist-
ence hunting that must now be done
in order to pay taxes to buy fuel oil, and
to pay rents. To call it “commercial” in
the harsh sense fails to understand. I
believe it should be protected by my
amendment.

Mr. DINGELL. I will say to my friend,
the gentleman from Alaska, that we have
provided for their subsistence needs. We
have tried to consider their cash needs
by giving them $1 billion. I do not have
before me at this particular minute how
much we gave them in terms of land and
how much in terms of cash, but with the
oil royalties and everything else we gave
them, we have many instant million-
aires in Alaska now, and I think perhaps
they can give up the wholesale carving
of walrus tusks. I think we have given
them enough.

I oppose the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Alaska (Mr. BecicH) to the
amendments offered by the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. UpaLL).

The amendment to the amendments
was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr., UbpaLL) as
amended.

The amendments, as amended, were
agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BIAGGI

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Biace1: Page 25,
on line 1, strike out the dash and all that
follows thereafter down through line 8 and
insert the following: “‘the Secretary of the
Interior”.

Page 45,
“laws”,

Page 45, between lines 22 and 23 insert
the following:

(c) On and after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, and notwithstanding any
other provision of law or executive order, the
Secretary shall have responsibility for the
management and control of all marine mam=-
mals within the jurisdiction of the United
States.”

Page 49, line 11, strike out "of the Intee
rior”.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would transfer all authority
from the Department of Commerce to
the Department of the Interior. It is clear
that if we are going to have protection
of our ocean mammals, we must have the
executive authority exercised by a De-
partment that has a commitment to such
protection. That Department is Interior.

The Deputy Administrator of the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration, Howard Pollock, testified be-
fore a Senate subcommittee that he does
not see a real need for this bill. He feels
that the only animals that need protec-
tion are those threatened with extine-
tion or those likely to be threatened with

line 12, after “other” insert
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extinction in the near future. This
means no protection for the porpoises,
dolphins, or seals.

Moreover, the Department of Com-
merce is charged with promoting fish-
eries interests. It will be most difficult
for the Department on the one hand to
encourage the tunafish industry, for
example, while it must pressure the tuna-
fish industry to stop taking porpoises
and dolphins.

The Department of the Interior is
clearly the logical place for regulatory
authority under this bill. They have en-
forced the Endangered Species Act with
vigor. They were responsible for getting
whales on the endangered species list
and forcing Commerce to withdraw per-
mits for whaling in the United States. As
a result of their efforts there are no im-
ports of whales into the United States.

Additionally they have just concluded
preparation of a major case against il-
legal polar bear hunters and are in fact
anxious to ban the killing of all polar
bears.

The Department of Justice has just
obtained indictments against poachers
of alligators—an animal on the endan-
gered species list. This was the result of
extensive investigative efforts by the De-
partment of Interior.

Most importantly, the Department
placed the so-called eight species of
spotted cats on the endangered species
list. This means no more imports of leop-
ards, tigers, and other such animals.
With the end of the lucrative U.S. mar-
ket, it is expected that killing of these
animals will decline to near the zero
point.

Mr, Chairman, I think this amend-
ment is fair. It is logical. It should be
passed.

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

Mr. BIAGGI. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. I should like to com-
mend my dear friend from New York for
a very fine statement and for a very
carefully, well-drafted, well-thought-out
amendment.

I must say that this matter was con-
sidered in the committee, and in spite
of the fact that I am in entire agreement
with my good friend from New York the
committee felt that the responsibility
should be split between the Department
of Commerce and the Department of the
Interior.

I must make very clear to my good
friend from New York I personally am
in entire agreement with him. This mat-
ter should be handled by the Department
of the Interior. I do not believe the De-
partment of Commerce is any place
where an important judgment like the
preservation of major marine mammal
species should be decided.

I believe that the public would be
much better served by having the De-
partment of the Interior make that deci-
sion, but I must say I must regretfully
oppose the amendment so ably offered
by my friend from New York.

Mr. BIAGGI. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Michigan, who has distin-
guished himself as a conservationist and
whose reputation in that area in this
House is without peer. Therefore, his per-
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sonal support of this amendemnt is suffi-
cient testimony to me that it is adequate,
it is necessary, and it is sound.

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

Mr. BIAGGI. I am delighted to yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. I should like to direct a
question to the gentleman in the well and
to the chairman of the subcommittee.
Would these two eminent gentleman also
think, then, that all this kind of legis-
lation henceforth should go to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs of
the House rather than to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries?

Mr. BIAGGI. Excuse me, but I could
not hear the gentleman. Would he please
repeat that?

Mr. KYL. I was wondering if the gen-
tleman also thought henceforth all leg-
islation of this kind should also go to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs rather than the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries?

Mr. BIAGGI. I would rather not get
into the area of that type of speculation
in connection with any future legisla-
tion. What I am thinking in terms of is
the legislation at hand, and comparative
attitudes.

The Secretary of Commerce finds him-
self in a rather difficult position. The
issue is so critical that I believe the
ambivalance certainly should be re-
moved. The Department of the Interior
has clearly demonstrated its interest, its
vigor, and certainly its sincerity in this
direction.

Mr. KYL. If the gentleman will yield
for one further comment, I merely ask
this because the Congress is always will-
ing to talk about reorganization of the
executive branch to accomplish certain
efficiency and other improvement, but we
have always lagged behind in trying to
go the kind of reorganization we need

ere.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

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

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

Mr. BIAGGI. I yield to the gentleman
from Maine.

Mr. KYROS. I wish to associate myself
with the remarks of the gentleman from
New York, and I would suggest to the
gentleman that since this legislation
originated in the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries I doubt that
t}}e Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries would lose jurisdiction if his
amendment were adopted; namely, vest-
ing the authority in the Department of
the Interior.

I was very pleased to see again the in-
sight that the chairman of our subcom-
mittee had on this matter where he per-
sonally indicates he believes the Depart-
ment of the Interior would be the place
to unify all of our efforts in preserving
and protecting marine mammals.

So I commend the gentleman from
New York and associate myself with his
amendment.

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the pending amendment.
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Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1970 which
created the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration transferred to
that agency the various marine mammal
programs which had heretofore been in
the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries; to
wit, jurisdiction in regard to the Whaling
Convention Act of 1949, the Fish Seal Act
of 1966, and the Northwest Atlantic Fish-
eries Act of 1950—which by its terminol-
ogy applies to Hood and Harp seals.

Under its various authorities as to ma-
rine mammals, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration is funded in
fiscal year 1972 at approximately $3,-
100,000 for personnel support, and ap-
proximately $450,000 for marine mammal
research funding. At the same time, the
Department of the Interior, which retains
jurisdiction over other marine mam-
mals—sea otters and polar bears—has a
total funding for its marine mammal
programs for fiscal year 1972 of approxi-
mately $130,000, including funding for
personnel. Thus, the proposed amend-
ment, purportedly reflecting the desira-
bility for combining all marine mammal
management in one agency, proposes to
transfer their responsibilities of NOAA—
with a $31% million funding level—to
merge into the Department of the Inte-
rior program, at a present funding level
of just over $100,000.

Your attention is invited to the depart-
mental reports in the hearing record of
the Department of Justice—page 44, the
Department of the Interior—page 39, and
the Department of Commerce—page 27,
all of which stated that the allocation of
authority over marine mammals should
remain as reflected in Reorganization
Plan No. 4 and that the present division
should not be disturbed until such time
as the Congress may take action to create
a Department of Natural Resources. The
same position was supported by the Hon-
orable Russell E. Train, chairman, Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality, whose tes-
timony was presented to the subcommit-
tee by Dr. Lee Talbot on September 13,
1971.

This matter of management responsi-
bility was carefully considered by the
Subcommittee on Fish and Wildlife Con-
servation and during the subcommittee
consideration a proposal similar to the
present amendment was specifically re-
jected. An explanation of the committee
position appears on page 13 of House Re-
port 92-707. As a matter of fact, if an
amalgamation of these programs under
the responsibility of one agency is really
desirable, it is my opinion that it should
be amalgamated under the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, with its lead agency responsibilities
in ocean matters rather than under the
land-oriented Department of the In-
terior.

I urge the rejection of the amendment.

Now, does it not make more sense—
does it not make more sense—that the
agency which is funded and created by
Congress to regulate the affairs relating
to the oceans should have jurisdiction
over matters which are in the oceans?
Why should it be transferred to the De-
partment of the Interior, along with the
polar bears primarily.
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Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of
this amendment which was overwhelm-
ingly defeated in the subcommittee and
was not even brought to the attention
of the full committee when the subcom-
mittee reported this bill to the full
committee.

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

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

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
associate myself with the views of the
gentleman in the well. I do not think
this is the time or the place or the way to
transfer jurisdictional authority in the
executive branch. The committee care-
fully considered this matter which is
covered by the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the net effect of this
amendment would be to vest all jurisdic-
tional administrative authority for the
protection and conservation of marine
mammals in the Department of Interior.

Under present statutory authority,
jurisdiction over marine mammals is
shared jointly by the Department of
Commerce, in the case of seals, sea lions,
whales, porpoises, and dolphins, and the
Department of Interior, as to all other
marine mammals, such as walruses, sea
otters, polar bears, and manatees.

Under H.R. 10420, as reported by the
committee, this present split of admin-
istrative authority is maintained. The ra-
tionale of the committee can be found
on page 13 of the report.

Currently, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration of the De-
partment of Commerce is charged with a
variety of responsibilities relating to the
marine environment and the utilization
and conservation of living marine re-
sources pursuant to Reorganization Plan
No. 4, October 3, 1970 (84 Stat. 2090),
approved by this body on September 28,
1970. It was the feeling of the committee
that the allocation of authority over ma-
rine mammals embodied in this plan
should be maintained until such time as
the proposal of the administration for
the creation of the Department of Nat-
ural Resources has been acted upon. At
that time, the administration of the
marine mammal program would be
merged into one. This feeling of the com-
mittee was supported even by witnesses
from the Department of Interior, as indi-
cated on page 180 of the committee’s
printed hearings, 92-10. The Department
of Interior indicated that it was their
position that the status quo, insofar as
jurisdictional responsibilities are con-
cerned over marine mammals, should be
maintained with the eventual merging
of the two areas once the Department of
Natural Resources is formed. Thus, the
very Department in which the amend-
ment proposes to vest total authority over
marine mammals does not want that au-
thority and would prefer that things stay
the way they are.

The official position of the adminis-
tration pertaining to jurisdictional re-
sponsibilities for administration of the
provisions of this act is contained in the
Federal agency report of the Depart-
ment of Commerce, cleared by OMB, on
page 33 of the committee report, and the
Federal agency report of the Department
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of Interior, cleared by OMB, on page 43
of the committee report.

Both agencies recommended that the
current status quo jurisdiction split be-
tween the Department of Interior and
the Department of Commerce be main-
tained pending the creation of the De-
partment of Natural Resources—a meas-
ure which is currently pending in this
Congress.

The theory behind the proposed
amendment is that the Department of
Interior would be more conservation and
protection oriented. That theory is
wrong. The administration of the Pri-
bilof Island seal rookeries has been
lauded by conservationists worldwide as
being a key factor in the saving of these
seals and increasing their numbers sub-
tantially—by the utilization of scientific
management and control techniques and
appropriate population dynamic ap-
proaches—all done by NOAA. In the
area of mammals taken incidental to
commercial fishing operations, the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, under
NOAA, has made recent significant
strides in reducing this level of incidental
taking by the implementation of various
techniques of fishing and new equipment
and gear through a joint industry-Gov-
ernment program. This new technique
has lowered porpoise mortality by 75 per-
cent. Transfer of this regulatory func-
tion would present the administrative
nightmare of diluting expertise in the
commercial fishing area between two
agencies regulating one industry—dupli-
cation of personnel, staffing, regulations,
et cetera, in such areas as fishing sea-
sons, gear and net restrictions, and other
innovative techniques developed by both
agencies—if this amendment is adopted.

I submit to this body that adoption
of this amendment will only serve to
further dilute the strong conservation
effort which this committee favors in
insuring that our marine mammals are
provided with the appropriate environ-
mental and governmental climate to
propagate and multiply.

I urge its defeat.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Bracer).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. LExNon) there
were—ayes 20, noes 35,

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. REID

Mr, REID. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. REm: On Page
86, after line 2, insert the following:

“()) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section, after the expiration of one
year beginning on the date of the enactment
of this Act, it shall be unlawful to use, on
or in connection with any commercial fish-
ing vessel subject to the jurisdictions of the
United States, any means or methods of fish-
ing whereby any ocean mammal could be
injured or killed in the course of or inci-
dental to commercial fishing operations.”

Mr. REID. Mr. Chairman, as I indi-
cated in a letter to my colleagues, this
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amendment will establish a 1-year cutoff
date after which time no dolphin or por-
poise can be killed incidental to the cap-
ture of tuna which is carried on by the
fishing industry.

Mr. Chairman, there is much evidence
that these friendly and intelligent mam-
mals are being decimated because of com-
mercial fishing practices, particularly in
the eastern intertropical Pacific area.

The problem, as many Members know,
is that commercial fishermen now use
highly efficient purse seines with 4-inch
holes to catch schools of tuna, which
swim behind and underneath the por-
poise schools, perhaps to take advantage
of the porpoise’s ability to locate bait fish
by natural sonar. These seines are four to
five times more efficient than using long
lines and bait, but they encircle porpoises
as well, and too many die before they can
be released.

I have been informed by Dr. Carlton
Ray of the Smithsonian Institution that
well over 200,000 common dolphins, and
spotted porpoises die each year in the
purse seines of the United States, and
there is considerable evidence that por-
poise schools are becoming smaller than
are normal to the mammals. According
to Dr. Allen Longhurst, perhaps one of
the world’s principal authorities, for rea-
sons we do not understand porpoises that
are caught in purse seines do not jump
out of the nets. The danger arises when
the tuna boats back down to draw in
their nets. The porpoises navigate by
natural sonar, and the proximity of the
encircling nets apparently confuses
them. Once encircled, porpoises swim
around wildly, and then gather together
in a group, and sound to the bottom of
the net, where many of them get their
snouts enmeshed in the 4-inch holes in
the nets, and ultimately drown. Others
become so frightened that they go into
shock and rigor, and also drown.

These mammals become highly dis-
tressed when one of their fellows becomes
injured, and will not leave it, which is
possibly an explanation as to why some
porpoises will not leap out of the nets
while others are still trapped.

The National Marine Fisheries Agency,
NOAA, has recognized the severity of this
situation, and has been spending much
time and energy in trying to solve the
problem. A net has been devised and
made available consisting of 2-inch
holes instead of 4-inch holes, making
a tighter net so that the snouts of the
porpoises cannot become enmeshed.

However, NOAA does not presently
have the authority to mandate that pri-
vate tuna fleets use these new nets, and
their usage would not solve the prob-
lem to any acceptable degree since it is
projected that they would cut tuna mor-
tality by only a little more than 50 per-
cent,

Under the committee bill, it is my un-
derstanding that the Secretary could
mandate as part of the permit process
the use of these improved nets, but it is
clear that the nets must be protected
with other safety features such as an es-
cape hatch, or an acoustic device in the
net to emulate a killer whale's call. The
killer whales are their natural enemies,
and many scientists, including Dr. Long-
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hurst, feel that the device imitating killer
whale calls along the leadlines of the
purse seines would stimulate porpoises to
avoid the nets.

The purpose, therefore, of this amend-
ment, is to allow the permit system, and
improvements thereon, to function and
to work for 1 year, but thereafter there
would be a flat ban on the killing of por-
poises or dolphins incident to the fishing
industry’'s endeavors.

I am very conscious of the hard work
of the committee, and particularly the
chairman, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DinceLL) in this area. However, I
feel that the choice we have before us
today is whether we are going to insist
that the incidental killing of 200,000 to
400,000 porpoises per year is halted by a
flat ban, or whether we are to condone
the decimation of porpoises by perhaps
less than modern fishing practices and
procedures. By choosing the former, we
would be insisting that fishing technology
come up with appropriate devices,
acoustics, and nets to insure that this
incidental slaughter is halted,

The question here is whether we are
going to do something to prevent por-
poises and dolphins from ultimately shar-
ing the fate of the blue whale and the
humpback whale. Further, it is impera-
tive that the Department of State do all
that it can internationally to insure the
cooperation of the tuna industries in
other countries, such as Japan, in saving
the porpoise and dolphin from possible
extinetion.

I believe my amendment gives an ap-
propriate period of time for the creation
of a workable new system. But it then
says that after that time is up there
should not and must not be any further
killing of porpoises or dolphins.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. Perry, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. REID).

This amendment would have the net
effect of completely destroying this coun-
try’s commercial fishing industry. The
incidental taking of just one porpoise in
Just one net of one boat would be pro-
hibited 1 year after enactment. Opera-
tion of an industry under this require-
ment is hopeless.

I fully understand the emotionalism
surrounding many of the issues presented
by this complex bill. However, I, and Iam
sure, a majority of the Members of the
House, have no intention of abdicating
their responsibility by reacting, without
prior thought and analysis, to the con-
cent embodied in this amendment.

Let us look at the facts. The replace-
ment value of this tuna fleet of 140 ves-
sels is conservatively estimated at $160
to $165 million. In 1971, the ex-vessel
value of all tuna and tuna-like fish
landed in the United States by the U.S.
tuna fleet of all sizes was approximately
$100 million. In 1970, the wholesale value
of the canned tuna and tuna-like pack
and other processed tuna products was
about $383 million. The retail value of the
canned tuna packed in 1970 was slightly
over $500 million. The wholesale value
in 1970 of tuna and mackerel meal and
tuna and mackerel oil, nonfood products,
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was about $3.9 million. In 1970, the
wholesale value of animal food products
derived from fish, of which tuna is a sig-
nificant source, was about $105.2 million.

The biological fact that the proposed
amendment cannot escape is that it is not
possible for a law to separate tuna from
porpoise. The adoption of this amend-
ment would result in the demise of a do-
mestic tuna fleet which provides over
40 percent of the tuna annually processed
for the U.S. market. This amendment
suggests that the United States give up
its competitive advantage, in the utiliza-
tion of purse seine techniques, and expect
U.S. moral leadership to persuade foreign
industries to do the same. Such a sugges-
tion is totally unrealistic as well as in-
equitable. The amendment will not pre-
vent the Japanese from taking tuna uti-
lizing the porpoise and purse seine tech-
nique, nor will it prevent any other for-
eign country, for that matter.

The amendment suggests that the pro-
tection of ocean mammals is given great-
er priority than the harvest of ocean food
fish. Such a conflict has been caused by
the biological fact that tunas are asso-
ciated with porpoises, and by the techno-
logical fact that porpoises must be cap-
tured in order to capture funas.

The proposed amendment asks the
U.S. tuna fleet and its vessel captains to
risk their livelihood and investment of a
lifetime due to the outlawing of the
purse-seine method of fishing for tuna.

The goal of the amendment is desir-
able. I and every member of the com-
mittee also feel that the Department of
Commerce and the commercial fishing
industry should do everything which is
technologically feasible to reduce the
level of incidental taking to the lowest
possible. Significant strides have been
made recently in substantially reducing
the porpoise mortality rate by the use of
new innovative fishing techniques, small-
er mesh sizes of nets, and transmitting
the sound of the killer whale in the water
around the tuna nets—the killer whale is
a natural enemy of the porpoise.

In January 1972, then Secretary of
Commerce Stans announced that the
utilization of these new techniques has
lowered the mortality rate by 75 percent
in tests conducted jointly by the U.S.
tuna fleet, National Marine Fisheries
Service of NOAA, and the U.S. Navy.

The real question which must be asked
is whether the goal is practicable? The
answer is “No.” In establishing such an
objective within too short a time span,
you are creating too great a risk of in-
vestment for U.S.-flag tuna vesselowners.

Financial hardship and difficulties in
establishing the needed lines of credit
will become unavoidable. Even with a
further extension of the time period pro-
vided for in the amendment, it will be
technologically impossible to develop
new techniques of purse seining which
will insure that not one single porpoise
is killed inadvertently.

In short, the net effect of this amend-
ment, if adopted, will be to drive one
of the most viable and strongest fishing
industries of the United States to begin
operation in such foreign countries as
Mexico, thus resulting in a tremendous
loss of employment within the tuna
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industry and allied support industries,
further increasing our balance-of-
payment problem due to the resultant
increase of importation of tuna prod-
ucts from vessels operating under for-
eign flags, and subjecting the United
States to possible price increases for
tuna on a wholesale and retail level due
to an inability on the part of the United
States to affect the competitive price of
tuna.

In addition, adoption of the amend-
ment would completely nullify the vast
number of public laws now on the statute
books which have been passed by this
Congress and others in the past, and
which were designed to build and main-
tain a competitive commercial fishing
industry in the United States.

In short, unilateral action on the part
of the United States, in the adoption of
this proposed amendment, will not re-
move the biological fact that porpoises
are associated with tunas, and that a
law cannot create a technology to elim-
inate completely the accidental captur-
ing of porpoises in order to capture tunas.
Under the Tuna Convention Act of 1950,
this country has a firm international
commitment and duty to regulate the
tuna industry in order to properly pro-
tect and conserve this valuable natural
resource. Adoption of this amendment
would destroy my and this country’s firm
belief that Government action with re-
spect to the problems associated between
porpoises and tunas be complementary
to an existing regime of management
concerning both species.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
opposition to this amendment and thus
legislate by commonsense and rational
analysis.

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

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr, Chairman, I think
the gentleman from New York has of-
fered this amendment in good faith. I am
satisfied he is trying to do what is good.

I would say that the committee con-
sidered very carefully the point raised by
our friend in his amendment and it was
our determination that the way best to
handle the problem to which the gentle-
man from Washington addresses himself
now is through the permit device to re-
quire that the Secretary issue permits re-
quiring the most modern technology in
terms of providing for the maximum
amount in porpoise escapement. That is
the direction in which the committee bill
is aimed. It is our purpose to minimize
to the greatest degree possible the por-
poise kill.

But it is also our intention to not, as
the amendment offered by our good
friend, the gentleman from New York,
would do, export the American tuna
industry. Because if you stop Americans
from fishing with the kind of tools and
the kind of equipment that they are us-
ing or would use under the bill fo the
most modern technology, you are going
to send the American tuna fieet to Japan
and South America where there is great
pressure at this time to put them.

It is our hope that the gentleman from
New York and the House and our col-
leagues will support the attempt of the
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committee to require the use of new
equipment which is now in being and
which will reduce to a small percent,
maybe 3 or 4 percent, the kill now going
on in terms of porpoises and dolphins
killed in connection with the tunafishing
activities and to take such steps as to
utilize that equipment and utilize it in
the best possible fashion. That is the pur-
pose of the permit program.

Mr. Chairman, I commend and thank
our good friend, the gentleman from
Washington for his very helpful com-
ments.

Mr. PELLY. I should first like to re-
spond to the gentleman from Michigan
and then I shall be happy to yield to
others. The members of this committee
should recognize that everything is
being done in order to minimize the tak-
ing of porpoises when they are caught
in nets.

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington has ex-
pired.

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

Mr. PELLY. This is a great industry
that employs a great many Americans
in factories where tuna is canned, and,
with the employment condition of the
country at the present time, I do not
think this is any time for us to deal them
a death blow.

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

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

Mr. REID. I thank the gentleman
for yielding., I know he speaks with
great authority on the subject of the
tuna industry. It is my understanding,
however, that it would be possible to
develop alternative methods. Scientists
believe there are some modifications
in the purse seine that would be feasible.
I would say that the present loss of about
200,000 porpoises and dolphins a year is
too high. The best solution is the sim-
plest. Set a cutoff date. The industry
would then have to alter its purse-seine
operations to meet the legal reality or
find some other way of catching tuna.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. PELLY. I just want to say in re-
sponse to the remarks of the gentleman
from New York that there is no docu-
mentation as to the number of porpoises
that are taken incidentally in these nets,
but I do know a great deal of care is
being given to reduce the number, and
I am sure, when you consider the number
of Americans who would lose their jobs,
it would be very ill advised to take the
kind of action proposed right now.

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

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

Mr. KYL. Is it not true that those
engaged in the tuna industry themselves
are most concerned about the conserva-
tion of porpoises because they actually
use them to find schools of fish?

Mr. PELLY. I would say to the gentle-
man that the fishing industry has done
everything they can to try to conserve
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the actual number of dolphins acciden-
tally taken.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Massachusetts is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. KEITH. It would seem to me, Mr.
Chairman, the kind of amendment that
is before us now can best be considered
on an international basis through the
use of the Law of the Sea Conference
that is coming up in 1973. There are
many nations of the world flsh;ng
without great concern for conservation
practices. Just this morning I heard on
the radio a report of a fleet of 74 Soviet
vessels off the shore of Canada doing
what they have done off the shore of
Cape Cod in the recent past—sweeping
the world’s oceans clean of millions and
millions of pounds of fish, utterly in dis-
regard of good international conserva-
tion methods.

As the Delegate from the House to the
Law of the Sea Conference, along with
my colleague from Minnesota (Mr.
Fraser), I intend to bring the point that
has been made by my colleague from
New York to the attention of that Con-
ference in an effort to further encour-
age them to adopt on an international
basis sound conservation practices that
we need so much if we are going to stop
the trend, of complete depletion of fish
by resources not only for the sake of the
fishery resource itself, but for the sake
of mankind for all time.

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

Mr. KEITH. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. REID. I thank the gentleman for
his comments. I very much appreciate
the initiative he has taken in the past
and if he can be the instrument to en-
courage not only the Department of
State but other nations really to zero in
on appropriate procedures of seizure
which would stop the killing of porpoises
and dolphins, I think it would be a great
step forward.

As has been pointed out, one of the
principal countries to which this is a
practice is Japan, where they purposely
kill porpoises and dolphin for watch oil.
So I welcome very much the statement
of the gentleman.

Mr. KEITH. I thank the gentleman. I
think there is a parallel that can be seen.
Unilateral disarmament has not worked.
Unilateral action of this sort, while set-
ting a fine example, would probably not
in the long run be as effective as what
we hope we can follow with the Law of
the Sea Conference.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment which, in effect, would
put our domestic tuna fisherman out of
business.

First, this amendment would not stop
the killing of porpoises; rather, it would
result in a greater number drowning in
the nets of foreign fishing vessels which
do not have regulations such as those
established in the bill H.R. 10420.
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Second, if this amendment were
adopted, it would drive our larger tuna
vessels to foreign shores, where they
would register and hire a foreign crew.
The smaller operators would be forced to
go out of business.

Third, if this amendment were adopted,
it would further increase our adverse
balance of trade on fishery products. Last
year, we had an adverse balance of trade
of frozen fishery products of approxi-
mately three-fourths of a billion dollars.
Roughly $100 million of this is in the im-
portation of frozen tuna.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me assure
the House of Representatives that the
tuna fisherman is concerned about the
killing of porpoises which are acciden-
tally caught in their nets. They are mov-
ing rapidly to prevent the inadvertent
killing of porpoises.

The bill before us today would require
that each vessel use those techniques
which would produce the least practicable
hazard to the porpoise. Those techniques
and future research will greatly reduce
the number of porpoises that are killed by
the tuna fisherman.

Mr. Chairman, rather than drive the
fleet to foreign countries where they are
not regulated, let us establish a law
which would, first, protect the porpoise
and, second, allow our domestic tuna
fleet to continue operations.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr, REID).

The question was taken; and on g di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Rem) there
were—ayes 17, noes 47.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BIAGGI

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Bracc:: Page 28,
between lines 22 and 23, insert the following:

“(d) (1) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, after the expiration of two
years from the effective date of this title,
unless otherwise determined by the Secre-
tary under paragraph (2) of this subsection,
no method of commercial fishing shall be
employed which results in the injury or kill-
ing of porpoises or dolphins incident to the
capture of the fish. Upon the effective date
of this title no method of commercial fishing
shall be employed which is not certified by
the Secretary as belng consistent with the
goal of eliminating such injury and killing.
The Secretary shall promulgate and regu-
larly update regulations implementing this
subsection, and shall, in cooperation with
other Federal agencies, undertake to assist in
the development of new technological means
of capturing fish in such a way as to elimi-
nate injury or death to porpoises and dol-
phins. Federal inspectors shall be appointed
to periodically accompany vessels engaged in
commercial fishing operations before and
after the expiration of the two-year period to
assure compliance with the provisions of this
subsection and the regulations issued pur-
suant thereto. Separate funds shall be set
aslde sufficlent for the study, under the su-
pervision of the Marine Mammal Commis-
sion, established pursuant to title IT of this
Act, of alternative commerclal fishing meth-
ods in order to ald In steadlly reducing such
injury and killing and in achieving complete
reduction by the expiration of the two-year
period.

(2) After the expiration of the two year
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deadline referred to in paragraph 1 of this
subsection the Secretary may extend such
deadlines for one year periods, up to and in-
cluding three such periods, after notice and
pub:tc hearings in each instance, if he finds
that:

(a) There has been discovered or proposed
no economically competitive alternative
technology or fishing method which would
eliminate the injury or killing of porpoises
and dolphins incident to the capture of the
fish. For the purposes of this section “eco-
nomically competitive” refers to any tech-
nology which would not be economically
ruinous to the fishing industry in question,
and does not imply that such technology or
method must confer on such industry an eco-
nomic advantage.

(b) Every effort has and is being made
by the fishing industry in question to elimi-
nate totally the injury and killing of por-
poises and dolphins incident to the capture
of the fish. Only those vessels may continue
to operate during a one year extension period
which employ the existing economically com-
petitive technology or fishing method which
is most effective in reducing such injury
and killing.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment meets all the ‘objections of
both sides on this issue and is fair to
everyone—the publie, the tuna fisherman
and, most importantly, the ocean mam-
mals.

The conservation groups have argued
that a 1-year deadline is essential to end
the killing of porpoises and dolphins in-
cidental to catching tuna fish. The indus-
try has argued that to do so would force
them into an uncompetitive position in
world fishing markets. They would have
to close their doors or conduct operations
in another country.

To me, 1 year is perhaps too rigid.
Thus my amendment would set a 2-year
deadline. At the end of this period the
industry can ask for a 1-year extension
after public hearings. It can then ask
for two additional 1-year extensions—
again after public hearings.

This gives the industry up to 5 years to
find a better way of catching tuna with-
out killing the estimated 250,000 por-
poises and dolphins every year. At the
end of that period if no solution is found,
the industry can come back to Congress
for a further extension when the whole
act is up for renewal.

The public is protected at each step
along the way since it prevents the tuna
industry from sitting back and waiting
for someone to hand them the solution.
They must actively seek an answer since
it is now in their best interests to do so.

The hearings procedure will permit full
airing of the issue before the public eye.

This amendment is fair and just to all
parties concerned. It is a unique com-
promise that assures the public that
proper steps will be taken to end the
killing of porpoises and dolphins inei-
dental to taking of tuna fish.

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

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Bracer) is a most valued
Member of this body and a very fine
member of the subcommittee, and I have
great affection and respect for him. I
must, however, point out this is a most
complicated amendment, as its length
and the time the Clerk has taken to read
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it would indicate to the membership of
the body.

I believe it is a good faith attempt to
improve the bill, but I would point out
to the Members that the committee has
never seen it. We have never had an op-
portunity to review the complexities and
all the intricacies of the amendment. I
believe it would be very bad for us to
adopt, on the floor, an amendment which
has not been carefully considered.

As pointed out earlier, the bill provides
an adequate mechanism for the protec-
tion of marine mammals. As I and other
colleagues have pointed out, it is our in-
tention, and the bill so provides, that
the number of dolphins taken incident
to commercial fishing operations should
be held to the lowest level possible.

So, for that reason, it is my hope our
colleagues will reject the amendment
offered by our friend from New York.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BIAGGI) .

This amendment would have the net
effect of completely destroying this
country’s commercial tuna fishing indus-
try. The incidental taking of just one
porpoise in just one net of one boat would
be prohibited. Operation of an industry
under this requirement is hopeless.

I fully understand the emotionalism
surrounding many of the issues presented
by this complex bill. However, I, and I
am sure a majority of the Members of
of the House, have no intention of abdi-
cating their legislative responsibiilty by
reacting, without prior thought and
analysis, to the concepts embodied in this
amendment.

Let us look at the facts. The replace-
ment value of this tuna fleet of 140 ves-
sels is conservatively estimated at $160
to $165 million. In 1971, the ex-vessel
value of all tuna and tuna-like fish
landed in the United States by the U.S.
tuna fleet of all sizes was approximately
$100 million. In 1970, the wholesale value
of the canned tuna and tuna-like pack
and other processed tuna products was
about $383 million. The retail value of
the canned tuna packed in 1970 was
slightly over $500 million. The wholesale
value in 1970 of tuna and mackerel meal
and tuna and mackerel oil, nonfood
products, was about $3.9 million. In 1970,
the wholesale value of animal food prod-
ucts derived from fish, of which tuna is
a significant source, was about $105.2
million.

The biological fact that the proposed
amendment cannot escape is that it is not
possible for a law to separate tuna from
porpoise. The adoption of this amend-
ment would result in the demise of tuna
purse seiners which provide over 40 per-
cent of the tuna annually processed for
the U.S. market. This amendment sug-
gested that the United States give up its
competitive advantage, in the utilization
of purse seine techniques, and expect
U.S. moral leadership to persuade for-
eign industries to do the same. Such a
suggestion is totally unrealistic as well
as inequitable. The amendment will not
prevent the Japanese from taking tuna
utilizing the porpoise and purse seine
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technique, nor will it prevent any other
foreign country, for that matter.

The amendment suggests that the pro-
tection of ocean mammals is given
greater priority over the harvest of
ocean food fish. Such a conflict has been
caused by the biological fact that tunas
are associated with porpoises, and by the
technological fact that porpoise must be
captured in order to capture tunas.

The proposed amendment asks the
U.S. tuna fleet and its vessel captains to
risk their livelihood and investment of a
lifetime on the judgment of a Secretary
as to whether the purse seine method of
fishing for tuna is consistent with the
goal of eliminating the injury or death
of porpoise.

The goal of the amendment is de-
sirable. I and every member of the com-
mittee also felt that the Department of
Commerce and the commercial fishing
industry should do everythilng which is
technologically feasible to reduce the
level of incidental taking to the lowest
level possible. Significant strides have
been made recently in substantially re-
ducing the porpoise mortality rate by
the use of new innovative fishing tech-
niques, smaller mesh sizes of nets, and
transmitting the sound of the killer whale
in the water around the tuna nets—the
killer whale is a natural enemy of the
porpoise.

In January 1972, the then Secretary of
Commerce Stans announced that the
utilization of these new techniques has
lowered the mortality rate by 75 percent
in tests conducted jointly by the US.
tuna fleet, National Marine Fisheries
Service of NOAA, and the U.S. Navy.

The real question which must be asked
whether the goal is practicable? The
answer is “No.” In establishing such an
objective within too short a time span,
you are creating too great a risk of
investment for U.S.-flag tuna vessel own-
ers. Financial hardship and difficulties
in establishing the needed lines of credit
will become unavoidable. Even with a
further extension of the 2-year and 5-
year periods provided for in the amend-
ment, it will be technologically impos-
sible to develop new techniques of purse
seining which will insure that not one
single porpoise is killed inadvertently.

The remainder of the amendment
duplicates what is already provided for
under H.R. 10420. HR. 10420 gives the
Secretary authority to promulgate regu-
lations in this area. HR. 10420 permits
the Secretary to utilize the technique of
on-board Federal inspectors. The set-
aside provision of the amendment for
funds, controlled by the Marine Mammal
Commission, to research alternative fish-
ing techniques is within the inherent
authority of the Secretary of Commerce
and the Commission under section 110,
marine mammal research grants, and
section 207, title II pertaining to the
funding authorizations for the Com-
mission.

In short, unilateral action on the part
of the United States, in the adoption of
this proposed amendment, will not re-
move the biological fact that porpoises
are associated with tunas, and that a
law cannot create a technology to elimi-
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nate completely the accidental capturing
of porpoises in order to capture tuna.
Under the Tuna Convention Act of 1950,
this country has a firm international
commitment and duty to regulate the
tuna industry in order to properly pro-
tect and conserve this valuable natural
resource. Adoption of this amendment
would destroy my and this country’s firm
belief that government action with re-
spect to the problems associated with
porpoises and tunas be complementary
to an existing regime of management
concerning both species.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
opposition to this amendment and thus
legislate by commeonsense and rational
analysis instead of emotional zeal.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Bracer).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. ECKHARDT

Mr. ECKHARDT, Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer two amendments and ask unanimous
consent that they be considered en bloe.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. EcKkHARDT of
Texas: On page 87, strike out lines 1 through
,Irs. and on page 39 strike out lines 1 through

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, if is
with great reluctance that I come here
with an amendment at this time, know-
ing the excellent competency of this com-
mittee in this general field. However,
with respect to the question of adminis-
trative fines and forfeitures, considera-
tions other than those of conservation
and marine control are involved.

Let me point out to the Members the
penalties provided under this act, are,
first, penalties provided for any viola-
tion, whether intentional or not, which
may be imposed administratively by the
Secretary—in most instances, the Sec-
retary of the Interior—up to a maximum
of $10,000. The Secretary may remit or
mitigate the fine, and then he may seek
enforcement of the fine in court. He
brings his action in court if the person
who has been fined does not pay up.

Now let us suppose that the person who
is alleged to have engaged in a violation—
perhaps accused of having cruelly taken
a seal in violation of the act—claims that
he did not violate the act and that he
acted perfectly lawfully. He says, “I want
to go to court, and I am not going to
pay the fine unless it is proved in court
that I violated the act.” All right. All
the Secretary has to do is invoke the for-
feiture provisions of section 105 which
provide:

Any vessel or other conveyance subject to
the jurisdiction of the United States that is
employed in any manner in the unlawful
taking of any marine mammal shall be sub-
Ject to seizure and forfeiture. .

Then he is given authority on page 39
to send out his agent, and not the court’s
agent, and seize the vessel and take it
out of operation, out of the fishing trade
for instance, and hold the vessel in port.
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Now, who is going to contest a $10,000
fine if he has a half a million dollar ves-
sel under arrest and stands to loose it
as the price for litigating his case? There
is no due process there. The Secretary
has the effective final say. He has a gun
to the back of the person who is alleged
to have violated the act.

Why do we need forfeiture in this act?
We have a $10,000 fine for even an un-
intential violation. We have a provision
for a $20,000 fine for a knowing violation.

It seems to me that the additional
penalty of forfeiture is unnecessary and
extreme.

Now, I assume that if a person does
not pay the $10,000 or the $20,000 fine,
the ship would be subject to seizure as
surety for the payment of the fine even
if no specific provision to that effect were
contained in the bill.

In other words, you could arrest the
ship to secure the obligation which has
been incurred by the ship, but this is
something quite different from for-
feiture.

The thing I object to is forfeiture as a
lever to force a person accused of this
offense to relinquish his right to due
process.

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. CELLER. I also notice that under
the provisions for penalties we have the
following language:

Any such civil penalty may be remitted
or mitigated by the Secretary for good cause
shown. Upon any failure to pay a penalty
assessed under this subsection, the Secre-

tary—

I take it the Secretary of Commerce—

may request the Attorney General to in-
gtitute a civil action in a district court.

However, there is no proceeding estab-
lished to protect the interest of the
litigant, but when it comes to the ves-
sel forfeiture, we do not have anything
in there that provides for judicial proc-
ess, nothing that would indicate the right
of the defendant to call witnesses or the
right of the defendant to give any evi-
dence as to the ownership, as to the pur-
pose for which he was navigating the
ship. There seems to be quite an in-
consistency there between sections 104
and 105.

I wonder whether or not the authors
of the blil, although they might have
“right” on their side, were aware of that
fact?

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment which has been offered
by my good friend, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT) .

Mr. Chairman, I would point out that
the language that is the subject of the
two amendments offered by my good
friend from Texas is practically standard
boiler platedanguage. It has been adopted
by the House and the Senate in connec-
tion with the endangered species law,
which law was taken directly from the
admiralty laws of the United States. It is
a matter with which my good friend of
the Judiciary Committee is familiar, be-
cause he has similar provisions in many
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of the statutes under the jurisdiction of
his committee.

I would point out the fact that it is
different from the narcotics seizure pro-
vision in that the seizure does not take
place until such time as there has been
a conviction. The forfeiture is not final
until that time. Under admiralty law
bond may be posted and so forth so that
title to the vessel is not taken and so the
vessel may continue to be used, subject
to the wishes of the court and subject
to the appropriate understandings with
the Secretary.

It is not our purpose to have an unduly
harsh law, but it is my view that if we are
going to have legislation designed to pro-
tect marine mammals, we necessarily
must make it very plain that we intend
to have strong enforcement measures
available for their protection. Therefore,
for that reason the provision for seizure
and forfeiture is included in the bill.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. ECKHARDT. The gentleman has
said this is not intended to be applied un-
til after conviction, is that correct?

Mr. DINGELL. That is my understand-
ing. This is in conformity with standard
admiralty law.

Mr. ECKHARDT. The gentleman will
note on page 39 it says that the agent
of the Secretary may seize any vessel——

Mr. DINGELL. That is right.

Mr. ECKHARDT. There is this further
language:

(3) seize any vessel or other conveyance
subject to the jurisdiction of the United
States, together with its tackle, apparel, fur-
niture, appurtenances, cargo, and stores,
used or employed contrary to the provi-
slons of this title or the regulations issued
hereunder or which reasonably appears to
have been so used or employed;

Mr. DINGELL. That is right; but the
title to the vessel does not pass until
after conviction.

Mr. ECKHARDT. But you seize the
vessel even if it reasonably appears that
a violation oceurred—not just after a vio-
lation has been shown to have occurred.

Mr. DINGELL. That, I point out to the
gentleman, is standard admiralty legis-
lation.

Mr. ECKHARDT. If that is standard
admiralty legislation, that is also star
chamber proceedings in my book.

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentleman.
I would point out that this legislation
and these provisions have been in the
bill since the time that it was intreduced,
and there has never been any question
raised about these provisions by any per-
son in any portion of the proceedings
before the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. DiNGeELL) there
were—ayes 15, noes 37.

So the amendments were rejected.

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

Mr. Chairman, I shall not use the full
5 minutes, but in the presence of the
ranking minority member of the Com-
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mittee on the Judiciary (Mr. Porr) and
the eminent chairman (Mr. CELLER) and
my good friend Mr. JoBN DNGELL, chair-
man of this committee, I think it is ap-
propriate that I take a minute to recog-
nize what I think is a dangerous pattern
developing in this legislation.

Several months ago in passing the law
on the preservation of endangered
species inland, we passed a law raising
the penalty against a sheep owner from
6 months and a $500 fine for killing an
eagle to a mandatory 2 years in jail and
a mandatory $5,000 fine, $2,500 of which
shall be presented to the neighbor who
snitches on him.

We are paying informers to do the job
that livestock inspectors ought to do, and
other Federal officials charged with the
protection of livestock.

Now we have a bill before us, my fellow
lawmakers, which pays again half of the
fine up to $2,500 to a neighboring fisher-
man who will snitch on his neighbor if
he finds him killing a mammal of an en-
dangered species.

I think this is a dangerous precedent,
I think it is against due process. I hope
that the members of the Committee on
the Judiciary and the rest of my col-
leagues will serve notice now that this
ought not be the pattern of legislation
in this free country of ours.

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

Mr. RONCALIO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to compliment the distinguished
gentleman from Wyoming and I join in
the views of my colleague. I think I am
one who has a 90 percent voting record
favorable to conservation groups, but I
do not mind lowering that record if the
balance is the balance between due proc-
ess and conservation.

Again I compliment my colleague for
his position on this subject.

Mr., RONCALIO. I thank the gentle-
man from Texas.

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

Mr. RONCALIO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
too join the distinguished gentleman in
the well, and the distinguished gentle-
man from Texas, on this subject. I too
yield to no one in my record as a con-
servationist, but when we get to the
point where we are seizing private prop-
erty without due process it seems to me
we have gone too far, and I will vote
to oppose any such excessive use of
power.

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my good friend, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. SemserLING). The gen-
tleman expresses the opinion of many of
the ranchers in the State of Wyoming
who feel that when they cannot protect
their private property—that their pri-
vate property is being confiscated for
the supposed public good without due
process.

I thank both the gentlemen for their
statements.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther amendments to Title I, the Clerk
will read.

The Clerk read as follows:
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TITLE I—MARINE MAMMAL
COMMISSION
ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION

Sec. 201. (a) There is hereby established
the Marine Mammal Commission (hereafter
referred to in this title as the "Commis-
sion’").

(b) (1) The Commission shall be composed
of three members who shall be appointed by
the President. The President shall make his
selection from a list, submitted to him by
the Chairman of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality, of individuals knowledgeable
in the fields of marine ecology and resource
management and who are not in a position
to profit from the taking of marine mammals.
No member of the Commission may, during
his period of service on the Commission, hold
any other position as an officer or employee
of the United States, except as a retired offi-
cer or retired civilian employee of the United
States.

(2) The term of office for each member
shall be three years; except that of the mem-
bers initially appointed to the Commission,
the term of one member shall be for one year,
the term of one member shall be for two
years, and the term of one member shall be
for three years. No member is eligible for
reappointment; except that any member
appointed to fill a vacancy occurring before
the expiration of the term for which his pred-
ecessor was appointed (A) shall be ap-
pointed for the remainder of such term, and
(B) is eligible for reappointment for one
full term. A member may serve after the ex-
piration of his term until his successor has
taken office.

(¢) The President shall designate a Chalir-
man of the Commission (hereafter referred
to in this title as the “Chairman") from
among its members.

(d) Members of the Commission shall each
be compensated at a rate equal to the dally
equivalent of the rate for GS-18 of the Gen-
eral Schedule under sectlon 5332 of title 5,
United States Code, for each day such mem-
ber is engaged in the actual performance of
dutles vested In the Commission. Each mem-
ber shall be reimbursed for travel expenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, as
authorized by section 5703 of title 5, United
States Code, for persons in Government serv-
ice employed intermittently.

(e) The Commission shall have an Execu-
tive Director, who shall be appolinted (with-
out regard to the provisions of title 5, United
States Code, governing appointments in the
competitive service) by the Chairman with
the approval of the Commission and shall be
pald at a rate not in excess of the rate for
G8-18 of the General Schedule under section
5332 of title 5, United States Code. The
Executive Director shall have such duties
as the Chairman may assign.

DUTIES OF COMMISSION

Sec. 202. (a) The Commission shall—

(1) undertake a review and study of the
activitles of the United States pursuant to
existing laws and international conventions
relating to marine mammals, including, but
not limited to, the International Convention
for the Regulation of Whaling, the Whaling
Convention Act of 1949, the International
Convention on the Conservatlon of North
Pacific Fur Seals, and the Fur Seal Act of
1966;

(2) conduct a continuing review of the
condition of the stocks of marine mammals,
of methods for their management, of humane
means of taking marine mammals, of re-
search programs conducted or proposed to be
conducted under the authority of this Act,
and of all applications made pursuant to
section 103 of this Act for permits for scien-
tific research;

(3) undertake or cause to be undertaken
such studies as it deems necessary or desir-
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able in connection with the protection and
management of marine mammals;

(4) recommend to the Secretary and to
other Federal officials such steps as it deems
necessary or desirable for the protection and
management of marine mammals;

(5) recommend to the Secretary of State
appropriate policies regarding existing in-
ternational arrangements for the conserva-
tion and management of marine mammals,
and suggest appropriate international ar-
rangements for the conservation and man-
agement of marine mammals;

(6) recommend to the Secretary of the In-
terfor such revisions of the Endangered
Species List, authorized by the Endangered
Specles Conservation Act of 18969, as may be
appropriate with regard to marine mam-
mals; and

(7) recommend to the Secretary, other ap-
propriate Federal officials, and Congress such
additional measures as it deems necessary or
desirable to further the policies of this Act,
including provisions for the protection of
the Indians, Eskimos, and Aleuts whose live-
lihood may be adversely affected by actions
taken pursuant to this Act.

(b) The Commission shall consult with
the Secretary at such intervals as it or he
may deem desirable, and shall furnish its
reports and recommendations to him, before
publication, for his comment.

(¢c) The reports and recommendations
which the Commission makes shall be mat-
ters of public record and shall be available
to the public at all reasonable times. All
other activities of the Commission shall be
matters of public record and available to the
public in accordance with the provisions of
section 552 of title 5, United States Code.

(d) Any recommendations made by the
Commission to the Secretary and other Fed-
eral officials shall be responded to by those
individuals within one hundred and twenty
days after receipt thereof. Any recommenda-
tions which are not followed or adopted shall
be rereferred to the Commission together
with a detalled explanation of the reasons
why those recommendations were not fol-
lowed or adopted.

COMMYITTEE OF SCIENTIFIC ADVISERS ON
MARINE MAMMALS

Sec. 203. (a) The Commission shall estab-
lish, within ninety days after its establish-
ment, a Committee of Scientific Advisors on
Marine Mammals (hereafter referred to in
this title as the “"Committee”). Such Com-
mittee shall consist of nine sclentists knowl-
edgeable in marine ecology and marine
mammal affairs appointed by the Chairman
with the advice of the Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation, the Chairman of
the National Academy of Sclences, and the
Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution.

(b) Members of the Committee shall each
be compensated at a rate equal to the daily
equivalent of the rate for GS-18 of the Gen-
eral Schedule under section 5332 of title 5,
United States Code, for each day such mem-
ber is engaged in the actual performance of
duties vested in the Committee. Each member
shall be relmbursed for travel expenses, In-
cluding per diem in lleu of subsistence, as
authorized by section 5703 of title 5, United
States Code, for persons in Government serv-
ice employed intermittently.

(¢) The Commission shall consult with
the Committee on all studies and recom-
mendations which it may propose to make
or has made, on research programs conducted
or proposed to be conducted under the au-
thority of this Act, and on all applications
made pursuant to section 103 of this Act for
permits for scientific research. Any recom-
mendations made by the Committee or any
of its members which are not adopted by the
Commission shall be transmitted by the
Commission to the appropriate Federal
agency and to the appropriate committees of
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Congress with a detalled explanation of
the Commission’s reasons for not accepting
such recommendations.

COMMISSION REPORTS

Sec. 204, The Commission shall transmit to
Congress, by January 31 of each year, a re-
port which shall include—

(1) a description of the activities and ac-
complishments of the Commission during the
immediately preceding year; and

(2) all the findings and recommendations
made by and to the Commission pursuant to
section 202, together with the responses
made to these recommendations.

COORDINATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES

SEc. 205. The Commission shall have ac=
cess to all studies and data compiled by Fed-
eral agencles regarding marine mammals.
With the consent of the appropriate Secre-
tary or Agency head, the Commission may
also utilize the facilities or services of any
Federal agency and shall take every feasible
step to avoid duplication of research and to
carry out the purposes of this Act.

ADMINISTRATION OF COMMISSION

Sec. 206. The Commission, in carrying out
its responsibilities under this title, may—

(1) employ and fix the compensation of
such personnel;

(2) acquire, furnish, and equip such office
space;

(3) enter into such coniracts or agree-
ments with other organizations, both pub-
lic and private;

(4) procure the services of such experts or
consultants or an organization thereof as is
authorized under section 3109 of title 5,
United States Code (but at rates for in-
dividuals not to exceed 100 per diem); and

(6) incur such necessary expenses and ex-
ercise such other powers,
as are consistent with and reasonably re-
quired to perform its functions under this
title. Financial and administrative services
(including those related to budgeting, ac-
counting, financlal reporting, personnel, and
procurement) shall be provided the Coms=-
mission by the General Services Administra-
tion, for which payment shall be made in ad-
vance, or by reimbursement from funds of the
Commission in such amounts as may be
agreed upon by the Chairman and the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Admin-
istration.

AUTHORIZATIONS

SEc. 207. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated for the fiscal year in which this
title is enacted and for the next four fiscal
years thereafter such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out this title, but the sums ap-
propriated for any such year shall not exceed
$1,000,000. Not less than three-fourths of the
total amount of the sums appropriated pur-
suant to this section for any such year shall
be expended on research and studies con-
ducted under the authority of section 202(a)
(2) and (3).

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

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRE. GROSS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: On page
46, strlke out line 10 and all thereafter down
to and including line 21 on page 53.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I will try
not to take the 5 minutes because I know
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the members of the House T and T club,
out on Thursday, back on Tuesday, are
anxious to get the club on the road, this
being Thursday afternoon.

Earlier this afternoon there were ref-
erences to concern and emotion. I am
becoming increasingly concerned about
the lack of emotion in behalf of the tax-
payers of this country.

This bill, and I have not heard the fig-
ures mentioned even once this entire
afternoon, carries a spending tag of some
$201% million. I think that figure is right,
and I stand to be corrected if it is not
accurate,

So this is not a small spending bill.
The worst feature of it is the creation
of a commission on whales and an advi-
sory committee on whales at a cost of $5
million over the life of this legislation.

It seems to me that with all of the
commissions and advisory committees of
one description and another that we have
in this Government; with the Depart-
ment of Interior and the Department of
Commerce already in this field, and with
the hundreds of millions of dollars to be
spent upon environment and ecology,
that we ought to effect some kind of
saving around here in programs of this
kind.

My amendment will simply strike out
the commission and the advisory com-
mittee and save the taxpayers over the
life of this bill $5 million.

That is all it will do, simply strike out
title IT, which is the provision providing
for these setups.

I hope some day there will be the rec-
ognition in this House that we are in dire
finaneial circumstances in this country.
I understand the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. MiLrs) will call up on Monday,
for final action, the bill to increase the
debt ceiling. I assume the House will
approve the increase to $450 billion and
then in June or July of this year you will
be confronted with still another increase
Ic}-lu.e to this and other profligate spend-

g.

Now somewhere along the line, some-
one is going to have to practice a little
economy in this Government and pay off
something on that debt. There is only
one way in the world that you are ever
going to do anything about decreasing
the debt ceiling, and that is to pay some-
thing on it. There is only one way you are
going to stop the spending of $22 bil-
lion a year in interest on the Federal
debt, and that is to pay something on the
debt; to reduce it. That is the only way.

In the name of fiscal responsibility I
urge the adoption of my amendment to
effect a minor saving in this bill.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, in order
to save the time of the committee, I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
II)y my good friend, the gentleman from
owa.

The matter that the gentleman raised
was considered with care in the commit-
tee. Title IT is an essential part of the
whole bill, It is necessary to make the
whole bill work. It provides three quar-
ters of the funds the gentleman com-
plains about go to research on marine
mammals and on to the humane meth-
ods of faking them, how to keep the
population stocks up, and what the level
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of taking is going to be for maintaining
the optimum population levels.

The bill actually provides in terms of
total expenditures on marine mammals
a most modest increase over the present
level of expenditures.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that the com-
mittee will reject the amendment.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Is not research presently
being carried on?

Mr. DINGELL. That is correct. This
part of the bill reallocates the way the
bulk of the resources are being expended
for research in tihs area.

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle-
man that I am not opposed to the preser-
vation of whales or any other mammals,
but I am opposed to creating more and
more bureaucracy in this Government.
We are overrun with it now.

Mr. DINGELL. I share the gentle-
man’s concern. We have sought to chan-
nel this money almost entirely into re-
search, and virtually none into the crea-
tion of a bureaucracy. If the gentleman
will read the language he is trying to
strike, he will see that is what we have
sought to do.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. Gross) there
were—ayes 13, noes 39.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. Chairman, it is with
the utmost reluctance that I rise in final
opposition to H.R. 10420. I intend to vote
against it, and I must confess that I take
no pleasure in doing so. If the Members
will indulge me, I would like to set out in
detail my reasons for opposition, and the
reasons why it gives me no pleasure.

It gives me no pleasure, Mr. Chair-
man, because I support wholeheartedly
the intent and objectives of this legisla-
tion, and have done so from the very
beginning. I recognize that the ocean
mammals are a valuable resource threat-
ened by a broad range of dangers. I be-
lieve that both immediate protection and
long range study of this entire area of
concern are essential components of a
sound legislative solution. Moreover, I be-
lieve the committee has done a thorough
and professional job in the hearings, in
the report and in drafting. I might note
that my support of the committee’s work
was indicated when H.R. 10420 came on
the Suspension Calendar. I supported it
fully at that time, as reported by the
committee.

As reported from the committee, HR.
10420 makes findings on the status of
ocean mammals, establishes a system of
prohibitions relating to their taking, and
establishes an elaborate permit system
which will result in limited taking of
certain mammals after specific findings
of fact are made. Also, certain subsist-
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ence rights of Native Americans are pro-
tected. Finally, the bill establishes a Ma-
rine Mammal Commission authorized to
undertake a comprehensive study of
ocean mammals to provide the sort of
information needed to make wise deci-
sions for the future of this important
resource.

Although I must say I have both gen-
eral and specific differences with H.R.
10420, I believe it is basically sound leg-
islation resulting from reasoned study
and deliberation by the subcommittee
and full committee. The bill avoids the
unreasoned emotionalism which has at
times removed this entire issue from our
mutual ability to act responsibly.

In addition to all of this, it is my own
State, and its people and resources, where
the impact of this legislation will fall
most heavily. That impact, should it have
contained the virtues which I had hoped,
would have been welcome. For many
years in the Alaska State Senate, I
worked to accomplish the objectives
stated here today. In that period, and
since then, I felt that I gained special
knowledge and interests regarding
marine mammals. I wanted to vote for
this bill today.

Iintend to set out my reasons for being
unable to do so, but first I must say that
there were some important points won
for Alaska today, in spite of determina-
tive defeats and omissions.

First, the subsistence rights of Native
Alaskans were protected. Second, the
Pribilof Islander’s harvest of fur seals
under the North Pacific Fur Seal Con-
vention was protected. Third, certain
agreements with regard to the manner
of subsistence hunting were established.
Fourth, the right of Natives to sell arts,
crafts, and products made from the by-
products of animals taken for subsistence
purposes was broadened and specified.
Fifth, the fisherman of Alaska gained
tremendously from understandings
reached here today on the matter of
permits to take ocean mammals that be-
come tangled in commercial fishing gear.

Some of these things were already in
the bill, others were agreed upon only
yesterday, and others had to be done to-
day on the floor. I am pleased that at
least these things could be accomplished
for the people of Alaska. They do credit
to the bill and its sensitivity.

I am pleased that this was done, but
what was left undone leaves me no al-
ternative but to vote against the billL
I could not do otherwise and answer the
many Alaskans who will suffer hardships
under the bill. I have no choice but to
vote against the bill as it has been
amended, and now awaits the final vote.
Because I have said so much in all my
arguments in dissent today, I will say
less now than I could and perhaps
should.

Of overriding importance in forcing
my vote against this bill was the adop-
tion of the moratorium feature added as
an amendment here today. Nearly all of
my objections relate to this central
moratorium measure.

I must simply say that the mora-
torium proposal does in no way improve
this bill, but rather limits it, narrows it,
and creates an inability to act which
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does no credit to basic precepts of en-
vironmental thought.

The permit process contained in the
committee bill stopped the killing of
ocean mammals and placed the burden
of proof on those who wanted to resume
any killing or any harvest to prove that
such taking was in accordance with the
objectives of this act. To gain such a per-
mit, a thorough process was established.
I would not have opposed measures to
improve the permit process. The point is
that where rational, thorough study by
responsible people and agencies resulted
in the conclusion that some limited tak-
ing of ocean mammals was in con-
formity with the goals and policies of this
legislation, then a permit could be
granted.

Under a moratorium, the same find-
ing could be made, proving beyond a
doubt that limited taking was desirable,
and a permit could not be granted be-
cause the moratorium was absolute.

Considerations of the merits are ir-
relevant under the moratorium. Even if
the facts are found to be true, and a full
investigation of all aspects of the prob-
lem supports a limited and controlled
taking of some ocean mammals, the
moratorium is absolute and controlling
over the permit process wisely recom-
mended by the committee.

To ease the tragic effects of the mora-
torium, some exceptions were provided.
Those provided were so obvious as to
foreclose any alternative but inclusion.
In a letter to my colleagues yesterday, I
disclosed my feelings on these more ob-
vious points in saying:

I have learned of various amendments
which are intended. I strongly urge all Mem-
bers to support the bill as prepared under
the leadership of Congressman John Dingell,
and resist efforts to add amendments which
will take an unreasonable human toll to
provide excessive additional prohibitions
which were rejected by the committee as un-
necessary to a sound bill.

The most harmful of these amendments
would cut across all the terms of the bill to
impose an absolute five, ten or twenty year
moratorium on the taking of all ocean mam-=-
mals, and make the factfinding and permit
process esaentla.uy meanlngless.

Although I have not seen all proposed
amendments, the best of them provide ex-
ceptions only for Native subsistence hunt-
ing and possibly for the terms of the North
Pacific Fur Seal Convention, where permits
may be given. I say bluntly that any amend-
ment which does not at least do this much
commits cultural genocide on Alaska’s Na-
tives and should be rejected.

I am glad that some exceptions were
made, but they do not eliminate the ab-
solute nature, the blindness, of a mora-
torium. The most serious omission will
simply mean human hardship for Native
Alaskans. That omission was the failure
of the moratorium to make an exception
allowing a permit for the taking of ocean
mammals for traditional arts and crafts
sold commercially.

Without such an exception, the mora-
torium says to the Natives of Alaska
that, without exception and without any
chance for a permit based on rational
factfinding, the large portion of the Na-
tive economy based on arts and crafts
made from ocean mammals is simply
terminated for 5 years.
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Consider these factors: The need for
this small culturally centered commer-
cial activity is based on the cash econ-
omy brought upon the Natives, which
has displaced large parts of the subsist-
ence economy. Although it cannot be
demonstrated that this activity makes
any significant impact on the ocean
mammals, it is a large and crucial part
and crucial part of the livelihood of a
great many Alaska Natives. I am unwill-
ing to tell the many Natives in Alaska
who must discover immediately a new
source of income, and incidentally a new
cultural plan, that I voted for the legis-
lation that stopped them from continu-
ing their traditional crafts.

I am also deeply concerned that one
of the exceptions to the moratorium is so
paradoxical in its language that it may
create still another hardship for Alaskan
Natives. This is the exception allowing
permits for the fur seal harvest under
the North Pacific Fur Seal Convention.

This Fur Seal Convention has been
often cited as one of the best examples
of international cooperation for resource
conservation. My own information indi-
cates that this convention is responsible
for the recovery and health of the fur
seal herd which was nearly decimated by
high seas hunting earlier in this century.
The harvest is also the sole economy for
over 600 residents, mostly Natives, of the
remote Pribilof Islands. I am well aware
that the committee which prepared this
bill is aware of the merits of this conven-
tion and the harvest, and I command this
exception.

Still, in the second sentence of the ex-
ception, its purpose and meaning is
threatened when the Secretary is urged
to follow only a policy of reduced harvest
or no harvest at all—a mandate that the
only acceptable management tool is re-
duction or stoppage of the harvest. Al-
though the sentence only “urges” the Se-
retary to act, and thus has only limited
authority, I am concerned that its inclu-
sion serves to defeat rather than enhance
the legislation, since most environmen-
talists know that modern-day manage-
ment often requires a selective harvest,
sometimes of some magnitude, to ulti-
mately benefit an animal population.
This is the case specifically with the fur
seal herd, where the harvest has ranged
between 30,000 and 85,000 over 10 years,
and the herd has increased each year and
been maintained at optimum size.

I certainly share the view that in a
natural state, natural selection is the
best policy. However, we all know that
in the modern world, this is no longer a
luxury we can always afford. Specifically
in the case of the fur seals, a growing
high seas herring fishery which is beyond
the control of the United States
threatens the food source for the fur
seals. Where food for only 300,000 fur
seals is available for a herd of 400,000,
the feeding process is not so selective as
to insure that only 100,000 will perish.
In such a case, a selective, and perhaps
even increased harvested is necessary in
some years. Yet the language in the
amendment operates against this tool
when it is necessary.

I was also prepared to offer an amend-
ment to create an exception for sport-
hunting permits. To be honest, I did not
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do so because it would have lost badly;
I was told it would lose badly; and the
gesture was secondary to the real need
for change. The amendment read as
follows:

Permits may be issued for the taking of
marine mammals by the method of sport
hunting, as controlled by the law of specific
states, where specific findings are made in
the permit consideration procedure under
this Act that selective and limited harvest-
ing is In accordance with the findings and
policy of this Act, and that such harvesting
can be reasonably accomplished by properly
limited sport hunting.

This amendment was directed to the
attention of every Member who allowed
sport hunting for any species of any ani-
mal or bird in his state, including deer,
rabbits, ducks, geese, or other animals.
Each one should understand that the
basic premise of such hunting is that it
is a management tool to control animal
populations at the best level for the
health and growth of that population.

To not adopt such an amendment as
an exception to the moratorium means
that sport hunting is being rejected
absolutely as an alternative for manage-
ment purposes in the case of all ocean
mammals, no matter what the facts
show, or the needs are, for the next 5
years. This is the heart of the problem
with the moratorium amendment, as it
forbids action for 5 years even on
reasoned findings.

My amendment was simple and
straight forward. It did not provide an
automatic permit; it did not attempt to
soften the permit or factfinding process;
it did not in any way resolve the extent
to which sport-hunting permits might be
allowed for any species. What it did do
was say that where all the evidence in-
dicates that such a permit serves the pur-
poses and objectives of H.R. 10420, then
it can be issued, rather than being block-
ed by a blind and absolute moratorium.

I simply cannot believe that a permit
should be impossible to get where ra-
tional consideration indicates it is advis-
able. The permit process proposed in the
bill as reported is a complete and worthy
one, Why should it be ignored by a near-
ly absolute moratorium which does no
sensitive justice to the cause it at-
tempts to serve?

I believe that to reject this amendment,
and to deny even the chance for a sport
hunting permit where the facts support
it, a profound statement is made in fav-
or of such a moratorium on hunting,
without exception, in other States. Would
you be willing to invoke an absolute 5-
year moratorium on hunting all of the
species in your own area, even where
sound management indicates otherwise?
That such an amendment would have
been badly beaten, as it would have been,
is wrong. Quite frankly, my own objec-
tions to the amended bill could confinue
on for some time, and I regret it is so. I
believe the bill fails to distinguish ade-
quately between species and adopts a
generalized approach which is inconsis-
tent with its purpose. I believe it repudi-
ates, to a large extent, the policy of the
Alaska Native land claims settlement. I
believe the bill is insensitive to rational
State-Federal relationships, paying them
only a nod in section 109. Few State
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powers could be so clear as that to regu-
late the fish and game within a State.

Still, in the final analysis, I regret hav-
ing to oppose the bill because I believe
in its objectives. It is its methods which
compel me to vote “No.” These methods
are devoid of human values in far too
many cases, and too generalized to avoid
substantial hardship for many Alaskans.

Some of those Alaskans have tried to
tell me of the hardships, and in the end,
this is the reason I am voting “No.” I
make their statements available to you
here as the best argument I could make.

I include the following:

ANCHORAGE, ALASEA,
March 9, 1972.
Representative Nick BEGICH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:

We of the village of Polnt Hope are against
any part of bill 10420 that will not permit
us to continue our culture and lvelihood.
Please respect our desires to continue living
in our traditional ways.

JoHN OKTOLLIK,
Mayor, Point Hope, Alaska.

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA,
March 9, 1972.
Representative NicKk BEGICH,
Washington, D.C.:

This copy sent to representatives Pryor and
Udall: Re marine mammal bill 10420 the
Alaskan Natives have lived in harmony with
nature for over ten thousand years. Please
allow the continued use of marine mammals
in our culture and economy. In many areas
there are no viable alternatives our harvest
is small but its importance is great.

HENRY TIFFANY,
Alaska Native Arts and Crafts Coop.
JUNEAU, ALASKA.

GAMBELL, ALASKA,
March 6, 1972.
Representative Nick BEGICH,
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C.:

We in this area are still on subsistence
living. The sale of seal skins, walrus lvory
and articles made from these raw materials
are our only source of income, We the people
of Gambell strongly protest the passing of
the bill banning the hunting of sea mammals
for the next ten years. The bill is outrage-
ously unfalr,

JOHN APANGALOOK,
President, Gambell Village Council.

JUNEAU, ALASKA,
March 8, 1972.

Hon. Nick BEGICH,

U.S. House of Representatives, Longworth
House Office Building, Washington,
D.C.:

The Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation is deeply disturbed by the at-
tempts to remove sectlon 107, HR. 10420,
which permits subsistance hunting, from the
sea mammals bill. Unless 1t is assumed that
natives and native culture are not a part of
the environment, the removal of this sec-
tion of the bill must be considered, from the
overall, as an anti-environmental approach
since it would be the death knell of the
Eskimo culture.

The Eskimo culture is based on hunting.
The old chiefs were the best hunters in the
villages, thelr stories and their dances glorify
the hunt, the youngsters respected and
wanted to grow up to be great hunters and
when the hunting was poor the people died.
The Eskimos were and are a sea people hunt-
ing sea mammals. If this bill passes without
permitting subsistance hunting, it will emas-
culate the Eskimos' manhood and for what
other than a sop to Western mans environ-
mental guilt feelings.
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From other environmental considerations,
the annual catch of bowhead whales by the
villages of Polnt Hope, Walnwright, and Bar-
row, the only villages with one exception in
the last 20 years taking whales, has ranged
from one or two to nineteen. The average is
about nine or ten. The bowheads appear to
be increasing in numbers and they and the
Eskimos are certalnly In equilibrium with
their environment in the northern seas.

The situation with polar bears is similar,
the Native catch has ranged from a few to
a high of about 75 in 1969 per year probably
averaging about 20. It is the harvest of sev-
eral hundred per year by non-natives using
airplanes that has placed the pressure on
the bear population. The walrus situation is
a bit more of a problem and perhaps au-
thorization to 1lmit the catch is needed.
Elimination of a catch, however, would de-
stroy the Eskimo culture on St. Lawrence
Island. Any prohibition agalnst the Eskimo,
Aleut, or coastal Indians catch of hair seals
i{s environmentally uncalled for as the hair
seals, the butter of the north, and the na-
tives have co-existed in equilibrium and still
do with their environment for centuries.

I recommend using extreme efforts to
retaln the subsistance hunting in the sea
mammals bill. To do otherwise will be a blow
to conservation and will destroy a culture
as we have destroyed so many before,

Max C. BREWER,
Commissioner, Department of Environ-
mental Conservation.

ANCHORAGE, ALASKEA,
March 9, 1972.
Representative Nick BEGICH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:

Copy eent to Pryor, Udall and Speaker of
the House Carl Albert.

We are urging you to reconsider your
House bill number 10420 effecting the hunt-
ing of sea mammals that will drastically ef-
fect thousands of Eskimos who depend on
the sea mammals for their livellhood. We
belleve your bill may have been influenced
by some earlier TV documentaries that do not
pertain to the way the Eskimo hunts. The
natives have been taking the mammals for
hundreds of years and according to the Fish
and Game Department they are actually in-
creasing. Perhaps you should direct your bill
toward international views where we believe
each spring the Soviet and Japanese come
into the Bering Sea with their ships vs. our
skin boats.

PETER SEGANNA,
President, King Island Village Council.

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA,
March 9, 1972.
Representative Nick BeGICH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:

Copy sent to Pryor and Udall.

Natives of Alaska live off the land and sea
animals. We hunt these animals for sub-
sistence food only and with this bill 10420
you are completey cutting off our dally food.
If this bill is to be passed a similar bill should
be introduced to ban all commercial fish-
ing in the United States waters. Remember
our people have to eat and natives live 100
percent on our own food. We hunt under ad-
verse weather conditions in order to survive.

IRA CouNCIL OF BHISMAREF,
B, BARR,
President.
CLIFFORD WEYIOUANNA,
Vice President.
HERBERT NAYAKPUK,
Member,

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA,
March 8, 1972.
Representative Nick BEGICH,
Washington, D.C.:
AFN resolution whereas the Alaskan native
people are dependent upon wild life re-
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sources in Alaska for subsistance and where-
as native utilization of renewable resources
for subsistance purposes necessitates com-
mercial production and sales to accom-
modate a forced cash economy and whereas
any restrictions imposed agalnst subsistance
utilizations of Alaskas renewable resources
by Alaskan natives will cause great human
suffering and elimination of our cultural and
artistic actlvities now therefore be it re-
solved that the board of directors of the
Alaska Federation of Natives Incorporated
duly assembled on this 8th day of March
1972 expresses violent opposition to any and
all sea mammal bills under consideration by
the United States Congress which would re-
strict Alaskan native actlivities in the utiliza-
tion of Alaskas renewable resources.
DownaLD R. WRIGHT,

President, Alaska Federation of Natives.

ANCHORAGE, ALASEA, March 9, 1972.
Representative Nick BEGICH,
Washington, D.C.

As president of the Alaska Historical So-
clety, a private statewide organization, I urge
you consider carefully the provislons of the
marine mammal bill H10420 which would
preclude our Native peoples from taking
marine and ocean mammals which has been
their traditional practice. Our reasons for
this request are: (1) their taking of such
mammals forms a significant part of the
coastal economy of this State, (2) In many
coastal communities there is no viable eco-
nomic alternative, (3) their traditional use
of such animals forms an extremely im-
portant link in their cultural heritage that
includes their folk art forms such as ivory
carving, baleen work, skin sewing, etc., (4) in
the overall picture their littoral harvest of
such mammals is insignificant to the exten-
slve pelagic harvest by non-natives (mostly
commercial hunters from other countries).
Alaska Representative Nick Begich can fur-
nish additional details.

RicHARD W. MONTAGUE,
President, Alaska Historical Society.
NoME, ALASKEA,
March 9, 1972.
Hon. NIcK BEGICH,
Congressman for Alaska, Longworth Office
Building, Washington, D.C.:

Following Is the text of my telegram sent
to Congressman Dingell from Michigan, Con-
gressman Pryor from Arkansas, and Congress-
man TUdall from Arizona. Flease work toward
scheduling hearings at a date convenient to
allow Alaskans sufficlent time to testify; the
end result being that those provisions which
are harmful to Alaskans will be removed
from the legislation introduced by these men.

“Regarding your pending legislation re-
lating to the hunting of sea mammals; re-
quest that hearings be scheduled at a date
convenient to allow Alaskans sufficlent time
in which to testify.

Passage of this legislation would be detri-
mental to the livellhood of many Alaskans,
particularly the Natives in the rural areas
where the subsistence economy is still preva-
lent and will remain so for some time to
come. Our people are dependent on the sale
of hyproducts such as hides, ivory, native
made garments, tools, etc. to provide the
very baslc necessities for their families. Loss
of this income through passage of this legis-
lation will have the direct eifect of creating
a welfare State. The side effects will further
harm the economy of the entire State of
Alaska. Many shops sell exclusively Alaskan
Natlve art, jewelry, clothing, ete., all of
which are made from sea mammal byprod-
ucts. Loss of these items will reduce tourism.
The overall economic effect will be extremely
harmful

Finally, consider this; cultural genocide is
every bit as condemning as systematic ex-
termination. Legislation such as this will be
destroying a way of life.”

Jim BELL,
Director, Inupiak Development Corp.
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ANCHORAGE, ALASKA,
March 9, 1972,
Re Marine mammals bill, House Bill 10420.
Representative NIck BEGICH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:

The people living on the coast of Alaska
that will be most effected by this legisla-
tion, have survived from the food and prod-
uects of these mamals for centuries. The
walrus and seal and oogruks of Alaska are
not yet near extinction at this time to be
so protected. Instead of Interrupting a cul-
ture in transition, leis begin to manage the
animals in such a way as to increase their
number, rather than to decrease. Lets begin
to manage these animals in such a way as
to not give these people any more problems.

LYNN CHAMBERS,
Director of Arts, Department of Eco-
nomic Development of Alaska.
NoME, ALASKA,
March 3, 1972.
Re Marine mammal bills proposed.
Representative Nick BEGICH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:

We, the Arctlc Native Brotherhood, re-
quest the hearing date for March Tth be
postponed until such time as a hearing could
be held in our area, to discuss the impact
of this bill which will affect our subsistence,
our livellhood, and our cultural way of life.

JEROME TRIGG,
President, Arctic Native Brotherhood.

BERING STRAITS NATIVE ASSOCIATION,
Nome, Alaska, Maréh 3, 1972.
Re Marine mammals bills proposed.
Representative Nicx BEGICH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.:

We, the Bering Straits Natlve Assoclation
consisting of 18 villages: located on 'the
Bering Sea coast, request your consideration
in our behalf. The passage of these bills
would greatly limit our only source of In-
come and livelihood, and for some people the
sole source of our livelihood:; We are totally
against the passage of this bill without due
consideration of the Bering Straits Native
people. We request a hearing in our area and
will be pleased to testify on our behalf.

JEROME TRIGG,
President.
MARTIN L. OLSON,
Vice President.
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA,
March 8, 1972.
Representative Nick BeGICH,
Washington, D.C.:

Cook Inlet Chapter, Alaska Conservation
SBoclety, supports legislation protecting sea
mammals from commercial and sports hunt-
ing at this time. Management of species can
not be accomplished if threatened or over-
utilized. We oppose ban on subsistance
hunting which must be allowed on closely
regulated basis to protect livellhood of few
;llaskans who depend on sea mammals to
ive.

RoLLiN DAL Piaz,
President.

ST. PAUL ISLAND, ALASKA,
October 8, 1971.
Hon. Senator Mige GRAVEL,
U.S. Senator for. Alaska,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR. GRAVEL: This letter is to
request your assistance in deallng with a
serious problem that has arisen on the Pri-
bilof Islands., Since it involves a threat to
Congress' stated policy as to the Islands’
future, I am sure that you will share my
concern.

As you are well aware, the Fur Seal Act of
1966 mandated that self-determination be
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the goal of the people, and that there was
to be cooperation by all federal agencies. The
language and clear intent of the Act called
for a reduction of the federal presence on
the Islands, the building of a viable muniel-
pal government capable of taking over many
municipal services now run by the National
Marine Fisheries Service, and for the crea-
tion of a strong and independant community.
The history of the Act made it clear that
Congress had decided that the years of domi-
nation by the NMFS (and its predecessor,
the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries) was
to be replaced by a government selected by
the Islanders themselves. In keeping with
this goal, the residents of St. Paul Island
decided in an election on June 21, 1971, to
incorporate under Alaska law as a fourth
class city: the City of the Aleut Community
of 5t. Paul Island.

After that electlon, at which a five man
city council was selected, it was clear that
the new city would require assistance in
planning and implementing its take over of
municipal services and other clty functions.
At the request of the city council and on
the advice of Robert Robertson, head of the
National Council on Indian Opportunity of
the Office of the Vice President. I discussed
the need for technical assistance with the
consulting firm of Marshall Eaplan, Gans &
Eahn in San Francisco. At the city’s request,
the firm prepared a contract for technical
assistance and one of its staff members re-
turned with me to St. Paul Island in mid-
September. The city council met, discussed
the consulting contract; and then unani-
mously approved a resolution authorizing the
city council president to sign the contract,
which he did.

During the folowing week, and at the re-
quest of the council, the consultant drafted
a Code of City Ordinances for the new city
government, began a feasibility study of the
proposed city take over of municlpal serv-
ices, and began to assist the council in pre-
paring its testimony on the various fur seal
bills now pending in Congress. Members of
the council recognized the need for this
and other assistance, and suggested a num-
ber of areas in which help would be required
in coming months.

Despite the clear need of the St. Paul city
council for outside assistance of this type,
the consulting contract was strongly opposed
by several employees of NMFS who were on
St. Paul at that time. At a public meeting
called to consider the draft Code of Ordi-
nances, Hal Drinkall and Helen Saale, both
on the staff of the NMFS Reglonal Office in
Seattle, opposed the consulting agreement
which the council had approved. Mr. Drink-
all also stated that it was foolish of the
people on the council “to pay for what it
could get free,” le., free technical assistance
from federal agency representatives. Although
it was pointed out that the need for true
independence and self-determination  re-
quired that the city have access to inde-
pendent legal and planning advice, Mr.
Drinkall continued to attack the council's
approval of the contract.

At a meeting of the city council a few
days later, Mr. Drinkall stated, without any
foundation, that the council had “illegally”
approved the contract and that instead of
hiring consultants, the council should rely
on him and other federal officials for ad-
vice. Mr. Drinkall also made veiled threats
to the city counclil president that if his ad-
vice were not taken, the transfer of land and
bufldings from NMFS to the city—a transfer
required by the Fur Seal Act—would be
‘“jeopardized."” This certainly is a clear and
obvious indication that NMFS really wants
to continue their paternalistic attitude with
the total operations of the Islands. This cer-
tainly is not in tune with section 208 of the
Fur Seal Act which strongly calls for greater
self-sufficlency and self-determination of the

people.
I am sure that you share my outrage at
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these acts. They violate both the spirit and
the letter of the Congressional mandate con-
tained in the PFur Seal Act. They indicate
that federal policy decisions are being
thwarted by federal employees in the fleld.
But, most important, they reveal a callous
indifference to the need of 5t. Paul residents
to build a local government that truly re-
flects thelr own goals. It appears to be a de-
liberate attempt to perpetuate the depend-
ency that has been imposed on the residents
of the Pribilofs for generations, Whatever
the stated objectives of the National Marine
Fisheries Service, it seems clear that many
NMFS employees regard the Pribilof Islands
as their own private fiefdom, in which they
intend to oppose any steps which the Island-
ers may take toward meaningful self-suffi-
ciency.

You have, on many occasions, shown the
depth of your interest and concern in help-
ing the residents of the Pribilof Islands gain
meaningful independence. At this critical pe-
riod for the Islands, we need assistance from
many sources, both public and private. I hope
you will be able to help guarantee that we
can make those cholces freely, without pres-
sure or threats from NMFS staff. Any as-
slstance you could give to the residents of
St. Paul in this regard would be deeply ap-
preciated.

Sincerely yours,
PATRICK PLETNIKOFF.

ALasEA HISTORICAL SOCIETY,
Anchorage, Alaska, March 3, 1972,
U.S. Representative Nick BEGICH,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN BeGicH: For your in-
formation, I'm enclosing the text of a tele-
gram which I sent Senator Holllngs yester-
day.

Our Bociety is concerned about the possi-
ble exclusion of our Native peoples from
their traditional ‘use of ocean and marine
mammals as a result of pending leglslation
in Senator Holling's subcommittee on oceans
and the atmosphere.

The use by Natives of such mammals as
part of their folk culture should, we feel,
be preserved, as this use constitutes an im-
portant cultural link with their heritage.

The Soclety is encouraging Senator Hol-
lings to hold additional hearings, in Wash-
ington, but ideally also in Alaska, so that
various groups certalnly including the Native
peoples may furnish additional testimony.

On behalf of the executive board of the
Society, I request your consideration of this
matter and an appropriate follow up with
Senator Hollings. We appreciate your efforts
on this score.

Sincerely,
RicHARD W. MONTAGUE,
President, Alaska Historical Society.

1 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA.

Senator ERNEST HOLLINGS,

Subcommitiee on the Oceans and Atmos-
phere, Senate Office Building, Washing-
ton, D.C.>

As president of the Alaska Historical SBocl-
ety, a statewide group, I urge you to give con-
sideration to holding additional hearings
on the group of bllls now in your subcom-
mittee relating to ocean and marine mam-
mals. Our Socliety is concerned lest legisla-
tion lead to the exclusion of our Native
peoples, Eskimos, Aleuts and Indians. from
thelr traditional use of such mammals, which
would include their folk art forms such as
ivory carving, baleen work, skin sewing, ete.

This use is a strong link for these peoples

with their cultural past. Thelr use of such

mammals is insignificant in the overall ple-
ture but most important to them as people.

I would urge you cobtaln more Alaska Native

input on this-question.

RicHAarRD W. MONTAGUE,
President, Alaska Historical Society.
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The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Brooks, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 10420) to protect marine mam-
mals; to establish a Marine Mammal
Commission; and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 878, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with an
amendment adopted by the Committee of
the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous guestion is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted in the Committee of the Whole?
If not, the question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the bill.

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

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

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

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not pres-
ent.

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 362, nays 10, not voting 59,
as follows:

[Roll No. 70]

YEAS—362
Burton
Byrne, Pa.

Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Caffery

Abbitt
Abourezk
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander

Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane Fountain
Culver Frelinghuysen
Daniel, Va. Frenzel
Daniels, N.J. Frey
Danielson Gallagher
Davis, Ga. Garmatz
Davis, S.C. Gettys
Davis, Wis. Giaimo
de la Garza Gibbons
Delaney Goldwater
Dellenback Gonzalez

. Dellums Goodling

. Denholm Grasso

Dennis Gray

William D.
Forsythe

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude

Hagan
Haley

Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.

Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hays
Hébert

McKinney
McMillan
Mahon
Mallary
Mailliard
Mann
Martin

Mathias, Calif.

Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mitchell
Monagan
Moorhead

Hechler, W. Va. Morgan

Heckler, Mass.

Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks, Mass

Hicks, Wash.
Hillis

Hogan
Hollfleld
Horton
Hosmer

McCulloch
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McKevitt

Abernethy
Begich
Gross

Hall

Abzug

Morss
Mosher
Moss

Murphy, N.Y.

Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols

8t Germain
NAYS—10
Michel
Montgomery
Passman

Rarick
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Sandman
Sarbanes
Satterfleld
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Schwengel
Bcott
Sebelius
Seiberling

Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Callf.
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan

Udall

Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik

Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
‘Wampler
Ware
‘Whalen
Whalley

Wylle

Yates
Yatron
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

Zwach

Runnels
Schmitz

NOT VOTING—G&9

Dowdy

McDonald,
Mich.

Macdonald,
Mass

Madden

va
Miller, Calif.
Mizell
Mollohan
Murphy, Ill.
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Stanton, Stubblefield
J. William Terry

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Mikva with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Burke of Florida.

Mr. Casey of Texas with Mr. Terry,

Mr. Dulski with Mr. Peyser.
1 Mr. Eiflberg with Mr. McDonald of Mich-
gan.

Mr. Fulton with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Flood with Mr. Bow.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Camp.

Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr.,
Devine.

Mr, Miller of California with Mr. Rousselot.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr, Mizell,

Mr, Stubblefield with Mr. Lloyd.

Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr, Erlenborn.

Mr. Madden with Mr. J. Willlam Stanton.

Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Ruth.

Mr. Anderson of Tennessee with Mr. Archer.

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Powell.

Mr. Fraser with Mr. Riegle.

Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Young of Florida.

Mr., Bingham with Mr, Dowdy.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Baring,

Mrs. Abzug with Mr. Pucinski,

Mr. Diggs with Mr. Galifianakis.

Mr, Brasco with Mr. Hull,

Mr. Hawkins with Mr, Scheuer.

Mr. White with Mr. Badillo.

Mr. Collins of Illinois with Mr, Curlin.

Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Gaydos.

Mr. Flowers with Mr, Pryor of Arkansas.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded,

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

White
Young, Fla.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members desiring
to do so may revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill H.R. 10420.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wash-
ington?

There was no objection.

e —.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 12910,
TEMPORARY INCREASE IN PUB-
LIC DEBT LIMIT

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas submitted the
following conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 12010) to provide
for a temporary increase in the public
debt limit:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H.REePT. No. 82-910)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (HR.
12010) to provide for a temporary increase
in the public debt limit, having met, after
full and free conference, have agreed to rec-
ommend and do recommend to their respec-
tive Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ment.

WiLsor D. Mrurs,
AL ULLMAN,
JaMES A, BuURxe,
Mrs. GRIFFITHS,
JorN W. BYRNES,
JACESON E. BETTS,
H. T. SCHNEEBELI,
on the Part of the House.
Russerrt B. Loxg,
CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
HeErMAN TALMADGE,
‘WaLLace F. BENNETT,
CaArL CURTIS,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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JomNT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMTITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
12910) to provide for a temporary increase
in the public debt limit, submit the follow=
ing joint statement to the House and the
Senate in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon by the managers and
recommended in the accompanying confer-
ence report:

The Senate amendment added a new sec-
tion 2 to the bill providing that expendi-
tures and net lending during the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, under the Budget of
the United States Government were not to

exceed $246,300,000,000.
The new section 2 also contained provi-

sions for the President to propose reserva-
tlons from expenditure and net lending dur-
ing such year whenever he determines that
this limit may be exceeded. After a 30-day
od, unless the Congress has rescinded ap-
propriations or other obligational authority
during such period in an amount at least
equal to the proposed reservations, the Presl-
dent may make the reservations set forth in
hlsT‘hp:oSens,te amendment also added & new
section 3 to the bill providing for modifying
the limitation of $246,300,000,000 (1) by rea-
son of Congressional action or inaction on
Presidential requests pé:;‘l:.p(pmpz) ;;am :.x::.}
other budgetary pro ,
other congreuiol;al action which affects
budget outlays, (3) by reason of budget out-
lays for 4 specified items appearing in the
1973 Budget (the ltems designated “Soclal
insurance trust fund”, “Natlonal service life
insurance trust fund”, “Interest”, and
“parm price supports”) which exceed the
amount budgeted therefor, and (4) by rea-
son of amounts by which receipts from 2
specified items (the sale of certain financial
assets and the lease of lands on the Outer
Continental Shelf) were less than the budget
estimates therefor.
The Senate recedes.

Wisur D. MiuLs,

Ar ULLMAN,

James A. BURKE,

Mrs, GRIFFITHS,

JouN W. BYRNES,

JacksonN E. BETTS,

H. T. SCHNEEBELI,

Managers on the Part of the House.

RusseLL B. Lona,

CriNTOoN P. ANDERSON,

HERMAN TALMADGE,

WALLACE F. BENNETT,

CarL CURTIS,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

BILL TO INCREASE PUBLIC DEBT
LIMIT

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

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
the conference report that we have just
presented for printing under the rules
has to do with the increase in the na-
tional debt ceiling.

The conference report is identical in
all respects with the bill that passed the
House recently to supply additional bor-
rowing authority until June 30th next.

Under the rules of the House, unless
I could obtain unanimous consent, as
all Members know, we would not be per-
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mitted to call up the conference report
until next Wednesday.

It will be my intention to ask unani-
mous consent sometime during the
course of business on Monday to con-
sider the conference report in spite of
the rule requiring the 3-day layover,
since it is identical with the House-
passed bill and since there is an emer-
gency existing.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I take this time for the purpose of asking
the distinguished majority leader the
program for the rest of the week, if any,
and the schedule for next week.

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

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

Mr. BOGGS. In response to the in-
quiry of the distinguished minority
leader, we have completed the legisla-
tive program for this week, and I will
ask that we go over to Monday.

The program for next week is as fol-
lows: The chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee has just announced
that he will seek unanimous consent for
consideration of the debt ceiling con-
ference report on Monday.

In addition, Monday is District Day.
We have scheduled four bills:

H.R. 13533, reimbursements to utilities
of relocation costs;

H.R. 9802, District of Columbia share
of reservolr costs;

H.R. 11773, prohibit release of police-
men's addresses and telephones; and

H.R. 12410, evidentiary use of prior in-
consistent statements by witnesses.

On Tuesday, we have scheduled the
urgent supplemental appropriations bill
for fiscal year 1972. I am told that that
includes four or five items, including un-
employment compensation.

On Wednesday we have scheduled H.R.
11417, the National Railway Passenger
Corporation review—that is Amtrak—
subject to a rule being granted.

On Thursday and the balance of the
week, HR. 9615, additional immigrant
visas, under an open rule, with 1 hour
of debate.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Would the dis-
tinguished majority leader answer this
question if he can: Next week is the
third Friday. Under our agreement, on
the first and third Fridays we can antici-
pate legislative business. In light of this
schedule, would the gentleman feel the
prospect for a Friday session is good or
bad?

Mr. BOGGS. In response to the gen-
tleman, in the light of this schedule
which the gentleman has just looked at,
it would be my judgment that there
would certainly not be a session next Fri-

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I thank the
gentleman from Louisiana.

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

7717

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

Mr. BOGGS. The gentleman will rec-
ollect that it was our statement, in which
the gentleman concurred, that Priday
sessions would be held if there were leg-
islation to be scheduled and that if leg-
islative business were not available, we
would not have a session. That, in fact,
is the situation at this time,

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. In this in-
stance. I mention that so that Members
will not get in the habit of thinking that
on Fridays 1 and 3 we will not have ses-
sions.

Mr. BOGGS. The gentleman is en-
tirely correct. This is no precedent. It
depends entirely on the availability of
legislation.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. I suppose it is entirely
fitting to consider the debt ceiling bill
on Monday which will put it ahead of
the so-called urgent supplemental ap-
propriation bill. Yes, I suppose it is fit-
ting and proper to see that the debt ceil-
ing is raised substantially before the
spending of more millions is approved
through the Supplemental Appropria-
tion bill.

I do note that the bill to further de-
value the dollar has been pulled from
next week’s program. First, it is proposed
that on Monday the House will consider
and approve the Ways and Means Com-
mittee bill to raise the debt limit to $350
billion, and then the appropriation
spending bill will come right along and
absorb all the elbow room that was pro-
vided by raising the ceiling. Then, in the
near future, Congress will devalue the
dollar some more. The procedures that
we go through here are quite interesting.

Mr. BOGGS. Is the gentleman address-
ing his observation to me or to the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO MONDAY,
MARCH 13, 1972

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today that it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

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

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR WED-
NESDAY BUSINESS ON WEDNES-
DAY NEXT

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that Calendar Wednesday
business scheduled for Wednesday next
be dispensed with.

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

There was no objection.

CHALLENGE FOR BIPARTISAN HELP
FOR FOOD PRODUCERS AND
CONSUMERS
(Mr, MELCHER asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
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minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MELCHER, Mr. Speaker, in this
election year agriculture, Congress, and
politics are woven together on the Wash-
ington scene and are of vital interest to
our country. d

And it is in this context that now that
the dock strike is over, and I voted to
end it, I hope Secretary of Agriculture
Earl Butz will quit using the strike as a
screen to deny any responsibility for our
lousy low-grain prices. In speech after
speech, the Butz line has been to blame
the strike and to use it as a whipping boy,
veering off, I suspect, on a political
tangent.

When the Secretary used the figure of
a billion dollars to measure the loss of ag-
ricultural sales during the strike, I must
take his calculation with a grain of salf.
Now he has retreated down to $700 mil-
lion. Other administration officials refer
to $200 million in sales and others men-
tion $600 million referring, we must as-
sume, not only to exports but to imports
of food products.

But trade on agricultural products is a
two-way street and the Butz statements
have not mentioned that imports of for-
eign agricultural products were cut off
during the period of the strike a[so. He
has not mentioned the drop off in im-
ports for foreign meats, which total an-
nually more than $1 billion; the loss of
the portion of $100 million in foreign
dairy product imports; the temporary
stoppage of importing fruits and vege-
tables, sugar, and other food products
all of which have total annual cost paid
to . foreign producers of - billions of
dollars.

There is no guestion that we would
like to sell more export grain to ease
our surpluses but—and this is a big but—
we want to sell it at a decent price, not
at the cut-rate market prices which
grain farmers face now.

The job at hand now is to correct the
basic fault of the low grain markets first
of all by establishing decent price floors
through an increase in loan rates on
wheat, corn and other feed grains by 25
percent just as my amendment does
which passed the House last December.

What we need now is bipartisan co-
operation, not politics, not divisiveness,
not. agriculture against labor and not
producer against consumer. That, after
all, would be the worst disservice to
agriculture.

Leadership demands presentation of
solid. facts, Mr. Speaker, and I challenge
Secretary Butz to aline himself for the
best interest of agriculture to support
our legislation to increase loan rates for

It took cooperation from Democrats
and Republicans to gain House approval
of this amendment which would add $1.5
billion a year to farm income and which
would stimulate the sluggish economy.
However, we had to almost claw our way
over the opposition of the Department of
Agriculture. They fought us all the way,
and Dr, Butz was able to get the bill
shelved for the present in the Senate
Agriculture Committee.

But we have not given up the fight
because it is just too important. Our
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Senators are going to make another try
at the 25 percent increase in loans bill,
stripped of the Strategic Reserve feature
and moved up from the 1971-72 crops to
the 1972-73 crop years.

We are hopeful that the prospect of
continuing tragically low grain prices
will persuade both the Senate and the
Secretary of Agriculture that floor prices
for grains should be increased by raising
the loan rates and that the bill is ap-
proved. Certainly we are going to have
to move with determination to keep grain
farmers solvent.

But unfortunately every move the
Agriculture Department has made re-
cently is clumsy and freezes or depresses
farm prices rather than improving them.
Two separate Department of Agriculture
functions illustrate this currently:

First, their handling of grain buying
and selling is a case in point. The much
publicized corn purchase program was
halted in mid-February before it even
got going. The Department actually sold
more grain sorghum into the market
than the amount of corn it bought out
of the market. Termination of the pur-
chase program, small as it was, means
that farmers will have to sell their grain
at very low prices when they have to
clear out storage space this summer for
the next crop. Reseal barley has been
called out of Government storage, sup-
posedly to meet the Department’s com-
mitment to two big grain companies to
provide them with oats and barley at
about half price so they will ship some
U.S. corn to Russia. This will prevent the
Russian sale from strengthening the
commercial oats and barley market.
Similar dealing in the wheat market
could result if millions of bushels of
Government-owned wheat from Montana
and the Dakotas which were recently
positioned at Portland and the Gulf are
dumped in cut rate export sales.

A second case in point deals with meat
import quotas and the lack of adequate
inspection and supervision by the De-
partment of Agriculture of meat sent
to the United States from foreign meat
Jpacking plants cited to Congress in Feb-
ruary by the Comptroller General. In-
stead of heeding the General Accounting
Office report which documented the lack
of sanitation and questioned the whole-
someness of millions of pounds of im-
ported meat products, the Department is
preparing to increase the volume of meat
imports and to depress cattle, sheep, and
hog prices.

I believe the first step that the De-
partment should be taking at this time
is to clean up the inspection of imported
meats and make sure that every pound
of it is wholesome, sanitary, and with
no harmful chemical residues. However,
right at the time the GAO report was
being reviewed, Dr. Clayton Yeutter, in
charge of meat inspection as Adminis-
frator of the Consumer and Marketing
Service, was shiited from that position
to become director for agriculture of
the Committee To Reelect the President.
Dr. Yeutter was just getting a start in

‘his efforts to clean up meat inspection

but was sidetracked last December in or-
der to permit him to rev up the political
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engines to round up the farm vote for the
President in this election year.

His departure from the Department
comes as the GAO report submitted to
Congress shows that meat still has come
into the country from foreign plants
which were found unfit to ship to the
United States after a determination of
fitness had been made.

This was like a bad dream to me be-
cause early in 1970 I cited the glaring
shortcomings of the inspection of foreign
meats. The system now is sort of a diplo-
matic immunity from the strictly en-
forced U.S. requirement.

I urge Secretary Butz and his staff
in the Agriculture Department to be con-
structive and completely honest with
both consumers and producers.

Bipartisan cooperation is needed to
protect both the interest of consumers
and producers. No one wants to con-
tinue relaxation of consumer protection
for wholesomeness and sanitation such
as on meats, and consumers are not ben-
efitting from low farm prices such as
the drastically low grain prices. Despite
the 20 to 30 percent drop in grain prices,
food is no cheaper. It is a paradox where
the farmers are hurt but the consumers
do not benefit.

All these things point up the need
for cooperation in an effort to work to-
ward common goals for the betterment
of food production. I hope Secrefary
Butz will accept the challenge of these
great tasks. Getting behind our legisla-
tion to increase the loan rates for grains
which would improve grain producers’
income in the marketplace would be a
significant and meaningful first step to-
ward that goal.

INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS
TRADE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HALPERN) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, we have
witnessed this past year an amazing
increase in public awareness of the
death and human misery caused by the
plague of narcotic abuse. Each day we
read in the papers of an unprecedented
narcotic haul made by ever-more sophis-
ticated drug enforcement agents, and
we are assured by one Government
agency or another that domestic and
military addiction are on the wane.

Unfortunately, there is little evidence
that this is the case. I wish to insert
in the Recorp a study which updates my
report of last October, to the House For-
eign Affairs Committee, entifled “The
International Narcotics Trade and Its
Relation to the United States.” This
supplemental study reveals new facts
concerning the extent of narcotic addic-
tion among our civilian population, as
well as among GI's returning from Viet-
nam, and outlines the most significant
programs relating to the international
scene, which have been established since
the publication of my original report.

Mr. Speaker, I trust that the contents
of this study will prove helpful in rem-
edying the lethal narcotics scourge.

The report follows:
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WasHINGTON, D.C.,
March 7, 1972.
Hon. THoMAas E. MORGAN,
Chairman, House Foreign Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DearR Me. CHAIRMAN: I am attaching here-
with a supplemental report to the study I
submitted on October 24, 1971 entitled The
International Narcotics Trade and Its Re-
lation to the United States. This report up-
dates figures and statistics on the domestic
and military sltuations, and reveals new
information of direct concern to the Com-
mittee's efforts, on the legislative front, at
controlling the lethal spread of drug addic-
tion.

This supplemental report also contains an
update presentation of the State Depart-
ment’s attempts to amend the Single Con-
vention on Narcotle Drugs—the major in-
ternational narcotics pact—Iin such a way
as to tighten existing controls on the lilicit
drug trafiic. Finally, this study covers steps
anticipated by the United Nations Division
of Narcotic Drugs, as well as a number of
sorely-needed drug suppression programs in.
stituted by the United States Government
since the time my earlier report to the Com-
mittee was published.

I trust that this material will be of use
to this committee in its continuing search
for answers to the complex narcotics prob-
lem.

Sincerely,
SEYMOUR HALPERN,
Member of Congress.
SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT ON THE INTERNATIONAL
NarcoTics TRADE AND ITs RELATION TO THE
UNITED STATES

INTRODUCTION

The plague of narcotics abuse continues to
spread through our country with relentless
speed., America has thus far failed to muster
the limitless energles residing in its public
and private sectors to mount an all-out

campaign against drug addiction,

It was thought at one time that the fiurry
of legislative and executive activity in the
area of narcotics control during 1970 and
1971 would prove adequate to the problem.
It is not difficult to see how inaccurate that
estimate has proven to be.

Since the time of my report last October
to the Forelgn Affairs Committee, entitled:
The International Narcotics Trade and Its
Relation to the United States, many devel-
opments have taken place in the domestle,
military and international aspects of the
drug abuse problem. The following supple-
mental report updates developments in all
three of these areas.,

DOMESTIC

Over the past several months, I have been
compiling a new inventory of the extent of
the addiction problem as it exists In the
United States today. Despite the fact that
$920,000,000 worth of narcotics were con-
fiscated by government authorities in 1971—
three times the amount ($302,700,000) seized
during the previous year—there has been
no let-up whatsoever in the quantity or
quality of the heroin supply in this coun-
try, the annual consumption here being 5-6
tons.

The purity of heroin has recently decreased
in New York and other big cities; however,
it is interesting to note that the purity level
has Increased in the smaller citles and
towns—perhaps a calculated attempt by
traffickers to hook more victims and quickly
open new markets, This steady supply in the
face of rising selzure totals can only be
explained by large stockplles of heroln cur-
rently existing in the United States, and by
the ever-increasing quantities pouring In
from new transshipment points, particularly
from Latin Amerlca.

Even more unsettling is the fact that the
total number of narcotics addicts in the
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United States has grown considerably in the
last year, despite increased law enforcement
and addict rehabilitation efforts. The latest
officlal estimate soon to be released by the
Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs
will reveal that there are presently over
400,000 addicts in the United States. The
figure was reached through computerized,
scientifically conducted methods, and has
already been determined. The total rep-
resents quite a substantial Increase over last
year's H.E.W. éstimate of 250,000 addicts and
the BNDD figure of 330,000, This is further
proof that the United States has the largest
addict population in the world although not
a single ounce of opilum poppy—the source
of heroin—grows in the U.S.

According to confidential sources, a
rough estimate of the new official total can
be determired in the following way—the
BNDD's own network of agents and re-
searchers keep an exact tally of the month-
by-month number of officially reported ad-
dicts on a nation-wide basls. The figure for
December 1971 was 82,204. BNDD standard
procedure i8 to multiply the officlally re-
ported number by five to get the estimated
total, since they have found through past
research experience that there are three to
five unreported addicts for every one re-
ported. If, then, by taking the average, there
are four addicts for each of the 82,294 re-
ported in December, then it can be assumed
that there are approximately 411470 drug
addicts in the nation today.

The addict population in New York City
alone is estimated today as being at least
150,000 and possibly as high as 200,000—a
figure corroborated by the city's Addiction
Services Agency. 27,000 addicts are current-
1y undergoing treatment in public and pri-
vate facilities, compared with 18,000 under
treatment as recently as last August. An-
other startling fact is that there are ap-
proximately 32,000 narcotics addicts pres-
ently on the New York City welfare rolls.

MILITARY

In addition to this rise in the overall
addict population, I have compiled new evi-
dence that there are approximately 60,000
addicted Vietnam veterans who have re-
turned to our communities—a figure which
first appeared in my above-mentioned nar-
coties report. As of this past November, af-
ter the Veterans Administration had es-
tablished 32 drug treatment centers—an in-
crease of 27 over the previous year—V.A.
medical personnel had treated 9,542 ad-
dicted ex-GI's. Of this number, 6,014 were
Vietnam vets. It is safe to assume that only
one out of ten has come forward for such
treatment, which would even be a conserva-
tive estimate. Thus, if that ratlo applied,
the true number of addicts who have re-
turned from the Armed Forces would sur-
pass the staggering estimate of 60,000 and
the total number of G.I.'s could well be
over 90,000—based on the over 9,600 who
have been treated by the V.A. alone in the
past year.

Experts contend that these 60,000 to 90,000
ex-GI addicts could ‘turn-on’ as many es
3,000,000 others in the next five years. Ameri-
can society today. The implications are even
more frightening, however, when it is real-
ized that a great number of these addlets will
be females of child-bearing age. One out of
four of the nation’s addict population are
females. This can only aggravate the
rapidly growing problem of heroin-addict
bables beilng born, in ever-increasing num-
bers, to females who malntain their habit
during pregnancy.

Babies born of heroin-addicted mothers
are themselves addicted to heroin, and begin
withdrawal within the first fifteen hours
after birth. The number of such heroin-
addicted bables born in New York Clty alone
has risen from 200 in 1866 to 560 in 1971.
Detoxification, as with adults, takes ten to
twenty days. In more than a few Instances,
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the bables must remain in the hospital for as
long as forty days due to complications,
even after withdrawal, and usually at public
expense.

Thus, the latest victims of the tragic
spread of narcoties addiction in America to-
day are innocents who have not yet even
been born. Now that even our unborn chil-
dren are liable to fall prey to this horrible
plague, perhaps we will resolve to attack the
drug abuse crisis on every front.

INTERNATIONAL

Whereas little progress has been made in
remedying the lethal spread of drug abuse
among our domestic population and among
our servicemen stationed abroad, there have
recently been several hopeful slgns on the
international scene.

At the time of my study mission and sub-
sequent report entitled The International
Narcotics Trade and Iis Relation to the
United States. I found that the United Na-
tions had failed miserably in its responsibili-
ties to combat the ever-mounting crisis in
international narcotics traffic.

The U.N. has had the machinery to con-
trol the production, processing and exporting
of narcotics, but it has not used the tools
it has to do the job. Its role has been ineffec-
tive and virtually meaningless.

I was horrified by the fallure of the U.N.
Commission on Narcotic Drugs, the U.N. Di-
vision on Narcotics, and the International
Narcotics Control Board to keep pace with,
and to cope with the illegal cultivation and
llicit flow of narcotics throughout the world.

The International Narcotics Control
Board—the executive arm of the U.N. drug
control operation, has not been keeping pace
with developments on the international drug
scene and seems prone to maintain a policy
of “live and let live” rather than offending
member States by pointing a finger at any
fallure to adhere to treaty requirements. Had
such groups as the INCB been utilizing the
tools they have, for example, countless tons
of Turkish-produced opium would never
have reached our shores, for over a decade
now, in the form of heroin.

Two developments in the field of interna-
tional drug control have been revealed to me,
since the publication of my report, by U.S.
State Department and U.N. officials. These
initiatives are almed at bringing about an
improvement in the overall international pic-
ture.

First, the U.N. Economic and Soclal Coun=
cil has scheduled, at United States request, a
plenipotentiary council for March of this
year to act on a number of amendments
which our government will offer in order to
make a viable instrument of the 1961 Single
Convention on Narcotle Drugs, which my
mission found sorely lacking in authority
and enforcement power.

The Convention, agreed to by over 80 na-
tions 11 years ago, is the basic international
treaty governing activity in narcotic drugs,
and was intended to limit drug production
and processing to legitimate sclentific and
medical purposes through national control
systems and through the harmonization of
legal supply and demand in international
drug trade. Under the current provisions of
the Single Conventlon, the International
Narcotics Control Board is empowered to do
little more than make recommendations.
Such a weak arrangement is il1-suited to the
problems being caused today by black mar-
ket agents and syndicates dealing in the pro-
duction, processing and transshipment of
hard narcotics—especially heroin. The limit-
ed authority granted the INCB 11 years ago
is grossly insufficlent to stem the Interna-
tional flow of illicit narcotics today.

Back In 1961, we sought to protect, by
common action, those not yet affected by
the addiction to which only a relative few
had fallen victim. In 1972, the plcture Is
quite different. Today we are confronted by
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& spreading contagion agalnst which no
country has been able to pose a defense.

The United States delegates to the pleni-
potentiary session this month will attempt to
put teeth into the BSingle Convention by
means of a serles of amendments:

(1) Articles 19 and 20 will be amended to
require member States to submit estimates
of thelr intended poppy cultivation and
oplum production, and then, accurate re-
ports on what actually occurred. Under the
present agreement, statistical returns on the
past year's poppy cultivation are available
to the Board only on a voluntary basis. The
Board has been hampered in recent years by
a lack of adequate access to these production
figures.

(2) Article 14 will be amended to allow the
Board to conduct an investigation within a
member State whenever there is need to as-
certain a matter of fact relating to traflic in
narcotics.

(3) Article 14 will be further amended to
permit the Board to act on information
which it has gathered (and thoroughly eval-
uated), from sources other than the inter-
ested State or a U.N. organ—as at present.
These sources might include other States,
university scholars, expert individuals and
organizations in the drug field.

(4) Articles 12, 19, 24 will be amended,
and a new Article 21 proposed, to ensure that
States have adequate supplies of narcotic
drugs for medical and sclentific purposes,
but that strict licensing and controls be in-
voked and enforced to prevent any drugs
in excess of this level from becoming avall-
able to the illicit market. These provisions
would empower the Board to confirm or modi-
fy State estimates on poppy cultivation,
oplum production or other drug activity, and
would commit States to adhere to the Board’s
estimates.

This would be the first time that all drug
activities would be effectively monitored by
an expert, centralized body.

(5) Article 14 is further amended to ex-
pand the Board’s present authority which is
now limited merely to recommending a par-
tial or total drug embargo on any State
found to be in violation of the Convention.
The proposal mandates the imposition of
such an embargo.

(8) Article 36 of the Convention will be
amended to facilitate extradition for drug
offenses enumerated in that Article.

These proposals, although late In coming,
are commendable and deserve the full sup-
port of the American people. Hopefully they
will be approved at this month’'s plenipo-
tentiary session. If the 1961 Single Conven=
tion on Narcotiec Drugs is to remain ridden
with loopholes, and if the International Nar-
cotlcs Control Board is left to its dilatory
and cautious ways, then not only the United
States, but all socleties of the world will
continue to be threatened at their very roots
by the scourge of narcotics addiction.

A second new and promising development
on the international narcotics scene is the
response belng made by the United Nations
itself, which may study mission report se-
verely criticized for not having exercised
greater controls on the continually worsen-
ing international narcotics situation.

The U.N. is at last taking steps to make
the special Fund for Drug Abuse Control an
effective weapon In the fight agalnst
narcoties.

I was notified this week by C.W.A. Schur-
mann, Personal Representative of the Secre-
tary-General, United Nations Fund for Drug
Abuse Control, of sweeplng new initlatives
which will be implemented beginning next
month, The U.N. spokesman revealed to me
the specifics of a new world-wide compre-
hensive plan for concerted action against
drug abuse which has just been developed
by the Division of Narcotic Drugs of the
U.N. Becretariat.
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This plan is composed of two ne
containing the principles and guidelines for
the campaign against drug addiction, the
other consisting of a list of 160 projects en-
visaged under the plan at a cost of $956
million.

The plan has been analyzed and has just
been approved by the Speclallized Agencies
of the United Natlions and other interna-
tional organizations, and by the U.N. Com-
mission on Narcotic Drugs. The Fund lacks
sufficient finances to put all the projects in-
cluded in the plan into action, but an initial
program of operations—comprising 59 proj-
ects at a cost of $1,783,000—1s under way for
immediate implementation.

An important project in the program at-
tempts to institute drug abuse control opera-
tions in Thalland. Just this past December,
a U.N. misslon visited Bangkok and was able
to conclude an agreement with the Thal
Government calling for measures in the
areas of a) opium cultivation replacement;
b) drug addict treatment, rehabilitation and
social integration; ¢) law enforcement; d)
drug education and information.

The total cost of this phase of the program
is estimated at $2,084,000, of which $693,780
has been set aside for this first year. The
counterpart expenditure by the Thal Govern-
ment was fixed at $5,163,200, of which
$1,552,680 was appropriated for the first year.
Operations under this program are already
under way. It has been coordinated with the
program the United States is carrying out in
Thalland.

For the U.N. drug fund projects to be
successful, there must be more contributions
than have so far been forthcoming. The total
number of pledges and payments of con-
tributions to the Fund to date amounts to
only $2,822,034. $2,000,000 of this amount
represents the United States contribution,
half of which has already been paid.

United States representatives at the United
Nations must take every opportunity to pro-
mote such coordinated attacks on the ever-
growing, international trade in hard nar-
coties.

The above Information relates to activities
being conducted through United Nations
channels. During the time since the publish-
ing of my report on the international drug
trade, there have been a great number of
improvements in the United States' own ef-
forts to stem the flow of drugs which make
thelr way into this country from foreign
lands. Several of these initiatives are listed
below:

(1) the creation, by the President, of a
Cabinet Committee for International Nar-
cotics Control. The Committee includes the
Secretarles of Defense, Agriculture, the
Treasury, the Director of the CIA, the
Attorney-General, the U.S. Ambassador to
the United Nations, and is chaired by the
Secretary of State,

(2) the appointment of Narcotles Con-
trol Coordinators to those U.S. Embassies
In countries which are affected by the drug
problem—whether they are producing, pro-
cessing, or transiting nations.

(3) astep-up In law enforcement activities
which has brought about a doubling, over
8 two-year period, of the narcotics seizures
made by the Customs Bureau; also, there
is a new enforcement officer career field with-
in the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous
Drugs to specialize in curbing the illicit di-
version of legitimate drugs.

(4) an increase in the Customs Bureau
stafl from 9,200 In 1968 to 14,000 in 1971, in
addition to a rise in special agents from 300
to 1,000.

(6) the development by the Customs Bu-
reau of a program designed to interdict nar-
cotics smuggling by the use of aircraft
equipped with sophisticated sensor devices
and supported by tactical ground operations.

In addition to these innovative programs,
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I recently became aware of a most promis-
ing development in our policy concerning
the operations of the international financial
institutions. The appended letter from Nel-
son QGross, who was appointed by President
Nixon as Senior Advisor and Coordinator for
International Narcotics Matters at the State
Department, reports that recommendations
58-60 of my report on the International Nar-
cotics Trade and Its Relation to the United
States were referred to the National Advisory
Council for possible action.

These recommendations read as follows:

*“(58) The United States should instruct
its Governor at the Asian Development Bank
to propose that agricultural programs de-
signed to eliminate poppy cultivation be
given high consideration, The U.S. Governor
could ask that a guldeline memorandum be
sent to the officers of the bank regarding
loan preference for programs so designed,
consistent with the Articles of Agreement of
the Bank.

“(69) The United States should seek
through the multi-lateral auspices of the
World Bank a series of guidelines which
would provide incentives, in the form of
favorable loan arrangements, to nations
which are recognized for taking effective
measures against the cultivators and proec-
essors of opium, hashish, or cocaine. The
United States should stand ready to assist
all international programs for crop substitu-
tion, retraining and resettlement.

“(60) The United States should consider
the establishment of special funds under
the Asian Bank and the Inter-American
Bank to provide positive incentives in the
form of avallable funds for natlons seeking
technological and economic assistance to
eliminate the sources of narcotic traffic.”

The Natlonal Advisory Council then es-
tablished a special inter-agency working
group to discuss ways of implementing these
three proposals. This informal task force in-
cludes representatives from the Depart-
ments of Agriculture, State, Treasury (Cus-
toms Bureau) and Justice (Bureau of Nar-
cotics and Dangerous Drugs). The group has
held three working sesslons and soon expects
to submit to the Council a report on its own
findings and recommendations for action,

The discussion of this working group cen-
tered around the drug control potential of
the multi-nationally owned Asian Develop-
ment Bank and Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank, as well as the three U.N.-con-
nected organs of the World Bank: the Inter-
national Development Assoclation, the In-
ternational Bank for Reconstruction and
Development and the International Finance
Corporation.

The agency representatives have been spe-
cifically debating various economic alter-
natives to poppy production and ways of in-
ducing target countries to participate In
such programs. One alternative discussed
has been the granting of loans for crop sub-
stitution programs which might include
technical assistance in switching to alterna-
tive crops, and road construction in order to
facilitate the marketing of new crops pro-
duced in mountainous regions. A second
project for which loans may be offered in-
volves the installation of telecommunica-
tions systems in those rural areas which have
traditionally produced opium or cocaine.
Such a communications network would
greatly enhance present efforts both at edu-
cation and enforcement.

Another interesting proposal suggested by
the State Department would instruct the
Agency for International Development to as-
sist countries involved in the production,
processing or transshipment of narcotics
with the development of anti-drug projects
for loan application purposes. Under this
plan, AID would finance such feasibility
studies on a cost-free basis.

Finally, thought has been given to backing
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& policy of refusing development bank funds
to any country which fails to cooperate In
current international narcotics control ef-
forts. It should be emphasized here that all
of these proposals are policy options—none
of which has yet been accepted by the inter-
agency working group.

As I stated in my report on international
narcotics trade, there are a number of ap-
proaches in the struggle against drug abuse
which the United States and the world com-~
munity have heretofore overlooked. The eco~
nomic incentives at the disposal of the in-
ternational financial institutions are a prime
example. I am truly hopeful that the Na-
tional Becurity Council will see fit to recom-
mend constructive changes, in our policy to=-
ward the World Bank, Inter-American Bank
and Asian Bank-—changes which will result
in tighter controls over a flourishing illicit
market in hard narcotics.

Such efforts as these are promising signs
that our soclety has become acutely aware of
the danger in Its midst, but a handful of
program improvements is no cause for com-
placency. There is much yet to be done,
both by the United States in unilateral and
bilateral initiatives, and by all the nations
of the world through multi-lateral, UN. co-
operation. We can only hope that a strength-
ened Single Convention, a flourishing U.N.
Fund for Drug Abuse Control, and innova-
tive programs sponsored by our own govern-
ment will succeed in stemming the relentless
spread of narcotics addiction throughout the
world.

DEPARTMENT OF BSTATE,
Washington, February 3, 1972.
Hon. SEYMOUR HALPERN,
U.S. House of Representatives.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HALPERN: I read with
interest recommendations 568-60 in the re-
port of your Special Study Mission on the
International Narcotics Trade.

I brought these recommendations, which
raised the possibility of the involvement of
the international financial institutions in
the narcotics control effort, to the attention
of the National Advisory Counclil which has
established a special inter-agency working
group to consider the feasibility of your rec-
ommendations. The group has had three
meetings and will be rendering a report to
the Council.

We shall inform you of the conclusions
reached.

Sincerely yours,
NEeLson Gross,
Senior Adviser and Coordinator for In-
ternational Narcotics Matters.

CAPITOL BUILDING EXTENSION
APPROVED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. SCHWENGEL) is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday, March 8, 1972, is already a memo-
rable and historic day in the life of this
beloved Capitol Building and a day which
we will all remember throughout the his-
tory of the country, because the day sig-
naled the final approval of the plan to
proceed with the extension of the west
central front of the Capitol, the exten-
sion we debated in this Chamber and
approved some years ago.

This day is comparable in history to
August 15, 1958, when, after great de-
bates, voting, and a barrage of publicity,
a similar extension of the east central
front was finally approved. Today, when
we and the millions of visitors look at
the beauty, dignity, and stability of the
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east front, we wonder what the discord
in the 1950°s was all about.

Mr. Speaker, the Commission for Ex-
tension of the U.S. Capitol should be
commended. This represents the leader-
ship of the Congress, from both sides
of the aisle, and from both the House
and Senate. Their decision has put into
motion the long considered and very
necessary project. This is a sparkling
example in the life of the Congress
where statesmanship and good judg-
ment have triumphed over partisan-
ship and weak-kneed decisions. So I
salute our esteemed Speaker, the Hon-
orable CarL ALBERT, chairman of the
Commission; the Honorable HALE BoGas,
the majority leader; the Honorable
GeraLp R . Forp, the minority leader;
the Honorable Sriro T. AcNEW, President
of the Senate; the Honorable MIKE
MaNsFIELD, majority leader of the Sen-
ate; the Honorable HucH Scorr, the
minority leader of the Senate; and the
Honorable George White, the Architect
of the Capitol.

It should be noted, Mr. Speaker, that
this was no decision made by absentee
or proxy voters. Every member of the
Commission was present and every mem-
ber voted in favor of proceeding with
the final planning of the project. This
unanimous vote, and what that vote rep-
resents among the representatives of the
American people, cannot be overlooked
by those who might be inclined to oppose
the west extension.

I would also commend the Appropria-
tions Committees for providing the
funds and establishing the procedures
in the Legislative Branch Appropriation
Act, 1970, which made possible this deci-
sion to proceed. It is sad that our late
colleague, the Honorable George An-
drews, who handled the bill on the floor,
is not here today to enjoy this moment
with us and the numerous other Mem-
bers of the House who championed this
cause.

Some of my colleagues will recall that
after the extension project was author-
ized in 1955, I was then one of those who
felt strongly that extension of the his-
toric east and west fronts was a mistake,
but I did not just sit back and criticize.
I put on a pair of coveralls and climbed
all through the building, both exterior
and interior. For the first time, I could
see the deterioration and defacement of
the once proud architecture of the origi-
nal small Capitol as envisioned by Wash-
ington and Jefferson. I could see also
where previous annexes had been con-
structed. The Chamber in which we stand
today is one of those annexes. Then I
began an extensive study and research
of the history of the building. My eyes
began to open and I was forced to reverse
my previous position and become one of
the champions of extension of the old
central section. Frankly, I was amazed
to find how many changes had occurred
in what might properly be called the
evolution of the Capitol. Still, the changes
have never hurt the building; they have
enhanced it. If that were not so, why do
our citizens and visitors from abroad so
respect and admire the building and why
does the building so effectively symbolize
the greatest deliberative institution in
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the world today—the representative of
the people of America—the Congress of
the United States?

We who are privileged to serve here
now often think of the Capitol as it is
today. I wish each of you would go down
to the Office of the Architect of the Capi-
tol and see the small, take-apart model
he has there showing the growth of the
Capitol from its beginning in 1793 to
the present time. I think you would be
awed by these changes and how all of
them have served the Congress and the
people of this country, and how they were
made over a period of more than 160
years with such good taste.

I will highlight these changes.

First. Original north wing: Begun
1793—completed 1800; Senate occupied
from 1800-59; House occupied 1800-01;
1804-07; Supreme Court occupied 1801—
;235; Library of Congress occupied 1800—

Second. Two-story Senate Chamber
converted to separate stories with Su-
preme Court occupying lower Chamber
from 1810-60.

Third. Temporary structure at location
of Statuary Hall occupied by House from
1801-04.

Fourth. South wing completed in
1807—Occupied by House 1807-57.

Fifth, Both north and south wings,
and 1-story wooden connecting passage-
way, burned in 1814 and reconstruction
was completed in 1819.

Sixth. Central section begun in 1818
and completed in 1829: Library of Con-
gress occupied two stories of west cen-
tral front 1824-97; altered to provide
office spaces after 1897.

Seventh. Present Senate and House
gx;ggs begun in 1851 and completed in

Eighth. Old low dome replaced from
1856-65.

Ninth. West central section recon-
structed following a fire in 1851.

Tenth. Terraces on north, south, and
west added 1884-92.

Eleventh. Gas explosion in old north
wing required reconstruction in 1898,

Twelfth. Replacement of original wood
roof over the Statuary Hall wing and the
Old Supreme Court wing with steel and
concrete in 1902,

Thirteenth. Complete remodeling of
Senate and House Chambers, 1949-51,
substantially as they appear today.

Fourteenth. East front extension con-
structed 1958-62.

Fifteenth. Interior alterations and
changes 1958-72.

Now, to get to the specifics, why should
the west front be extended rather than
patched-up in place? The answers are
really rather simple: the extension is the
best way to preserve that old deteriorat-
ing section; it is the best way to complete
the building architecturally; it is the
best way to provide additional space for
the Congress near the chambers, which
will insure for many years the continued
use of this building for legislative pur-
poses; and it is the best way to provide
needed facilities for the public.

We in the Congress rely heavily in the
day to day operations on precedent. For
the west extension, we have a valid and
most appropriate precedent. We have
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only to look at the east extension. The
House would be in a dismal condition
today with respect to the operations near
the chamber if the Congress had not pro-
ceeded with the east extension in 1958.

Mr. Speaker, I have nothing but praise
for the Commission who has had the
foresight and courage to proceed with
the west extension. I applaud them for
their unanimous discussions and express
the hope that they will have the support
of the great majority of the House mem-
bership as they proceed with this expan-
sion in the interest of the people of this
great country which we have the honor
and responsibility to serve.

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. MILLER) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to-
day we should take note of America’s
great accomplishments and in so doing
renew our faith and confidence in our-
selves as individuals and as a nation.

Charles Goodyear of the United States
revolutionized the world of transporta-
tion and industry with the development
of vulcanized rubber in 1844.

MEAT IMPORT QUOTAS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Idaho (Mr. HANSEN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, I
was surprised and disappointed this
morning by the announcement that the
Department of Agriculture will raise the
quotas on meat imports for 1972, to an
amount over 6 percent above the vol-
untary restraint level of 1971. This de-
cision obviously was prompted by re-
cent increases in meat prices and is ob-
viously in response to consumer com-
plaints. However, I find the decision
shocking because it is not responsive to
all of the facts underlying recent price
inereases. Last week I received a letter
from the Secretary of Agriculture in
which he enclosed certain information
which he stated:

. . shows that farmers are producing an
adequate supply of wholesome food with a
modest increase in the returns to farmers.

The information he enclosed clearly

demonstrates that the beef prices
reached in January served only to help
farmers catch up for the great lag suf-
fered during the last 20 years. Although
live cattle prices are just now back up
to 1951 levels, farm food prices inecreased
only 7 percent during that 20-year pe-
riod. And during the same period, money
paid the wage earners increased 340 per-
cent, business and professional income
advanced 200 percent and dividends went
up 300 percent.

As Secretary Butz stated:

While farm prices have finally climbed
back to levels of twenty years ago, those are
much cheaper dollars. Meantime, farmers are
paying 2.3 times higher wages for help; farm
machinery prices are nearly twice as high;
production expenditures doubled; and farms-
ers' debts have increased five times over
levels of twenty years ago.
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With these facts in mind, we can ap-
preciate that, compared to the rise in
the cost of living generally, beef is a real
bargain. And I must regretfully conclude
that the Department's action today will
result in a flood of meat imports and de-
pressed prices paid to producers. It will
clog up the domestic market for the ben-
efit of importers and foreign producers
to the detriment of the American con-
sumer and cattle industry.

Mr. Speaker, our beef producers are
entitled to fair treatment, and it is ob-
vious that they cannot expect such treat-
ment if the Department shows favoritism
toward the foreign meat producers by al-
lowing this new flood of imported pro-
duce. ]

It is doubly difficult for me to under-
stand the Department’s acticn only 3
weeks after the Comptroller General of
the United States released a report con-
cerning the current standards for in-
specting imported meat. I commend this
report to the attention of my colleagues,
and wish to point out very briefly the
conclusions of the GAO concerning the
need for better inspection and improved
methods of administration for foreign
meat imports. Briefly, the GAO con-
cluded that the Consumer and Market-
ing Service of the Department of Agri-
culture has not:

First, established adequate sampling
plans and criteria for inspecting some
products;

Second, monitored adequately or co-
ordinated import inspection activities to
insure maximum uniformity; and

Third, established an adequate pro-
gram for training inspectors.

These are precisely the deficiencies
which I pointed out last year when I in-
troduced H.R. 5843 to provide for a more
effective inspection standard for im-
ported meat and meat products. At that
time I pointed out that the confidence
of the American consumer in the purity
of imported meat is simply not justi-
fied. As an example, to inspect the 11,-
000 foreign plants which are certified to
import meat into the United States, the
U.S. Department of Agriculture has only
15 veterinarians who serve as foreign
review officers.

At hearings by the House Agriculture
Committee in 1970, sufficient evidence
was presented to show that protective
measures to insure wholesome stand-
ards for imported meat are lacking and
that the American consumer is not as-
sured of an acceptable standard of
wholesomeness. Unfortunately, at the
hearings, the Department of Agriculture
adamsntly insisted that its standards
were sufficient, and that no corrective
legislation was needed. Yet 1 year later,
in its reply to the GAO report, the Ad-
ministrator of the Consumer and Mar-
keting Service, in effect, concurred in
the GAO’s assessment of the deficiencies
of the program, and promised that the
administration of the program would im-
prove considerably in the near future.

The weaknesses which the GAO noted
are basically the same which my bill was
designed to correct. One additional plus
of my bill, however, is the fact that to
insure complete fairness for the Ameri-
can producer, the full cost of strengthen-
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ing our inspection standards abroad
would be borne by the foreign nations
and producers who stand to gain so much
by the Secretary’'s action today.

At the time of the introduction of my
bill I was pleased to include 29 of my
colleagues as cosponsors. In view of the
facts I have just noted, I personally find
the Department’s promises to the GAO
report to be quite hollow and, in view of
the grossly preferential treatment being
afforded to the foreign producers by the
Secretary of Agriculture today, I be-
lieve it timely to again focus attention on
my bill and I solicit the support of all of
the Members of the House who feel as
I do, that the American cattleman and
consumer are being shortchanged by the

ﬁ)epartment of Agriculture’s action to-
ay.

THE TELEPHONE PRIVACY ACT—I

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. AspIin) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, on Febru-
ary 21 Iintroduced in the House the Tele-
phone Privacy Act, which would allow
individuals to place a “no solicitors” sign
on their telephones.

This bill would give to individuals the
right to indicate to the telephone com-
pany if they do not wish to be commer-
cially solicited over the telephone. Com-
mercial firms wanting to solicit business
over the phone would then be re-
quired to obtain from the phone company
a list of customers who opted for the
commercial prohibition. The FCC would
also be given the option to require the
phone company, instead of supplying a
list, to put an asterisk by the names of
those individuals in the phonebook who
have chosen to invoke the commercial
solicitation ban.

Those not covered by the legislation
would be charities and other nonprofit
groups, political candidates and orga-
nizations and opinion poll takers. Also
not covered would be debt collection
agencies or any other individuals or com-
panies with whom the individual has an
existing contract or debt.

Passage of the Telephone Privacy Act
will significantly reduce the use of the
telephone as a tool for invading an indi-
vidual's privacy. In recent years there
has been a dramatic rise in the use of the
telephone as a personal and inexpensive
advertising medium. Magazines, newspa-
pers, laundries, undertakers, and many
other businesses have increasingly turned
to the telephone to call long lists of po-
tential customers, often taken right out
of the telephone book.

The telephone privacy bill is quite
practical, easily enforceable, would serve
to increase the privacy of tens of millions
of Americans, and would involve no cost
to the Government. The bill rests on one
important assumption: that an indi-
vidual has the right to privacy in his
home. In other words, he has the right to
place a “no solicitors” signs on his tele-
phone, just as he has the right to place
one on his door.

Even though both the AP and UPI re-
ports on this legislation were quite small,
I have received an enormous amount of
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correspondence from all over the country
from individuals who are justifiably tired
of being constantly solicited over the
telephone. Many of these letters describe
far better than I could the importance of
passing the Telephone Privacy Act.
Starting Monday, and continuing for the
next few days, I will include in the REec-
orp five or six of these letters. I trust that
my colleagues will find them informative.

Today, I would like to include in the
Recorp two things: an editorial on the
bill from the Cleveland Plain Dealer, a
most distinguished newspaper; and the
text of the Telephone Privacy Act itself.

Those two items follow:

[From the Plain Dealer, Feb. 23, 1972]

No SoLICITORS

We are In accord with the beliefs of a
Wisconsin congressman who feels that indi-
viduals should be able to exercise some con-
trol over who is allowed to phone them.

U.S. Rep. Les Aspin, D-Wis., has intro-
duced a bill in Congress to regulate telephone
soliciting, a nuisance that has annoyed just
about every telephone owner at one time or
another.

Aspin’s Telephone Privacy Act would per-
mit persons to tell the telephone company
they do not want to be bothered by com-
mercial telephone soliciting. Firms doing bus-
iness this way would be required to use a
list of agreeable potential customers sup-
plied by the telephone company.

Charities, polls and other nonprofit orga-
nizations, as well as individuals or companies
with whom an individual has an existing con-
tract or debt, would be exempt.

If more than 10 complaints were received
against a company, its officers would be liable
to criminal prosecution.

Aspin saild of his bill: “Just as an indi-
vidual has the right to control who enters
his home, he would equally have the right
to control what kinds of telephone calls he
receives ., .”

Aspin's bill will undoubtedly get squawks
from business lobhles but there are many
persons who would welcome the opportunity
to put a “no solicitors” sign on their tele-
phones.

HR. —

A bill to amend the Communications Act of
1934 to prohibit making unsolicited com=-
mercial telephone calls to persons who have
indicated they do not wish to receive such
calls.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act
may be clited as the “Telephone Privacy Act”.

Bec. 2. Tttle II of the Communications Act
of 1934 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new section:

“PROHIBITION OF CERTAIN UNSOLICITED
TELEPHONE CALLS

“Sec. 224. (a) (1) No person may make any
unsolicited commercial telephone call to any
telephone if the person who is the subscriber
for such telephone has given notice, In ac-
cordance with subsection (b), that he does
not wish to receive unsolicited commercial
telephone calls.

“(2) No person may employ, or contract
for, any other person to make any telephone
call in violation of paragraph (1).

“(b) (1) Any person who is a telephone
subscriber and who wishes not to receive un-
solicited commercial telephone calls may
notify the telephone company which pro-
vides telephone exchange service for such
telephone that he does not wish to receive
such calls. The Commission shall prescribe
regulations—

“(A) specifying the manner in which such
notification shall be given.
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“(B) specifying the manner in which tele-
phone companies shall make avallable to
persons making unsolicited commercial tele-
phone calls the names and telephone num-
bers of persons who do not wish to recelve
such calls, and

*(C) specifylng the times at which and
manner in which a subscriber may give or
revoke such notification. Regulations under
subparagraph (C) shall require that a sub-
scriber be given the opportunity to give such
notification whenever a telephone is in-
stalled, and not less frequently than an-
nually thereafter.

*“(2) No telephone company may make any
charge to a subscriber for the service of list-
ing him as not wishing to recelve unsolicited
commerclal telephone calls.

*(e) (1) Any person who violates subsec-
tion (a) of this section shall be fined not
more than $1,000, or imprisoned not more
than 30 days, or both. For purposes of this
paragraph, each telephone call in violation
of subsection (a) shall constitute & separate
offense, but no person may be imprisoned
for more than 6 months for any related series
of viclations.

“{2) No person may be prosecuted under
paragraph (1) for a violation of subsection
(a), unless (A) during the calendar year dur-
ing which such violation occurred, the United
States attorney for the judicial district in
which such prosecution is brought has re-
ceived at least ten written complaints of vio-
lations of such subsection by such person
and (B) each of such ten complaints is made
within fourteen days after the violation com-
plained of.

“{d) For purposes of this section:

“(1) The term ‘unsolicited commercial
telephone call’ means a commercial tele-
phone call other than a call made—

*(A) in response to an express request of
the person called, or

“(B) primarily in connection with a debt
payment of which, or a contract performance
of which, has not been completed at the time
of such call.

"*{2) The term ‘commercial telephone call’
means (under regulations of the Commis-
sion) any call made for business purposes
by or on behalf of any business enterprise,
other than a call made by an organization
described in paragraph (3), (4), or (5) of
section 501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 on its own behalf, by a political orga-
nization, or by a public opinion polling orga-
nization.

“*(3) The term ‘telephone company’ means
any carrier (whether or not engaged in in-
terstate or forelgn communication) which
provides telephone excl e service.”

Sec. 3. (a) Section 2(a) of such Act is
amended by striking out “The provisions”
and Inserting in lieu thereof “Subject to sec-
tion 224, the provisions”.

{b) Section 2(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “section 301” and inserting
in lieu thereof “sections 224 and 301",

Sec. 4. The amendments made by this Act
shall take effect on such date or dates (not
later than 18 months after the date of en-
actment of this Act) as the Federal Com-
munications Commission shall prescribe by
regulation.

HUD CIRCULAR DESIGNED TO LIMIT
POOR IN PUBLIC HOUSING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. MITcHELL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, as a re-
sult of a complaint, I recently requested
from the Department of Housing and
Urban Development its current policy
regarding admissions critera for public
housing. One of the current trends, it
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seems, is to admit first those persons with
the highest incomes in order to shore up
“revenues.”

Although HUD's official response has
not yet reached me, I have been provided
with the following editorial by the Na-
tional Tenants Information Service,
which elucidates the dangerous implica-
tions of the widespread adoption of such
a policy. Not only would public housing
help most those who needed it least, but
the tendency to judge all of the poorest
among us as the troublemakers rather
than on their individual merit is a shock-
ing affront to individual civil liberties in
this country.

Isubmit the editorial in its entirety:
On HM 7465.12—THE HUD CIRCcULAR De-

SIGNED To Lismrr Poor IN PuBLiCc HOUSING

(Eprror’'s NOTATION: These notes are the
consensus of our editorial staff with special
assistance from Samuel Abbot, formerly a
Washington, D.C. legal service attorney, now
residing in New Haven, Connecticut.)

The U.S. Department of Housing and Ur-
ban Development has issued a circular
(which has the force of law) HM 7465.12 (see
August 1971 Outlook) which restricts the
poorest of the poor from public housing. HM
7465.12 will force cor keep out the very poor
and in some cases replace them with moder-
ate income people.

HUD has in effect mandated that local
housing authorities should choose two-par-
ent family applicants over one-parent family
applicants, and should favor over-income
families.

The U.S. Department of Houslng and
Urban Development (HUD) circular 7465.12,
Housing a Cross Section of Low-Income fam-
ilies in Low-Rent Public Housing—we be~
lleve that this circular is unlawful. It rests
on two premises: (1) that vandalism and
crime are more likely to be committed by
the poorest families in public housing Cor. in
the community, in general), and (2), that
financlal problems of housing authorities
should be solved, at least in part, by ad-
mitting tenants who can pay higher rents
at the expense of those who can’t, thus lead-
ing to an increase in public housing reve-
nues, and an increase of people who can't
afford to be housed, even in public housing.

From the beginning of the concept of a
national public housing system, back when
the 1937 Housing Act was being debated, the
prineciple that public housing is for the poor-
est of the poor was established. Strong floor
statements were made in the Congress to
that effect. The lowest income group, the
needlest, were to be given priority. This is
reflected in Section 2(2). In 1949 Section 10
(g)2 was added to the Act. This section
requires that priority for public housing be
established for displaced families, with con-
slderation of urgency of need, housing con-
dition and source of income. This certainly
reaflirms the neediest first policy of the Act.
Public housing is the primary relocation re-
source for urban renewal displacement. The
two programs are yoked together. A rent
range requirement in public housing might
jeopardize the urban renewal program by
eliminating relocation resources for the poor-
est of the poor.

The special subsidies in Section 10, pro-
vided in 1961, 1964 and 1968, reflect con-
gressional action to remedy what was viewed
as a problem that significant portions of the
eligible population were too poor to afford
public housing. Congress, in seeking to rem-
edy this, sought to preserve the program
for the neediest. The Brooke Amendment,
from the Senator Edward Brooke's (R-Mass.)
floor statement in Introducing its original
form in the U.S. Senate, reflected as much
concern for people who could not afford to
get into public housing as for tenants al-
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ready in who were faced with rent increases.
The Brooke Amendment (1869) and the 1970
Modification, and the Sparkman Amend-
ment (for Senator Sparkman, Dem-Ala),
taken together provide financial relief for
housing authorities to solve their fiscal prob-
lems.

The HUD rationale 1s clearly a refusal to
spend federal money that Congress has spe-
cifically authorized to be spent (except where
a local housing authority’'s annual contri-
bution is at the statutory maximum). An-
other vulnerable point of the Circular is con-
stitutional. Cases like Thomas v. Housing
Authority of Little Rock would seem to bar,
as a matter of substantive due process, the
automatic exclusion of certaln classes of ten-
ants or applicants, l.e. those with incomes
below a minimum who cannot, under Brooke,
be made to pay more than 259% of income
and this amount is less than the operat-
ing expenses attributable to their unit. The
Circular’s attempt to get around the 12-17-68
Circular is unpersuasive and conveniently
overlooks the fact that the Circular simply
stated constitutional requirements. Once the
fiscal justification 1s removed, the ugly rea-
son remains: poor people, painted with a
gross statistical brush, cause more crime
and vandalism. This is, if anything, even
more objectionable. Under Thomas an ap-
plicant should be judged as an Iindividual
family and not as a member of a statistical
group. Similarly a tenant should be evicted
for his anti-social conduct and not that im-
puted to his income group.

A close examination of the Circular reveals
that something even more nefarious than
applying rent ranges for admissions priorities
is contemplated: Paragraph 3(c)(2) reads
with Paragraph 4—and the sudden shift to
occupancy standards as opposed to admission
standards, suggest that HUD is trying to per-
suade local authorities to adopt minimum
incomes for continued occupancy and evict
tenants who do not meet them.

“ACCELERATED PUBLIC WORKS":
EMPLOYMENT A LA WPA?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. McFALL) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, 2 years ago
during the 91st Congress, I announced
here on the floor my growing concern for
the rising rate of unemployment in many
parts of our country. At that time the
previous year's—1969—rate was only 3.5
percent. However, many factors signaled
adverse changes in this unemployment
climate.

At that time, I introduced legislation
calling for an “Accelerated Public
Works” program to create employment
in hard-hit communities by providing
Federal funds in these areas to build
much needed permanent facilities. This
proposal would have provided jobs in
those communities for the unemployed
brick-and-mortar people—the carpen-
ters, the brick layers, the electricians, the
laborers, the engineers, and so forth. The
suggested plan, designed to head off high
unemployment rates, would make these
areas more attractive to industry and
aid in cleaning up our rivers. Sewer sys-
tems and water purification plants have
traditionally received high priority in
this type of program.

Many of my colleagues joined me in
cosponsoring this legislation, including
Congressman George Fallon who was
serving as chairman of the House Public
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Works Committee; ranking member
JoHN BLATNIK; and many other members
of this great committee that has pro-
duced some of the great legislation of our
time. It is with a sense of pride that I
recall my service with these gentlemen
on this committee.

Senator JENNINGS RANDOLPH, chairman
of the Senate Public Works Committee,
cosponsored the proposal in the Senate.
Unfortunately, my legislative proposal
did not receive a hearing during 1970.

Last year, here on this floor, I again
brought to the attention of my colleagues
my concern and again offered my “Ac-
celerated Public Works” proposal, recall-
ing that the previous year’s unemploy-
ment rate—1970—of 4.9 percent. I was
later joined by over 150 Members of the
House and Senate in cosponsoring this
legislation. These Members included
Chairman Brarnix and others serving on
the House Public Works Committee, as
well as Chairman RanporpH, of the Sen-
ate Public Works Committee, and many
of his colleagues.

Chairman Brarnixk and his committee
took our APW proposal and improved
upon it by expanding the benefifs to more
communities and increasing the author-
ization to $2 billion.

The committee-reported bill passed
the House by a vote of 320 to 67, passed
the Senate by a substantial margin, only
to be vetoed at the White House.

Today, I am joined by approximately
100 of my colleagues in reintroducing
H.R. 13300 which was first introduced
on February 2 of this year. Again, I wish
to call attention to the rising rate of un-
employment during 1971. With eight of
the 12 months in 1971 recorded as 6 per-
cent or higher—whether one uses the new
math, the old math, seasonally adjusted,
unadjusted, or an abacus from Peking—
the 1971 unemployment average will
come out at least 6 percent—not even
counting those who have quit looking for
work.

Last week the news media chronicled
the optimistic report that unemploy-
ment had dropped two-tenths of 1 per-
cent—>5.7T percent—in February. How-
ever, close examination of this report re-
veals that total employment did not in-
crease. Total unemployment decreased.
The answer to this was supplied by AFL~
CIO spokesmen who related what many
of us already knew. They noted that
many of the Nation's unemployed had
become discouraged after remaining on
the unemployment rolls for so many
months and have not found it fruitful
to reregister for jobs. Last week’s press
left much of the public under the impres-
sion that we have “turned the corner”
and are, indeed, on the road to full em-
ployment. Time Magazine last week notes
that the administration has considered
moving the goal posts and no longer
considers a 4-percent unemployment rate
as full employment, and suggests that
a b-percent rate would be more credible.

I recall the Bureau of Labor Statistics
of July 1971 that reflected a June un-
employment rate of 5.6 percent and I re-
call, too, the optimistic administration
comments that followed. Later, this re-
port was adjusted upward to a 5.8-percent
rate. The Bureau of Labor Statistics has
long been made up of a group of dedi-
cated professionals making every effort
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to reflect accurate data to the American
people. I wish to announce to my col-
leagues that this highly respected Bu-
reau celebrated an anniversary this
month. Yes, it was 1 year ago this month
that the Bureau held its last monthly
press conference to announce the un-
employment situation. The administra-
tion called a halt to this monthly con-
ference which was designed to “tell it
like it is.” It was determined the admin-
istration spokesmen could better inter-
pret the data for the American public.
Too bad. However, as always, the Amer-
ican public does get “the word”—even-
tually—good or bad.

The legislation my cosponsors and I
introduced today will increase financial
assistance to the highest unemployment
areas designated as “special impact
areas” to $475 million. Expansion of au-
thorizations contained in Public Law 92—
65 will provide immediate useful work in
hard-hit communities.

Public Works Committee Chairman
Brarnik, who also serves as chairman of
the Special Subcommittee on Economic
Development, is currently holding hear-
ings designed to update portions of the
Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965. As this is the basis of
Public Law 92-65, I believe I can speak
for all 100 of my cosponsors in request-
ing the chairman and his distinguished
committee to hear and consider the pro-
posal we introduced today.

Mr. Speaker, there are those who
might say we have adequate authoriza-
tion and only need an administration
request for funds to be followed by ade-
quate appropriations. Well, my cospon-
sors and I do not wish to sit idly by
awaiting something to happen. With the
cooperation of the Public Works Com-
mittee, things will happen leading to
progressive action toward curbing unem-
géoyment through “Accelerated Public

orks.”

RETIREMENT OF THE HONORABLE
THOMAS G. ABERNETHY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Mississippi (Mr. GrIFFIN) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, it was
with mixed emotions that I learned our
colleague, ToMm ABERNETHY, of Mississip-
pi's First District, today announced that
he would not seek reelection.

I am saddened by the fact that Tom’s
extraordinary talents for service to his
State and Nation in this body will
not be available much longer. His integ-
rity, candor, wit, and dedication over a
period of 30 years are deeply appreciated
by we who have served with him. That
enviable record is permanently stamped
in the history of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives.

On the other hand, Mr. Speaker, I can
well understand the gentleman from
Mississippi's desire fo spend some lei-
surely time with his charming wife Alice,
his three wonderful children, and his six
spirited grandchildren. He has given
four decades of his life to public service
and now deserves less demanding re-
sponsibilities. He has truly earned the
right to partake more fully of life’s
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pleasantries in an environment of relax-
ation and contentment.

Tom ABerNETHY should be secure in
the knowledge that he has faithfully
served his people.

Mr. Speaker, I insert at this point the
gentleman’s announcement of his retire-
ment in the RECORD:

WasHiNGeTON, D.C.,
March 9, 1972.

DeAR FRIENDS OF THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL
DistrICT OF Mississtepi: I will not be a candi-
date for re-election to the United States
Congress. When the current session adjourns,
Mrs. Abernethy and I are going home—to
stay! While we have enjoyed our service Iin
Washington and will depart with some regret
and sadness, we happlly look forward to dally
living in Mississippi.

My decision not to seek re-election was ac-
tually made early in December and con-
fided to my family and a very few close
friends. In the interest of my District I deter-
mined that my intentions should not be made
public until Congressional Redistricting had
been concluded.

For almost 37 consecutive years now I
have been daily identified with public serv-
ice in behalf of the people of our State—T
years as & District Attorney and 30 years
as a Member of the United States Congress.

In 17 successive Democratic Primary elec-
tions I have had the good fortune to win
each time—in 9 of such primarles without
opposition. I have encountered opposition
only 4 times in 17 successive general elec-
tions. To have my candidacy endorsed so
often, and frequently so overwhelmingly, and
in three Districts of widely different align-
ments, is something for which I am humbly
grateful.

The United States Congress offers a tre-
mendous opportunity for public service; but,
belleve me, the assignment 1s not easy. To
successfully serve here requires something
more than desire. The competition is keen.
The hours are long. The work is tedious and
heavy. The job is year-round. Nothing is ac-
complished by a Member of Congress slmply
because he is a Member. He has to move out
and fight for it! Otherwise his name will soon
appear on the usual long biennial list of po-
litical casualties.

A Congressman 1s assoclated daily with
able Members from all sections of the coun-
try. They are of diverse views, philosophies
and interests. To succeed here one must gain
their attention, cooperation and respect. In
gaining such, I have lived and worked by
the Golden Rule. My word has been my bond.
I have never misled or deceived one of my
colleagues. I feel, in fact, I know I have had
their respect and they have had mine.

On all issues I have, with courteous respect
for the views of others, unswervingly ap-
plied my deeply conservative philosophy. I
have made some mistakes; but none were
deliberate. While the quality of my record 1s
for the people to judge, I shall leave behind
a service record of which I am deeply proud.

In a few weeks I will reach my 69th birth-
day. Mrs. Abernethy, my faithful partner in
life who has seen me through many trying
experiences and who has inspired me to bat-
tle all the way, and I are fortunate to be
enjoying exceedingly good health. We have
some good years ahead. Our desire is to live
them out in Mississippi; and we intend to re-
main active.

We have three children of whom we are
very proud, Because of our service here they
were necessarily required to spend almost
all of their young lives and obtain their
elementary and high school education in the
Washington area. They never caught “Po-
tomac Fever.” They eagerly returned to Mis-
sissippl for their college education. They
married Mississipplans and all now reside
happily with their respective families in
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Jackson. We yearn to see them and our six
little grandchildren more often.

I am grateful for the privilege of serving
50 long in this high position and trust I have
measured up to the expectations of thou-
sands of Mississippians who have honored
me over these many years.

Sincerely and gratefully yours,
THOMAS G. ABERNETHY,

THE STATE OF THE ECONOMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Rhode Island (Mr. St GER-
MAIN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, make
no mistake about it; the economy of this
country is still in deep trouble.

A look at the record for the past year
gives pause for thought. The balance-of-
payments deficit was the largest in his-
tory, the Federal budget deficit for 1972
broke all records since World War II, this
country had its first trade deficit since
1888, the dollar was devalued for the
first time since 1934, the President sent
the Congress the largest request for an
increase in the national debt since 1943—
$50 billion, and unemployment reached
a 10 year high.

The hopeful words that continue to
flow out of the White House no mattier
what the indices say are no guarantee
that a rosy economy is just around the
corner.

Far from it. If past predictions from
the administration are any indication,
we have little cause to ready ourselves
for rejoicing. A year ago, Mr. Nixon and
his advisers predicted a growth in the
real GNP of 4142 to 5 percent. It _turned
out to be 2.7 percent; Federal tax income
revenue was $20 billion less than pro-
jected. Even with the price freeze there
was 4.3 percent inflation in 1971.

The President predicted an $11.6 bil-
lion budget deficit and a reduction in
unemployment to 4.5 percent by mid-
1972. The budget deficit turned out to
be $39 billion and it looks as if unem-
ployment will be no longer that 5.5 per-
cent by mid-1972.

Continuing unemployment is of fore-
most concern to me. The official unem-
ployment rate of 5.7 percent does not
tell the whole story. In addition to these
5 million individuals who have no jobs
and are actually seeking work, there were
780,000 so-called discouraged workers—
people who want a job but have given up
looking because they feel no jobs are
available for them. The true story is that
the unemployment rate is 6.6 percent.

There is still another important
group—people who want full-time work
but are only working part time. Accord-
ing to official Bureau of Labor Statistics
estimates there are 2,676,000 such indi-
viduals. If these men and women are
added to the first two categories, the
real unemployment rate is close to 10
percent.

The state of unemployment is the
12th largest state in the United States.

Five million men and women in this
country are seeking work. That is more
people than the entire population of Con-
necticut. In fact, only 11 of of our States
have populations larger than 5 million
people.
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The unemployment line would stretch
from Washington, D.C., to Salt Lake City,
Utah. If those 5 million people were
standing in line—giving each person a
2-foot space—that line would extend for
2,000 miles. That is a greater distance
than from Bangor, Maine, to Miami, Fla.

It is sad to think of the millions of job-
less Americans seeking work but excluded
from a place in our economy. No leader-
ship is being given by the administration
in a concerted effort to put these people
back to work. This country should be able
to guarantee a job to everyone who wants
to work. Yet the administration has no
action plan to reach a 4-percent unem-
ployment figure. That should be the firm
goal by the end of this year.

But even for working Americans the
picture is not rosy.

In 1970, the Bureau of Labor Statistics
issued estimates on living costs for a
family of four. The intermediate budget
cost—including taxes—was $10,664 a
year. The lower budget was estimated at
$6,960 a year. At that time the average
American worker was earning $6,250 a
year, not even up to the standard of the
low budget estimate of what a family
needs.

This year BLS is not giving out any
figures. It looks as though the Govern-
ment does not want to recognize the dis-
crepancy that exists between what it
costs a family to live in a modest self-
respecting way and what Americans are
actually taking home in their paycheck.
A leading consumer specialist, Sidney
Margolius makes the judgment that in-
flation has now pushed the intermediate
budget up to $11,300 and the lower budg-
et to $7,500. There is no need to point
out that most American families fall far
short of being able to live at the inter-
mediate budget level. The average pro-
duction worker makes $6,750 a year. That
falls well below the lower budget figures.

The policies for the last several years
to reduce unemployment, halt inflation,
and build economic health, have met with
dismal failure. One mark of the econ-
omy’s sickness is the ever larger budget
deficit.

The national debt has increased ap-
proximately $30 billion a year for the
past 4 years. About one-fourth of our
total national debt has accumulated in
that period. During the coming year, $21
billion of the taxpayer’s money will go
for interest payments on the national
debt. That means that more than one-
tenth of the tax money we raise will be
spent to pay interest.

As a result of our depressed economic
situation, Federal tax collections fell
greatly from the estimates of last year.
At the same time, because of the eco-
nomic recession, outlays for unemploy-
ment compensation, welfare, and medi-
caid increased rapidly—$6.4 billion ac-
cording to some estimates.

On the one hand, many of our tax-
payers are heavily overburdened; at the
same time, our budget deficit for fiscal
year 1972 is estimated at $38.8 billion.
What is the solution? Perhaps some Fed-
eral spending can be cut back, especially
in the area of military spending, but that
will not solve the problem. We need more
tax revenues, and they could be raised.
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The solution is not to increase the tax
rate. It is not to institute the so-called
value-added tax, which is really a giant
sales tax under another name. A value-
added tax would be a knockout blow to
the consumer.

Instead, what is needed is a thorough
going tax reform. The tax law is riddled
with loopholes. The big investor is al-
ready well provided for, but justice to
the workingman demands an urgent and
thorough reform.

According to two outstanding econo-
mists, Joseph Pechman and Benjamin
Okner, if a variety of tax loopholes were
eliminated, tax revenues would increase
by $77 billion. That would be enough to
cover the projected budget deficit and
at the same time to give some significant
tax relief to low- and middle-income
wage earners. The figure is large enough
in fact to also provide funds for some
new programs such as revenue sharing.
For 2 years President Nixon has advo-
cated a $5 billion general revenue shar-
ing program. The fiscal situation alone
made that impossible. It would have been
reckless for Congress to pass that legis-
lation last year and add $5 billion more
to an already disastrous budget deficit.

A wide-ranging tax reform is an abso-
lute must to be fair to the low- and mid-
dle-income taxpayer. In 1970 there were
112 people with incomes over $200,000
who paid no Federal income tax. Ob-
viously there are still some gaping loop-
holes in the income tax law.

A long list of tax reform proposals
could be suggested such as reducing the
oil depletion allowance and tightening up
the minimum tax for wealthy individu-
als by shutting off some of the exemp-
tions and exclusions. A reform movement
would not lack proposals. What is lack-
ing is support from the administration.

A crash program to cut unemployment
and a crash program to rework the tax
law deserve top priority attention from
the Congress and from the administra-
tion. Without this type of action the Na-
tion’s economic illness could prove fatal.

THE PENNSYLVANIA COLLEGE OF
OPTOMETRY

The SPEAKER pro fempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. ROONEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, on Sunday, March 5, Repre-
sentative Wirriam J. GreEeN addressed
students and faculty members at the
Pennsylvania College of Optometry to
kick off their observance of National
Save Your Vision Week. This group is
actively involved in saving vision and in
reforming the health professions.

Mr. Victor Hoffman, the student body
president, Mr. Mark Barth, coordinator
of the National Save Your Vision Week
program, Dr. Fisher, the Assistant Dean,
and several hundred students, faculty
members and wives attended.

Because I hold Congressman GRrEEN in
high regard, both as a personal friend
and as one I consider to be an outstand-
ing Member of this House, I feel priv-
ileged to call the attention of my col-
leagues to his address on that occasion.
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Congressman GREEN has a long record
of demonstrated concern and active en-
deavor to improve the quality of health
care in America. For those reasons, his
remarks to the students and faculty of
the Pennsylvania College of Optometry
are particularly significant and I ask that
they be printed in the Recorp.

Mr. GreeN's remarks follow:

First, I want to thank all of you for in-
viting me to be with you tonight to help
you officially begin observance of National
Save Your Vision Week.

It is an added pleasure for me to visit your
fine college because it is in my Congressional
District.

I profit from speaking to groups like this
because I learn a lot in the process of decid-
ing what to talk about.

For example, this week I learned the dif-
ference between an optometrist and an op-
tomologist. It occurred to me that a good
number of people don’t know that difference.
Probably a good number of people don't
know how to care for and best use their
vision either. This group is to be congratu-
lated, therefore, for having well-publicized
activities during “Save Your Vision Week”
and, hopefully, making more people con-
sclous of vision problems.

I now know that there are over 20 thou-
sand licensed optometrists in the United
States located in over 5,000 cities and towns,
and that they provide over 70% of all vision
care in the United States. That makes optom-
etry the third largest independently pre-
scribing health profession.

Without knowing any of this, I have been
interested in health care generally for some
time. Last year, I co-sponsored H.R. 22, a
national health insurance bill which estab-
lishes a broad based national health insur-
ance program covering all ages. The bill
would, as I'm sure you know, include opto-
metric vislon care services under the pro-
gram. I support this inclusion just as I sup-
ported a similar inclusion in the Medicare
provisions of the Social Security Act.

I think these inclusions are very impor-
tant, When one considers that a child’s ability
to learn is dependent upon his ability to read
and that, in turn, his ability to read is de-
pendent upon adequate vision, the impor-
tance of adequate care Is undeniable,

The fact that there are 21 million Ameri-
cans aged 65 or over, 99% of whom undergo
a chemical change which causes vision prob-
lems, adds to this importance for our whole
society.

There is great need for vision care, and 1t
should be included in Federal Health Pro-
grams.

The need is, as I sald, undeniable. But there
is & shortage of vision care services, as evi-
denced by the 1 million blind people in the
United States and the untold million whose
lives are diminished by hampered vision, fre-
quently without their knowing.

It is evidenced by the 4,000 blind in Phila-
delphia and by the fact that only 800 optom-
etrists serve a population of 2 million in
our city.

1t is evidenced by the fact that our most
densely populated areas, our inner cities, suf-
fer from the greatest lack of available serv-
ice—or the means to afford adequate care.

We In Washington have approved legisla-
tion—the Emergency Health Personnel Act
of 1970—which permits the Secretary of
Health, Education and Welfare to identify
locations experiencing shortages in health
care personnel, including optometrists, and
to assign members of the Public Health Serv-
ice Commissioner Corps to duty in those
areas. In exchange for this three years service
In the scarcity area, the recently graduated
health professional may seek up to 856% for-
giveness of outstanding studeunt loans.
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We are also attempting to create new sys-
tems of health care delivery, One of the sug-
gestions is the establishment of local health
maintenance organizations, better known as
HMO’s. This would entail the organization
of a co-ordinated delivery system, in a speci-
fled locale, to provide record keeping, bill-
ing, and other operational systems for both
individual and multi-disciplined, group prac-
tices. I am hopeful that, when it reaches
fruition, this legislation will encourage full
participation by optometrists, physicians,
podiatrists, general family practitioners, and
all other specialties in a comprehensive sys-
tem geared to preventive health care. Hear-
ings on this are expected soon.

Others are also trying to fill the vacuum.
New forms of group practice are being tried
out all across the country in an attempt to
answer the need for care at reasonable prices.
There is no reason why the optometry pro-
fession should not be a part of such experi-
mental practices.

Regional and neighborhood health groups
have been formed, and a movement to ex-
pand community health centers has devel-
oped. Nationally, more free clinics, like the
optometric clinics at Broad and Olney and
Broad and Spring Garden, are opening.

Optometric and medical students have
been in the vanguard of this movement to
change the focus of health professions. They
are developing new methods of serving, and
they are trying to change their profession.
The health crisis in America today demands
this kind of action by established, as well
as prospective, health professionals.

I feel a kinship with those who seek
change. I know how difficult it is to change
an established profession. I've tried in my
own profession of polities,

I can’t come here tonight and tell you
that our Congress will perceive the need. It
rarely does in time. And I, as one of so
many, can't commit the Congress to actlon.
I can, and do pledge that I shall try.

I have just one more thing to say. I have
talked about physical vision and the chal-
lenge we both face in regard to it. There is a
broader challenge to which we should open
our eyes. It Is the challenge of reordering our
priorities, examining our national conscience
and direction, and cleansing our political
system.

It is not simply a question of money. It is
a question of spirit—an issue of our inten-
tions and motivation as human beings and
as Americans.

It Is one thing to demand that money
being spent on Vietnam be redirected to our
domestic needs.

And it is quite another to ask ourselves
what machinery of policy, what process of
thought, what blindness, if you will, got us
there in the first place.

And it is still another to make up our
national mind that we will never make the
same mistake again.

Likewlse, it is one thing to demand the
Congress be more responsive to the people.
But we must also ask what 1t is that makes
our government seem so unresponsive.

It is not because of the nature of our in-
stitutions. Rather, it i1s because those insti-
tutions have been misused and abused. All
too often in this country, the democratic
process has been subverted to serve the de-
mands of a few politiclans and special
interests.

The simple fact is that life will not get
better in this nation or this city until govern-
ment gets better.

And government won't get better until
politics gets better. And that won’t happen
until you demand it. And we as a people or
as individuals rarely demand it.

Tonight I ask you, as we begin Vision
Week, to look to the future, to become a
fuller member of this society, and to per-
sonally engage in political life.

There is all around us an apathy approach-
ing blindness, a single-minded concern for
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ourselves. I challenge you to be as political
as you are professional.

As this week continues, let us remember
that unless each of us is part of the solution,
we are part of the problem, whether it's war,
racism, or bossism. The work is not yours to
finish but neither are you free to take no
part in it.

As Robert Kennedy sald In the closing lines
of his book, “To Seek a Newer World,” “Our
future may lie beyond our vision, but it is not
completely beyond our control.”

Thank you.

MISUSE OF POWER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Louisiana (Mr. BoGas) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I bring to
the attention of our colleagues an edi-
torial from the Locust Valley Leader, an
outstanding weekly newspaper circulated
on Long Island, N.Y.:

Misuse oF POWER

If New York Republicans have thelr way
they will gerrymander Congressman Lester
Wolff out of office—punishing him and the
people he serves for taking such a firm and
successful stand against the proposed Bay-
ville to Rye bridge that the bridge is washed
up. For it was Lester Wolff who devised the
plan under which the town of Oyster Bay
has given 5000 acres of priceless wetlands to
the Interior Department. Because this is
federal land the state cannot condemn it.
The gift has closed the shore from Centre
Island to Glen Cove making it impossible for
the bridge to take off across the Sound any-
where along that shore.

From the start Wolfl fought the bridge in
the face of heavy political pressures from
unions and other lobby groups. His stand
won him the Guv’s ire, Worse than that Wolff
is an independent Democrat. As much as
anything this was the prime factor in his
ability to win the bridge battle because he
did not have to knuckle under to GOP pres-
sure to keep the congressional seat he has
filled with such distinction.

When Lester Wolff took office it was the
first time that all of us on the north shore
had the kind of intelligent, fearless, uncom-
mitted representation we should have been
having all along. Wolff is a congressman first,
a Democrat second. Rarely has he performed
along partisan lines, He even runs his own
campalgns which have been almost entirely
free of local Democratic meddling. But he
is a Democrat and he did oppose the bridge.
And so, say the Republicans, he must go.
The only way the Republicans can accom-
plish this is to gerrymander him out of office.
Even though he is one of the finest men serv-
ing in congress, the Republicans are pre-
pared to take this cynical political act with
total disregard for Wolff and those he has
served so well and so long.

A TRIBUTE TO THE SOUTH BEND
TRIBUNE AND FRANEKLIN D.
SCHURZ, SR.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. BRADEMAS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, today,
March 9, 1972, is an historic date in
South Bend, Ind. It marks the 100th year
of service to South Bend and the sur-
rounding areas of northern Indiana and
southern Michigan of the South Bend
Tribune.

This same date also marks the retire-
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ment of Franklin D. Schurz as editor and
publisher of the Tribune, thus ending a
distinguished newspaper career spanning
almost 50 years.

Under the leadership of Mr. Schurz,
Mr. Speaker, the South Bend Tribune
has achieved international renown for
pioneering in typographical and mechan-
ical innovations in the newspaper indus-
try. This was acknowledged in 1969 when
Mr, Schurz received a citation from the
American Newspaper Publishers Asso-
ciation, which read:

With the highest esteem and gratitude for
outstanding services to newspapers as first
president of the ANPA Research Institute
and for dedicated and constant support of
newspaper research and new technology.

But, Mr. Speaker, Franklin D. Schurz
and the South Bend Tribune stand for
much more than technological pioneer-
ing. In these 100 years, a span of time
which has seen the demise of thousands
of newspapers all over the country, the
South Bend Tribune has never missed a
single day of publication.

More importantly, Mr. Speaker, this
newspaper has both held firm to the
highest standards of newspaper tradi-
tion and has shown dedication to the
betterment, growth, and advancement of
the whole Michiana area.

And Franklin Schurz has set a per-
sonal example of this concern for civic
welfare by his willingness to give of him-
self in positions of high community

leadership. In these past 35 years, hard-
ly an activity involving civic and com-
munity affairs has been carried on with-
out his encouragement, interest, and ac-

tive participation.

On a personal note, Mr. Speaker, I
well remember the occasions after the
closing of the Studebaker plant in South
Bend in 1963 when Mr. Schurz, accom-
panied by another great South Bend civic
leader, Paul D. Gilbert, came to Wash-
ington to join me in many meetings with
Federal officials to help our community
overcome this crucial economic crisis.

Second only to his love of South Bend
and the Tribune, has been his dedica-
tion to the whole field of newspapers.
It is significant, Mr. Speaker, that, at
the Tribune’s centennial banquet in
South Bend on Monday, March 6, at
the head table were Wes Gallagher, gen-
eral manager of the Associated Press;
Mims Thomason, president and general
manager of United Press International;
and Stanford Smith, president of the
American Newspaper Publishers Associ-
ation.

Also at the head table was Rev.
Theodore M. Hesburgh, C.S.C., presi-
dent of the University of Notre Dame
and Chairman of the U.S. Civil Rights
Commission, who took the occasion to
announce that Notre Dame will confer
an honorary doctor of laws degree on
Mr. Schurz at this year's commencement
exercises.

It also is significant that one of Mr.
Schurz’ last acts as editor and publish-
er of the Tribune was to announce the
setting up of 30 annual scholarships for
'Irribune carriers planning to attend col-
ege.

Mr. Speaker, I consider it a privilege
and honor to add my voice to the chorus
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of congratulations on the South Bend
Tribune's 100th birthday and to wish
Franklin D. Schurz, Sr., health and hap-
piness in his well-earned years of re-
tirement and to express to him my warm,
personal regards.

THE LATE HONORABLE GEORGE W.
ANDREWS OF ALABAMA

(Mr. MAHON asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Appropriations, I
include at this point a copy of the reso-
lution adopted by the committee on Feb-
ruary 22, 1972, in memory of the late
Honorable and beloved George W. An-
drews of Alabama:

RESOLUTION

Whereas, on Christmas Day, 1971, the
Honorable George W. Andrews, full of hon-
ors and in his 28th consecutive year as a
Member of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, answered the last roll call and
Joined the Congress of the Hereafter; and

Whereas, Mr, Andrews was one of the most
dedicated, respected, and beloved Members
ever to serve in the Halls of the House of
Representatives; and

Whereas, Mr. Andrews was an outstanding
public servant whose strong convictions
about the public issues of the day were com-
bined with a great compassion for his fel-
low man; and

Whereas, Mr. Andrews, throughout his 26
years of service on the Committee on Ap-
propriations—through service on a number
of Subcommittees, and otherwise—demon-
strated his outstanding ability and his dedi-
cation to the Nation's best interests: and

Whereas, Mr. Andrews, throughout his 17
years of service on the Subcommittee on De-
fense Appropriations, vigorously supported
and persuasively contributéd to the mainte-
nance of a strong defense system for the Na-
tion; and

Whereas, throughout his 15 years of serv-
ice on the Subcommittee on Legislative
Branch Appropriations, including 7 years as
Chairman, Mr. Andrews displayed great skill
as a leader and demonstrated his devotion
to the timeless virtues of fiscal discipline and
restraint; and

‘Whereas, as & member of the Subcommit-
tee on Public Works-AEC Appropriations, Mr.
Andrews strongly supported the development
of the Nation’s energy and water resources;
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That we, the Members of the
Committee on Appropriations, sharing the
universal feeling of grief at the loss of this
truly great American and legislator who has
passed from our midst, extend our deepest
sympathy to Mrs, Andrews and others of his

family, to his relatives, and others of that
wide circle of admiration and universal re-
spect; and be it further

Resolved, That these resolutions be en-
tered in the Journal of the Committee, a copy
sent to Mrs. Andrews, and that arrangements
be made to include a copy In the appropriate
ceremonial proceedings of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

NATURAL RESOURCES AND
PUBLIC INTEREST

(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, again I
call to the attention of my colleagues yet
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another point of view in the continuing
examination of that very broad subject,
environment. We are all interested in
how to live in this world and still keep
it livable. In the opinion of too many
prophets of doom in recent years the
choice was depicted as being between
almost complete economic regressior_i and
the total despoilation of our environ-
ment—even to the extinction of life it-

f.
Emlﬂ]l of this completely ignores the
adaptability of mankind. When smoke
filled the abode of the caveman, he
neither choked to death nor did he give
up his fire. Man has always been able
to adapt and to find a balance and that
is as much within his ability today as
r has been.
> 'g"l?e wise use and the protection of our
natural resources are not ingompat.ible
and this is articulated so well in a recent
address given by the executive vice presi-
dent of the Society of American Forest-
ers, H. R. Glascock, Jr., and I commend
its message to my colleagues:
NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT! WHERE
Tue Pustic INTEREsT LIEs?

(By H. R. Glascock, Jr.)

nation approaches its 200th year,
lt?: i;tzitable nndplr)nuch to be desired that
Americans once again turn to the forest. Not
as an enemy this time, or even for fuel or
shelter as our forefathers did. But as relief
from the concrete canyons and the stralns
of city living; for outdoor recreation using
newfound leisure, affiuence and mobility. It
seems that man's appreciation of nature in-
creases as the development of civilization
removes him from contact with nature and
places him in an increasingly hostile, un-
natural environment. With severe over-

and befouling of his city habitat,
fnr::'glgge of environmental concern has ar-
rived, his war on pollution has been de-
clared, and public concern for natural re-
sources management has set in to stay.
INSULATION FEOM LAND
Thus by our 200th year &s a nation, the

largely rural economy, which made early
An';.‘eeriyca great, has changed to an urban
economy. Migration to the cities has pro-
gressed to the point that some 80 per cent
of the people—and voters—live on 2 per
cent of the land. More than 60 per cent of
New England’s old hilly farms have been
abandoned and become woods again; and
the early, high-ground homesteads in the
Northwest have largely been reclalmed by
the forest.

Insulated from the land—the farm and
forest—the city dweller may conceptualize
the forest as the last remaining island of
peace and quiet in a raging storm of in-
dustrialization. Even if he never intends to
visit the forest, the city man would like
it somehow to remain forever just as he
has come to conceive of it through roman-
tic impressions from books, movies and tele-
vision. He is not apt to view the forest as
the dynamic, ever-changing community of
plants and animals which It is, and as the
reliable source of replenishable raw mate-
rials which his living standard demands.
Having no evidence to the contrary, the city
dweller can easily be convinced that com-
modity uses of the forest, which he himself
makes necessary, destroy aesthetic values,
which may now seem more important to

him.

1 Keynote address presented at Winter
Msetlny:. New York BSection, Soclety of
American Foresters, Syracuse, New York,
February 24, 1872.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

This is a generalized account of changes
in America which are having a profound im-
pact upon the nation’s natural resources
and the professionals who manage them. As
Yale Professor of Silviculture David Smith
writes in the February Journal of Forestry:
“ .. We alm to manage the forests of a
continent which has natural conditions as
diverse as those of all temperate Eurasia
to meet social demands that seem to be-
come more bewilderingly varied with each
passing year...”

PUBLIC INTEREST THROUGH LAW

One of the biggest problems foresters have
today Is determining where the public in-
terest really lies in natural resources use and
management. How can forest land be man-
aged to meet all of the valid demands upon
it? This determination has never been easy
or precise, especlally in deciding between
preservation and use. But mounting and
varied soclal demands, together with the
new wave of eco-politics and eco-journalism,
have made the task even more difficult—not
only for foresters, but for the public itself
and especially its elected representatives.

Presumably the laws of the land are in the
public interest; so that is a good place to
start in determining what the public wants
and needs. Federal legislation such as the
Multiple Use and Sustalned Yield Act of
1960, the Wilderness Act of 1964 and the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969, for
example, presumably represent the will of
the American people. Yet the interpretations
of the Intent of Congress by federal land
agencies are being challenged increasingly
in the press and in the courts, by preserva-
tion groups and their political representa-
tives. Definitions, provisions and perform-
ance under these acts are belng twisted and
bandied about as though no legislative his-
tory existed and the legislation were up for
grabs through Interpretation. And “anti”
Jjournalism will surely be countered with
“pro” journalism; the lawsuits, with counter-
suits. Confusing? Yes. Conduclve to deter-
mination of the public interest in resources
management? No.

A prime example of this tallor-made con-
fusion surrounds the Wilderness Act, which
was painstakingly hammered out by Con-
gress through difficult compromises over the
better part of a decade. In the long delibera-
tions, there was no question that certain
lands should be zoned for roadless wilderness
as contrasted to roadside wilderness. But
zoning for one use in the public interest
cannot be done In & vacuum. So the real
question always was: how much land of what
kind, where located and how administered,
should be legislatively zoned for roadless
wilderness In denlal of other uses? All the
plethora of verblage concerning the Wilder-
ness Act not addressed to this central ques-
tion was and is, in my mind, so much sound
and fury. But now we are told that the Na-
tional Wilderness Preservation System was
meant to include national forest roadless
areas over 5,000 acres In addition to the
“Wilderness,” “Wild"” and “Canoce” areas and
the expandable “Primitive” areas specified in
the Act. These other roadless areas, which
Congress did not see fit to include in the
System, are dubbed “de facto wilderness” by
spokesmen of the Slerra Club and The Wild-
erness Society.

A GRAND DESIGN TO MAXIMIZE WILDERNESS

And, in what appears to be a grand design
to stretch the Wilderness System—and the
intent of Congress—to maximize the acreage
in the System even at the expense of quality
and certainly at the expense of other public
needs, these and other preservation organiza-
tions have heaped scorn, insult and abuse on
the U.S. Forest Service, which, though not
perfect, is a model agency of public land
management. The preservation groups have
successfully motivated skillful, sensation-
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prone writers in such prominent periodicals
as the New York Times, Des Moines Register,
Field and Siream, Atlantic and Reader's Di-
gest to join in the fun. Close reading reveals
& formula which is repeated in articles and
editorials often enough to be identified as
& trade mark: a brand of hit-and-run jour-
nalism studded with misinformation and er-
roneous conclusions or implications. Such
Jjournalism, which appears to violate the
Canons of Journalism adopted by both the
American Soclety of Newspaper Editors and
Sigma Delta Chl In the mid 1920's, is a dis-
service to the American public and should
not be excused because those professional
Journalistic organizations admittedly lack
the authority to enforce their Canons.

The U.S. Forest Service is excoriated In
the press for high offenses against nature as
fllustrated by the most glaring misapplica-
tions or non-applications of forest practices
which can be found on 187 million acres of
national forest land. These misapplications
are held to be typlcal and are not. Usually
it is terracing and oversize clearcuts on the
Bitterroot (Montana), alleged overcutting on
the Shoshone (Wyoming), oversize clearcuts
on the Monongahela (West Virginia), a falla=-
clous Interpretation of soil nutrient losses
in a herbicide-treated, experimental clearcut
at Hubbard Brook on the White Mountain
(New Hampshire), the infamous lag of b
million acres in reforestation on the national
forests, and the erroneous equating of clear-
cutting with overcutting.

Seldom 1s it pointed out that the Forest
Bervice has long ago admitted and discon-
tinued its isolated misapplications of clear-
cutting and terracing; that the reason those
5 milllon acres haven't been reforested is
that Congress hasn't appropriated the money
to do the job; that the Administration’s se-
vere manpower ceilings and fallure to spend
what Congress has appropriated have pre-
vented the badly-needed buildup of trained
personnel to supervise properly the huge
management responsibility of the national
forests; that clearcutting, properly applied,
maintains tree specles intolerant of shade, is
not excessive cutting, does not cause floods
or accelerate erosion, but does improve wild-
life habitat, and can improve the guantity
and timing of water yield.

ABUSIVE CRITICISM

To further illustrate my point, you will be
told at this meeting today:

“The performance of the Forest Service
under these statutes . .. (the Multiple Use
and Wilderness Acts) has been so dismal as
to lead a growing number of people to the
conclusion that the Forest Service 15 a
wholly-owned subsidiary of the timber in-
dustry. . . .The Forest Service has paid only
lip service to the very real pressures ...
recreational use creates. . . . If the Service's
disregard for the principles of multiple use
is conspicuous, its indifference toward the
Wilderness Act has been notorious. ... Al-
though the Forest Service established wil-
derness areas back in the thirties, it has con-
tinually reduced the size of these areas to let
the loggers in. . . .”

You may not buy this ungrateful, untrue
and abusive criticism, but your Sierra Club
guest speaker here today has scooped this
meeting (held February 24th) by making his
paper available for insertion Into the Con-
gressional Record of February 9th. The end is
apparently thought to justify the means.
Those of us who are devoting our working
lives to the science, technology, education
and practice of professional forestry certainly
cannot accept such unfounded statements.
But will members of Congress?

Will Congressmen know that, in addition to
timber to meet national wood demands, the
national forests provide more public recrea-
tion use, measured in man-days and greater
variety, than any other of the federal lands?
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That the Forest Service not only invented
and set aside vast primitive areas in the
1920's and 1930's, decades before Congress
acted, but protected them from commercial
development until Congress did act? Will
they know that 9.9 of the 10.2 million acres
in the National Wilderness Preservation Sys-
tem today are in the national forests? Will
they know that specially dedicated areas set
aside in the national forests as restricted
from commercial development constitute
23,400 square miles in aggregate, an expanse
larger than the states of Vermont, New
Hampshire and Massachusetts combined?
And will they know that the Forest Service
is the only federal agency on schedule in
wilderness reviews under the Wilderness Act
and that it will meet the 1974 deadline?

I trust that Congress will recognize these
truths and others. The question of how much
roadless wilderness is enough was answered
by Congress in the hard-fought Act of 1964.
Let us hope that Congress, in the absence
of demonstrated public need, will stand
strong against alterations or misinterpreta-
tions of this public policy, which is based
on consideration of all uses. Let us also hope
that Congress will not buy current proposals
to include “recycled” wilderness in the Wil-
derness System, a renewable form of wilder-
ness which thrives under less restrictive
management. And Congressmen may well
recall the wisdom of the Greek philosopher
Epicurus that ‘“nothing is enough for the
man to whom enough is too little.”

SEEING BEYOND THE SPECIAL INTERESTS

I have used the Wilderness Act as only
one example of how the public interest as
expressed in law may become confused. There
are many more examples, including the Na-
tlonal Park Act of 1916 and the Multiple
Use and Sustained Yield Act of 1960. The
public interest can be obscured by speclal
interests, all of which claim to represent the
public interest. Foresters must be alert in
seeking out and understanding the real
and changing needs of people. The squeaky
wheel may not always be the most in need

grease.

Can we not say, in general, that as of to-
day the American people demand, expect
and need from the forested third of the na-
tion a gamut of uses which is expanding,
which is emphasizing amenity uses as never
before, and which necessitates a sophisti-
cated application of the multiple-use con-
cept not so far achieved? The American peo-
ple are looking to foresters and other re-
source professionals to make multiple use
work.

Don’t we also know that people now want
clean air, and water, and landscapes—enough
to afford the cost? That people want, and
don't always get, inexpensive housing and
paper products; clean and dependable wa-
ter; quality fishing and hunting; accessible
skling; places for snowmoblles, dune buggies,
trail bikes and motor boats; roadside wilder-
ness; hiking trails and “pure’ wilderness;
picnic spots; campsites, traller and camper
sites, and all the rest? Actually, these uses
can all be fitted in—up to a point—in our
fixed land base. But it is the land manager's
responsibility to know and announce when
demands are excessive in terms of sustain-
ing a balance of uses.

THE PUBLIC'S NEED FOR BIOLOGICAL FACTS

These are exciting, difficult times for the
forestry profession. The very weakness of
the profession’s identity, it seems, has
prompted attacks upon it and attempts to
label it with employer orientation. Of course,
such attacks are also symptomatic of our
times. The danger is that refutable charges
may blind the profession to its real short~
comings: its need for more effective dis-
semination and application of research, for
a comprehensive program of continuous
education, for communicative skills.
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The growing public interest in natural re-
sources management offers an unprecedented
opportunity for service. In my view, if for-
estry professionals will deliberately make
known to the public the blological facts and
capabilities of forest lands under alternate
management programs, the public can be
counted on to set clear and realistic policles
in its overall interest, which foresters can
then carry out.

RUCKELSHAUS ON FORESTERS

Today's challenge to the profession was
never better stated than by Willlam D. Ruck-
elshaus, Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency, in keynoting SAF's 1871
National Convention.

It will be up to foresters to help find ways
to limit the damage from these rampant
forces of population growth, urbanization and
changing styles in leisure. The job is not go-
ing to get easler; the public will not lower its
demands. Foresters are in the national spot-
light and the glare is getting stronger. That
means controversy, but it also means great
opportunity for professional service . . .

In the evolution of modern forestry, SAF
members lead the movement away from cus-
todialism to the more sophisticated concept
of multiple use. If there is truth to the clalm
that forests are too important to be left
solely to the foresters, then it is equally true
that there can be no progress without their
expert knowledge. Professional foresters are
called upon by soclety to provide a complex
of management skills in a time of great fer-
ment, abrasive demands, and protean sghifts
of values on behalf of policles that will more
and more often be determined by public law.

“This fact does not diminish their calling,
but rather enhances it. Indeed, the critical
role of the foresters will be to evaluate alter-
nate goals and recommend optimum ap-
proaches to reach objectives once they have
been decided upon in the public forum. There
can be no greater challenge for any profes-
slon, no more sobering responsibility.

“If we are to make the most of our forests,
this nation will need strong leadership. To-
gether with other servants of the earth—in a
partnership of concern and commitment—
foresters can ensure that man’s return to na-
ture will be economically profitable and spir-
{tually fulfilling.”

THE UNITED STATES HAS A RE-
SPONSIBILITY TO TRY TO BRING
PEACE TO THE ISLAND OF IRE-
LAND

(Mr. STRATTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, all of
us, I am sure, are deeply saddened over
the tourmoil, the violence, and the kill-
ing that have been going on for the past
few years in Northern Ireland, most re-
cently with increasing fury.

Some people, Mr. Speaker, have
claimed that the United States ought not
to interfere in any way in current devel-
opments in Northern Ireland. The State
Department in particular has opposed
any such action, and has even opposed
the adoption by this House of any res-
olution relating to the conflict.

Mr. Speaker, let me say that I for one
do not agree with the idea that what is
happening in Northern Ireland is none
of our affair.

Surely, if the President of the United
States can go half way around the world
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to try to settle the conflict between main-
land China and Taiwan, then we Amer-
icans ought to be clever enough to make
some helpful suggestions that might
bring an end to the violence in a coun-
try with such close ties to America and
whose people have made such great con-
tributions to our heritage.

I feel strongly that the administra-
tion ought to take a much more active
role in moving both parties toward
bringing the present terrorism to an end
and working out a peaceful solution than
they have been willing to take up to now.

How can we do this? Well, I believe
that the real key to settling the current
violence in Northern Ireland lies in end-
ing the long-standing social and eco-
nomic discrimination against Catholics
that has prevailed in the Ulster area, and
in opening direct talks between the Irish
and British Governments looking to-
ward a formula for the eventual reuni-
fication of all of Ireland.

This would be the first step, in my
judgment, that ought to be taken, and
I believe we ought as a nation to use
our good offices to get such immediate
discussions going between Prime Min-
ister Jack Lynch, of Ireland, and Prime
Minister Edward Heath, of Great Britain,
to develop some specific formula for the
eventual reunification of all of Ireland.

The remaining points of my own 4-
point program for establishing peace and
stability in Northern Ireland are as
follows:

Second. Establishment of a joint Irish-
British border patrol force along the
boundary between the Irish Republic and
Northern Ireland to help bring an end
to logistics support of the guerrilla ter-
rorist operations in Northern Ireland.

Third. A gradual lowering of the Bri-
tish military profile in Northern Ireland
as the violence subsides.

Fourth, Immediate and decisive action
by the British Government to end all
social, political, and economic discrimi-
nation against Catholics living in North-
ern Ireland.

In connection with point No. 3, Mr.
Speaker, let me just say that, contrary
to some recommendations that have
been made on this matter, I believe it is
unrealistic to call for the immediate
withdrawal of all British troops from
Ulster. What is going on there is guerrilla
warfare and without some peacekeeping
force it could lead to an even bloodier
civil war. I am glad to see that Prime
Minister Jack Lynch agrees with me on
this point.

But, as I have already said, the key
to the problem is in ending the discrimi-
nation and in moving eventually tfo
reunite what is clearly one country in
accordance with the freely expressed
wishes of the people themselves. Once a
genuine effort is made in that direction,
with the participation of the established
leaders of Ireland and England, there
would no longer be any reason for the
continuation of either the terrorism or
the harsh internment.

I believe our Government ought to do
what it can to see that action along these
lines is undertaken by all of the parties
and governments concerned.
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TESTIMONIAL DINNER GIVEN JOHN
F. NAVE

(Mr. HANLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, fortunate-
ly, every community throughout our
great Nation is endowed with certain
citizens blessed with great leadership
qualities. Fortunately for our society the
initiative and dedication of those in that
category contribute so greatly to our
American way of life.

Today, I singled out one person from
my home community who meets the de-
seription I have offered, and I single him
out in association with a most deserving
testimonial recently held in his honor. I
refer to John F. Nave, my fellow Syra-
cusan, who enjoys the distinction of serv-
ing as the youngest national commander
of a national veterans organization, the
Italian American War Veterans of the
United States. In addition to his untiring
efforts in behalf of the veterans com-
munity, he has also involved himself in
other noble causes far too numerous to
mention.

A fitting tribute was paid John in the
form of a testimonial dinner on the eve-
ning of February 26, 1972, at LeMoyne
Manor, Liverpool, N.¥.—on the outskirts
of the city of Syracuse. I was privileged
to participate as speaker on that occa-
sion. I believe the purpose of the testi-
monial was best summarized in the
plaque citation award presented Mr. Nave
jointly by Past National Commander
Vincent Loparco and Past Department of
New York Commander Frank J. Albanese
in behalf of the John Venditti Post No.
1, Italian American War Veterans. In
speaking of that post it is interesting to
note that under Commander Nave's lead-
ership for the past 615 years its achieve=
ments have proven so meaningful.

Despite the very inclement weather
that prevailed that evening about 300
persons were in attendance.

The plaque citation award read as
follows:

JoHN VENDITTI POST NO. 1 ITALIAN AMERICAN
War VETERANS OF THE UNITED BSTATES,
INC.

Presents this tribute to John F. Nave, Past
National Commander, Leader of men, whose
untiring efforts has brought this post to its
highest pinnacle of success and achieve-
ments; who made a dream come through by
spearheading the drive to obtain a post home;
who has galned community recognition for
the post through its philanthropic grants;
who has shared his dynamic energies and
time with the church, fraternal orders, labor
and to the needs of his fellow veteran; and
for all this, he has obtalned the respect and
admiration of his assoclates and friends.

We are proud to claim John as one of our
oW,

Syracuse, N.Y,,
February 26, 1972.

The guest of honor's remarks that
evening, though brief, were so meaning-
ful. I commend them to you:

Reverend Father Louls Plsano, Pastor St.
Peter’s Church, The Honorable James M.
Hanley, Member of Congress from New York,
Distinguished Guests, Friends, and Asso-
ciates.

Tonight I'm deeply impresed by the honor
of your presence in paying me this tribute.
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Seeing you all here makes me feel both proud
and humble. Proud that you saw fit to give
me this testimonial; Humble because you
are actually here in numbers that I did not
anticipate.

If I have made a small contribution in bet-
tering mankind, I owe much of it to my
friends and associates who worked with me,
and also to my family which stood by and
assisted me with moral and other support.

Tonight, you have heard a summary of
my life. In general it has been a good life
with few regrets. I have enjoyed a good edu-
cation, a wonderful family and many exciting
and interesting moments. Rarely have I
known a dull and boring day. In fact, every
day living has been more or less a life of
excitement, enjoyment, and accomplishment
with few set backs.

For this I have to thank my many asso-
clates and friends, especially in the fields of
veterans work, employment, union activities,
civic enterprises, church endeavors, and fra-
ternal gatherings.

In closing, I wish to thank the John Ven-
dittl Post and its Ladies Auxiliary for spon-
soring this affair in my behalf, and especially
the committee which worked so diligently
and hard in making It a succses. And again,
speclal thanks to all of you for making Satur-
day, February 26, 1972 a great and memo-
rable day in my life.

May the Good Lord Bless You All.

THE MARSELLUS CASKET CO. IN
SYRACUSE, N.Y.

(Mr. HANLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, few Ameri-
can industries, or for that matter, I be-
lieve few industries in the world, can ac-
count for 100 years of continuous opera-
tion, and I think perhaps that even fewer
industries which have accomplished a
century of continuity can boast of pres-
ent administration under the direction
of descendants of the originator.

In my home community, Syracuse,
N.Y., which incidentally we like to refer
to as the “Hub of the Empire State” is
such an industry. In 1872 an ambitious,
industrious man who bore the name John
Marsellus, at the age of 26, founded the
Marsellus Casket Co., which eventually
gained the reputation as the leading
manufacturer of fine hardwood caskets.
Its outstanding record through these 100
years attests to the very significant con-
tribution it makes, both within its own
industry and the community during its
century of growth. For that matter its
activities contributed measurably to our
national economy.

Marsellus Casket Co. has been a model
of enlightened free enterprise. I would
call your attention, Mr. Speaker, to the
fact that there has not been a layoff or
shutdown at the company in over 50
years. Many Marsellus employees have
never worked for any other firm. Sons,
daughters, and other relatives of present
and former employees have joined the
company. Likewise, Marsellus is serving
the third and fourth generations of sev-
eral of its funeral directors and custom-
€rs.

‘When John Marsellus, in 1872 started
in business, the casket industry as we
know it today did not exist. Caskets, like
much of the furniture then in use, were
the product of the village cabinetmaker
or carpenter shop. John Marsellus, as an
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enferprising young man, laboriously
travding through the countryside selling
supplies peculiar to the eraft, envisioned
the opportunity to establish a casket fac-
tory in the area where the Erie Canal
and the Oswego Canal joined together
creating a distributing center which
was destined to become & great commer-
cial community. John Marsellus chose
Syracuse because, as he stated, “Syracuse
had_ a bustling atmosphere about it.”

Like most manufacturing businesses,
changes in materials, designs and finishes
are constantly taking place, and Marsel-
lus is one of the leaders in this respect.

The first president of the company
was John Marsellus, who died in 1941 at
phe age of 95. His son, John C., who died
in 1959 at the age of 80, was made gen-
eral manager in 1917, president in 1925,
and chairman of the board in 1948. Since
1948, John F, Marsellus, grandson of the
founder, has been president, having first
become associated with the firm in 1935,
John D. Marsellus, representing the
fourth generation, is now executive vice-
president.

Four generations of the Marsellus
family have served the funeral profession
_for_ 100 years. This century of service
indicates a notable past and a bright to-
morrow with each generation weaving
into the next the determination to make
the finest hardwood caskets in the world.

With personal knowledge of the oper-
at_Lon of this fine company, I can say
w_lth full appreciation that the opportu-
nity for meaningful involvement within
a community, within an industry, has
been met and will continue to be met by
the Marsellus Casket Co.

On behalf of the people of central New
York community and the 35th Congres-
sional District I extend best wishes for
the next 100 years.

THE FAA DICTATES—PART IV

(Mr. KARTH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. EARTH. Mr. Speaker, my dialog
with the FAA Administrator, Mr. John
H. Shaffer, went beyond the point of dis-
agreement over policy and his interfer-
ence in a local issue when the Adminis-
trator went back on his pledge to remain
neutral on the question of a second air-
port in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area.
I believed this pledge of neutrality from
the Administrator and felt that it was
essential so that the properly constituted
authorities in the Twin Cities could make
their decision from facts rather than on
intimidation from a Federal bureaucrat.

That is why when I was advised of the
Administrator’s violation of his neutral-
ity that I asked him for a clarification.
It was essential that I have this clari-
fication for, as our colleagues know, Con-
gressmen must seek information from
Federal officials in order to answer in-
quiries from constituents. After Mr.
Shaffer violated his neutrality—ex-
pressed to me both in writing and ver-
bally—by criticizing local official's veto
of the Ham Lake Airport site, I found
myself facing a potential credibility gap.
For any Congressman to retain the trust
of the people of his district, he must sup-
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ply them with factual information. The
Administrator’s published remarks put
me in an unenviable position.

The point here is not that I disagreed
with the opinion expressed by the Ad-
ministrator, but that I was put in the
position of telling the people of my dis-
trict one thing based upon the Adminis-
trator’s personal assurances to me, while
he was telling them another thing en-
tirely through the press.

As I said in my report yesterday—
which was one in a series of reports con-
cerning the dangers in dealing with the
FAA's Administrator—I also forwarded
a copy of a letter from a constituent.
That letter was critical of the Adminis-
trator’s role and raised what seemed to
me to be several extremely valid points
concerning the airport controversy. As
a courtesy to Mr. Shaffer and a service
to my constituent, I sent the letter to the
Administrator.

The Administrator’s response was sur-
prising. In his letter he demonstrated a
lack of concern for the social, economic,
and environmental matters involved, a
selective perception that allowed him to
accept only studies that supported his
particular dictates, and an attempt to
question my motives in the situation.

For the benefit of our colleagues, this
is a portion of Mr. Shaffer's reply along
with several comments.

His letter began—

Courtesy dictates that I accept the criti-
cism contained in your 22 December 1970
letter, even though they are completely un-
warranted . . .

I might point out, Mr. Speaker, that
criticism does indeed seem to be war-
ranted when the Administrator of a pub-
lic agency threatens a local community,
uses guestionable language and publicly
breaks his word.

To continue with the letter:

. . . but nothing suggests that I simply
turn the other cheek. I will also give you the
benefit of all doubt and assume that the
criticisms stem from your concern for your
constituency's best interests. (Emphasis by
Mr. Shaffer.)

I am similarly dedicated to protecting the
National best interests which are inclusive,
not exclusive, in that the Natlonal interest
encompasses those of your constituents in
most instances as is certainly the case In
this specific situation.

When informed of the Metropolitan Coun-
cil's decision to veto the Ham Lake site for a
second time, I was naturally disappointed be-
cause what is "essentially a state and local
matter” is symptomatic of perhaps a bigger
national problem which threatens the ra-
tional development of the sorely-needed, im-
proved national aviation system; under-
standably the Ham Lake veto was the straw
which burst the dam.

Alrport development is being hindered in
many locations through emotional but or-
ganized waving of the environmental flag
without regard to applicability. Just three
days earlier (before the MAC decision) I
had discussed the Ham Lake situation with
SBecretary Volpe and advised him that, for
the first time, it appeared that a loecal gov-
ernment was examining potential alrport
sites in a calm and systematic manner with
due consideration of the environmental im-
pact. I cited the findings of the environ-
mental report presented to the Council
which concluded, with respect fo Ham Lake—
and I quote:
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“A major airport can be developed at elther
site In a manner that is environmentally
and ecologically sound.

“The Ham-Lake-Carlos Avery-Lino Lakes
area offers an excellent opportunity for de-
veloping a system that will optimize the hu-
man and ecological values of the entire re-
gion, It can be expected that successful de-
velopment of such a system will establish
a new concept in airport development that
will have national implications.”

With such advice in hand, the Council’s
out-of-hand rejection of the site on environ-
mental grounds is beyond understanding
although admittedly typical of the emo-
tionally laden judgments beilng made else-
where which are collectively slowing
America’s continuing development. In my
book, the public's best interests dictate that
“alrport-versus-the environment" decisions
must be made by a rational method which
fairly and factually considers all of the fac-
tors involved. I had hoped Minneapolis-St.
Paul was going to be capable of making that
distinction, armed as it was with solld expert
advice.

Mr. Speaker, this is a perfect example
of Mr. Shaffer’s inability to perceive
“expert advice” that differs from his own
bias. I point out also that his gratuitous
remarks about “waving the environ-
mental flag” are a slap in the face of
those who are seriously concerned with
both the environment and orderly de-
velopment.

Additionally, Mr. Shaffer’s remarks
demonstrated the inability to evaluate
the study he cites. The fact is that man
can accomplish just about anything he
sets his mind to if he is given unlimited
funds. In other words the wildlife refuge
abutting the Ham Lake airport site could
easily be preserved if we built a dome
over the 23,000 acre area.

The St. Paul Pioneer Press pointed this
out from their own analysis and from a
computerized study. Their conclusion
was, and I quote from an editorial from
the November 12, 1970, edition of that
paper:

Preliminary interpretation of the data by
this newspaper indicates that the costs in-
volved in saving the environment at Ham
Lake would be fantastic and that a much
more limited expenditure would be required
for such (environmental) controls at Rose-
mont (the other site under consideration).

The Pioneer Press noted that the com-
puterized study had, for some reason, not
been given to the Metropolitan Airports
Commission members prior to an obvi-
ously ill-advised vote that approved the
Ham Lake site—fortunately their deci-
sion was advisory to the Metropolitan
Council to which they report. But in
words that could have been as easily di-
rected toward Mr, Shaffer, they said it
probably would not have made any dif-
ference anyway—

The Metropolitan Airports Commission has
given us reason enough to believe that it
doesn't want to be confused by facts, . . .

In making the error of focusing on
only the study that supported his view,
Mr. Shaffer in effect, ignored the nu-
merous other studies that had been con-
ducted—studies with a total cost of
nearly $500,000.

If Mr. Shaffer had been willing to
consider studies that came to conclu-
sions different from his own, he too
might have come to the same overall
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conclusion that the St. Paul Dispatch
came to on November 16, 1970.

That paper said on that date:

There are, we believe, sufficlent facts—re-
lated to the environment—upon which the
Metropolitan Council can justify rejection of
the proposed Ham Lake airport site, Many of
these facts are included in a study recently
completed for the Metro Councll. The Metro-
politan Airports Commission, itself, which
already has voted for Ham Lake, has a study
prepared by an independent consultant who
states that development at Hem Lake will
result in more environmental damage than
would development of an alrport to the
south of the Twin Cltles.

The Administrator also ignored the
equally damaging report from the St.
Paul Board of Water Commissioners who
said that the source of St. Paul's water
supply, the Mississippi River and the
Rice Creek chain of lakes, would be
polluted by runoff from an airport at
Ham Lake due to geological features. As
the Pioneer Press said on November 11,
1970, in reference to a possible court in-
junetion:

The court could well rule that the health
of St. Paul’s cltizens takes precedence, espe-
clally since another potential airport site
exists south of the Twin Cities.

Mr. Speaker, this indicates the tone
and substance of Mr. Shaffer's response.
In my next report I will discuss addi-
tional issues the Administrator raised
that caused me to say in my response:

Frankly, in my 12 years as a Congressman,
I have never previously had my motives ques-
tioned nor my legitimate concern for my dis-
trict disparaged.

THE CORRECTIONAL MANPOWER
AND EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1972

(Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, the recent riots and disturb-
ances at Attica, Soledad, and other cor-
rectional institutions stand as vivid tes-
timony to the failure of America’s prison
system. Soaring crime rates contribute
further evidence. Many believe that
recidivism constitutes the hard core
of this country’s erime problem. An es-
timated 40 to 75 percent of our sup-
posedly rehabilitated offenders com-
mit additional and often more serious
crimes upon their release. Four out of
five felonies are committed by alumni
of our correctional institutions. Many of
our prisons are not correctional at all
but rather colleges of crime that gradu-
ate men and women more deviant, dis-
turbed, and expert in criminal methods
than when they were first admitted.

Although rehabilitation has been the
espoused goal of prisons for over a cen-
tury, more attention has been given to
punishment than positive action. We
have paid sorely for this negligence—
with the lives of prisoners, of correc-
tional officers, and of ordinary citizens
who are increasingly the victims of a
growing crime rate.

Today I am introducing a bill de-
signed to close the gap between the real-
ity and the rhetoric of true reform. I am
pleased to announce that the gentleman
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from Michigan (Mr. EscH), the ranking
minority member of the Select Sub-
committee on Labor, is a cosponsor.
Only with bipartisan support can we ex-
pect to combat effectively the grave
problems facing penal institutions. This
is not another research or study effort.
The Correctional Manpower and Em-
ployment Act of 1972 is an action pro-
posal with a twofold purpose: To create
training and employment programs for
offenders in order to increase their
chances of getting and keeping a con-
structive job upon release, and to im-
prove the effectiveness of correctional
staff through better programs of re-
cruitment, training, and personnel man-
agement.

The goal of our correctional process
should be to prepare an offender to re-
enter the community prepared to lead a
productive and crime-free life. Em-
ployment is absolutely essential. Studies
have shown conclusively that the ability
of a released offender to stay out of
trouble is tied directly to his ability to
get and hold a job. Teaching offenders
skills and enabling them to find decent
jobs ought to be the most important aim
of the correctional process.

But the unemployment rate for ex-
offenders is three times the national
average. Why? Surprisingly, the ex-

offender’s prison record is not the great-
est barrier to his employment; it is his
lack of marketable vocational skills,
Fewer than 85 percent of all Federal
prisoners have marketable job skills, and
prisoners leaving our State institutions
are even less prepared to face the job

market of today.

Prison training programs are limited
in range and content and bear little
relevance to outside employment needs.
They are not geared to the inmate’s in-
terests or capabilities but rather to the
institution’s needs. For example, prison-
ers in New York State institutions are
trained to become barbers, only fo find
upon release that the State of New York
refuses to grant barbers’ licenses to ex-
offenders. As Chief Justice Burger so
aptly put it:

It 1s no help to prisoners to learn to be
pants pressers if pants pressers are a glut in
the labor market or bricklayers or plumbers
if they will not be admitted into a union ...

The thrust of my bill is to link job
training with existing opportunities for
employment. It authorizes the Secretary
of Labor to make grants to correctional
agencies and to public or private agencies
for the training and employment of
offenders, giving priority to programs
where public or private employers actu-
ally find jobs for participants.

The bill aims at creating job training
and employment opportunities for of-
fenders during all stages of the criminal
justice system—before trial, during and
after incarceration. For example, finan-
cial assistance will be given to pretrial or
other intervention programs offering an
opportunity to participate to offenders
prior to consideration of their cases. Fol-
lowing the program a recommendation is
made to the court on the behavior of the
individual charged. If his performance is
favorable, charges will be dropped. Such

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

a program not only reduces court con-
gestion and long delays between arrest
and trial, but also prevents stigmatiza-
tion of young first offenders.

To help offenders during the time of
their incarceration, my bill provides
grants to prisons, jails and other agen-
cies to expand their job training and em-
ployment opportunities. Let me briefly
describe a few of the programs included,
First, it is important to know the offend-
er's skills, aptitudes and interests before
selecting his rehabilitative program. So
dgi-snost.ic tests and interviews are avail-
able.

Another hindrance facing offenders is
simply their ignorance of the process of
finding a job. We must instruct them in
job interviewing and proper work habits.

In addition, we need to make prison
work more relevant to outside job vacan-
cies. My bill would upgrade work in cor-
rectional institutions so that skills devel-
oped by offenders, such as institutional
cooking or laundering could be applied
effectively to outside employment oppor-
tunities.

In cooperation with various labor un-
ions, my bill supports apprentice train-
ing programs in skills that will be in de-
mand upon release. Training time spent
within the correctional institution would
be counted toward the required union
apprenticeship period.

The bill also provides grants to public
or private agencies to establish training
and employment programs for offend-
ers after their release. It supports work-
release programs that allow the offender
to gain realistic on-the-job training in
a community. The participant could
learn not only vocational skills, but also
how to adjust to work-a-day community
living.

Another program eligible for funding
is a training program for important fig-
ures in the offenders’ lives—their fami-
lies, parole officers, and other appropri-
ate citizens—to sensitize them to the
special employment problems of ex-of-
fenders and their key role in the rehabil-
itative process.

The Correctional Manpower and Em-
ployment Act also focuses on those pro-
grams that already have been proven ef-
fective in combatting recidivism in vari-
ous communities, They are suggestions
not requirements. No applicant desiring
to receive financial assistance must im-
plement them. They serve as important
guidelines since they are based on years
of experience. But each applicant should
decide what programs are best suited to
his particular needs and would have the
greatest probability of success.

A role is given to both the public and
private sectors. The cooperation of the
private sector in particular is paramount
to the success of our job-oriented reha-
bilitation efforts. Unless the offender can
feel part of the larger community
again—as demonstrated by his ability to
obtain a job—he cannot be expected to
commit himself to a law-abiding life
within it. A tax credit is given to em-
ployers of ex-offenders after he has
worked for 1 year and will be kept on
for another year.

Another section of the bill authorizes
the Secretary of Labor to conduct vari-
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ous types of model programs specifically
designed to increase the employment
opportunities of offenders. The Federal
Government must support innovative
programs that could have possible na-
tionwide application and bring insight
into new correctional techniques.

One such program is a probation sub-
sidy experiment. The Secretary would
make grants to certain States that
agreed not to inecarcerate certain
offenders and would keep him in the
community, using the funds that would
have been spent on incarceration in-
stead for vocational training, counseling
and other supportive services.

Another model program provided is an
ex-offender-oriented employment serv-
ice, Special units would be established in
State agencies of the U.S. Employment
Service, composed of specialized person-
nel responsible for the placement activi-
ties. They shall interview prisoners in
the institutions and followup on their
ability to find jobs upon release.

Federal, State, and local laws pose
another significant barrier to an ex-
offender’s employment, since they often
deny him access to certain positions be-
cause of his past record. In some States
ex-offenders cannot obtain drivers
licenses, work in establishments han-
dling alcoholic beverages, or serve as
beauty operators. I fail to see the neces-
sity or value of such laws. They harm
the offender’s chances for rehabilitation
and threaten the community by in-
creasing the likelihood that the offender
will be forced back into crime. My hill
authorizes a study of State laws that are
statutory impediments to employment, so
that we can best determine how to
change them.

In order to bring about the reform so
desperately needed in our corrections
system, we need not only the right pro-
grams but also the right people to ad-
minister them. Without this key ingredi-
ent, it will be difficult if not impossible
to implement our proposals.

The second purpose of this measure is
to improve the effectiveness of correc-
tional personnel. We need more agres-
sive programs of recruitment, training,
and personnel management to fulfill a
vital need in the overall correctional
process.

Many correctional personnel are older
than most inmates and have other dii-
ferences that act as barriers to under-
standing and communication. Recruit-
ment of correctional staff workers is
further hampered by restrictive physical
requirements which are unrelated to any
work that must be performed, and result
in turning away many otherwise quali-
fied applicants.

Neither at Attica nor elsewhere are
guards well trained for their demanding,
difficult, and dangerous jobs. Most have
qualified for jobs by simply passing a
civil service exam and a physical. Most
have a low level of general education—16
percent have not even completed high
school. Yet, inservice training programs
for correctional staff are extremely
limited.

A national survey of correctional per-
sonnel conducted by the Joint Commis-
sion on Correctional Manpower and
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Training found that inservice training
programs were available to only T per-
cent of all administrators, 9 percent of
all supervisors, 10 percent of all fune-
tional specialists and 14 percent of in-
stitutional line workers.

My bill attempts to overcome this defi-
cit by giving funds to correctional agen-
cies to expand their recruitment and
training programs. Emphasis is on open-
ing up the correctional field to a greater
number of young people, women, and
minority group workers. Grants are also
available to recruit volunteers and legal,
medical, and other professional and
paraprofessional personnel to assist in
corrections. Priority will be given to
those programs that contribute to the
elimination of artificial barriers to em-
ployment and advancement of correc-
tional personnel so that tightly sched-
uled written examinations or unrelated
physical requirements are not necessary
for a correctional career.

Training programs will be extended
to present correctional personnel as well
as to the new recruits, including semi-
nars, courses and sabbatical leaves for
educational purposes. Funds are also
available for the development of courses
and curricula in cooperation with insti-
tutions of higher education to raise the
general level of education of corrections
staff and to inform them of new ideas in
their field. Financial assistance will also
be available for persons attending school
to advance in a corrections career,

The Correctional Manpower and Em-
ployment Act also creates a National
Corrections Manpower Center under the
supervision of the Director of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Prisons that will focus on
a long-term manpower development plan
to meet the overall needs of the correc-
tional system. The Center will also ar-
range regional training programs as well
as technical assistance to correctional in-
stitutions.

I am making available to the Members
of the House a section-by-section analy-
sis of the bill:

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE COR-
RECTIONAL MANPOWER AND EMPLOYMENT
AcT oF 1972
Section 2. Statement of Purpose.—This sec-

tion declares it to be the policy of the United
States to improve the correctional process by
providing comprehensive manpower train-
ing and employment programs for offenders,
and by improving the effectiveness of cor-
rectional personnel through better programs
of recruitment, training, and personnel man-
agement,

Section 101. Grants to Correctional Agen-
cles for the Training and Employment of Of-
fenders and the Improvement of Correctional
Personnel.—Authorizes the Secretary of
Labor to make grants to any correctional
agency for programs to improve training and
employment opportunities of offenders and
to improve the effectiveness of correctional
personnel.

Manpower programs for offenders, eligible
for assistance, include— and em-
ployment programs in correctional institu-
tions (including on-site and off-site work
experience projects); research programs,
training and employment programs in model
community training and employment centers
for juvenile offenders; dlagnostic tests and
interviews of offenders; training for offend-
ers in finding employment; pre-release fur-
loughs for offenders seeking employment;
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halfway houses for work-releases; and, meth-
ods of upgrading work in correctional insti-
tutions.

Programs to improve correctional person-
nel include recruiting and training pro-
grams, with priority given to those programs
that help eliminate artificlal barriers to em-
ployment and occupational advancement,
These programs include attracting parapro-
fessionals through in-service tralning which
would provide upward mobility into a cor-
rections career, attracting young people,
women, minority group members, volun-
teers, and legal, medical, and other profes-
sionals to assist In the area of corrections.
Training programs eligible for assistance
provide for use of private industry's re-
sources; programs to retrain present correc-
tlons personnel; provislon of sabbatical
leaves; development of courses and curricula
in cooperation with institutions of higher
education; and, financial assistance to per-
sons attending educational institutions to
advance in a corrections career.

Provision 1is also made for flexible work
schedules, improved working conditions,
promotional opportunities and health in-
surance for correctional personnel.

Section 201. Grants to Public or Private
Agencles for the Training and Employment
of Offenders and Ex-Offenders.—Authorizes
the Secretary of Labor to make grants to any
public or non-profit private department,
agency, or organization to establish training
and employment programs for offenders and
ex-offenders, and programs to improve the
effectiveness of correctional personnel. Pro-
vides that the SBecretary may also make con-
tracts with any profit-making organization
for the employment of offenders, including
related training programs and supportive
services,

These programs include pretrial and other
intervention programs which provide an op-
portunity to individuals who have been
charged with an offense to participate in
tralning and employment programs, prior to
final disposition of their cases; programs of-
fering a full-range of public employment
and advancement opportunities; training
programs, established by Joint Apprentice-
ship Committees, with priority given for pro-
grams in which training time spent within
the correctional institution is counted to-
ward period of apprenticeship of offenders
completing training; work-release programs,
including programs in the area of environ-
mental protection; professional and para-
professional training programs; training
programs for ex-offenders in the process of
finding employment; and, training programs
ffor prospective employers, parole officers,
family members of ex-offenders, and others
to sensitize them to the ex-offender’s special
employment problems.

Section 301. Federal for the
Training and Employment of Offenders and
Ex-Offenders and the Improvement of Cor-
rectional Personnel.—Authorizes the Secre-
tary of Labor to conduct model or demonstra-
tlon programs designed to facllitate the

and employment of offenders and
thelr reintegration into the community, and
to improve the effectiveness of correctional
personnel.

Requires the Secretary to establish these
programs on the basis of their potential ef-
fectiveness, and in areas having the most
need.

These programs include a Probation Serv-
ices project, under which the Secretary shall
make grants to selected States of one-half
the amount it costs to incarcerate an of-
fender, if the States agree to keep certain
offenders in the community and wuse an
amount equal to the cost of their incarcera-
tion to provide them with intensive proba-
tlon services, em vocational traln-
ing and employment; a State Employment
Service project, which establishes in State
agencies of the U.S. Employment Service spe-
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cial units composed of speclalized personnel
responsible for the Job placement of ex-
offenders; Ex-Offender Placement project, to
assist in the placing of qualified ex-offenders
who are denled employment for reasons other
than their ability to perform, including diffi-
culty in securing ; and, a project
providing for the employment of offenders in
Federal assistance programs,

Section 401. Conditions for Assistance for
All Applicants.—Requires any correctional
agency or public or private agency desiring
financial assistance to submit an application
to the Secretary of Labor. Each application
shall include assurances that the applicant
will make use of the best available resources
in developing their programs; appropriate
evidence of community understanding and
cooperation in the development or operation
of offender training and employment pro-
grams in the community; provision for the
involvement of industry, labor and employ-
ment personnel from the private sector of the
economy, as well as educational and voca-
tional education personnel; provision for uti-
lization of trained professionals and parapro=-
fessionals; and, provisions meeting other
administrative requirements.

Section 402. Conditions for Assistance for
Correctional Agencles—Provides that each
application submitted by a correctional
agency shall include certain additional pro-
visions, including assurances that offenders
participating in training and employment
programs are selected on an objective basis;
assurances that supportive services are pro-
vided along with training and employment;
provision for the maximum utilization of
work-release and the use of up-to-date train-
ing equipment; and, assurances that prior
arrangements have been made for release of
participants upon satisfactory completion of
&

SBectlion 403. Conditions for Assistance for
Public or Private Agencies.—Provides that
each application submitted by a public or
private agency shall include certaln addi-
tional provisions, including evidence of co-
operation from the appropriate State depart-
ment of corrections or correctional agency;
and, in the case of a profit-making agency,
assurances that employment will be provided
for each offender who participates in a train-
ing program.

Section 411, Allocation of Funds—Equit-
able Distribution.—Requires the Secretary to
establish criterla assuring equitable distri-
bution of assistance, by State, taking into
account, among outher factors, the ratio of
the number of prisoners under 25 in each
State to the total number in the country;
the ratio of the number of prisoners in each
State to the total population of the State;
the ratio of the number of persons in the
care of correctional agencles within each
State to the total number in the country;
the needs of the correctional agencles within
each State in proportion to the needs in the
Nation as a whole.

The aggregate nssistance to the agencles
and entities within any one State shall not
exceed 15% of the funds appropriated.

Section 412. Allocation of Funds—Priority
in Funding—Provides priority in funding
for programs assisted under this Act to be
given to those most likely to be effective in
meeting their goals. With respect to training
and employment programs for offenders,
priority shall be given to those in which ar-
rangements are made with public or private
employers for the employment of individuals
participating in these programs.

Section 413. Allocation of Funds—Priority
in Refunding.—Provides priority In continu-
ing funding for programs assisted under this
Act to be glven to those applicants who
show a high placement rate, taking into ac-
count either the relation of thelr placement
rate to the gross national placement rate for
all offenders or to the national rate for of-
fenders having similar placement problems.
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Section 414, Allocation of Funds—Install-
ment Payments.—This section permits the
Becretary of Labor to make installment pay-
ments to any grantees under this Act.

Section 421. Coordination and Program
Linkages—Agencies Involved.— Requires the
Secretary of Labor, the Attorney General, the
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare,
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and the Director of the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity to enter into agreements
to avoid program duplication and to assure
the combining of resources, maximum co-
ordination, and joint planning between pro-
grams conducted under this Act and other
programs administered by these officers.

Section 4232. Coordinstion and Program
Linkages—Education for Offenders and Cor-
rectional Personnel.—Requires the Secretary
of Labor and the Secretary of Health, Educa~
tion and Welfare to enter into agreements
pursuant to which the Secretary of Health,
Education and Welfare will provide educa-
tion for offenders and ex-offenders and cor-
rectional personnel participating in programs
under this Act, and will establish linkages
between programs under this Act and edu-
cation, vocational rehabllitation, and other
slmilar programs.

Section 423. Coordination and Program
Linkages—Volunteer Recruitment.—Author-
izes the Secretary of Labor to make arrange-
ments with the Director of ACTION for the
use of volunteers recruited by the Director
to assist in the operation of programs under
this Act.

Section 424. Coordination and Program
Linkages within each State.— Authorizes the
Becretary of Labor to enter into such ar-
rangements as are necessary to ensure maxi-
mum coordination and joint planning be-
tween programs conducted under this Act
within each State.

Bection 431. Definitions.—This section de-
fines the terms “correctional agency”, “of-
fender”, and “State”.

“Correctional Agency"” means, in addition
to any Federal, State, or local jail or prison,
any Federal, State, or local correctional de-
partment or agency, any community-based
correctional facilities, such as half way
houses, prerelease and postadjudicatory re-
ferral centers, juvenile homes and detention
facilities, and other appropriate facilities.

“Offender” means any person charged with
or convicted of an offense, including juve-
niles against whom proceedings have been
brought.

"“State” means any State of the United
States, the District of Columbia, Guam,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.

Section 501. Additional Incentive for Em-
ployment of Offenders and Ex-Offenders.—
This section provides for a tax credit for em-
ployers who place offenders or ex-offenders,
certified by the Secretary as having success-
fully completed tralning under this Act, in
employment or on-the-job training. Such
employers may clalm an income tax credit
equal to 20% of the wages pald such em-
ployees In the first 12 months of employ-
ment, in the same manner and to the same
extent as in the case of work Incentive pro-
gram expenses. (The amount of the tax credit
for any one employer is limited to no more
than the greater of £25,000 or 509 of his
total tax liability in any taxable year, but
amounts In excess of these limits may be
applied to other taxable years under carry-
back and carryover provisions, Tax credits
would be recaptured if the employer dis-
charges the employee during the first 12
months of employment or within a year
after the first 12 months of employment un-
less the employee leaves voluntarily or be-
cause of disability or is discharged for mis-
conduet. The employee must be pald wages
comparable to those paid to other employees
of such employer who perform comparable
services.)
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Section 601. National Corrections Man-
power Center.—This section establishes a Na-
tional Corrections Manpower Center under
the supervision of the Director of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Prisons. The purpose of the
Center is to develop a long-term manpower
development plan and program to meet the
overall needs of the correctional system; pro-
vide technical assistance to correctional in-
stitutions in the development of correctional
manpower; develop and provide both train-
ing programs and experts for the improve-
ment of corrections personnel; and, arrange
regional tralning programs.

Section T01. Studies and Reports—Program
Effectiveness—Requires the Secretary of
Labor, in consultation with the Attorney
General and the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare, to conduct a continuing
evaluation of programs under this Act to
measure their effectiveness, particularly with
respect to participants' recidivism rates. The
Secretary is also required to submit to the
President and Congress annually a detailed
report of his findings.

Section 702. Studies and Reports—Statu-
tory Impediments to Offender Employment.—
Requires the Secretary of Labor to conduct
a natlonwide study of State laws resulting
in statutory Impediments to employment
of offenders, in order to measure their effect
upon the ability of ex-offenders to find jobs,
and their resultant effect or recidivism rates.
Requires the Secretary of Labor, through
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, to compile
other relevant information regarding offender
employment opportunities, and to publish
the results.

Section 7T03. Studies and Reports—Clvil
Service Commission.—Requires the Chairman
of the U.S. Civil Service Commission, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Labor, to re-
port to the President and Congress, no later
than one year from the date of enactment of
this Act, on the extent to which employment
opportunities for offenders may be increased
in the Federal service.

Section 801. Appropriations.—This section
authorizes appropriations of $150 million for
fiscal year 1973, $200 million for fiscal year
1974, and such sums as may be necessary
for each of the next three fiscal years.

IMPROVEMENTS TO THE CAPITOL

(Mr. GUDE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, the news that
the Commission for the Extension of the
Capitol has approved an extension of the
west front rather than trying to preserve
the present wall—the only original wall
of the Capitol remaining—has turned
everyone's eyes to the exterior of the
Capitol. I would hope that some of this
attention will be directed toward a major
eyesore—the East Capitol Plaza.

My colleague from Massachusetts, M1~
CHAEL HARrINGTON, and I have asked to
present another proposal for beautifica-
tion of the Capitol to the Commission in
time for the bicentennial on behalf of
ourselves and 23 of our colleagues: FRED
SCHWENGEL, F. BRADFORD MORSE, Tom
BevILL, CHARLES WHALEN, JAMES R. MANN,
JoHN E. Moss, Howard W. RoBisoN, BEN-
JAMIN ROSENTHAL, G. WiLLiam WHITE-
HURST, THOMAS M. REES, RoManO L. Maz-
ZOLI, SEYMOUR HALPERN, Wirriam D.
HataAwAY, JoHN F. SEIBERLING, BEN B.
BLACKBURN, AucusTUs F. HAWKINS, LAW-
RENCE J. HocaN, Sam GIBBONS, FRANK
HorToN, JoHN G. Dow, Luciex N. NEDzZI,
JoHN S. MoNAGAN, and ORVAL HANSEN.
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Our proposal is not intended to con-
flict with plans for the west front, but is
intended to restore some degree of dig-
nity, beauty, and tranquility to the East
Capitol Plaza, which has degenerated
into an unsightly and somewhat hazard-
ous parking lot. We are convinced that a
carefully planned diversion of vehicular
traffic and parking from the area would
make the Capitol better serve visitors and
legislators alike.

In 1956, the Commission authorized
the Architect of the Capitol to make a
study of such a project. The results of
that study came in 1957 and have been
referred to as the campus plan. Essen-
tially, this plan called for a garage under
the East Plaza complete with access
ramps and lanes for the pickup and dis-
charge of visitors.

Further, it entailed the tunneling of
Independence and Constitution Avenues
and the closing of First Street East,
thereby creating a pleasant, open plaza,
free from vehicular traffic. The Commis-
sion accepted this plan and it was en-
dorsed by the American Institute of Ar-
chitects and other interested organiza-
tions. Regrettably, no further action was
taken on the plan at that time.

We propose that a fresh look be given
to adoption of a modified version of
that campus plan. In the interest of
economy, we would propose that the plan
could be developed and executed in four
steps.

The first and most important step
would be to eliminate once and for all
the unsightly parking lot on the East
Plaza, the dangerous dodging of auto-
mobiles, and the undignified use of the
Plaza for trash and delivery trucks. This
could be accomplished by construction
of an underground garage parallel to the
Capitol Building. Special underground
lanes for private and commercial vehicles
would be included in this project. The
Plaza’s surface could be tiled or paved
in an attractive manner and would be
used by automobiles only on ceremonial
occasions, such as the Presidential in-
auguration.

Subsequent stages of development
would provide for additional parking un-
derground as necessary and feasible,
tunneling of Independence and Consti-
tution Avenues, and the closing of First
Street.

We believe, in consideration of the up-
coming bicentennial, that the time for
taking a fresh look at this proposal is
particularly ripe. Should the plan prove
economically feasible, the completion of
step 1 by 1976 would be most desirable
as it would go a long way toward restor-
ing to our Capitol the dignity and gran-
deur it has long lacked, but always de-
served.

ADDRESS OF CONGRESSMAN CONTE
AT TESTIMONIAL DINNER FOR
SCHENECTADY MAYOR FRANK
J. DUCIL

(Mr. STRATTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REecorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, last
Saturday our beloved and very able col-
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league, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. CoNTE), was in my district and
my former hometown of Schenectady,
N.Y., as the principal speaker at a testi-
monial dinner honoring the newly elect-
ed mayor of Schenectady, Frank J. Duci,
the first Italo-American to be elected to
that office in our city’s history.

Congressman CoNTE's address was
such a fine one, and included such a
clear-cut appreciation of the great con-
tributions that Americans of Italian de-
scent have made to our great country, I
believe my colleagues will find his address
of great interest, and under leave to ex-
tend my remarks, I include the excellent
address.

The address follows:

SPEECH BY THE HONORABLE SILvio O. CONTE

Coming to Schenectady, is for me, much
like coming home to my own hometown of
Pittsfield, Massachusetts. In addition to the
fact that only a range of mountains separates
us, our two cities are very much alike, Yours
is a city proud of its heritage, and so is Pitts-
fleld. It's a working man's city, so is Pitts-
fleld. It's a city comprised of many active
ethnic groups, so is Pittsfleld. And it's a
city where a company called General Electric
has some impact on the economy, and so is
Pittsfield.

So, rather than feeling like a visitor from
another state tonight, I feel like I'm spend-
ing a good night at home with friends.

All this is a rather elaborate way of say-
ing that I am glad to be here, and I am
most grateful to all the many frlends of
Mayor Frank J. Duci for inviting me to share
this night with you.

If you catch me tilting my head a bit
toward the mayor tonight, don't be surprised.
I understand one of his hobbiles is making
sketches, and I want to make sure he gets
& good profile of my best side.

It was a real pleasure meeting State Sena~-
tor John Marchl here tonight. John, of
course, is the fellow who made so many Re-
publicans happy by helping to drive John
Lindsay to the Democratic Party.

And, since this is not a strictly partisan
affair tonight, I want to say how happy I
am to vislt Congressman Sam Stratton's dis-
trict. Although we sit on opposite sides of the
aisle in the Congress, I know and admire the
hard work he puts in and the good job he
does in the House of Representatives.

At the outset, I will make one promise that
should meet with your approval. That is that
I will be brief. I believe that, as Thomas Jef-
ferson said, “speeches measured by the hour,
die by the hour.” And I would prefer that
any dying I might have to do up here would
be by the minute, not the hour.

Usually when I am inyited to speak for
some public official outside of my own dis-
trict it is for a candidate for election who
faces a pretty stiff challenge, If he loses de-
spite all my rhetorical efforts, then it looks
as though I helped defeat him.

8o it's a lot more fun to come here to-
night and speak for someone who has al-
ready won.

Instead of urging you to go out and vote
for Frank Duecl, I can simply congratulate
you all on your good judgment. Because from
what I know of the mayor, you have elected
yourselves & man who has earned the right
to head this great city, and a man who will
lead it in a way that will make all of its
citizens proud.

Schenectady is a city of “firsts”—the first
nonsectarian college, the first raflroad train,
the first television. Now it has another
“first’—Its first Itallan-American mayor.

The son of Italian immigrants, Frank Ducl
wasn't born the natural heir to high public
office. He had to work and sacrifice to make
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his way to the position he now holds. When
he was growing up here, there was no such
thing as worrying about getting the luxuries
of life. It was the necessities of life you had
%o scrape for.

I know the story very well, for I went
through the same thing. That is one of the
reasons I was so quick to accept the invita-
tion to come here tonight. Both of my par-
ents came over from tIaly. They didn't bring
over much in their satchels. But what they
did bring with them was the very best of a
very old country—a deep respect for God
and man, an appreciation of beauty, a yearn-
ing for freedom, and a love of family.

In time they became thoroughly and hap-
ily American—and so did all the children.
And as we grew we developed a flerce desire
to contribute something of value to this
great nation. This desire is what fuels the
fire of men such as Frank Ducl. And his con-
tribution has been, and will continue to be,
top grade public service to the people of
his community.

The story has been the same not only
for Italian-Americans, but for descendants
of all the waves of immigrants who have
come to America. And nowhere Is the story
better illustrated than here in Schenectady.

Before coming over here tonight, I took
some time to read about, and familiarize my-
self with, your city.

I read of the Indian land purchased and
settled by the Dutch more than 300 years
ago. I read of the early hard times, the strug-
gles and the tragedies. The influence of the
French and the English. The immigrations
of the Itallans, Germans, Poles, Irish, Jews
and others. The tremendous growth that ac-
companied industrialization. The flourishing
of the civic and cultural life of the commu-
nity. And the upward mobility of the im-
migrants and their families as they moved
to positions of influence through hard work
and determination.

And as I read, I was struck by the fact
that the history of your city is truly a cap-
sule version of the history of this country.

The daring adventure, the adversity, the
triumph, the growth—Iit has all been played
out here just as it has for the country at
large. And -the participants in this great
drama were the peoples of many nations who
came here seeking, and finding, a better
life.

Herman Melville, ocne of this nation’s
greatest authors and a favorite of mine
since he wrote his classic “Moby Dick" in
my hometown, understood this and stated
it best when he sald about America:

“Settled by the people of all nations, all
nations may claim her for their own. You
cannot spill a drop of American blood with-
out spilling the blood of the world .. . We
are not a narrow tribe of men . . . No, our
blood is as the flood of the Amazon, made
up of a thousand noble currents all pouring
into one. We are not a nation so much as
a world.”

The man who wrote those words would
have loved your city. For Melville would have
found your city uniquely American. The
tough and knotty problems our country is
facing in its effort to forge a more perfect
and just union, I am sure are reflected in
Schenectady. But so too are the considerable
talents and strengths of America. And those
gifts, so long as we do not lose confidence,
provide us with the tools both to deal with
the problems we face and, ultimately, to
overcome them,

We have done this in the past and, I be-
lieve, we can do it again. But the job is
getting tougher all the time because the
problems are getting tougher all the time.
And the tougher the problems, the tougher
the job of the public official who has to deal
with them.

So it is not enough tonight merely to honor
Frank Duci, merely to celebrate his success.
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Just as he needed your help to get elected
to this post, so too will he need it if he is
to lead this city effectively.

It has been said, and I believe wisely, that
the job of Mayor is one of the most demand-
ing and difficult in this country today. For
here are all our nation’s problems in micro-
cosm, The mayor is in the first trench on
the front line. To his office comes the com-
plaint about the trash pickup and the tax
rate; potholes in the street and racial ten-
sions; snow removal and drug abuse; unem-
ployment, pollution, school needs and count-
less others.

We are all adept at discovering problems,
at finding Inequities that should be corrected.
We are much weaker when it comes to de-
vising swift and workable solutions.

The difficulty, to a large degree, is that our
problems are so severe these days, so com-
plex and interrelated, that the simple solu-
tion of yesteryear just does not do the job.

Some people, however, still belleve that for
every problem there is a simple cure-all. Such
thinking was labeled by John Gardner as the
“vending machine concept of social change.”

“Put a coin in the machine,” he said, “and
out comes a piece of candy. If there is a social
problem, pass a law and out comes a solu-
tion. When the nation fails to solve one of
its problems, people who hold such a sim-
plified view naturally assume that someone
in power was stupid or misguided or both."

The frustration that results from such a
view leads many people to simply damn all
public. officials—in effect, they ‘“drop out.”
Because they can't get overnight results, they
slmply give up and claim it can't be done.,"

Such pessimism reminds me of the story
about the man who was watching Robert
Fulton build the first steamboat. “It'll never
start,” the man said, “it’ll never start”. Then
Fulton got into the Clermont, started the
engine, steamed up the river, and the man
yelled after him. “It'll never stop. It'll never
stop.”

I suppose there will always be people like
that who would rather stay on the sidelines
than get involved; people who would rather
complain and predict defeat than roll up
their sleeves and tackle a problem. Theilr at-
titude rejects the very things that made this
country great.

When we were a much younger nation, our
best people viewed our problems and our fail-
ings not as reasons to drop out, but rather
&3 blemishes to be erased, challenges to be
overcome,

Our forefathers worked manfully to meet
their challenges. They did not create a per-
fect society, but they did better than anyone
before them had ever done,

It is this legacy of unselfish service that
must be continued if we are to see this na-
tion through what is perhaps the most try-
ing period in its history.

Fortunately for the citizens of Schenec-
tady, Frank Duci will provide that service to
this city. Throughout 12 years in county gov-
ernment, ‘as supervisor and representative,
he has proved that he is willing to pay the
price of long hours, hard work, frequent set-
backs and occasional ingratitude that go with
meeting the challenge of public service.

Men such as your mayor reflect, by their
daily’ toll, their confidence that they will
succeed.

All of you here tonight, his friends, know
the mayor better than I. So I am not going
to run down the shopping list of all the
things he has accomplished for this city and
this country during his public career.

Certain things, however, seem to me to il-
lustrate such & strong concern for the well-
being of the community that they must be
mentioned.

For example, while others worry about the
communication gap between the old and the
young, Frank Duci went out and did some-
thing about it. He Initiated the “County
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Government for A Day"” program that lets
kids take over the government and find out
first hand what 1t is all about.

His commitment to education is nowhere
better shown than in hls strenuous and suc-
cessful efforts for a new county public library
and the creation of the Schenectady Commu-
nity College.

Through his position on the Building Com-
mittee, he was instrumental in construction
of the new county office building, renovation
of the courthouse and construction of an
addition to the Glendale Home for the
elderly.

These, then, are a few of the tangible
monuments to the concern and the effective-
ness of your mayor.

But I am sure that everyone here tonight
has a special story of his own to tell which
describes the type of public servant Frank
Ducl has been for his city.

He is the type of public officlal who is
always accesslble to the people; always will-
ing to give up his own time to help others;
never too busy to study a problem first hand;
never short of the enthusiasm, patience, and
stamina it takes to be an effective public
servant.

Frank Duci’s vislon of government is a
clear one, And that Is that the government
is “of the people, by the people and for the
people.” With him there is no privileged few
who deserve special breaks; nor is there any-
one who deserve less than a fair break.

It is & great formula for public service, and
he has followed it scrupulously. The people
of Schenectady have been the benefactors,
just as they will continue to benefit over the
next four years of his term as mayor.

I join all of you tonight in celebrating the
success of this good man. I urge you to carry
your enthusiasm of this night over the dif-
ficult months and years ahead. And I thank
you all for the opportunity to come here and
help honor Mayor Duel.

Thank you.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows to:

Mr. RousseLor (at the request of Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp), for today, on account
of official committee business at the di-
rection of the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service.

Mr. Forey, for Monday, March 13,
1972, on account of official business.

Mr. Burxe of Florida (at the request
of Mr. GeraLp R. Forpn), for today, on
account of official business.

Mr. PepPeEr (at the request of Mr.
CoLmEeRr), for Thursday, March 9, 1972,
on account of official business.

SPECTAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. pu PoNT) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous material:)

Mr. HaLrerN, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. SCHWENGEL, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. M1LLER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BrooMriIeLD, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Hansen of Idaho, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BErRGLAND) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)
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Mr. Asrein, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLEz, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. MircHELL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. McFaLL, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. GrrFFin, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. St GerMmaIN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RoonEY of Pennsylvania, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. Boces, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BrapeEMmas, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. IcHORD, for 60 minutes, March 13.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
{zvise and extend remarks was granted

Mr. Ma=HON in the body of the REcorp
and to include resolutions with reference
to the late George W. Andrews of
Alabama.

Mr. Mamon and to include certain
tables and tabulations.

Mr. Gross and fo include pertinent
material.

Mr. BecIcH, to revise and extend his
remarks on HR. 10420 immediately
prior to the Committee’s rising.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. v PonT) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. SCHWENGEL.

Mr. SteeLE in four instances.

Mr. HaLpErN in two instances.

Mr. GUDE.

Mr. CONTE.

Mr, BELL.

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr. QuiE in two instances.

Mr. Hunt in two instances.

Mr. ARCHER.

Mr. ZWACH.

Mr. CARTER in three instances.

Mr. HosMeRr in two instances.

Mr. MorsE in two instances.

Mr, CrLEVELAND in two instances.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN in two instances.

Mr. StEIGER of Wisconsin.

Mr. HEINZ.

Mr. ScHMITZ.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BErGLAND) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. GonNzaLEZz in two instances.

Mr. RaricK in three instances.

Mr. Rocers in five instances.

Mr. Hacan in three instances.

Mr. SareanEs in five instances.

Mr. CAaRNEY in two instances.

Mr. HamiLToN in three instances.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee.

Mr. ScHEUER in two instances.

Mr. DoNoHUE in two instances.

Mr. HOLIFIELD,

Mr. WoLFF in two instances.

Mr. BapiLro in three instances.

. GALLAGHER.

Mr. STOKES.

. HEBERT in two instances.

Mr. CELLER in two instances.

Mr. ABBITT.

Mr. Dices.

Mr. TIERNAN.

. HARRINGTON.

. DorN in two instances.

. Roy.

. Moor=HEAD in five instances.
. McEAa¥Y.

. MONTGOMERY.
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Mr. WALDIE in three instances.

Mr. ZasLockKI in two instances.

Mr. Epwarps of California in three in-
stances.

Mr. Ryan in three instances.

Mr. KYROS.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 10834. An act authorizing the State
of Alaska to operate a passenger vessel of
foreign registry between ports in Alaska,
and between ports in Alaska and ports in
the State of Washington, for & limited pe-
rlod of time.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the
following titles:

5. 602. An act to provide for the disposition
of judgments, when appropriated, recovered
by the Confederated Salish and Kootenal
Tribes of the Flathead Reservation, Mont.,
in paragraphs 7 and 10, docket No. 52033,
U.8. Court of Claims, and for other purposes;

8. 671. An act to provide for division and
for the disposition of the funds riated
to pay a judgment in favor of the Blackfeet
Tribe of the Blackfeet Indian Reservation,
Mont., and the Gros Ventre Tribe of the
Fort Belknap Reservation, Mont., in Indlan
Claims Commission docket No. 279-A, and
for other purposes;

8. 860. An act relating to the Trust Terri-
tory of the Pacific Islands;

8. 996. An act relating to the transporta-
tion of mail by the U.S. Postal Service;

S. 1168. An act to amend the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965 to provide grants to States
for the establishment, maintenance, opera-
tion, and expansion of low-cost meal projects,
nutrition training and education projects,
opportunity for social contacts, and for other
purposes;

8. 2423. An act to amend the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958 to provide for the suspension
and rejection of rates and practices of alr
carriers and foreign alr carriers in foreign
alir transportation, and for other purposes;
and

8. 3244, An act to amend the Military Con-
struction Authorization Act, 1970, to author-
ize additional funds for the conduct of an
international aeronautical exposition.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BERGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 3 o’clock and 44 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until Monday, March 13, 1972, at 12
o'clock noon.

CONTRACTUAL ACTIONS, CALENDAR
YEAR 1970, TO FACILITATE NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE

The Clerk of the House of Represent-
atives submits the following report for
printing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
gursua.nt to section 4(b) of Public Law

5-804:
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U.S. AtoMmic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., March 8, 1972.
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Dear MR. SPEAKER: The following informa-
tion is submitted pursuant to the provisions
of Public Law 85-804, approved August 28,
1958, and to the implementing instructions as
contained in Federal Procurement Regula-
tions 1-17.000 which establishes regulations
for entering into and amending or modifying
contracts to facilitate the national defense
under the extraordinary emergency author-
ity granted by this Act.

The Act provides that each agency shall,
by March 15 of each year, submit to the
Congress a report of all actions taken under
the authority of the Act during the preced-
ing calendar year. For the calendar year end-
ing December 31, 1971, the Atomic Energy
Commission reports the following actions ap-
proved under the subject Act.

1. “Residual Powers™: Determinations (for
drilling work) dated March 10, April 20, and
October 1, 1971, and Determinations (for all
other construction work) dated April 20, and
July 1, 1971, were issued for the Nevada Test
Site (NTS), including Nuclear Rocket De-
velopment Station (NRDS) Nevada, and
Tonopah Test Range (TTR). The Determina-
tions provide that contractors and subcon-
tractors, subject to the Davis-Bacon Act at
the aforementioned locations, shall adhere to
money provisions and certain other condi-
tions of labor agreements between Reynolds
Electrical and Engineering Co., Ine., and
Catalytic Inc., and various construction crafts
in the Nevada area. These Determinations
are deemed necessary to promote labor sta-
bility, efficiency and economy in the per-
formance of contracts and subcontracts at
the sites which directly affect the national
defense and security.

2. Formalization of Informal Commitments
and “Residual Powers":

$10, 714, 34
9, 916. 29

3. Other Contractual Adjustments:

Amount requested

Amount approved

Sincerely,
JOHN V. VINCIGUERRA,
For General Manager.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1717. A letter from the Chilef Scout Execu-
tive, Boy Scouts of America, transmitting
the 1971 Annual Report of the Boy Scouts
of America (H. Doc. No. 82-263) ; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor and ordered
to be printed with illustrations. .

1718. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of Agriculture, transmitting the first
annual report of the National Advisory Coun-
cll on Child Nutrition, pursuant to Publlc
Law 91-248; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

1719. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting the fiscal year
1971 Annual Report of the Bonneville Power
Administration, together with the consoli-
dated financial statement for the Federal
Columbia River Power System, pursuant to
Public Law 89-—448; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affalirs.

1720. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization BService, De-
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partment of Justice, transmitting the An-
nual Report of the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service for fiscal year 1871; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

1721. A letter from the General Manager,
Atomic Energy Commission, transmitting
a report of Commission activities during 1971
in entering into and amending or modifying
contracts to facilitate the national defense
under the extraordinary emergency authority
granted by Public Law 85-804; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

1722, A letter from the Chalrman, U.S. Civil
Service Commission, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to provide equitable
wage adjustments for certain prevalling rate
employees of the Government; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

1723. A letter from the Chairman, Atomic
Energy Commission, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to require
applicants for licenses to construct and op-
erate utilization or production facilities to
obtain a construction permit from the Atomic
Energy Commission prior to commencement
of construction, and for other purposes; to
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. MAHON: Committee on ria-
tions. House Joint Resolution 1087. Joint
resolution making certain urgent supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal year 1972,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 92-809).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Unlon.

Mr. MILIS of Arkansas: Committee of
conference. Conference report on H.R. 12910
(Rept. No, 92-010). Ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DANITELS of New Jersey (for
himself, and Mr. EscH) :

H.R. 13690 a bill to provide for the com-
prehensive development of correctional man-
power training and employment, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr. ABBITT:

H.R. 13691. A Dill to extend the survivor
annuity provisions of section 8841(b) (1)
and (3) of title 5, United States Code, to
spouses, widows, and widowers of certain
retired employees, and for other purposes;
to the Commitee on Post Office and Civil
Service.
By Mr. ASHLEY:

H.R.13692. A bill to provide that in de-
termining the amount of retired pay, retire-
ment pay, or retalner pay payable to any
enlisted man, all service shall be counted
which would have been counted for the same
purposes if he were a commissioned officer;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BRAY:

HR.13683. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 41) to pro-
vide that under certain circumstances ex-
clusive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawful; to the Committee on Inter-
State and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R. 13604. A bill to amend the joint reso-
lution establishing the American Revolution
Bicentennial Commission, as amended; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. DUNCAN (for himself, Mr, Ap-
DABEO, Mr., ALEXANDER, Mr. BEVILL,
Mr. BrLaNTON, Mr. DERWINSEI, Mr.
GARMATZ, Mr, Gray, Mr., Hocan, Mr.
Huwnt, Mr. EUvYKENDALL, Mr. MEL-
CHER, Mr. NicHoLS, Mr. PERKINS, Mr.
QUILLEN, and Mr. YATRON) @

H.R. 13695. A bill to amend section 120 of
title 23, United States Code, to provide that
the Federal share payable for Interstate Sys-
tem projects shall be 100 percent, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama:

H.R. 13696. A bill to make the use of a fire-
arm to commit certain felonies a Federal
crime where that use violates State law, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. GARMATZ (for himself, Mr.
CrLARKE, Mr, PELLY and Mr. KEITH) :

H.R. 13697. A bill to amend the provisions
of title 14, United States Code, relating to
the flag officer structure of the Coast Guard,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. GARMATZ:

H.R. 13698. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a national cemetery within a 50«
mile radius of Baltimore, State of Maryland;
to provide for the care and maintenance of
sald cemetery; and to authorize a burial plot
allowance for the benefit of certain deceased
veterans; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs,

H.R. 13699. A bill to extend until Septem-
ber 30, 1975, the suspension of duty on cer-
tain dyeing and tanning products and to in=-
clude logwood among such products; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McFALL (for himself, Mr. PaT-
MAN Mr. STAGGERS, Mr, SixEs, Mr.
Ropino, Mr. Pucinski, Mr, PriCE of
Illinois, Mr., THOMPSON of New Jer-
sey, Mr. DiNGELL, Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr.
O'NenL, Mr. Do H. CLAUSEN, Mr.
Boranp, Mr. ANNUNzZIO, Mr. MAD-
DEN, Mr. Garmarz Mr. Froop, Mr,
Durskr, Mr. Sisx, Mr. BEGICH, Mr.
ELrvczynskr, Mr. CLARK, Mr. LEGGETT,
and Mr. Havs) :

H.R. 13700. A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
19656 in order to increase the authorization
of appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, for public works and develop-
ment facilities grants, and to require that a
larger percentage of such appropriations be
expended in certaln redevelopment areas; to
the Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. McFALL (for himself, Mr.
Apams, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. ANDER-
soN of California, Mr. BERGLAND, Mr.
Burke of Massachusetts, Mr. BURTON,
Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania, Mr.
CaseY of Texas, Mr. CoNTE, Mr. Cor~
MAN, Mr. CoTrTER, Mr, DANIELSON, Mr.
Davis of Georgia, Mr. DELLENBACK,
Mr. DeLrums, Mr. DEnT, Mr. Dices,
and Mr. Dow) :

HR.13701.A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 in order to increase the authorization of
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, for public works and develop-
ment facilities grants, and to require that a
larger percentage of such appropriations be
expended in certain redevelopment areas; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. McFALL (for himself, Mr, Mc-
Eay, Mr, Meeps, Mr. Mixva, Mr.
MinisH, Mrs, MiNK, Mr, MOLLOHAN,
Mr. MoNAGAN Mr, Morsg, Mr, Moss,
Mr. O’KonsKl, Mr. PELLY, Mr. PEPPER,
Mr. PmeNIE, Mr. PrYorR of Arkansas,
MAIN, and Mr. SARBANES) :

HR. 13702. A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 In order to increase the authorization

of appropriations for the fiscal year ending
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June 30, 1973, for public works and devel-
opment facilities grants, and to require that
& larger percentage of such appropriations
be expended in certain redevelopment areas;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr, McFALL (for himself, Mr. Ep-
wARDS of California, Mr. Evans of
Colorado, Mr. FoLEY, Mr. WILLIAM
D. Forp, Mr. Frasgr, Mr. Furron,
Mr. FuqQua, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mrs,
GRrasso, Mrs. HANSEN of Washing-
ton, Mr. HATHAWAY, Mr. HaAwWkINS,
Mr. HEcHLER of West Virginia, Mr.
Hicks of Washington, Mr. HosMER,
Mr. Howarp, Mr. HurL, Mr, Keg, and
Mr. McCoRMACK) :

HR. 13703, A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 in order to increase the authorization
of appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, for public works and develop-
ment facilities grants, and to require that a
larger percentage of such appropriations be
expended in certain redevelopment areas;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. McFALL (for himself, Mr.
Stack, Mr. James V. STANTON, Mr.
STOKES, Mr. STUBBLEFIELD, MTS. SUL-
LIVAN, Mr. TaLcoTT, Mr. THOMSON of
Wisconsin, Mr. TIErNaN, Mr. UrL-
MAN, Mr. VAN DEERLIN, Mr. VANDER
Jagr, Mr. VANIK, Mr. WaLDIE, Mr,
DrINAN, and Mr. BROOKS) :

HR. 13704. A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 In order to increase the authorization
of appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 380, 1973, for public works and develop-
ment facilities grants, and to require that a
larger percentage of such appropriations be
expended in certain redevelopment areas; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HALPERN:

H.R. 13705. A bill to amend the Drug Abuse
Education Act of 1970 to broaden the scope
of its programs to include programs involving
correctional institutions and facilities and
the personnel of such institutions and facil-
itles; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

H.R. 13706. A bill to subject the Federal,
State, and local governments to the provi-
sions of the Age Discrimination in Employ-
ment Act of 1967; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor,

By Mr. HALPERN (for himself and Mr.
Hays):

H.R. 13707. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of State to furnish assistance for the
resettlement of Soviet Jewish refugees in
Israel; to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. HALPERN:

H.R. 18708. A bill to amend part E of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1988 to require applications for grants for
correctional institutions and facilities to in-
clude provisions for drug addiction and re-
habllitation programs and to direct the At-
torney General to prescribe standards for the
administration of drug rehabilitation pro-
grams in correctional institutions and facili-
ties; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. HALPERN (for himself, Mr.
Duncan, Mr. MinsHaLL, and Mr.
EKEMP) :

H.R. 13709. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
for expenses incurred by a taxpayer in mak-
ing repairs and improvements to his resi-
dence; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAWKINS:

H.R. 13710. 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.

By Mr. HAYS:

H.R. 13711, A Dbill 0 amend title 44 of the
United States Code to revise the provisions
relating to the disbursement function of the
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Government Printing Office and to provide
accountability and relief for certifying of-
ficers of such Office, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

H.R. 13712. A bill to provide for the issu-
ance of a commemorative postage stamp in
commemoration of the 500th anniversary of
the birth of Nicolaus Corpernicus, the
founder of modern astronomy; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. McMILLAN (by request) (for
himself, Mrs. GREeN of Oregon, Mr.
Diges, Mr. Frasgr, Mr. CaserLn, Mr.
BrLanTON, Mr. STUCKEY, Mr. MIEvVA,
Mr. Lank, Mr. DerLuMs, Mr. NELSEN,
Mr. SprINGER, Mr, O'EoNsEI, Mr,
HamrsHA, Mr. BrovyHILL of Virginia,
Mr. GupgE, Mr. LANDGREBE, Mr. Mc-
EKinnNEY, and Mr. FAUNTROY)

H.R. 13713. A bill to extend for 3 years
the District of Columbia Medical and Den-
tal Manpower Act of 1970; to the Committee
on District of Columbia.

By Mr. REID:

H.R. 13714. A bill to amend the Bank Hold-
ing Company Act Amendments of 1970 to
authorize grants to Eisenhower College,
Seneca Falls, N.¥.; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. ROGERS (for himself, Mr.
SATTERFIELD, Mr. KYROS, Mr, PREYER
of North Carolina, Mr. SYMINGTON,
Mr. Roy, Mr, NELSEN, Mr. CARTER,
and Mr. HASTINGS) :

HR. 13715. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to enlarge the authority
of the National Heart and Lung Institute in
order to advance theé national attack against
diseases of the heart and blood vessels, the
lungs, and blood; and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce.

By Mr. SCHEUER:

H.R. 13716. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. SKUBITZ:

H.R. 13717. A blll to enable wheat pro-
ducers, processors, and end-product manu-
facturers of wheat foods to work tngether to
establish, finance, and administer a co-
ordinated program of research, education,
and promotion to maintain and expand mar-
kets for wheat and wheat products for use
as human foods within the United States; to
the Committee on Agriculture,

H.R. 13718. A Dbill to amend the Occupa~
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Educa~-
tion and Labor,

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (for himself,
Mr. MoNTGOMERY, Mrs. Hicks of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. DaNIELSON, and Mr,
Winn) (by request) :

H.R. 13719. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize an extension of the
contract with the Veterans Memorlal Hos-
pital at Manila, under the modified agree-
ment between the United States and the
Republic of the Phillppines respecting hos-
pitals and medical care for Commonwealth
Army veterans and new Philippine Scouts,
and to extend the appropriation authority
for sums to be used in making research and
teaching grants to such hospital; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. ULLMAN (for himself, Mr.
CormMaN, Mr. BerTs, Mr. SCHNEEBELI,
and Mr. CONABLE) :

HR. 13720. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to lobby-
ing by certain types of exempt organiza-
tions; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WHALLEY:

H.R. 13721. A bill to amend section 120 of
title 23, United States Code, to provide that
the Federal share payable for Interstate Sys-
tem projects shall be 100 percent, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Public
Works.
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By Mr. WIGGINS:

H.R. 13722, A bill to amend section 2254 of
title 28, United States Code, with respect to
Federal habeas corpus; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. WYMAN (for himself, Mr. Hor-
TON, Mr. HeELsTOSEI, Mr. HUNGATE,
Mr. DERwWINSEI, Mr. MALLARY, Mr.
MayneE, Mr. KEEmp, Mr. HuNT, Mr.
CoLLIER, Mr. HALPFERN, Mr. MazzoLI,
Mr. GALLAGHER, Mr. Moss, Mr.
ADDABBO, and Mr. WHITEHURST) :

H.R. 13723. A bill to protect collectors of
antigque glassware against the manufacture
in the United States or the importation of
imitations of such glassware; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. FISH:

H.R. 13724. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

H.R. 13725. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to liberalize certain Veterans’
Administration benefit payments to Philip-
pine veterans and their dependents; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affalrs.

H.R. 13726. A bill to amend section 1502 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide that
eligibllity requirements for Vietnam era vet-
erans shall conform with those afforded
World War II and Eorean conflict veterans;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 18727. A billl to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize the Administrator
to reimburse employers for unusual cosis In-
curred in providing on-job training for cer-
tain veterans; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

By Mr. LEGGETT (for himself, Mr.
Moss, Mr. WaLpie, Mr. MiILLER of
California, Mr. Rees, Mr. McCLoS-
KEY, Mr. PETTIS, Mr. EDWaARDS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. DANIELSON,; Mr. DELLUMS,
Mr. CORMAN, Mr, DINGELL, Mr. UDALL,
Mrs. Hansen of Washington, Mr.
DeEnNIs, and Mr. RYAN) :

H.R. 13728. A bill to designate certain lands
in the State of California as wilderness; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. LENT:

H.R. 13720. A bill to establish a contiguous
fishery zone (200-mile limit) beyond the ter-
ritorial sea of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisherles.

By Mrs. MINK:

H.R. 13730. A bill to amend title 13, United
States Code, to establish within the Bureau
of the Census a National Voter Registration
Administration for the purpose of adminis-
tering a voter registration program through
the mail; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Mr. PRICE of Ilinois (for himself,
Mr. HorrFierp, Mr. HosMEeER, Mr.
AsPINaLL, and Mr. HAnsEN of Idaho)
(by request) :

H.R.13731. A hill to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1854, as amended, to require
applicants for licenses to construct and oper-
ate utilization or production facilities to ob-
tain a commencement of construction, and
for other purposes; to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy.

By Mr, HOSMER (for himself and Mr.
HanseN of Idaho) (by request):

HR.13732. A bill to amend the Atomiec
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to authorize
the Commission to issue temporary operating
authorizations for production and utilization
facilities under certain circumstances, and
for other purposes; to the Joint Committee
on Atomie Energy.

By Mr. PURCELL:

H.R.13733. A bill to amend the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 to provide
a program for honoring industry and other
private efforts to contribute to the mainte-
nance and enhancement of environmental
guality; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries.
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By Mr. RYAN:

H.R. 13734. A bill to amend the Soclal Se-
curity Act to establish for aged, blind, and
disabled persons a new program of assistance
which will assure to such persons a basic
minimum level of income, with such assist-
ance being pald and administered in com-
bination with benefits under the old-age,
survivors, and disabllity insurance program;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.R.13735. A blll to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that blood
donations shall be considered as charitable
contributions deductible from gross income;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. THONE (for himself, Mr, Har-
vEY, and Mr, MizeLL) :

H.R. 13736. A Dbill to amend the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 fo re-
quire the Secretary of Labor to recognize the
difference in hazards to employees between
the heavy construction industry and the light
presidential construction industry; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. WALDIE:

H.R. 13737. A bill to restore to Federal
civilian employees their rights to participate,
as private citlzens, in the political life of
the Nation, to protect Federal clvillan em-
ployees from improper political sollcitations,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. MAHON:

H.J. Res. 1097. Joint resolution making cer-
tain urgent supplemental appropriations for
the fiscal year 1972, and for other purpdses.

By Mr. HAWKINS:

H.J. Res. 1088, Joint resolution to author-
ize the President to issue annually a procla-
mation designating the calendar week during
which the 3d Wednesday of March occurs as
“Community Total Health Week"; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. McKEVITT:

H.J. Res. 1099. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue annually a proclamsa-
tion designating the month of May in each
year as “National Arthritis Month"; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MINSHALL:

H.J. Res. 1100. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue annually a proclama-
tion designating the month of May in each
year as “National Arthritis Month"; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SHRIVER:

H.J. Res. 1101. Joint resolution to create a
select joint committee to conduct an investi-
gation and study Into methods of signifi-
cantly simplifying Federal income tax return
forms; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. FLOOD (for himself, Mr, CoL-
LIER, Mr. CRANE, Mr. Viecorrro, Mr.
RarICcE, Mr. BYyaNE of Pennsylvania,
Mr, THONE, Mr. STRATTON, Mr, KEMP,
Mr, BracGi, Mr, TERRY, Mr. MINSHALL,
Mr. DErWINSEI, Mr, EILBERG, Mr.
WrypLER, Mr. DELANEY, Mr. CLARK,
Mr. GarmaTz, Mr. GALLAGHER, Mr,
HELSTOSKEI, Mr. WAGGONNER, Mr.
Brasco, Mr, MeLCHER, Mrs. HicKs of
Massachusetts, and Mr. McCLORY) :

H. Con. Res, 5566. Concurrent resolution to
seek the resurrection of the Ukrainian Ortho-
dox and Cathollc Churches in Ukraine; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr., FLOOD (for himself, Mr.
BucHANAN, Mr. McDape, Mr. DANIEL-
soN, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. MOORHEAD,
Mr. St GERMAIN, Mr. CoLLINs of Illi-
nois, and Mr. BELyn) :

H. Con. Res. 556. Concurrent resolutlon to
seek the resurrection of the Ukrainian Or-
thodox and Catholic Churches in Ukraine;
to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. BLATNIK:

H., Res. 888. Resolution authorizing the
printing of additional coples of a House re-
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port; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration.
By Mr. BOLLING:

H. Res. 889, Resolution providing for the
consideration of the bill (HR. 7130) to
amend the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
to increase the minimum wage under that
act, to extend its coverage, to establish pro-
cedures to relieve domestic industries and
workers Injured by increased imports from
low-wage areas, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr, UDALL:

H. Res. 890. Resolution authorizing pay-
ment of compensation for certain officers of
the House of Representatives; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:
By Mr. ABBITT:

H.R. 13738, A Dbill for the relief of Mrs.
Wilson Springston; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, FREY:

H.R. 13739. A bill for the relief of Janet
I4llian Emond; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

198. The SPEAEKER presented a petition of
the Congress of Micronesia, Saipan, Mariana
Islands, Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,
relative to the appropriation of funds for the
payment of Micronesian war and post secure
damage claims; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

SENATE—Thursday, March 9, 1972

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian
and was called to order by Hon. Lro¥p
BenTsEN, a Senator from the State of
Texas.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, as we undertake the
duties of this new day, may we who labor
in this Chamber meet its demands with
a majesty which bears unmistakable
testimony to Thy supreme rulership and
our devotion to Thy law. When tasks be-
come tedious and duties irksome, inspire
us with a fresh vision of what it means
to serve rather than be served, to min-
ister and not be ministered unto, to find
life by losing it for others. Keep us as
faithful and true in the private unob-
served times as we are in the publicly
observed periods. Inspire those whose
labor supports the Members of this body,
with the inner knowledge that they, too,
serve the Nation and honor Thy name.
Fill us all with such passion for justice
and righteousness as shall advance the
welfare of our beloved country in its
quest for a higher way of life.

We pray in the Redeemer’s name.
Amen.

DESIGNATION OF THE ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. ELLENDER) .

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter.

U.S. BENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., March 9, 1972.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on officlal duties, I appoint Hon. Lroyp
BENTSEN, a Senator from the State of Texas,
to perform the duties of the Chalr during
my absence.

ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BENTSEN thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries.

REPORT OF THE UNITED STATES-
JAPAN COOPERATIVE MEDICAL
SCIENCE PROGRAM—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC.
NO. 92-189)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. BENTSEN) laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, which,
with the accompanying report, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am pleased to send to the Congress
the Fifth Annual Report of the United
States-Japan Cooperative Medical Sci-
ence Program.

This joint research effort in the
medical sciences, undertaken in 1965 fol-
lowing a meeting between the Prime
Minister of Japan and the President of
the United States, continues its sharp
focus upon widespread diseases of great
importance in Asian nations: cholera,
leprosy, malnutrition, the parasitic
diseases filariasis and schistosomiasis,
tuberculosis and certain viral diseases.

During 1971 several reports were pub-
lished marking this program’s first 5
years of research progress. Following
careful planning and a review of objec~
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