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H.R. 7445, Renegotiation Act, which
expires on June 30.

S. 426, Premarket Testing of Chemical
Substances.

Senate Joint Resolution 129, Tempo-
rary Extension of Certain HUD Author-
ity.

House Joint Resolution 512, Extension
of Certain HUD Authority.

Both Friday and Saturday can be long
days, and yea-and-nay votes will occur
on both days. Senators will be prepared
for possibly long sessions on both days.

The Senate will reconvene on Monday,
July 9, following the Independence Day
recess—assuming that there will be a
recess. The main track item for con-
sideration on the day of our return will
be 8. 1081, rights-of-way across Federal
lands. Any other calendar measures

which have been cleared for action prior
to that date may be called up on a dou-
ble-track system for that Monday.
Hence, rollcall votes can be expected
on Monday, July 9, when the Senate re-
convenes, keeping in mind that we will
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then have only 4 weeks in which to
transact business prior to the August
recess.

RECESS UNTIL 10 AM.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the previous order, that the Senate
stand in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow
morning.

The motion was agreed to; and at 6:32
p.m. the Senate recessed until tomorrow,
Friday, June 29, 1973, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate June 28 (legislative day of June
25), 1973:

FepERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION

George A. LeMaistre, of Alabama, to be a
member of the Board of Directors of the Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation for a
term of 6 years, vice Irvine H., Sprague, re-
signed.
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U.S. CourT oF CUSTOMS AND PATENT APPEALS

Jack R. Miller, of Iowa, to be an Associate
Judge of the U.S. Court of Customs and Pat-
ent Appeals vice J. Lindsay Almond, Jr.,
retired.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate June 28 (legislative day of
June 25), 1973:

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

James R. Schlesinger, of Virginia, to be
Secretary of Defense.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

John W. Barnum, of New York,
Under Secretary of Transportation.

(The above nominations were approved
subject to the nominees’ commitments to re-
spond to requests to appear and testify be-
fore any duly constituted committee of the
Senate.)

U.S. CoURT OF CUSTOMS AND PATENT
APPEALS

Jack R. Miller, of Iowa, to be an Associate
Judge of the United States Court of Cus-
toms and Patent Appeals.

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

Seek the Lord and you shall live.—
Amos 5: 6.

Dear Lord and Father of mankind, we
thank Thee for Thy mercies which are
new every morning and fresh every day.
By our attitudes may we prove ourselves
worthy of the gifts Thou art so abun-
dantly bestowing upon us.

Bless us with good health in mind and
body and give us the good sense to take
good care of ourselves for the sake of
our families and for the good of our
country. Deliver us from cynicism which
corrodes faith and from discords which
discourage our efforts to seek peace and
pursue it.

Give to us all faith in the ultimate
triumph of righteousness and good will,
no matter how dark and dismal the day
may seem to be. May our faith be seen
in our worship, our words, and our works.

In the spirit of Him whose life is the
light of men we pray. 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 SENATE

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

H.R. 8410. An act to continue the existing
temporary increase in the public debt limit
through November 30, 1973, and for other
purposes.
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The message aiso announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 8410) entitled “An act to
continue the existing temporary increase
in the public debt limit through Novem-
ber 30, 1973, and for other purposes,” re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr, Lowng, Mr.
TALMADGE, Mr, HARTKE, Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr.
BENNETT, Mr. CUurTIS, and Mr, FANNIN o
be the conferees on the part of the Sen-
ate.

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 Senate to the bill (H.R.
7528) entitled “An act to authorize ap-
propriations to the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration for research
and development, construction of facil-
ities, and research and program manage-
ment, and for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

8. 343. An act relative to Federal primary
elections and national conventions;

S. 969. An act relating to the constitu-
tional rights of Indians;

8. 1352. An act to require loadlines on U.S,
vessels engaged in foreign voyages and for-
elgn wvessels within the jurisdiction of the
United States, and for other purposes;

8. 1410. An act to amend section 14(b) of
the Federal Reserve Act, as amended, to ex-
tend for 1 year the authority of Federal
Reserve banks to purchase U.S. obligations
directly from the Treasury;

5. 1443. An act to authorize the furnish-
ing of defense articles and services to for-
eign countries and international organiza-
tions;

S. 1615. An act for the relief of August F.
Walz;

S. 1618. An act to name the headquarters
building in the Geological Survey National
Center under construction in Reston, Va., as
the “John Wesley Powell Federal Building”;

8. 1759. An act authorizing further appro-
priations to the Secretary of the Interior for
services necessary to the nonperforming arts
functions of the John F. Kennedy Center for
the Performing Arts, and for other purposes;
and

S. 1901. An act to amend the act of August
20, 1963, as amended, relating to the con-
struction of mint buildings.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 8410, TEMPORARY INCREASE
IN PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (HR. 8410) to
continue the existing temporary increase
in the public debt limit through Novem-
ber 30, 1973, and for other purposes, with
a Senate amendment thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendment, and agree to the
conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
Mitrs of Arkansas, ULLMAN, BURKE of
Massachusetts, Mrs. GRIFFITHS, Messrs.
ScHNEEBELI, CoLLIER, and BROYHILL of
Virginia.

UNNECESSARY RECORDED TELLER
VOTES

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
there is no question about it, that the
electronic voting device is saving time
for the Members and the staff, but it
can be made to be more effective by a
change in the rules. We are, in my opin-
ion, having too many rolleall votes, es-
pecially recorded teller votes.

Mr. Speaker, I have done some re-
search on this subject. In the first ses-
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sion of the 92d Congress, through June
22, 1971, there were 25 recorded teller
votes. Last Friday, June 22, we had had
62 recorded teller votes, over twice as
many for the same time as in 1971, Also
we have had 271 rolleall votes so far, in
comparison to 157 votes in 1971.

Mr. Speaker, I am introducing a reso-
lution today that will raise the number
required in order to order a recorded
teller vote. The resolution will raise the
number from 20 to 44, or one-fifth of a
quorum in the House.

Forty-four Members standing is not
an unreasonable request, and will re-
duce unnecessary recorded votes.

COMMENT BY CONGRESSMAN JOHN
BRADEMAS ON THE DISCLOSURE
IN THE WATERGATE HEARINGS
YESTERDAY THAT HE WAS
NAMED ON A SECRET 1971-72
WHITE HOUSE LIST OF “POLITI-
CAL ENEMIES"” TARGETED FOR
RETALIATION

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

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I am
honored to be included on the list of dis-
tinguished Americans whom the White
House conspirators regarded as
“enemies.”

The secret plan to use Federal money
and Federal power to harass critics is
further evidence of the contempt for law
and common decency that has charac-
terized the Nixon White House.

The real “enemies” Americans must
fear are those who would subvert the rule
of law and the institutions of freedom.

SOCIAL SERVICES FOR ELDERLY
AMENDMENT TO THE PUBLIC
DEBT LIMIT

(Mr. HEINZ 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. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to call the attention of my colleagues to
an amendment to H.R. 8410, the public
debt limit, which was adopted yester-
day—Wednesday—when the Senate con-
sidered that legislation. The particular
amendment, offered by Senator CHURCH,
would exempt the aged, blind, and dis-
abled from the requirement that 90 per-
cent of social services funds be directed
solely to current welfare recipients.

Because I, and 155 of my House col-
leagues, believe that this 90-10 ratio has
resulted in unnecessarily increased wel-
fare rolls and a widespread reduction of
services for a large number of elderly,
blind, and disabled persons who are not
on welfare, we attempted to eliminate
this unfair provision by cosponsoring
H.R. 3819, and companion bills H.R. 4636,
HR. 5710, HR. 5711, HR. 8018, HR.
8019, and H.R. 8020, all identical to the
Senate amendment. Chairman WILBUR
Mirs and Representative HermMaAN
ScaneeeeLI, both of whom will be House
conferees on the public debt limit bill, are
also cosponsors of this corrective social
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services legislation. I am informed that
they will support efforts to keep this Sen-
ate amendment so that it will be included
in the conference report, when it comes
to the House for a vote.

It is important that we insure recip-
ients of social services a continuation of
those beneficial programs which have
permitted them to live independently,
with some Government aid, rather than
being welfarized or institutionalized at a
much higher cost to our taxpayers, and
to their spirits.

I urge all Members' consideration and
support of this amendment to H.R. 8410,
which I expect will be voted on when the
debt limit conference report comes be-
fore us, probably tomorrow.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 300 I was unavoidably absent. Had
I been present, I would have voted “aye.”

RECOMPUTATION

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

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, the subject
of recomputation of retired pay for mem-
bers of the military has been an ex-
tremely complex and difficult problem
for myself as well as all my colleagues
on the Armed Services Committee. The
debate surrounding this topic has been
highly charged since 1958 when the re-
computation system was abolished.

From the time of the Civil War until
1958, military retirement annuities were
directly tied to active duty pay scales.
Fifteen years ago, this 100-year tradi-
tion was abandoned by Congress in favor
of a cost-of-living increase system. This
new system simply has not proved bene-
ficial for retirees.

Previously, retired pay was a function
of years of service and merit; today, it is
dependent upon one’s date of retirement.
The inequities of this system are obvious.
The gap between active duty pay and
retired pay has been widening each year.
The cost of living for the man who re-
tired in 1950 is just as great as that for
the man who retired during the sixties.
And yet, older retirees now receive con-
siderably less than their younger counter-
parts, in fact, the disparity can be ~s high
as 50 percent.

In addition, many current retirees en-
listed at a time when recomputation was
the standard method of computing an-
nuities. At retirement time they found
that the whole system had been changed.
What once had been held out as an in-
centive for enlistment has now been
eliminated by Congress. They have seen
their years of service and sacrifice re-
warded with a callous breach of faith on
the part of the Government.

Recomputation is not another Federal
giveaway program; it is just compen-
sation for dedicated service.

I strongly urge my colleagues on the
Armed Services Committee to take
prompt acton to remedy this injustice.
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FERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON INDIAN AFFAIRS TO MEET
WHILE HOUSE IS IN SESSION TO-
DAY

Mr. pE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Indian Affairs of the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs may
be allowed to meet while the House is in
session today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the delegate from the
Virgin Islands?

There was no objection.

U.S. SPACE WEEK

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on the Judiciary be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
223), requesting the President to pro-
claim the 7-day period of July 16 through
22 of each year as “U.S., Space Week,”
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu-
tion, as follows:

H. Con. Res. 223

Whereas a purpose of the United States
space program is the peaceful exploration of
space for the benefit of all mankind; and

Whereas the United States space program
and its technology directly and indirectly
benefit relations among countries, astronomy,
medicine, business, air and water cleanliness,
urban development, Industry, agriculture,
law enforcement, safety, communications, the
study of the earth resources, weather fore-
casting, and education; and

Whereas the United States space program
has an efficlent organization and strong moral
leadership, both of which serve as good ex-
amples to the people of the United States and
to the people of all nations; and

Whereas the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration and other organiza-
tions throughout the world involved in space
exploration programs have cooperated in the
cause of the peaceful exploration of space for
the benefit ofeall mankind; and

Whereas the United States program,
through Project Apollo and other space ef-
forts, has provided our Nation with scientific
and technological leadership in space; and

Whereas the United States aerospace in-
dustry and educational institutions through-
out the United States contribute much to the
United States space program and to the Na-
tion's economy; and

Whereas in the week of July 16 through 22,
1969, the people of the world were brought
closer together by the first manned explora-
tion of the Moon: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the President
is requested to Issue a proclamation designat-
ing the seven-day period of July 16 through
22 of each year as "“United BStates Space
Week”, and calling upon the people of the
United States to observe such period with ap-
propriate ceremonies and activities.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MRE. EDWARDS OF

CALIFORNNIA

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I offer amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. Epwarps of
California: On pages 1 and 2, strike out the
entire preamble.
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On page 2, line 4, strike the words “of each
year” and insert In lieu thereof “, 1973.”

The amendments were agreed fo.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.
The title was amended so as to read:
Requesting the President to proclaim
the 7-day period of July 16 through
22, 1973, as “United States Space Week.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
to extend their remarks on House Con-
current Resolution 223.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

PRINTING OF HOUSE REPORT EN-
TITLED “REFORM OF OUR COR-
RECTIONAL SYSTEMS"

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I submit a privileged re-
port (Rept. No. 93-339) on the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 462) providing for the
printing of additional copies of the House
report entitled “Reform of Our Correc-
tional Systems”, and ask for immediate
consideration of the resolution.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. Res. 462

Resolved, That there shall be printed for
the use of the Select Committee on Crime of
the House of Representatives five thousand
additional copies of the House report entitled
“Reform of Our Correctional Systems"
(Ninety-third Congress, first session).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the gen-
. tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, to whom
are these reports going to be distributed?

Mr. BRADEMAS. These are to be dis-
tributed to the Select Committee on
Crime of the House of Representatives.

Mr. GROSS. Would they be available
to all Members?

Mr. BRADEMAS, Of course.

The resolution was agreed to.
¢ bAl motion to reconsider was laid on the

able.

PRINTING OF INAUGURAL AD-
DRESSES BY THE PRESIDENTS

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I submit a privileged re-
port (Rept. No. 93-340) on the concur-
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 185) to
provide for the printing of inaugural ad-
dresses from President George Washing-
ton to President Richard M. Nixon, and
ask for immediate consideration of the
concurrent resolution.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. Con. Res, 185

Resolved by the House of Representatives

(the Senate concurring), That a collection
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of inaugural addresses, from President George
Washington to President Richard M. Nixon,
compiled from research volumes and State
papers by the Legislative Reference Service,
Library of Congress, be printed with illus-
trations as a House document; and that sev-
enteen thousand and ninety additional copies
be printed, of which eleven thousand nine
hundred and forty copies shall be for the use
of the House of Representatives, and five
thousand one hundred and fifty coples for
the use of the Senate.

Sec. 2. Copies of such document shall be
prorated to Members of the Senate and House
of Representatives for a period of sixty days,
after which the unused balance shall revert
to the respective Senate and House Docu-
ments Rooms.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Line 7, delete “seventeen thousand and
ninety” and insert “sixteen thousand two
hundred”.

Line 8, delete eleven thousand nine hun-
dred and forty” and insert “eleven thousand
and fifty”.

The committee
agreed to.
The concurrent resolution was agreed

amendments were

.A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PRINTING OF “THE FEDERAL CIVIL-
IAN EMPLOYEE LOYALTY PRO-
GRAM"

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I submit a privileged report
(Rept. No. 93-341) on the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 219) providing
for additional copies of “The Federal Ci-
vilian Employee Loyalty Program,”
House report No. 92-1637, 92d Congress,
second session, and ask for immediate
consideration of the concurrent resolu-

. tion.

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu-

tion, as follows:
H. Con. REes. 210

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That there be
printed for the use of the Committee on In-
ternal Security six hundred additional copies
of a report entitled “The Federal Civilian
Employee Loyalty Program', House Report
Numbered 92-1637, Ninety-second Congress,
second session.

The concurrent resclution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PRINTING OF COMMITTEE HEAR-
INGS ESTABLISHING NATIONAL
INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I submit a privileged report
(Rept. No. 93-342) on the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 233) providing
for the printing of committee hearings
establishing a National Institute of Ed-
ucation, and ask for immediate consid-
eration of the concurrent resolution,

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu-
tion, as follows:

H. Con. REs. 233

Resolved by the House of Representatives

(the Senate conecurring), That there shall be
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printed for use of the House Committee on
Education and Labor one thousand copies
of the hearings (including the three ap-
pendices thereto printed in separate vol-
umes) on H.R. 33, HR. 3608, and related
bills, to establish a National Institute of
Education.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to. A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PRINTING OF “OUR AMERICAN GOV-
ERNMENT. WHAT IS IT? HOW"
DOES IT WORK?"

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I submit a privileged report
(Rept. No. 93-34" on the concurrent res-
olution (H. Con. Res. 256) to provide for
the printing, as a house document, a
revised edition of the house document
“Our American Government. What is it?
How does it Work?” and ask for imme-
diate consideration of the concurrent
resolution.

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu-
tion, as follows:

H. CoN. REs. 266

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That there shall be
printed, as a House document, a revised edi-
tion of the House document “Our American
Government, What Is It? How Does It
Work?”; and that two hundred and seventy-
two thousand five hundred additional copies
be printed, of which two hundred and twen-
ty-one thousand shall be for the use of the
House of Representatives and fifty-one thou-
sand five hundred shall be for the use of the
Senate.

Sec. 2. Copies of such document shall be
prorated to Members of the Senate and the
House of Representatives for a period of sixty
days, after which the unused balance shall
revert to the respective Senate and House
document rooms.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to

.A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PRINTING OF “STREET CRIME:
REDUCTION THROUGH POSITIVE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE RESPONSES”

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on House
Administration, I submit a privileged re-

“port (Rept. No. 93-338) on the concur-

rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 257) pro-
viding for the printing of additional
copies of the house report entitled
“Street Crime: Reduction Through
Positive Criminal Justice Responses”,
and ask for immediate consideration of
the concurrent resolution.

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu-
tion, as follows:

H. Con. REs. 2567

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That there shall be
printed for the use of the Select Committee
on Crime of the House of Representatives
thirteen thousand additional copies of the
House report entitled “Street Crime: Reduc-
tion Through Positive Criminal Justice
Responses” (Ninety-third Congress, first
session).

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.
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; A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PRINTING OF “DRUGS IN OUR
SCHOOLS”

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I submit a privileged re-
port (Rept. No. 93-345) on the concur-
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 258) to
provide for the printing of additional
copies of the House report entitled
“Drugs In Our Schools”, and ask for im-
mediate consideration of the concurrent
resolution.

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu-
tion as follows:

H. Cox, REs. 258

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That there shall be
printed for the use of the Select Committee
on Crime of the House of Representatives
seventy-five thousand additional copies of
the House report entitled “Drugs in Our
Schools” (Ninety-third Congress, first ses-
sion).

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 1, delete everything following
the enacting clause and insert the following:
“That there shall be printed sixty-eight thou-
sand two hundred and fifty additional copies
of the House Report entitlied ‘Drugs in Our
Schools’, of which fifty-five thousand two
hundred and fifty copies shall be for the use
of the House of Representatives, and thir-
teen thousand copies for the use of the Select
Committee on Crime of the House of Repre-
sentatives.”

The committee amendment was agreed
The concurrent resolution was agreed

.A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PRINTING OF SENATE HEARINGS

' ON ILLEGAL, IMPROPER, OR UN-
ETHICAL ACTIVITIES, PRESIDEN-
TIAL ELECTION OF 1972

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, I submit a privileged report
(Rept. No. 93-346) on the Senate con-
current resolution (S. Con. Res. 29) to
provide for the printing of additional
copies of Senate hearings on illegal, im-
proper, or unethical activities during the
Presidential election of 1972, and ask for
immediate consideration of the Senate
concurrent resolution.

The Clerk read the Senate concurrent
resolution, as follows:

S. Con. REs. 29

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That there be
printed for the use of the Select Committee
on Presidential Campaign Activities not to
exceed five thousand additional copies of
all parts of its hearings on illegal, improper,
or unethical activities during the Presidential
election of 1972.

Sec. 2. The authorization conferred by sec-
tion 1 of this concurrent resolution shall
terminate on February 28, 1974.

The Senate concurrent resolution was
concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.,
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PRINTING OF “THE HISTORY AND
OPERATION OF THE HOUSE MA-
JORITY WHIP ORGANIZATION”

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on House
Administration, I submit a privileged re-
port (Rept. No. 93-347) on the resolution
(H. Res. 457) to provide for the printing,
as a House document, the booklet entitled
“The History and Operation of the House
Majority Whip Organization,” and ask
for immediate consideration of’ the
resolution.

The Clerk read the resolution,
follows:

as

H. Res. 457
Resolved, That there shall be printed as a
House document with photographs the book-
let “The History and Operation of the House
Majority Whip Organization”; and that 5,000
additional copies shall be printed for the use
of the House majority whip.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr. BRADEMAS. I shall be glad to
vield to the distinguished gentleman
from Towa (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, what kind of
publication is this? Is this to be with
pictures and diagrams?

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, the
report to which the resolution applies
would provide for the printing of an ob-
Jjective, historical account of the opera-
tion of the House majority whip organi-
zation. The total estimated cost is $866.86.
There will be included protographs in the
document.

Mr. GROSS. There will be a few photo-
graphs?

Mr. BRADEMAS, The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. GROSS. That is the majority whip
organization?

Mr. BRADEMAS. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if possible,
we ought to have some diagrams to de-
lineate the wvarious lines of command
and methods of operation, and so forth
and so on.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I
would be very glad to call that subject
to the attention of those who prepared
the document.

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

The resolution was agreed to.
tal‘:? motion to reconsider was laid on the

le.

PRINTING OF REPORT ENTITLED
“ORGANIZED CRIMINAL INFLU-
ENCE IN HORSE RACING"

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I sub-
mit & privileged report (Rept. No.
93-348) on the resolution (H. Res. 463)
providing for the printing of additional
copies of the House report entitled “Or-
ganized Criminal Influence in Horse
Racing,” and ask for immediate consid-
eration of the resolution.

H. Res. 463

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That there shall be printed for
the use of the Select Committee on Crime
of the House of Representatives three thou-
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sand five hundred additional copies of the
House report entitled “Organized Criminal
Influence in Horse Racing’ (Ninety-third
Congress, first session).

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 1, after “printed” insert “con-
currently with the original press run”.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PRINTING OF REVISED EDITION OF
“THE CAPITOL"”

Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's desk the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 132) providing for the
printing as a House document of a re-
vised edition of “The Capitol,” with Sen-
ate amendments thereto, and concur in
the Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the concur-
rent resolution.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 1, line 5, strike out “four hundred and
seventy-two” and insert "five hundred and
seventy-five",

Page 1, line 8, strike out “Representatives”
and insert “Representatives, one hundred and
three thousand coples shall be for the use of
the Senate,”.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

NATIONAL MARKETING QUOTA FOR
WHEAT REFERENDUM

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent for the immediate con-
sideration of the Senate bill (S. 1938)
to extend the time for conducting the
referendum with respect to the national
marketing quota for wheat for the mar-
keting year beginning July 1, 1974.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wash-
ington?

There was no objection.

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

S. 1938
An act to extend the time for conducting
the referendum with respect to the na-
tional marketi.ng quota for wheat for the

marketing year beginning July 1, 1974

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
336 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938, as amended, is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following: *“Notwith-
standing any other provision hereof the ref-
erendum with respect to the national mar-
keting year beginning July 1, 1974, may be
conducted not later than the earlier of the
following: (1) thirty days after adjourn-
ment sine die of the first session of the
Ninety-third Congress; or (2) October 15,
1973.".
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The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

APPORTIONING FUNDS FOR THE
NATIONAL SYSTEM OF INTER-
STATE AND DEFENSE HIGHWAYS

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (S.
1808) to apportion funds for the National
System of Interstate and Defense High-
ways and to authorize funds in accord-
ance with title 23, United States Code,
for fiscal year 1974, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

5. 1808

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

SecTioN 1. The Secretary of Transportation
shall apportion $1,000,000,000 of the sums
authorized to be apportioned for fiscal year
1974 for immediate expenditure on the Na-
tional System of Interstate and Defense
Highways, using the apportionment factors
contained in revised table 5, House Report
Numbered 92-1443,

Bec. 2. For the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of title 23, United States Code,
there are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated, out of the Highway Trust Fund,
£500,000,000 for the Federal-aid primary sys-
tem, the Federal-ald secondary system, and
for their extensions within urban areas for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974. The sums
authorized in this section shall be available
for expenditure as follows:

(a) 45 per centum for projects on the
Federal-aid primary highway system;

(b) 80 per centum for projects on the
Federal-aid secondary highway system; and

(c) 25 per centum for projects on exten-
sions of the Federal-aid primary and Federal-
aid secondary highway systems in urban
areas.

Bec. 3. The time requirements in section
104(b) of title 23, United States Code, shall
not be applicable to the apportionment of
sums authorized by this Act for the filscal year
ending June 30, 1974, and the Secretary shall
apportion such sums for such fiscal year as
soon as practicable after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a second.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER, The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. WricHT) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill S. 1808,
as amended.

The question was taken: and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 days in which to revise and
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Iowa withhold his point of order?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, this bill has
been passed.

The SPEAKER. There are other pre-
liminary matters.

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, I desired to
ask a question concerning the bill.

The SPEAKER. The Chair did not see
the gentleman.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman withhold his point of order?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I will not
withhold.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
not permit the proceedings to be vacated,
because the Chair did not see the gentle-
man?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I do not
want the proceedings vacated.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman frorn
Iowa makes the point of order that a
quorum is not present, and evidently a
quorum is not present.

Mr. O'NEILL, Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

[Roll No. 305]
Danielson
Davis, Ga.

Dent
Derwinski
Diggs

Fisher

Gray

Holifield
Hungate

Nelsen
Pepper
Peyser

Reld
Rooney, N.Y.
Sandman
Stark
Steiger, Wis.
Teague, Tex.
Chisholm Matsunaga Thompson, N.J.
Clark Murphy, N.¥. Tiernan

The SPEAEKER. On this rollcall 400
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a guorum.

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

Alexander
Ashbrook
Ashley
Badillo
Blatnik
Bolling
Breaux
Brown, Ohio
Burke, Fla.

APPORTIONING FUNDS FOR THE
NATIONAL SYSTEM OF INTER-
STATE AND DEFENSE HIGHWAYS

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
make a statement.

On the suspension of the rule and pas-
sage of the Senate bill S. 1808, the Chair
did not hear anyone addressing the
Chair, and was not aware that there
were Members who desired to be heard
on the matter, and after waiting for a
time the Chair put the question, which is
the common practice.

But in view of the fact that the Chair
was in error in anticipating and thinking
that the matter had been worked out,
without objection, the proceedings
whereby the Senate bill S. 1808 was
passed under suspension of the rules will
be vacated.
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The Chair hears no objection.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. WriGHT) for 20 minutes.

Mr, WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, this is a
very simple bill. It has already passed
the Senate. Its purpose is to provide an
interim highway funding measure for
those States—some 34 of them—which
without the enactment of such a measure
will be completely out of their highway
funds within 30 days. Some 10 States al-
ready are out of highway funds. Twenty-
four more will have completely ex-
hausted one or more categories of those
funds within a matter of days if this
bill is not enacted.

This bill simply provides that, on a
temporary basis while the House-Senate
conference continues its labors in an
effort to reach an agreement on the reg-
gular highway bill, $1 billion shall be au-
thorized for work on the Interstate Sys-
tem and $500 million shall be authorized
for work on the primary, secondary, and
urban extension systems.

Last night at 10 o’clock after 2 months
of long and intensive negotiations it
became evident to the conferees on the
House and Senate sides that we were at
least temporarily deadlocked. After hav-
ing made enormous progress on more
than 70 provisions of the bill theretofore
in disagreement, we have reached an im-
passe on remaining sections of the bill.
Rather than penalizing the States for
our inability to agree, rather than putting
the House and Senate under the pres-
sures of having to agree on something
they might not want to agree to, rather
than putting small contractors out of
business and people out of work, and
rather than making the Northern States
which have short building seasons lose
completely their entire year’s highway
construction, we thought the decent re-
sponsible thing to do was to pass this
interim bill which will hold them for 30
to 60 days.

Hopefully, during that time we can
hammer out upon the anvils of mutual
compromise and understanding the kind
of long-range hill that both the House
and Senate will approve and appreciate.

Mr. ANDERSON of California, Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I thank
my colleague for yielding. Being one of
those trying to get help for mass transit,
I want to join Mr. WricHT in asking sup-
port of this measure to go along with
this 120-day extension, and I emphasize
the “one” because I would hope the con-
ferees could come to some agreement in
that length of time.

We do not want to be obstructionists.
We are all aware of the problem affect-
ing our States. Right now the pot is dry,
and by July 30 at least 30, and maybe
more, States will have dry pots. We feel
the conferees are making headway, but
we want them to work out their differ-
ences in good faith, and we want to re-
mind them that & mass transit is in dire
need, and we are going along on this one
extension. We hope in the Members’ con-
ference they realize the plight and the
needs of those of us in the city.
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I thank the gentleman for yielding.

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

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. SIKES. I commend the distin-
guished gentleman and his committee for
this step. It is important. There are many
States, including mine, which are in a
serious plight as a result of being out of
funds.

I want to ask the gentleman this ques-
tion, Do I understand there is a time
limit on the period in which the billion
and a half would be available?

Mr, WRIGHT. No. There is no precise
time limit. We are estimating that this
will tide the States over for 30 to
60 days, during which time we earnestly
hope we will be able to produce a long-
range highway bill.

Mr. SIKES. But there is no time limit
on the billion and a half dollars as such?

Mr. WRIGHT. They are to remain
available- until expended.

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

Mr. WRIGHT. Of course, I yield to the
gentlewoman from New York.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I want to
express the concern of many in this
House, including most of the Members of
the New York delegation on both sides of
the aisle as to the dissatisfaction we feel
at having to pass a continuing resolution
at this time.

We appointed conferees on the high-
way bill on April 19, and the cenference
has been meeting since the beginning of
May. The conferees of the other body
have offered a number of compromise
proposals which to me seem eminently
reasonable and not at all violative of the
position of the House, yvet our conferees
have rejected each one.

For example the Senate has offered a
proposal wherein each State would be
given back 20 percent of the gasoline tax
revenues collected within its borders, for
such public transportation uses as it de-
sires. This proposal would not invade the
highway trust fund. It would not take
one penny from any rural State or rural
area. Yet our conferees refused to con-
sider it.

It may well be true that most of the
States are very much pinched right now
on highway funding, but we must real-
ize that our cities and our suburbs are
pinched too. They too are desperately in
need of funds for their transportation
systems.

Since the House voted on April 19, the
energy crisis and the alleged gasoline
shortage have been critical, and the EPA
has told many of our major cities that
they must drastically reduce the amount
of vehicle travel within their borders.

Almost all of the 39 Members of the
New York State House delegation have
joined in writing to ask the conferees to
take a more reasonable approach to com-
promise proposals, and I urge other dele-
gations to do the same,

As I said at the outset of my remarks,
we are willing to consider this resolu-
tion, but we may not be so willing if any
additional extension of it is asked later
on.

I urge the House conferees to recon-
sider what I regard as their intransigent
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stance and to bring us a bill—soon—
that will satisfy all of the interests af-
fected by this highway legislation.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for her comments and
I would merely ask her to understand
this. The House conferees have not been
intransigent or wholly unyielding. We
have made numerous overtures in the
direction of agreement and compromise.
During the first 3 weeks of the con-
ference we did resolve more than 70
different points in disagreement. There
existed a spirit of compromise and un-
derstanding on both sides.

During the past 4 weeks, House con-
ferees have offered several substantive
proposals in an effort to compromise the
remaining disagreements. We feel, quite
frankly, that we have been more reason-
able and conciliatory than the Senators.
No doubt they feel they have been more
so than we. I think it really unfair to
take a position that either the House or
the Senate has been totally stubborn.

We have had difficulties, and I must
say it has been extremely frustrating to
me as chairman of the conference to
have been unable to have persuaded our
colleagues to find an avenue on which
we can walk arm in arm on the remain-
ing four or five items in disagreement.
But we continue, dedicated to the propo-
sition that we shall succeed in that en-
deavor.

Meanwhile, of course, I think all Mem-
bers would agree that it would be ridie-
ulous to hold the States hostage to our
inability to agree. Therefore the only
responsible thing remaining to do is to
provide them this limited money on this
limited basis, during which time we will
continue our efforts to find a solution to
the long range problem.

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

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to my friend, the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I want to express my ap-
preciation to the Speaker for returning
to consideration of this bill and to the
gentleman from Texas for his explana-
tion of it. When it was first called for
consideration I had no idea of the nature
or content of the bill, as was the case of
many other Members of the House. I had
absolutely no idea of what we were con-
sidering for there was no bill available on
the House floor.

I support the bill. I think it is a rea-
sonable extension, and again I thank the
gentleman for his explanation,

Mr. WRIGHT. I thank the gentleman
from Iowa. Surely I would agree that the
gentleman and all Members of the House
are fully entitled to understand what is
involved in the hill.

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

Mr. HARSHA, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to point out that this bill is solely
an interim measure. As the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr. WrIGHT) in-
dicated, there are a number of states
which are out of interstate money as of
right now. There are an additional num-
ber of states which are out of ABC
money right now. As time goes by even
more will be out of highway money.
Without this bill, this means that a num-
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ber of our American taxpayers are going
to be unemployed and that our economy
will suffer.

Mr. Speaker, we have got a problem
of inflation in this country, and if we de-
lay the construction of these roads which
are now under contract by not enacting
this legislation, we are going to add to
the ultimate cost of those roads and
compound the inflationary problem of
the highway construction industry. How-
ever, more important than that is that
hundreds upon hundreds of workers will
be laid off and unemployed until such
time as the House and Senate can work
their will in this conference.

Mr. Speaker, contrary to what the
gentlewoman from New York said, and
it always amazes me how one mnot in
attendance at a conference can know so
much about the transactions in that
conference. Not one of the suggestions
or proposals by the other side has been
in such a form that we could accept it,
because each one totally violated the
position of the House on the issue of rail
transit. As a conferee on that committee
from the House, I feel it is my responsi-
bility to sustain the House position as
much as possible. There has not been
one offer of compromise from the other
body that would not do violence to the
House position on invading the Trust
Fund.

Mr, Speaker, we, on the other hand, on
the House side have offered a number
of compromises in an effort to try to
resolve this issue, each time going a long
way from the House position. Therefore,
I urge the members not to be misled by
the accusations of those who were not
privy to the conference and who do not
in substance know what they are talking
about.

Mr. Speaker, this bill provides for $1
billion for interstate money, and $500
million for ABC money, which is primary
and secondary roads and urban exten-
sions of primary and secondary roads. It
does not provide any money for mass
transit or the urban systems because that
is involved in the central issue we are
trying to resolve. We have deliberately
left out the urban systems and mass
transit; retaining that issue for ultimate
resolution by the conference committee
we are not jeopardizing the House posi-
tion in any way by this action, but we
are trying to alleviate almost sure unem-
ployment and stop breaking up the con-
tinuity of the highway construction pro-
gram.

There was a question raised about
when this will go into effect. The lan-
guage of the bill is mandatory in that it
r~quires the Secretary to apportion the
States as soon as practicable after the
enactment of this legislation. It is felt
that as soon as this is enacted, that the
administration will have to issue the
apportionments and then the Stafes can
immediately obligate the money. In most
instances, most of this money will be
completely obligated within 30 days. This
buys the conferees a little time so that
we can hope ultimately to resolve this
issue without interrupting the economy
of the country, without adding to the
unemployment of this mnation: Mr.
Speaker I urge the adoption of this bill.
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Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker,
I support this apportionment act which
will allow the States limited money for
the continuation of their highway pro-
grams. It affects all the States, but the
need for it especially comes home to me
since my own State of Arkansas is out of
interstate funds and it only has $6 mil-
lion in ABCD funds for the secondary
and primary system.

Mr. Speaker, it is a logical and reason-
able approach to allow the conferees to
continue their work without pressure
that could lead to too hasty and untimely
compromises. I fully recommend this
legislation be passed.

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

Mr. HARSHA. I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. Don H. CLAUSEN) .

Mr, DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr, Speaker,
I rise to support this legislation, which
is an interim bill, as a member of the
conference committee. I want to state to
the Members of the House that last night
the House and Senate conferees met to-
gether informally in one of the most con-
structive and productive sessions of the
entire conference.

We had an opportunity to elucidate on
our own particular views as to what our
individual objectives on transportation
policy might be. Mr. Speaker, I want to
put to rest the fact that, while we have
differing points of view, we are a long
way from being, in my judgment, at an
impasse. With the pressure of time, we
felt that this was the better part of wis-
dom to move toward passage of this in-
terim bill. In this way, those States, the
construction industry and the workers
dependent upon a continuation of fund-
ing for highway projects will not be
forced to stop their programing.

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

Mr. HARSHA. 1 yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from New Hamp-
shire, another conferee on the House
side.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of S. 1808 as a much-needed
interim measure to ease the plight of
some 30-odd States whose highway con-
struction programs are impaired by our
inability in conference to reach agree-
ment on a highway bill.

At the same time, I wish to add a few
words in further explanation of the re-
marks of my fellow conferee, Mr. HARSHA,
concerning the highway conference.

It is true the conferees from both
Houses have worked in a spirit of com-
promise and accommodation to resolve
many of the differences between the re-
spective versions of 8. 502, the highway
bill. But I regret to say that this spirit
has been totally lacking regarding the
principal issue before the conference: Di-
version of highway trust funds for rail
mass transit. On this issue, the Senate
has been totally unyielding. From the
beginning, Senate conferees have in-
sisted that the House agree to the diver-
sion for rail transit.
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By contrast, the House conferees have
made a momentous concession: We have
provisionally agreed to the authorization
of $100 million a year or even more over
the term of the bill for capital investment
in buses. This represents a major de-
parture from past policy regarding use of
trust fund revenues and reflects the good-
faith willingness of House conferees to
go the limit in pursuit of rea-
sonable compromise. Refusing to give
due recognition to the magnitude of our
concession, the Senate side continues to
insist on a complete cave-in by the
House side. This unyielding attitude
merely serves to reinforce my concern:
that the proponents of diversion are
bent ultimately on nothing less than
massive diversion of highway funds for
rail systems in a comparatively small
number of large cities.

I have repeatedly stated and do so
again that in New Hampshire and many
other areas of the country, mass trans-
portation means four wheels on a high-
way. Indeed, the economies of bus trans-
portation—in comparison fo rail tran-
sit—are due in no small measure to the
fact that the capital investment is shared
by multiple users, buses, trucks and pri-
vate automobiles. Recognizing this, the
House conferees have gone the limit in
making available the financing for bus
transportation under urban system
funds. This is as far as we can conceiv-
ably go in keeping with the mandate of
this body in its rejection of the Ander-
son amendment. If the Senate side in-
sists on diversion and total surrender of
the House position, I foresee a dead-
locked conference with consequent losses
to highway, highway safety, and urban
mass transit programs in this country.

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

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gen-
tleman.

I rise to thank the committee for mov-
ing this legislation forward, to remove
the tremendous uncertainty which has
existed for some months now.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARSHA. I yield to the gentelman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I rise in support of S. 1808, a hill to
authorize the appropriation of $1 bil-
lion, to be available for immediate ex-
penditure for construction projects under
the Federal-State highway programs.

Right now the Florida State Depart-
ment of Transportation is literally out
of Federal money. On May 15 of this
year, the Department returned to the
Secretary of Transportation the balance
of its unobligated Federal funds for high-
way construction, as required by law.

Mr. Speaker, the amount of the check
sent to the Secretary was $1.60.

Florida is a peninsular State and hence
its highway systems are a primary mode
of transportation, In addition, the State
road systems are further burdened by
the presence of millions of out-of-State
automobiles every year, especially during
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the winter months. Florida’s Interstate
System will total 1,441 miles of multi-
laned, limited-access highways when it
is completed. All State planning and de-
sign will be completed by 1975, but the
completion of the system itself is de-
pendent on Federal funds.

Florida's primary and secondary
roads—the ABC system—+total more than
18,000 miles, They are essential arteries
for the delivery of Florida's agricultural
crops to market centers. And they are
increasingly important in linking fast-
growing urban areas.

Under the provisions of S. 1808, Florida
will receive $30.9 million for interstate
construction, and $11.8 million for its
ABC system. This is a grand total of
$42.814 million. The seriousness of Flor-
ida's need for these moneys can be
seen in one simple statement—the State
department of transportation will obli-
gate the entire sum within 30 to 40 days.

I would like to compliment my distin-
guished colleagues on the Public Works
Committee, When they realized that the
current impasse between the House and
Senate over the Federal Highway Act of
1973 was working serious financial harm
on the States’ highway programs, they
acted immediately on this emergency
bill, Their speedy action to prevent a
grinding halt in State highway construc-
tion is a reflection of their long-standing
concern over successful implementation
of the Federal-State highway programs.

I urge my colleagues in the House to
give their approval without delay to
S. 1808. I also want to express my sincere
hope that the conferees will reach an
early agreement on S. 502, the Federal
Highway Act of 1973. Florida’s highway
systems are too important to the State
and the Nation to face a constant specter
of financial disaster.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

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

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Ms. ABZUG. Could the gentleman in-
dicate to us whether there is any money
in this continuing resolution for the
urban system?

Mr, WRIGHT. There is money for the
urban extensions. There is no money
expressly earmarked for other urban
systems.

Ms. ABZUG. Is there any proposal that
is intended to take care of that in the
interim?

Mr, WRIGHT. According to our infor-
mation, and that of the Senators who put
together the bill, including Senators
RaNDOLPH, MUSKIE, BENTSEN, BAKER,
Starrorp, and BuckLEY, these categories
covered in the bill are the categories in
which States are running out of money.
That is the reason for the coverage of
those categories in this bill.

The hope is that we will produce a
long-term bill within the next 30 days
or so, and that bill of course will take
care of all the systems on a long-term
basis.

Ms. ABZUG. Is it the gentleman'’s im-
pression that there have been no re-
sponses from the conferees in the other
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body with respect to any of these pro-
posals, that there have been no compro-
mise proposals at all?

Mr. WRIGHT. From the other body?

Ms. ABZUG. Yes.

Mr. WRIGHT. That is not my impres-
sion.

I would say to the gentlewoman that
I believe the other body has in good faith
offered several proposals. They were not
acceptable to the House conferees. The
House conferees in turn have offered
several proposals in very good faith to
the other body, which were not accep-
table to the Senate conferees.

I believe the gentlewoman is ill-in-
formed if she concludes in any sense
that the Senate conferees have been
more yielding than the House conferees.
I believe the reverse is true. If I had the
time, I would establish that. I do not be-
lieve however, that the House wants us
to go into a long diatribe today about
why the House is right and the Senate
is wrong.

I am not in the position of trying to
pick arguments. I am in the position of
frying to make peace, of trying to har-
monize two divergent positions. I have
been unable to do that heretofore.

I ask the gentlewoman and the other
Members of the House simply to pass
this bill, so that the States will not suf-
fer during the remainder of the time in
which we shall continue trying to find
that elusive grail of a compromise on
which both sides can agree.

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of S. 1808 the bill to pro-
vide temporary funds for defense and
interstate highways.

I also want to commend the confer-
ence commiftee for standing firm
against breaking open the highway
trust fund.

In my congressional district highway
improvement is imperative if we are to
transport the feed and food so necessary
to our large consuming centers. We have
now and have had for months large
stocks of feed which is so badly needed
in other areas to produce meat and food
products. Our railroad system has been
able to supply only a trickle of the
transportation needed. Modern high-
ways are imperative to prevent hunger
in our mass consuming centers.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, we are con-
fronted with a crisis in the highway pro-
gram. This is especially true in the State
of Florida as my State will have ex-
hausted its ability to award interstate
contracts at the end of this month.

This crisis has developed as the Con-
gress is working to complete action on
a new general highway bill which will
extend authorizations for the next 3
yvears. The House and Senate conferees
have been unable to reach an accord on
the major legislation and, consequently,
it is imperative that we act with dispatch
in providing this interim apportionment
of interstate and other highway funds.

It is essential that this legislation be
passed today so that the Secretary of
Transportation will have the authority
to apportion among the States $1 bil-
lion in obligational authority for the
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Interstate System. The bill would also
authorize expenditures of $500 million
for the primary and secondary highway
systems and the urban extensions of
these systems.

During the Senate debate on this leg-
islation it was pointed out that the
States are losing money every day that
we delay in highway financing, as in
other fiscal areas, which is demonstrated
by the fact that during the 5-year pe-
riod between 1967 and 1972, the cost of
building highways increased by more
than 38 percent.

Florida has a great need for its alloca-
tion which is contained in this legisla-
tion. Florida will receive $30,939,000 in
interstate funds, $11,875,000 in ABC
funds, for a total of $42,814,000 in obli-
gational authority. I cannot impress
enough upon my colleagues the great
importance of this legislation. We must
be able to permit the national higchway
construction program to continue with-
out disruption.

I am not persuaded by the view that
failure of this measure to pass would
provide an added impetus to the con-
ferees to report the Federal Aid High-
way Act. Any further delay can only
create additional hardships to the States
and I am most hopeful that favorable
consideration will be given this measure.

There are approximately 33 States
that will exhaust highway funds by May
31, in either the interstate, primary, sec-
ondary, or urban extensions, The need is
obvious and I certainly hope that favor-
able action will be taken today.

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
want to at this time indicate my support
for the passage of S. 1808, the interim bill
for apportionment of highway funds to
the States. This is a temporary measure
while the House and Senate conferees
finalize their deliberations on S. 202, the
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973.

I did like to especially commend the
great gentleman from Texas, Jm
WricHT, for his handling of this bill to-
day and for his excellent leadership as
chairman of the House conferees and
chairman of the conference on S. 502.

Contrary to what some may be saying,
the conference has been very productive
and we have now reached that point in
conference where the most important
points are being considered. The con-
ferees on both sides have been extremely
diligent and in my opinion will continue
to be so. I am certainly confident that a
satisfactory solution can be worked out.

S. 1808 the interim bill will enable the
States to continue their programs and
prevent unemployment, economic losses
and the other problems which go with an
interrupted program, There is no reason
to penalize the States while the confer-
ence deliberates, and there is no reason
to expect that the conference will be in
any way deterred from completing its
business by the passage of this bill,

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. WrIGHT) , that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, S. 1808,
as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
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rules were suspended and the hill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the passage of
the bill S. 1808.

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

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 7200,
RAILROAD RETIREMENT AMEND-
MENTS OF 1973

Mr, STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the conference report on the bill (S.
7200) to amend the Railroad Retirement
Act of 1937 and the Railroad Retirement
Tax Act to revise certain eligibility con-
ditions for annuities, to change the rail-
road retirement tax rates, and to amend
the Interstate Commerce Act in order to
improve the procedures pertaining to cer-
tain rate adjustments for carriers sub-
ject to part I of the act, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement of the managers be
read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of June 22,
1973.)

Mr. STAGGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the statement be considered as read.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I will
give a short explanation of the bill.

This is essentially the bill we passed
originally with only four votes against
it. Some minor changes have been put
into it, which are all germane to the bill.

Title I of the conference substitutes
deals with the Railroad F.etirement Act,
and is the same as the bill passed by the
House with three exceptions. The Joint;
Labor/Management Committee which
was called for in the House bill is re-
quired to submit its report and recom-
mendation by April 1, 1974, rather than
July 1, as called for-by the House bill.
The conference agreement spells out in
more detail than was contained in the
bill the overall structure and procedures
which this committee is to follow.

The conference agreement contains a
declaration of intent by the conferees
that next year legislation will be enacted
which will resolve the actuarial deficit of
the railroad retirement system, and we
expect the recommendations of the joint
committee to accomplish this resulf.

One labor organization had some dif-
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ficulties with provisions of the House-
passed bill shifting liability for payment
of railroad retirement taxes from some
of their employees to the union itself, and
the conference substitute permits labor
organizations affected in that fashion to
delay the transfer of tax liability for a
time.

Title II of the bill deals with rate-
making procedures to cover costs aris-
ing out of tax increases under the con-
ference substitute. The Interstate Com-
merce Commission is required to adopt
by August 1 through an expedited rule-
making proceeding procedures to be fol-
lowed by railroads in applying for in-
creases in interstate freight rates. With
respect to interstate freight rates the
conference agreement is essentially the
same as the House-passed bill, but a
compromise was arrived at on the pro-
cedure for intrastate ratemaking.

Under the conference substitute, the
railroads are required in every instance
involving freight rate increase applica-
tions to cover the costs covered by this
bill to proceed initially before the appro-
priate State commission, and they may
not go directly to the Interstate Com-
merce Commission for increases covering
these costs. The State agency is given 60
days in which to act. Four situations are
possible:

The State may grant the full increase
requested within 60 days, in which case
no further proceedings are called for.
The State may grant an interim increase
within the 60 days, and subsequently
order refunds if the rate increases are
determined to be excessive, subject, how-
ever, to the overriding power of the In-
terstate Commerce Commission to grant
relief on burdens on interstate commerce
or discriminations against interstate
commerce.

The third possible situation is that the
State agency may deny the increases en-
tirely or fail to act upon them within 60
days, in which case the railroads may
petition the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission for rate increases and the Com-
mission is required to act on that peti-
tlon within 30 days, with the State
authority subsequently authorized to re-
quire refunds subject again to the over-
riding authority of the Commission under
section 13(4).

The fourth possible situation is that
the State agency may grant an increase
within the 60-day period, but in amounts
less than requested, in which case the
carriers may petition the Commission
under section 13(4) of the Interstate
Commerce Act, and the Commission is
required to act on that petition within
30 days.

For purposes of the new section 15a
(d) (B) proposed to be added to the
Interstate Commerce Act by the bill, the
word “finally” as used therein means ac-
tion either granting an increase, deny-
ing an increase, granting an interim in-
crease, or granting an increase in
amounts less than requested.

I would like to say, Mr. Speaker, as
I said when the bill passed, that this is
really a landmark piece of legislation
because it reduces the retirement age
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of men to age 60, after 30 years of serv-
ice. I believe that all other labor, in days
to come, and soon, will follow along this
line. It will give the younger men and
women a chance to have a job, and it
will give those who are older a chance to
enjoy some of the golden years of their
lives in retirement.

Mr, Speaker, in another way it is a
landmark piece of legislation, in that la-
bor and management sat down and
worked out a great many of the provi-
sions together that would be acceptable
to the Congress and to the administra-
tion.

With those remarks, Mr. Speaker, I
will say that I hope there will be no
opposition to the conference report in
any way. I think this report is a very
acceptable compromise. I recommend the
report to the House as the very best we
could do and I urge ifs adoption by the
House.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. Harvey) for any
comments he might have.

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman, the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS) , for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the railroad retirement
bill which now comes back to the House
after conference with the other body is
basically the House bill. To major dif-
ferences were the subject of the main
negotiations.

The Senate bill, while providing for the
continued negotiation by labor and man-
agement to perfect a restructuring
scheme for the Railroad Retirement Sys-
tem in much the same manner as the
House bill, added a 7.5-percent raise in
the amounts to be paid into the fund.
This was done without specifying who
should be the donor—management, labor,
Government, or a combination thereof.

This provision posed serious problems
for the success of a rewrite because we
do not know at this time whether the
proper increase will be greater or smaller
than the 7.5-percent figure, in which
event it would have to be undone. Fur-
ther, it seemed to be setting some kind
of limit or goal. Although the adminis-
tration is anxious not to continue deficit
funding in the railroad retirement fund
any longer than necessary, the inclusion
of the increase with an uncertain figure
should be no more satisfactory than
none. The Senate agreed to drop the 7.5-
percent increase.

The wording of the bill as finally
agreed upon should satisfy anyone that
the restructuring will be promptly ac-
complished. The labor-management
committee which is designated to work
upon it is held very tightly to a time
schedule for interim reports and a final
report.

In addition, the bill states unequivo-
cally that Congress will legislate on this
subject in 1974. If by any chance the
labor-management committee fails to
agree and bring forth a proposed bill,
Congress will proceed to work out a sys-
tem of its own.

The other main difference between the
two bills concerned the automatic
freight rate increases to cover the costs
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attributable to changes in railroad re-
tirement benefits. The provisions of the
Senate bill were cumbersome and would
have defeated the very purpose of the
pass-through. A compromise was offered
by the Senate conferees which in its
original form set out procedures which
kept ICC and the State regulators chas-
ing each other indefinitely around the
barn. This was finally resolved with a
fairly complicated set of provisions
which in effect allow the increased rates
to go into effect promptly. Thereafter
the State regulators may review the in-
trastate portions of those rates and
make decisions regarding their accept-
ability subject to ICC review to be sure
that interstate commerce is not prej-
udiced thereby. These changes do give
States considerably more authority to
deal with the intrastate portions than
the original House bill did, but the main
purpose of the House bill is preserved
because the rates are not held up pend-
ing any proceedings at the State level.

The changes made by the conference
do not disturb the basic principles or the
provisions of the agreements reached by
labor and management and are recom-
mended to the House.

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HARVEY)
yield?

Mr. HARVEY. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I will ask
the gentleman: Are all the amendments
f)o the bill in conference germane to the

ill?

Mr. HARVEY. Yes, they are.

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

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered on the
conference report.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.
: 11?1 motion to reconsider was laid on the

able.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
HR. 8537, AMENDING DEPEND-
ENTS ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1950

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STRATTON

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Armed
Services and pursuant to clause 1 of
rule XX, I move to take from the Speak-
er's table the bill HR. 8537, together
with the Senate amendment thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendment and re-
quest a conference with the Senate.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, STRATTON moves to take from the
speaker’s table the bill HR. 8537, with the
Senate amendment thereto, disagree with the
amendment of the Senate, and request a
conference with the Senate.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I move

the previous question on the motion.
The previous question was ordered.
The motion was agreed to.
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MOTION OFFERED BY MR. PIKE

Mr. PIKE. Mr, Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. PIkE moves that the managers on the
part of the House, at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
bill, H.R. 8537, be instructed to insist on dis-
agreement to title III of the Senate amend-
ment.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. ASPIN) .

Mr. ASPIN. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

The issue we are discussing this after-
noon is on the question of flight pay for
officers of the rank of colonel and above
who do not fly.

Originally, in order to receive flight
pay, an officer had to do a certain num-
ber of hours every month as proficiency
flying. Then, because it turned out that
it was costing so much money to buy
planes and to buy fuel for people who
were doing proficiency flying, some years
ago the Appropriations Committee cut
off the need for proficiency flying and
determined they would no longer buy
planes and fuel for that item.

While we cut out proficiency flying,
we did not cut out at that time flight pay
for those who were not flying, so it was
a loophole in the law which continued.

Then in the fiscal year 1973 appropria-
tion bill the Committee on Appropria-
tions, which held hearings on the matter,
decided that we were to cut off flight pay
for officers, colonels and above, who do
not fly. The cutoff date for that money
was May 31, 1973, almost a month ago.

Since that time there has been tre-
mendous lobbying by the Air Force and
Navy to get this pay extended. They tried
to get it attached to the bill we have
before us here today, which is the De-
pendence Assistance Act. They tried to
get the flight pay amendment attached
to it in the House Committee on Armed
Services, but the committee did not at-
tach that amendment, and the bill passed
the House on June 19, 1973, without the
flight pay amendment attached to it.

However, the Air Force and Navy suc-
ceeded in getting it attached to the bill
over on the Senate side. That bill passed
the Senate, along with the amendment,
last Friday without any debate on the
Senate floor.

So the issue now is before us on the
motion to instruct conferees to insist on
the House version of the bill, which does
not include flight pay for those officers,
colonel and above, who are not flying.
That is the issue we are voting on, and
it is the only opportunity in either body
where we have a chance to vote on that
issue publicly whether we favor flight
pay for people who do not fly or not.

Mr. Speaker, one of the reasons why
we should insist on the House position is,
first of all, with the cost of manpower
going up and up and now consuming 56
percent of the budget it is imperative
that we cut out any little boondoggle in
order to get the most out of our defense
dollar.

There are some 6,000 colonels in the
Air Force and 4,000 are receiving flight
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pay but only 900 are flying. The cost is
$14.6 million a year, which is money that
could be very well spent elsewhere on
other aspects of defense.

Flight pay is the only special pay we
provide for the Armed Forces which con-
tinues after the person is no longer as-
signed to that billet. We pay submarine
pay, but that stops when a person is no
longer in the submarine force, We pay
parachute jump pay, but that stops when
a person stops jumping, We pay demoli-
tion pay, but that stops when the person
is no longer assigned to the demolition
force. We pay combat pay, but that pay
stops when people leave the combat zone.

Only flight pay keeps going. Only flight
pay continues after this activity has
stopped. The Committee on Appropria-
tions in its report made reference to the
morale problems in the Air Force of peo-
ple who receive flight pay even though
they are not flying who serve alongside
of somebody not receiving flight pay, and
doing essentially the same job.

Undoubtedly there will be people who
will be hurt when we cut off flight pay,
and the lobbyists have been pointing out
how these people will be hurt. They will
lose $2,940 annually. This will be cut out
if they lose flight pay. That is true. But I
would like to point out that there is some
compensation for these people. The pay
of colonels and——

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

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 addi-
tional minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, if I may con-
tinue, I would like to point out that there
are compensations for this. The pay of
colonels has gone from approximately
$19,000 to $30,000 in 5 years. They have
received an automatic cost-of-living in-
crease last January, and they will receive
another automatic cost-of-living increase
next January.

Mr. Speaker, it will be pointed out by
people on the other side that this is an
inequity. It is not an inequity. We are
paying an awful lot of people these extra
benefits.

Mr. Speaker, the question is are we
going to get the most out of our defense
dollar, or are we not? It will be said by
the opposition that if we do not carry
out this pay bill that these people will be
living out of pocket. June 30 is coming
up, and they will be living out of pocket.
They will not be living out of pocket. We
can pass the bill and make it retroactive.
We have done this before, we did it 2
years ago when many of these provisions
did not pass until October, and they were
made retroactive to June 30.

Mr. Speaker, I repeat, the question is
are we going to get the most out of our
defense dollars, or are we going to con-
tinue with these costly little manpower
boondoggles which together add greatly
to the size of our defense budget and add
nothing to our national defense?

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. STRATTON)

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr, KING),
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Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, I was in hopes
that the gentleman from New York (Mr.
StrarToN) would address the House first
because the gentleman is more conver-
sant with all of the facts with relation to
flight pay.

I notice that the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. Aspin) who spoke before me,
was speaking about flight pay, but he did
not say anything at all about the Navy
flight pay.

Mr. Speaker, Navy flight pay is one of
the most important things, to my mind,
and the most important thing to the
minds of other people, for the young
naval aviators today. They have gone
into the service. They have been mar-
ried. They have families. These young
naval fliers are depending on this flight
pay to assist in educating their children
now, or when the time comes, and if we
cut off this money from them now they
will not enlist—we are not going to get
the most for our defense dollars. I say
this because most of these young fliers
whom I have talked to have told me that
they are ready to resign their commis-
sions and leave the service rather than to
wait until they are lieutenant command-
ers or commanders, wait until the time
when they no longer receive flight pay.
And whether you call it flight pay or
whether you call it something else, it is
still extra compensation for these peo-
ple who have been trained by the services
to the extent of $60,000, $80,000 or
$100,000 to provide these young men fo
be naval aviators, so that they can land
on our carriers, and so forth. Now they
want to cut them off.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to
permit the Speaker of the House to name
conferees so as to go to the Senate and
confer with them on this bill which is
before the House this afternoon, without
instructions.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. HUNT).

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I urge sup-
port of the bill and I point out that it
would be the height of irresponsibility
for the House to delay this legislation
because some people want to see a reduc-
tion in the flight pay to colonels and
generals.

The Dependents Assistance Act expires
the 30th of this month. If this bill is not
passed, our lower ranked GI's will suffer
a reduction averaging $65 a month in
take-home pay. We will be unable to offer
special pay to physicians and dentists
and veterinarians and optometrists who
might be willing to join the Armed
Forces. We cannot get enough of them
to join the services even with the special
pay we provide now. How many do you
think we can get without any special
pay at all?

The extension of the flight pay dead-
line is merely to provide a reasonable
amount of time for the committees to
consider a revision of the flight pay
system.

If we are going to change the rules
of the game on our pilots, we should not
do so until we are at least able to tell
them what the new rules of the game
will be. When we bring the bills to the
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floor later in the year that provide for
a revision of the system, the House will
have a chance to work its will on the
legislation. The House will have a chance
to make deductions as it wishes. And
the members of the Armed Forces will
at least know where they stand.

It is not just the pay of high ranking
generals involved here, it is the pay and
morale of all of our combat pilots. If the
cutoff is allowed to stand, some out-
standing lieutenant colonels will find
themselves being promoted to colonel,
but taking a cut in their monthly income.
The resignation rate among junior grade
flying officers has already increased be-
cause of the uncertainty created by this
arbitrary cutoff.

You may have noticed that Mr. STraT-
TOoN did not address himself to the cost
implications of the bill. The reason is
that there are none. The purpose of
this bill is to continue allowances and
special pays now in effect, to prevent a
reduction in the income of our service
personnel. The cost of this 6-month ex-
tension of the flight pay cutoff is $9.2
million, including the cost of flight pay
for June. That compares with the total
annual flight pay budget of $227.5 mil-
lion.

Involved are approximately 5,000 offi-
cers out of the 99,000 who receive flight
pay. What is proposed by those who op-
pose the bill is cutting off those 5,000
in a way that damages the morale of all
of our 99,000 pilots.

There is a lot of sentiment on our com-
mittee for revising the flight pay provi-
sions. It may be that we will determine
that many of those in high positions
should no longer receive flight pay. But
let us do it in a reasonable manner that
allows the people in the Armed Forces to
know where they stand. Let us not at-
tempt to legislate on the floor on such a
very complex matter. Give the Armed
Services Committee the opportunity to
report back to you with a logical mod-
ernization of the flight pay system.

I urge the Members to vote for the
motion to allow H.R. 8537 to be enacted
into law.

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

Mr, HUNT. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. CRANE. It is my understanding
that the committee is going to make some
provision in the interim period down the
line for people who are in this peculiar
situation.

Mr. HUNT. The armed services is cur-
rently conducting a study, and we do
contemplate that there will be some offi-
cers who will be removed from the flying
pay status. There will be a full legislative
hearing on this before the Committee on
Armed Services, so anybody who wishes
to be heard might be heard, but at this
time it is dangerous to hold this bill up
because of the fact that we are so close
to the end of the fiscal period, and we do
not have a chance to get in there and tell
the fellows what the ballgame changes
are, It is like quitting half way through
the football game playing according to
the rules, and then very suddenly switch-
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ing over to personal rules. We should per-
mit this to go to conference with the
conferees so we can have additional time
to work the will of the House with the
recommendations that we get.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr., ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, as has
been explained, the gentleman from New
York seeks by this motion to uphold the
action of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee when it passed section 715 of the
fiscal year 1973 Appropriation Act, and
which was adopted overwhelmingly by
the House to eliminate flight pay for the
colonels and generals, captains and ad-
mirals who are not assigned to an opera-
tional flying billet.

I do not know exactly how much
money the amendment of the Appropria-
tions Committee will save. I have heard
that between now and December 31 it
will save $7.5 million, but as far as the
Air Force is concerned this amendment
will bring about an annual savings of
over $10 million per year. At the present
time in the Air Force—and this is the
Air Force alone—there are 4,187 colo-
nels and 354 generals who are entitled to
flight pay. Those who are in an opera-
tional flight billet should receive the
flight pay. Those who are not, should not
receive the flight pay.

The House Commitiee on Appropria-
tions merely mandated that those who
do not fly should not receive flight pay.
Section T15 went into effect on June 1.
The gentleman from New York (Mr.
StratTON) seeks to undo the action of
the House Appropriations Committee.

Let me say that I advised the gentle-
man from Wisconsin before coming to
this well that is not very often that I take
the well supporting the position of the
gentleman from Wisconsin., In fact I
highly suspect this is the last time this
session I will be with him on matters of
defense. It is probably the last time dur-
ing this Congress and may well be the
last time during our service in Congress
together, because I bow to no one either
in the Congress or outside the Congress
in support of funding for a strong na-
tional defense. I think the best way to
maintain the peace is to have a strong
national defense, and I disagree with the
gentleman from Wisconsin when he time
and time again tries to make out whole
weapons programs that would weaken
the national defense of this country. I
will be in the well supporting the B-1. I
will be here in the well supporting the
Trident system. We should not try to
save money in defense by destroying or
eliminating entire weapons systems.

‘We should do it by taking the fat out
of the defense appropriations. There is
literally and figuratively fat in flight
pay. There are colonels and generals
drawing flight pay who are really too fat
to fly. I do think there are some inequi-
ties in section T715. I think the action was
a little harsh, but we do have a bill in
the House Armed Services Committee
which we can consider to remove existing
inequities. It is my intention to support
a more liberal program, but at this time
I ask the Members to save $10 million
annually in the Air Force alone and we
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will be really making a diligent effort to
take the fat out of our national defense
appropriations.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. S1xEes).

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I support the
committee’s position, and I oppose the
motion fo instruct.

Mr. Speaker, all that is being requested
here is a 6-months extension of present
flight pay programs so that the legisla-
tive committees of the House and the
Senate may work out an orderly flight
pay; plan and keep faith with military
personnel. It is felt that a plan can be
worked out which can save money. All
that we are requesting now is a 6-month
extension:

Do not cut these deserving individuals
off and leave them hanging. Give the
Congress an opportunity to work out a
reasonable plan.

The Department of Defense, in re-
sponse to a request from committees of
Congress, has provided a new program
for flight pay which has merit and de-
serves consideration. Whether or not
that is the plan which finally will be
agreed upon, we do not know; the com-
mittees have not had time to work their
will. However, remember that the officers
who entered into an implied contract, a
good faith contract, mind you, to serve
while in flight pay status. have carried
out their side of the bargain through
three wars. They are ready to respond
again when we need them.

Mr. Speaker, flight pay is for hazard-
ous duty. The mortality rates are higher
in this group. Look at the records. They
show clearly that mortality rates are
higher among flyers than nonflyers. That
is the reason for the higher pay for fly-
ing officers. Submariners are in the same
category as flying personnel in that they
receive extra pay but it is not generally
known that submariners get, in addition
to hazardous duty pay, an enlistment
bonus of $3,750 per year. It was found
necessary to do that in order to enlist
enough of them to do the essential job
of manning the Nation's submarine fleet.
The same may be required for flying offi-
cers if we take away their present incen-
tive.

Mr. Speaker, I think that the cost of
replacement training of pilots would be
much more than the implied saving
which would result if flight pay were
canceled. I strongly support the posi-
tion of the distinguished gentleman from
New York (Mr. StrRaTTON) and his com-
mittee.

Now let me call attention to the fact
the bill before us is not a flight pay bill. It
is emergency legislation intended to help
the most needy low-income service fami-
lies. There should be no delay in passing
this legislation. The basic livelihood of
over 300,000 low-income service families
will be impaired after July 1 if we do
not complete action on the measure be-
fore us. The completion of H.R. 8539 is
a very important matter indeed.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MITCHELL) .

Mr. MITCHELL of New York., Mr.
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Speaker, I rise in opposition to the mo-
tion to instruct.

As we continue this important discus-
sion. I wonder how many people in the
Chamber realize that during those touch-
and-go moments when Astronaut Capt.
Peter Conrad was attempting, in a
heroic manner, to save the Skylab mis-
sion he lost his flight pay. Think about it,
at the very moment when this great hero
was performing his most dangerous mis-
sion in space, he lost his flight pay. Even
though our POW’s are receiving their
flight pay during their period of hos-
pitalization, the O-6 and above will lose
it immediately upon recovery.

There is a need for a comprehensive
reevaluation of the philosophy of flight
pay. Is it hazardous-duty pay? Is it in-
centive pay? Should it be paid by the
flight, by the year, or by the career?
Should it increase as pilot skills increase
or should it remain constant?

H.R. 8593 directs itself toward answer-
ing these questions and eliminating the
inequities in the present program. How-
ever, in the few days remaining before
the end of the fiscal year, there is insuffi-
cient time for adequate hearings and
thorough study.

Not to extend the present program
until remedial legislation is adopted is
both unfair and unwise. Such an act
tends to destroy morale. At this point in
time, if an aviator works hard, volun-
teers for and participates in combat,
risks his life, and finally earns promotion
to O-6, he is penalized roughly $2,500 in
pay. It just does not make sense. When
has our society penalized those who
succeed?

An average O-5 has accumulated
roughly 6,000 hours of flight time. Dur-
ing each of those hours there is a poten-
tial for loss of life. A lifetime career of
flight pay would total approximately
$60,000. This means the typical O-5 has
risked his life for about $10 each hour of
flying. Ten dollars an hour does not seem
excessive.

How many times during a lifetime
should a man risk his life for $60,000?
How many individuals in this Chamber
would put their lives on the line just
once for that $60,000—or for any
amount of money.

It costs the taxpayers of the United
States nearly $800,000 to train a Navy
jet carrier pilot. This is more than 10
lifetimes of flight pay. If we do not
grant this extension, we are in danger
of losing many of the young men in
whom we have this big investment.

The Navy reports resignations of
young aviators has increased 300 per-
cent since last October when the new
policy for flight pay was announced. Ap-
parently these men see the handwriting
on the wall. Obviously we are not just
adversely affecting the “colonels and
generals,” or “Navy captains and ad-
mirals,” but rather the young pilots
America must rely on in time of crisis.

The argument has been advanced
that not fo grant the flight pay exten-
sion would save the taxpayers $7'2 mil-
lion. I submit this is a classic example
of false economy.

On the basis of Navy pilot resigna-
tions alone, the cost to train replace-
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ments would run $50,000,000 a month or
$350,000,000 for the 7-month period. I do
not have Air Force statistics. However,
if we assume the dollar cost for replace-
ment is similar, and that we need to re-
place the young pilots who are resign-
ing, instead of saving $7 million over 7
months we will need to spend $700,000,-
000 million in training costs.

As I understand it, the proposed flight
pay legislation provides the highest
flight pay during the earlier years when
an aviator is most active and when
the temptations to resign are the great-
est. It gradually decreases and ter-
minates after 25 years of service. I think
many of the objections to flight pay now
being raised.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
point out that two of the finest sources
of inspiration and pride for all Amer-
icans have resulted from recent actions
of our military aviators. I refer, of
course, to the attitude and speeches of
our returning POW’'s and the near
miraculous repair of the Skylab.

I am not suggesting we should extend
the present policy of flight pay forever.
It needs revision. I am saying termina-
ting present policy without a thorough
evaluation of remedial legislation is
both unfair to the aviators and costly
to the taxpayer.

Denying these men flight pay prior to
adopting new legislation may not prove
a breach of contract legally, but it cer-
tainly does by implication.

Mr. PIKE, Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from California
(Mr. Moss).

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I would say
to the gentleman who just concluded his
remarks that I recall vividly when many
laid their lives on the line for $21 a
month, the prevailing rate when I en-
tered the service at the beginning of
World War II.

I favor flight pay for those who fly and
will eontinue to fiy. I favor taking ap-
proximately $8 million additional and
making it available for those who are
really flying and exposing themselves to
the hazards in the interests of increased
military strength of this Nation.

The issue here is not to pay flight pay
for fliers. The issue really is: Do the laws
written by this body, signed into Iaw by
the President of the United States, mean
anything at the Pentagon? Because the
law mandating the reduced flight pay for
the nonfliers became effective on the 31st
day of May, and here we are, almost a
month later, debating whether or not
the law meant what it said.

If we were wrong let us proceed
through a proper device, not here on a
conference report.

I believe we have one solemn obliga-
tion, to instruct our conferees to serve
notice to any department or agency of
our Government that the law means
whe?! it says.

We cannot ignore it and be rewarded
because of it.

Mr. Speaker, there is no point of
bringing in the extraneous issue of the
astronauts. I do not think any of them
are going to end up on breadlines, but I
do think that we cannot regard as ex-
traneous the multiplying instances where
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the clear will of this body, of the in-
stitution of the Congress itself, is con-
temptuously ignored.

That is what we must face up to here
today, and for that reason alone, with
every bit of merit that we have in our
system of government, we should adopt
the instruction to the conferees and
tell them to insist that that law be
obeyed.

Mr. Speaker, I think there ought to be
a vigorous slap on somebody’s wrist for
failing to obey it for almost a month.

Mr, STRATTON. Mr, Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. CHAPPELL).

Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr, Speaker, we had
better have a real close look at the pro-
position before us. I rise in opposition to
the motion to instruct. I want to point
out some specifics which are extremely
important.

If we want save money, we will vote
‘no” on the motion to instruct. If we
wish to retain in the military services
our best and most aggressive young
pilots, we will vote “no.” If we believe in
retaining our most competent senior
officers we will vote “no.”

We are seek here nothing more than a
6-month extension within which to per-
fect legislation already introduced in the
House to better resolve the problems
caused by the so-called section 715. It is
not a simple problem. Anyone who thinks
it is a simple problem has not had the
responsibility or laboring with recruiting
and retaining military pilots. As a former
Navy pilot and officer, I know that prob-
lem.

Mr, Spesaker, let me emphasize the fact
that we are competing with the airlines
and other industries in recruiting and
retention. This competition is taking
place in a time of relative peace and
prosperity. We seek capable, aggressive
young collegze men. These men under-
stand the present worth of lifetime earn-
ings and this value is an important
factor in their selection of a career. The
glory of military jet flying and the value
of its conewrrent education is keenly
persuasive to such men, but time and
hazard has its dulling effect. About the
5th or 6th year of a young well-trained
military pilot's career the higher pay of
the airlines lures many to commercial
aviation. They quit the Air Force, Navy,
Marines, and Army because their chance
of survival is six times greater in ecivil
aviation and earnings that of the services
over their lifetimes with the airlines.

Let me give you some statistics. Sec-
tion 715 was passed in September 1972.
The inerease in resignations has gone
rapidly upward since that time. In the
Navy alone, monthly resignations went
from 27 to 39, to 48, and right on up
and in the first 4 months of this year
we had 315 resignations, as opposed to
350 in all of last year. The files are com-
plete with resignations of officers who
stated section 715 as the cause of resig-
nation.

Mr. Speaker, many feel the Congress is
not keeping faith with our pilots who
have already taken into account expected
earnings over their lifetimes.

Mr. Speaker, let me talk a bit about
saving money. Let us look at this from
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a profit and loss standpoint. At the most
we would be expending, at the cost of
enacting 715, an amount which would
render to us an initial savings of a little
over $15 million.

Now, if you take away from that $15
million in savings, the amount of income
tax we lose, which would be $4
million——

Mr. STRATTON. Mr, Speaker, I yield
the gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. CHAPPELL. If we take from the
$15 million savings the $4 million we lose
in income tax, it leaves a net gain of $11
million; but when we take into account
the cost of training the people we lose by
resignations due to section 715 we will
lose some $25,000,000 so that we end up
the year with a $13,904,000 loss. These
figures and statistics are based on the
most conservative of calculations.

I ask the House to give us the oppor-
tunity of 6 months—just to extend this
and the opportunity to work this prob-
lem out—so we can come back to you
with something reasonable and accepta-
ble to this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the defeat of the
motion.

i Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. DICKINSON) .,

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding this time
to me.

I think the issue has been pretty well
brought out and it has been done very
clearly. Everybody on the Armed Serv-
ices Committee agrees that the system
needs to be overhauled and looked at and
that there have been abuses.

I agree with that, but I think to cut
off everybody from colonel and Navy
captain up from drawing flight pay with-
out a look at the overall situation to see
what we are doing is being penny wise
and pound foolish.

I believe this should be extended for
a period of 6 months so we can take a
look at it.

The Air Force was asked to come in
with a plan and they did it, but they were
late in doing it. They only filed their
plan in May. We have not had a chance
to study it and to see what it will do.

So I ask the Members of the House to
go along with the majority of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services and do not in-
struct the conferees. Give us an oppor-
tunity to have hearings and see what
we are doing so we will know what the
final result will be and not be flying
blind.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 min-
ute to the distinguished gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr, MACDONALD) .

Mr. MACDONALD. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I know very little about
this amendment and I am not trying to
interject myself into the debate, but it
seems there are different things being
said concerning the amendment. I would
like to know just what it is we are voting
on, I would like to address myself either
to the author of this motion or someone
who spoke earlier to explain this matter
to me.

As I understand it, we are voting not
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to cut flight pay of people who are flying
but only to cut flight pay of people who
do not fly.

Mr. PIKE. If the gentleman will yield,
the gentleman is absolutely correct. It
only applies to people who do not fly
and only to colonels and above.

Mr. MACDONALD. I do not know why
it should apply only to colonels and
above, but I do not see, either, why
people should get flight pay for not fly-
ing. I therefore support the gentleman’s
motion.

Mr. HUNT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MACDONALD. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. HUNT. I do not think the answer
was quite properly stated. The response
to your question was it applies to flying
officers who at the present time are not
in a flying position. It may be an opera-
tions officer or someone else.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. MazzoL1).

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr, Speaker, I rise in
belief of the action to instruct, but I do
so with some misgivings, because it is al-
ways difficult to instruct conferees; to, in
effect, tie their hands.

Having served as a conferee on the
higher education bill, I am well aware
that the House position is not in fact the
final word of the conferees. So, this is
really a sort of psychological exercise and
give conferees an indication of really
where the House stands.

I think it is a very important topic we
are discussing here. What we are talking
about here is welfare, if you will.

I have been in this House for 2% years
during which it has been my privilege to
serve my district. I have heard the wel-
fare state argued about and fulminated
against and denounced generally as a
very bad thing.

The welfare state is that state of mind
and state of body in which someone gets
something for nothing. It is a state in
which you do not really do a service for
something in return; but, it is where
something is given to you for no effort
in return.

With all due respect to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. Huwt), and those
who have argued in behalf of preserving
flight pay for nonflying general and
colonel-grade officers, it would seem to
me where are really recompensing them
for something they did do and something
they might do, but not for something
that they are doing today.

I believe that in America you should
be paid not for doing nothing, but
for doing something.

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

Mr. MAZZOLI. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
correct the impression that we are try-
to preserve flight pay for generals. What
we are trying to do is to get the infor-
mation in time for the study that is
being projected so that we might come
back into the House and explain the
reasons for those that should be deleted,
and those who should be retained in
flight pay but, in the meantime, in a
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very few days this act will expire, and
if the act expires we are going to have
many people who will be left dangling.
It could create considerable financial
hardship to some officers.

Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. Speaker, I still say
that those who are against the welfare
state should vote for this motion to
instruct.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. ARENDS).

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I hope that
this House will not instruct the conferees
in this instance without giving the con-
ferees an opportunity to see what they
can work ouf. I am against the general
practice of instructing conferees unless
it is on some really basic question, and
something really predetermined before
Members get into the conference.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to read a let-
ter to the Members, if I may, which shows
the other side of the coin, and may prove
to some of the Members that we would
be foreclosing discussion in the confer-
ence on this issue.

This is a letter from a colonel in the
Air Force. He writes:

As a career physician in the United States
Air Force, I feel compelled to write to you
expressing what I believe represents many of
my colleagues' opinion, as well as my own. At
this time I have 14 years of service in the
United States Air Force and have recently
sustained a $3,000 a year pay cut due to the
loss of flying status. I am a Board-certified
neurosurgeon and I sincerely desire to con-
tinue my career in the United States Alr
Force for many reasons which I will not take
the time to enumerate. However, I have a
large family and I must plan to support and
educate six children. Unless appropriate, fair
and badly needed legislation is passed soon in
order to give me an adequate income to pro-
vide for the above, I will not be able to con-
tinue my military career.

For years we, as physicians in the Air Force,
have been underpaid but have been promised
improved and fair remuneration for our serv-
ices. It is my sincere opinion that if an all
volunteer defense service is to become and re-
main a reality, appropriate payment of the
military health services must be provided for.

At the present time and for 5 years in the
past I have had to utilize my leave time so
that I could “moonlight” (which has keen
authorized under AFM-168—4) at a second job
in order to provide for my family and to con-
tinue my career in the Air Force. Due to fed-
eral cutbacks and loss of federal funds, I do
not know how much longer this additional
employment will be available. Certainly. any
further loss of income would be an even
greater factor in my having to resign my com-
mission in the Air Force and go into private
practice.

I believe further that the job I am doing
for the United States Air Force is a good one,
and I truly believe that medical care and ex-
pertise which I am able to provide the Air
Force is of the highest quality obtainable. If
this same care would be obtained by members
of the service from a private neurosurgeon,
the cost to the government would be many
times what I am pald in a salary. I therefore
believe that the government is obtaining a
real bargain,

Mr. Speaker, here is a case of some
merit, and one that the Members might
consider carefully.

Time and time again, Mr. Speaker, I
have heard Members of Congress com-
plain about the times when they were
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in Bethesda or Walter Reed Hospital,
that qualified, good doctors are leaving
the services because they no longer can
afford to stay in. If that is true of good
doctors who we should keep in the serv-
ice, that they are leaving, it means that
the little man who is the sailor or the
buck private, is not getting the kind of
medical care he should have.

So I would say to the Members that
I believe this question needs more con-
sideration. It can be discussed in the
conference, and we should not foreclose
the opportunity to do so.

I would ask the House to please go
slowly on asking that the conferees be
instructed prior to the time that they
have the opportunity to further discuss
the question from all angles.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Loui-
siana (Mr. WAGGONNER) .

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, and
Members of the House, I am very much
in opposition to instructing the conferees
as has been proposed here today, but I
feel that I must speak to this question
in another way.

Mr, Speaker, I wish to comment on the
allegations made by the gentleman from
Wisconsin concerning the Chief of Staff
of the Air Force. I have been acquainted
with Gen. John D. Ryan for many years—
on a personal basis from the time he was
Commander of the 2d Air Force at
Barksdale Air Force Base in the early
sixties. I have the highest regard for
his ability, dedication, and integrity.

The country has been extremely for-
tunate during the past 4 years to have
had General Ryan leading the Air Force.

The contributions made by the Air
Force to the deterrence of strategic nu-
clear war, to our efforts in Southeast Asia
and to the overall security of this country
have been tremendous; success in each
of these areas has depended to a large
degree on the foresight, judgment, and
leadership of General Ryan. Few men
could have withstood the pressures and
demands. None could have possessed the
experience or ability to do as well.

I consider the allegations of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin a direct affront
on the conduct and integrity of a man
whose conduct and integrity I know to be
beyond reproach.

Because I know the man, because I
know how much this Nation should be
grateful to him for his service, and be-
cause I know that the allegations made
against him are not only false but reflect
a sad lack of knowledge about the facts
and lack of understanding of the public
law on the part of a Congressman who
should know better, I feel compelled,
and, dutybound, to rebu. those allega-
tions.

There is a saying in the Air Force that
goes like this:

The Mission of the United States Air Force
is to Fly and Fight. Don't You Ever Forget
It!

It follows that whoever leads the Air
Force had better know how to fly and
he better be able to fly well. I thank my
lucky stars that General Ryan can and
does do both. The very minimum re-
quirement of a competent commander
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and leader is that he have current first-
hand experience in the operations about
which he must make numerous, often
critical, decisions. General Ryan,
throughout his career, has always been
this kind of leader—Ileading by example,
not words, leading through firsthand
personal experience and knowledge and
not by abstract theory.

In the Air Force, this means flying.
Since 1939, General Ryan has averaged
360 hours/yr. Contrary to what the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin has allegated, the
positions he has held have been flying
positions as defined by public law and
that includes the position of Chief of
Staff. At no time has General Ryan been
“in violation of law” and “in utter defi-
ance of civilian authority’ as Represent-
ative Aspin has alleged. Certainly, by
no manner of thinking can General Ryan
be considered an “armchair” leader of
the Air Force during his service as Chief
of Staff. He is presently a fully qualified
pilot in the KC-135. To be considered
such, he has met the proficiency require-
ments, and logged the required flying
time, that every other line pilot qualified
in this aircraft in the Air Force has done.
During fiscal year 1973, he flew 282 hours
in the process of accomplishing his job
as Chief.

In addition, because he bears so much
of the responsibility for determining the
best force mix and type aircraft the Air
Force operates and must depend on in
the future, General Ryan, throughout his
tenure as Chief, has made a concerted
effort to gain firsthand knowledge and
evaluation of a great variety of military,
civiian, and experimental aircraft. The
number and variety of aircraft he has
flown, again in discharging his respon-
sibility as Chief to the future effective-
ness of the Air Force, is quite impressive
and includes the F-106, F-111, F-4, A-T,
OV-10, AT-37, C-135, C-140, T-39, DC-
10, 747, C-5, C-130, 737, Fan Jet Falcon,
Beech 99, Hawker-Sidley 748 and the
AV-23.

Overall, he has logged 1,380 flying
hours as Chief of Staff—which inciden-
tally, has given him a career total flying
time of 12,660 hours.

I feel very strongly that the example
General Ryan has set as a flying com-
mander has been exactly what we, the
Congress, expect of the Chief of Staff of
the Air Force.

It might be well at this time to point
out for the benefit of all that our statutes
specifically require that “flying units
shall be commanded by commissioned of-
ficers of the Air Force who have received
aeronautical ratings as pilots of service
types of aircraft.” And the Air Force is
a flying unit.

This provision was written into the
law over 50 years ago—it was good law
then and it is good law now. The suc-
cessful application of air power “to
achieve our national objectives in World
War IT, Korea, and Vietnam has been due
in great measure to the fact that the Air
Force leaders throughout the years, Gen-
erals Arnold, Spaatz, Doolittle, LeMay,
and General Ryan were men who could
fly and who could fight. They knew their
planes, they knew their crews, and they
could lead by example. We should be
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eternally grateful to the contributions
these men have made to the security of
our beloved country rather than malign-
ing and imputing base motives to a per-
son such as General Ryan. Can you
imagine for a minute an Air Force com-
manded by one who did not fly?

Without his extensive flying experi-
ence and current participation in flying
operations, he could not have effectively
led the Air Force through these difficult
and demanding times.

Certainly, the highly successful di-
rection of an Air Force that supported
the 1972 bombing campaign which
brought our POW’'s home from North
Vietnam could have been accomplished
only by a leader who had a current and
thorough knowledge of the capabilities
of the aireraft under his command. Gen-
eral Ryan is such a man.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, I will simply
say that there is nothing in this motion
that cuts off the filight pay for anybody
who flies. There is simply something in
the motion that cuts off the flight pay
for people who do not fly.

At this point I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. WyLIE).

Mr. WYLIE. Mr, Speaker, I have asked
for this time to ask the gentleman from
New York (Mr. PIKeE) some questions.
As I understand it from the discussion
that has gone on here, there is a law in
being which would have cut off the kind
of flight pay we are debating on May 31,
or should have cut off such flight pay on
May 31.

Mr. PIKE. The gentleman is absolute-
1y correct. We have had two members of
the Committee on Appropriations at
least down in the well saying that we
should not do this today. The fact is
that the Committee on Appropriations
did it last year. The bill was passed in
November. They have had from Novem-
ber until right now, and here we come in
at the very last minute trying to squeeze
this one through.

Mr. WYLIE. As I understand it fur-
ther, there was an amendment offered
on the floor of the Senate to the Depend-
ents Assistance Act to permit the con-
tinuation of such flicht pay until Decem-
ber 31 of this year.

Mr. PIKE, That is correct. The amend-
ment was accepted in the Senate with-
out any debate whatsoever and has not
been debated anywhere in either body
until this moment. This is the debate.

Mr, WYLIE, That amendment rela-
tive to flight pay in the opinion of the
gentleman from New York, would not
be germane to the bill under discussion
if offered in the House; would it?

Mr. PIKE. Oh, definitely not. This is
a classic example of a situation where
many of those who always oppose non-
germane amendments are today saying
we have to accept this nongermane Sen-
ate amendment.

Mr, WYLIE. I might add that I made
the same argument with reference to
ignoring the law here a few weeks ago
in that I argued we should not increase
our contribution to the United Nations
above the 25 percent limitation enacted
into law last October, and in May we
changed the formula here on the floor
of this House. So, I am inclined to agree
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with the gentleman’s position. It would
seem to me at first blush as though this
is a bit of a boondoggle.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to try to
put this debate into a little perspec-
tive, because listening to the remarks
that have been made thus far, one
would think that this is a bill on
flight pay, and an explanation of ex-
actly what the bill is about is con-
tained in a letter which I sent around
this morning—the gentleman from New
Jersey and I—to all of our colleagues.
We have copies of it here on the table if
anyone would like to take the time to
read it.

This is basically a military depend-
ents assistance bill. It is an emergency
piece of legislation, because in the past
every time we have renewed the draft, we
have also renewed the provision that pro-
vides certain basic housing allowances
for all the low-grade, low-income enlisted
personnel and their dependents, those in
grade E-4 and below. This year, of course,
we are not renewing Selective Service,
and so if we are to disrupt nearly 400,000
women and children who are locking for-
ward to getting this allowance continued
as usual into fiscal year 1974—and these
are all low-income service families, let
me remind the House, this bill has got
to be enacted into law before the 30th
of June. That is the real situation we
face here today. It is all very simple, and
the point is that we are today at the
28th of June. So if we are going to pro-
tect the families of our privates and cor-
porals we have got to get the bill out fast.

Any motion to instruct the conferees
is obviously only going to complicate the
situation and very likely prevent enact-
ment by Saturday. It is not a question of
whether we do or do not want to vote for
or against generals and admirals. It is
basically a question of whether we are
going to disrupt the livelihoods of nearly
400,000 service families, low-income serv-
ice families, who are not involved in this
controversy and who are entitled to this
kind of support—disrupt it even for 2 or
3 weeks at a time when the cost of living
is going up astronomically.

The House Committee on Armed Serv-
ices did not put anything in this bill
about flight pay. I have no brief for
flight pay for generals and admirals. I
was in the Congress when we enacted the
original legislation, and as a matter of
fact it was an economy measure because
it eliminated the need to provide planes
for aviators assigned to nonflying billets
to maintain their flying proficiency. I
imagine this thing has been in in recent
years and it does need to be corrected.
But we did not put in this provision with
the House committee.

It was the other body that put it in,
and because we know that adjusting
flight pay was a complex issue if we were
to be completely fair to all those in the
service who believed this flight pay rep-
resented a contractual commitment, and
because we knew we could not get the
dependents’ legislation enacted in time
if we had to work out a fair solution to
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the flight-pay issue our committee reluc-
tantly accepted the amendment of the
Senate.

Mr. Speaker, this is an easy issue to
demagog, but it is not really a simple
matter, particularly as we are today on
the eve of having a completely volunteer
Army. Moreover, besides the funds in-
cluded in this bill for wives and children
of low-income personnel, it also includes
the special professional pay that we give
to doctors and dentists and optometrists
in the military services. If we eliminate
this special pay, too, then our services are
going to be hard pressed indeed to retain
qualified medical personnel on a volun-
teer basis.

Is it not a little bit silly on the eve of
going to this Volunteer Army that we
now are threatening to take action in
this House that will present to our lowest
paid GI's and their hard-pressed fam-
ilies an unexpected reduction in pay,
and will also to take away the special
pay now paid to physicians and dentists
and other medical professionals in the
services; and finally will also take away
the special combat bonus now being
paid to those who are in the high casual-
ty ground infantry, armor, and artillery
units? That is what this argument is all
about.

The Senate amendment extends the
present flight pay arrangements for an-
other 6 months. I think that period is
probably too long. But the fact of the
matter is what the Appropriations Com-
mittee was trying to do when they put
the cutoff date in the 1972 appropriations
bill was to try to draw the attention of
the Defense Department to the abuses
of flight pay and to suggest the need for
corrective lezislation.

That corrective legislation has now
been submitied to the Congress under
normal House procedure it should be and
will be considered in the committee it-
self, and I am the chairman of that sub-
commitiee. I can assure the Members
of this House that if we accept this ex-
tension inserted by the Senate our com-
mittee is prepared to examine this whole
question of who is properly entitled to
flight pay in great detail, and I can
assure the House we will come out with a
recommendation that will be fair and
will eliminate any abuses that may have
developed.

But let us not act today in haste,
by trying to instruct the conferees
and thus run the risk of jeopardizing the
livelihoods of the families of nearly 400,~
000 low income service personnel. That
is what the issue is all about. I ask Mem-
bers of the House to vote down the mo-
tion to instruct and let us continue to
take care of our enlisted men and their
families as we properly should do.

Mr. Speaker, let me finally just sum-
marize the history of this bill. H.R. 8537
passed the House on June 19. It passed
the Senate on Friday, June 22. The Sen-
ate passed the bill with an amendment
in the nature of a substitute.

The principal purpose of H.R. 8537 is
to make permanent the housing allow-
ances for junior enlisted personnel. Al-
though they have been temporarily ex-
tended each time the draft was extended,
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these allowances have been in effect for
23 years. With the end of the drait in-
duction authority June 30, if this bill
is not passed, 368,000 junior-grade en-
listed personnel will suffer reductions
in their pay ranging from $15 to $76.50
a month. The bill also extends the au-
thority to pay special pay to health pro-
fessionals, physicians, dentists, veteri-
narians, and optometrists, ranging from
$100 to $350 a month. Finally the bill
continues the authority to pay a bonus
for an initial enlistment in the combat
arms.

The laws providing the authorities in
question expire on the 30th of this
month—on Saturday of this week. If we
do not pass the bill, the enlisted person-
nel will face a reduction in pay and we
will be no longer able to offer incentives
to health professionals.

On Tuesday I asked unanimous con-
sent to take the bill from the Speaker’'s
table and agree to the Senate amend-
ment. There was objection to that re-
quest because of one Senate change. The
Senate made three changes in the bill,

Let me briefly summarize the changes:

First. The Senate acted to limit the
extension of the combat bonus authority
to 1 year instead of 2 years as provided
in the initial House bill and to limit the
bonus to enlistments in the infantry,
armor, and artillery branches rather than
the more general category of “a combat
element of an Armed Force.” In accept-
ing the Senate language on the provi-
sion, I want the legislative record clear
that we . are doing so with the under-
standing that the matter will be the sub-
ject of later review when we take up
the proposed Special Pay Act later this
year.

Second. The Senate amended the bill
to change the statutory definition of a
military dependent to include illegitimate
children in determining eligibility for
various allowances. The Defense Depart-
ment did not oppose the amendment. I
want the record of legislative intent to
be very clear that in accepting this
amendment the House does so on the
understanding that it will be diligently
monitored by the Department of Defense
to require a showing that additional al-
lowances paid as a result of this section
are being used to support the child and
that the phrase “in fact dependent on
the member" will normally be interpreted
to mean dependent for over one-half of
his support on the member. We do not
intend for the Defense Department to
pay allowances solely on the basis of a
decree by a foreign court.

Third. The Senate added to the bill a
provision extending until December 31,
1973, the May 31, 1973, deadline on con-
tinuation of flight pay for senior officers
not in flight billets.

For many years the appropriations bill
has contained a rider to limit the spend-
ing on proficiency flying and has author-
ized the continuation of flight pay to
fliers assigned to duties which do not re-
quire the maintenance of basic flying
skills, Last year’s bill said that such con-
tinuation of flight pay would no longer
be allowed after May 31 of this year for
colonels and Navy captains and above.
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In taking that action, the Committee on
Appropriations clearly was encouraging
the Department of Defense to come up
with revised procedures for the payment
of flight pay.

In line with this imperative, the De-
partment of Defense has submitted a
major legislative proposal to revise the
flight pay system. However, the proposal
arrived on May 17, too late for considera-
tion before the May 31 deadline. The De~
partment, therefore, asked that the
May 31 deadline be extended for 6
months until the major proposal is con-
sidered; it is this extension that the Sen-
ate has placed in H.R. 8537.

It is this extension of flight pay which
is in controversy today. Well, it may be
that some billets are improperly desig-
nated flight billets when they should not
be so. But you will not change that by
voting against this bill. If some billets
are improperly designated, they would
continue to be so even if this provision is
defeated. A redefining of flight billets and
pay procedure requires study and anal-
ysis by our committee.

It may be that it is not proper to pay
flight pay to officers when they are not
assigned to flying billets. I myself believe
that review is needed in this system and
as chairman of the subcommittee that
will consider the proposed revisions, I
can assure you that we will look very
hard at the whole question, But, if the
procedure is wrong, it is a procedure
which the Congress has acquiesced in.

The original act to continue flight pay
for officers while excusing them from
flying was taken by the Appropriations
Committee to save money on proficiency
flying. In 1954 it provided for automatic
excusal from flying from officers who
had held an aeronautical rating for 20
years,

In 1962 it reduced the automatic ex-
cusal time to 15 years. In 1972 it removed
any time constraints on the entitlement
of rated pilots to flight pay while in non-
flying jobs. Most of these actions were
taken to save money on proficiency fly-
ing. In view of this record of the Con-
gress over a twenty-year period, it is,
therefore, only fair to say that these per-
sonnel were led to expect flight pay to
continue. If the Congress makes any
change, therefore, there should be some
reasonable notice to the personnel, and
the change should be made in a rational
manner which ineorporates a moderniza-
tion of the system.

If you vote against this bill today, you
will not be assuring any reasonable
change in the flight pay system but you
will be assuring that some of our lowest
paid enlisted personnel and their fam-
ilies will be facing a cut in their income
at the time of the worst inflation in our
history.

So, finally, Mr. Speaker, let me ask
the Members of the House in voting on
this bill to keep their eye on the donut
and not on the hole. If this bill is not
passed today and has to go to conference,
it is doubtful, in view of the coming
recess, if it can be passed and signed
into law before the first pay day in July.
Think of the chaos involved if over 300,-
000 families of privates and corporals
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and sergeants suddenly find themselves
facing a 15-percent pay cut. The all-
volunteer environment begins on July 1.
Think how silly we will look if the Con-
gress enters that environment by allow-
ing a reduction in the pay of GI's, by
allowing a loss in the authority to pay
any special pay to new physicians, den-
tists, and other professionals, by allow-
ing a cutoff of the bonus for men willing
to volunteer for the high-casualty ground
combat skills.

We must pass this bill and we must
pass it this week.

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

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HORTON) .

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I want to
indicate my opposition to the motion and
my support for the comments made by
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. Speaker, the termination of flight
pay for O-6 and above on May 31 has
had a severe impact on over 5,000 serv-
ice aviation officers. In the face of a
sharp escalation in the cost of living all
have experienced an immediate reduc-
tion in pay of up to almost $3,000 per
yvear. Many of these officers have chil-
dren in college and have planned for
years to use this pay to help defray these
costs of college education. Many are
purchasing homes wherein flight pay was
computed as income when qualifying for
a loan. Because of this, many find them-
selves in financial difficulty through no
fault of their own.

At the present time Navy cmnmande{
aviators, many of them recent comba
veterans, selected for captain face a pay
cut of $54 per month as a result of their
selection. These officers are the top 40
percent of their contemporaries, Navy
commander aviators failing selection are
presently drawing more money than
their contemporaries who were promoted.
This situation results in a gross inequity.
The flight pay extension is required to
correct such inequities until the Congress
can arrive at a revised flight pay system
that will preclude the existence of such
situations.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on this subject.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PIKE, Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
the balance of my time.

First of all, Mr. Speaker, Members
should not get led down the primrose
path that we have to do this tomorrow
or it is all gone. The gentleman from
New York did properly state that nor-
mally this is done in the selective service
bill as it has been done in the past. The
last time it was done in the selective serv-
ice bill we did not pass the selective serv-
ice bill until the end of October, and no-
body lost any pay in the meantime.

We do not have to get led down that
particular primrose path. Do not let them
lead you down that path. Next, they say
this has been done precipitously. I pre-
sume, when the Appropriations Commit-
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tee cut off the pay for generals, colonels,
and admirals who do not fly, they gave it
a lot of consideration.

Do not get led down the path of this
recruiting business, either, because hon-
estly, there is no problem recruiting gen-
erals and admirals. There is no problem
whatsoever in this area.

If flight pay for nonfiying high rank-
ing officers can be defended on any ra-
tional basis, it will be on the basis that
heretofore it has been a veritable foun-
tain of youth for senior officers, a great
elixir protecting them from the ravages
of old age, incipient senility, and decrep-
itude. According to the figures the De-
partment of Defense compiled, for the
period January 1, 1964, through June 30,
1972, more than half of the generals in
the Air Force, 53 percent, retired disabled
with disability pay, but here is the
clincher: 77 percent of these same gen-
eral officers had, within 6 months of re-
tirement, allegedly passed a medical
flight examination qualifying them for
flight pay. Obviously, flight pay was all
that was keeping them glued together,
kept them vibrant and alert and healthy.
With the approach of the end of flight
pay and retirement, disintegration of
bodily functions appears not only cer-
tain, but darned near instantaneous.

There are obviously many reasons why
we should not give flight pay to colonels
and generals and admirals who do not
fly. When General Westmoreland came
before the Armed Services Committee
with a proposal to give proficiency pay
to Army enlisted men who were not pro-
ficient, we laughed him out of the room,
but these were E-2's, E-3's, and E-4's,
not colonels and generals and admirals.
We are infinitely kinder to colonels and
generals and admirals, and there are
some arguments for them.

Let us face it, being a desk jockey is
a dangerous business, and those who do
not appreciate this just do not under-
stand the aerodynamics of a desk. I am
not just talking about closing the draw-
ers on one’s fingers and those nasty hip
bruises, but if the “in” basket is con-
tinually loaded on the starboard, or
right-hand side, and the “out” basket
is continually empty on the port, or left-
hand side of the desk, wood fatigue sets
in and the whole landing gear tends to
buckle and the fuselage comes down on
their feet. Happily, most of these colonels
and generals and admirals have been
flying these desks for a long, long time,
and they have learned to keep their feet
on the top of the desk out of danger's
way.

Here, too, there is extreme risk, be-
cause if the general's orderly has overly
polished both his shoes and the desk
on the same day, the coefficient of fric-
tion can become so low as to cause foot
slippage and a hard descent to the car-
pet below. Tibias have been known to
fracture under less shock and stress.

Another risk in this hazardous duty is
the remote possibility that if all the
papers are ever removed from the top
of the desk at one time, the unaccus-
tomed lightness would cause the desk to
become airborne. Certain later model
desks have a tendency to stay behind
the power curve, as we pilots call it, and
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stall out at about 600 or 700 feet. These
desks fall into a very dangerous aero-
batic maneuver called “the falling leaf,”
and usually crash and burn. No colonel
has ever been known to survive the crash
of a desk which stalls out at 600 feet.
Earlier model desks are over-powered
and tend to go into an outside loop, a
very difficult maneuver, which causes a
negative G force, a rush of blood to the
head and apoplexy, which is not always
fatal.

The symptoms, however, are clearly
discernible in all of the desk jockeys who
have been buzzing Capitol Hill in squad-
rons and even wings for the last few
weeks.

Let us consider the tragic case of Rear
Adm. J. Heavy DBottomley, who was
sitting in his swivel chair at his desk
doing his job at the Pentagon. His job
consisted of reading secreft documents,
largely about Congressmen. This was
what he was doing when he first heard
the word that he might lose flight pay.
He spun around rapidly in his chair.
Unfortunately, his shoulder boards were
at that particular angle of attack which
combined with his rapid rotation, caused
him to become airborne.

Unfortunately, also, the window had
been left open because the air-condition-
ing was too cold that day and Rear Adm.
J. Heavy Bottomley went soaring out of
the window and into space where he
achieved an orbit with an apogee of 190
miles and a perigee of 125 miles. For the
first time in 10 years he is flying. He is
visible to the naked eye out there as he
circles the earth once every 91 minutes.
He is particularly beautiful just before
sunrise and just after sunset with the
light flashing on the stars on his shoulder
boards, but some of the effect is lost in
the daytime. I am told that he will be
passing over the Washington Monument
just after sunset on the Fourth of July.

If Members believe in Rear Adm. J.
Heavy Bottomley, then vote for the
Senate amendment. If they do not, vote
to instruct the conferees and let us cut
out this ridiculous waste.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
as the gentlemen from New York (Mr.
Pixke) knows, in the Committee on
Armed Services I supported the effort to
instruct the House conferees to oppose
the Senate amendment to H.R. 8537 rel-
ative to extending flight pay until De-
cember 31, 1973. But, Mr. Speaker, I re-
sent his irresponsible and pathetic at-
tempt to ridicule, belittle, and degrade
members of the Armed Forces of the
United States, many of whom are the
very men who many times have risked
their lives for this Nation. Yes, risked
their lives so that a Congressman like
Mr. P1ke would have the right to make
such a speech in the elected Congress of
a free Nation. When I came to the floor
today, I intended to support my original
position as established in committee, but,
after Mr. Pike attempts to ridicule
American servicemen, I change my vote
to “no” to guarantee that no one will
misunderstand and think that I join Mr.
Pixe in his unworthy attacks on men
who have risked so much to guarantee
him the right to make such “unfunny”
remarks.
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Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to address the provisions of this leg-
islation that pertain to flight pay.

As an experienced pilot with over 6,000
flying hours I can appreciate the neces-
sity for all aviators to make frequent
and regular aerial flights and be properly
compensated for the hazards involved—
and there are hazards, especially in mili-
tary flying. For example, of 1,000 Air
Force pilots entering operational flying,
70 will succumb to flying hazards before
completing 20 years of duty.

I know that aviation, both commercial
and military, is an attractive career and
many young men desire to spend their
lives in this endeavor., However, I also
know that in addition to the hazards in-
volved there are other burdens that must
be borne such as family separations and
increased expenses. In this latter regard,
we must recognize that many insurance
companies charge flying officers 30 per-
cent more for life insurance premiums
than that charged nonfliers. Over a life
span of active flying these factors can
be demotivating unless the individual in
that career field can feel confident that
continued and adequate compensation
will be forthcoming throughout his
career.

The main criticism against flight pay,
concerns the so-called desk pilot. He flies
very few hours per month and is not pri-
marily assigned to a full-time flight job.
Many ask, “Why pay this guy flight
pay?”

There are several very good reasons
why he should be paid flight pay. One of
the key reasons for paying him extra
money is because he is saving a tremen-
dous amount of money for this Nation.

On the surface, it would not seem to
make sense that, by paying extra money
to an irregular flyer, the country would
save money. However, if you will simply
think it through, you will see that my
statement is true.

It costs this Nation several hundred
thousand dollars to train a pilot. Even a
refresher course to retrain a pllot
amounts to almost half the cost of train-
ing a recruit. You see, pilot training con-
sists of much more than simply manipu-
lating the controls of the airplane. That
portion of the training is actually only
a minor party.

In today’s complex airplanes and in
our crowded skies, a pilot must spend a
tremendous amount of time in self-study
to maintain currency in a mutitude of
related technical matters. His real need
for “‘stick time” is minimal.

Our Government has a choice. We can
motivate the pilot to maintain currency
by giving him additional pay to spend
extra hours in self-study, or we can
send him to an expensive school when
we actually need him as a full-time
active pilot.

It has been proven that the flight-
pay route is far less expensive. There is
still another—far more important—rea-
son for the flight-pay incentive. That
amounts to the vital element of time.

During the Vietnam conflict, the Air
Force alone activated 1,150 “desk pilot”
colonels and 62 generals. These com-
manders were able to move immediately
into active full-time flight jobs because
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they had maintained their proficiency.
If refresher courses had been required,
they could not have been activated for
several months.

My colleagues, you have been talking
mostly about the Air Force during these
discussions of flight pay. In so doing,
we are forgetting that the U.S. Army
has more airplanes and more pilots than
the Air Force, Navy, and Marines com-
bined. Furthermore, the flight-pay in-
centive in the Army is probably more
important than in the other services.

The Army pilot spends his junior and
intermediate years as an Army aviator.
In the meantime, his associates build
proficiency and command experience in
the basic branch. That is, nonflying offi-
cers pursue careers as infantrymen, ar-
tillerymen, armored, et cetera. The pilot
officer is unable to remain competitive
without a tremendous amount of extra
self-study. He deserves his flight pay.

Mr. Speaker, my point is simple. Our
Government clearly saves money by re-
taining flight pay for officers that are
not primarily assigned to full-time
flight duties. It is vital to this Nation
to have a ready reserve of trained pilots,
yet we are unable to afford the tremen-
dous expense of operating the aircraft
to keep the needed number of pilots on
full-time status.

The flight-pay incentive provides the
answer to both problems. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose the motion made by
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, the
House has just been entertained by a
rather cute attack upon the military
“brass.”

Just who are these “brass” who are
subjected to this burlesque abuse?

Why, they are only the men who have
spent the better parts of their lives in the
service of their country, and who, by
their superior performance of duty, have
attained the ranks of leaders of our
Armed Forces.

Of course, there are not very many of
them, by comparison, and it is unlikely
that any politician has more than a token
few among his constituency, so it is per-
fectly safe to have your fun at their ex-
pense.

And since they have no forum in which
to reply, and since it is both illegal and
unthinkable for any one of them to an-
swer the attack, it really takes a lot of
courage for a politician in the sanctuary
of this privileged Hall, to roast and ridi-
cule these members of our military with
complete immunity.

In the gigglish wake of these invidious
insults it is unlikely that reasonable de-
bate can be resumed.

The committee asks only for a little
time—6 months—to resolve the matter
under discussion in an orderly manner.

It is shameful that the guestion has
deteriorated into a classist appeal. Either
flight pay is wrong for all persons in
nonflight status—and I happen to think
it is—or it is not wrong, regardless of
rank.

Either flight pay is justifiable for all
persons whose duties require them to
fly—and I believe that it is—or it is not
justifiable for any.

It is an insult to all who have attained
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a measure of success, and disheartening
to those who yet aspire to devote their
lives to a career in the defense forces
of our country, to find that matters of
such importance to them can be treated
so lightly and ludicrously by the very
Congress that can order them into war
at will.

The military “brass”—the perennial
target of pettifogging partisans—are
certainly not perfect. Indeed, they may
be almost as imperfect as some of us
here in Congress. But their license is
limited to the letter of the legislation we
write.

Need I remind you that theirs is a most
serious business, and it would much bet-
ter become us to deal with the problems
of our armed services in a serious and
thoughtful manner.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the motion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Pmxe), to instruct the
managers.

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

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 238, nays 175,
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 806]

YEAS—238

Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis,
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Devine
Diges
Dingell
Donohue
Drinan
Dulski

du Pont

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif,
Anderson, I11,
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashley
Aspin
Baker
Bell
Bergland
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Callif,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C,
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Chisholm
Clancy
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collins, Il1.
Collins, Tex,
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Culver
Danlels,
Dominick V.
Davis, Ga,

Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoskl
ogan
Hollifield
Holtzman
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hutchinson
Ichord
Johnson, Colo,
Jones, Ala.
Eckhardt Jones, Okla.
Edwards, Ala, Jordan
Edwards, Calif. Karth
Ellberg Kastenmeler
Erlenborn Keating
Esch EKemp
Evans, Colo. Kluczynski
Evins, Tenn. Koch
Fascell Latta
Findley Lehman
Foley Litton
Ford, Long, Md.
William D. Lujan
Forsythe McCollister
Fraser McCormack
Frenzel McDade
Froehlich McFall
Fugua McEay
Gaydos MecKinney
Gettys Macdonald
Giaimo Madden
Gibbons Mallary
Grasso Matsunaga
Green, Oreg, Mayne
Green, Pa. Mazzoll
Griffiths Meeds
Gross Melcher
Gude Metcalfe
Gunter Mezvinsky
Guyer Miller
Haley Minish
Hamilton Mink
Hanley Mitchell, Md.
Hanna Moakley
Hansen, Wash. Moorhead, Pa.
Harrington Moss
Harsha Murphy, Ill.
Harvey Nedzl
Hastings Nix
Hawkins Obey
Hechler, W. Va. O'Hara

O’'Nefll
Owens
Patman
Perkins

Pike

Poage

Podell

Preyer
Pritchard
Rangel

Rees

Regula

Reuss

Riegle
Rinaldo
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ryan

Abdnor
Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak,
Arends
Bafalis
Barrett
Beard
Bennett
Bevill
Blackburn
Boggs
Bowen
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brown, Mich,
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Collier
Crane
Cronin
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

W..Jr.
Dellenback
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Dunecan
Eshleman
Fish
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Ford, Gerald R.
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Fulton
Gllman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray
Grover
Gubser
Hammer-

schmidt
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St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schneebell
Schroeder
Sebellus
Selberling
Shipley
Shriver
Skubitz
Smith, N.Y.
Staggers
Stanton,

James V,
Stark
Steele
Steelman
Stephens
Stokes
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Symms Young, 111,
Taylor, N.C. Zablockl
Thomson, Wis. Zwach
Thone

NAYS—176

Hanrahan Powell, Ohio
Hansen, Idaho Price, Ill.
Hays Price, Tex.
Henderson Quie
Hicks Quillen
Hillis Randall
Hinshaw Rarick
Holt Rhodes
Horton Roberts
Hosmer Robinson, Va.
Hunt Roncallo, N.Y,
Jarman Rooney, Pa,
Johnson, Calif, Rose
Johnson, Pa, Rousselot
Jones, N.C. Ruppe
Jones, Tenn, Ruth
Kazen Satterfield
EKetchum Saylor
King Scherle
Kuykendall Shoup
Kyros Shuster
Landgrebe Sikes
Landrum Sisk
Leggett Slack
Lent Smith, Towa
Long, La. Snyder
Lott Spence
McClory Stanton,
McEwen J. William
McSpadden Steed
Madigan Steiger, Ariz.
Mahon Steiger, Wis.
Mailliard Stratton
Mann Stubblefield
Maraziti Talcott
Martin, Nebr. Taylor, Mo.
Martin, N.C. Teague, Calif,
Mathias, Calif. Thornton
Mathis, Ga. Towell, Nev.
Michel Treen
Milford Veysey
Mills, Ark. Vigorito
Minshall, Ohio Waggonner
Mitchell, N.¥, Walsh
Mizell Ware
Mollohan Whitehurst
Montgomery Wiggins
Moorhead, Williams
Calif. Wilson, Bob
Morgan Wright
Mosher Wydler
Myers Wyman
Natcher Young, Alaska
Nelsen Young, Fla.
Nichols Young, 8.C.
O'Brien Young, Tex.
Parris Zion
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Pettis
Pickle

Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Waldie
Wampler
Whalen
White
Whitten
Widnall
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif,
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolfl
Wyatt
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.

NOT VOTING—20

Ashbrook
Badillo
Blatnik
Breaux
Clark
Danlelson
Dent

So the motion to instruct was agreed

to

pairs:

Derwinski
Flsher

Reid

Rooney, N.Y.
Hébert Sandman
McCloskey Teague, Tex.
Murphy, N.Y. Thompson, N.J.
Feyser Tlernan
Rallsback

:The Clerk announced the following

June 28, 1973

On this vote:

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey for, with Mr,
Fisher against,

Mr. Rooney of New York for, with Mr.
Hébert against,

Mr. Murphy of New York for, with Mr.
Breaux against.

Mr, Tiernan for, with Mr. Teague of Texas
against.

Mr. Dent for, with Mr. Derwinski against,

Until further notice:

Mr, Clark with Mr, Ashbrook,

Mr. Badillo with Mr. Sandman.
Mr. Danlelson with Mr. Railsback.
Mr, Blatnik with Mr, Peyser,

Mr, Reld with Mr. McCloskey.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded,

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. STRAT-
TON, HEBERT, NIcHOLS, BRAY and HUNT.

COAST GUARD AUTHORIZATION
AND PERSONNEL AND STUDENT
STRENGTH

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's desk the bill (HR. 5383) to
authorize appropriations for the Coast
Guard for the procurement of vessels
and construction of shore and offshore
establishments, to authorize appropria-
tions for bridge alterations, to authorize
for the Coast Guard an end-year
strength for active duty personnel, to
authorize for the Coast Guard average
military student loads, and for other
purposes, with Senate amendments
thereto, and concur in the Senate
amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 2, after line 10, insert:

“AIRCRAFT

“For procurement of a long range search
and rescue helicopter, $3,000,000.”

Page 2, line 17, strike out “$72,510,000"
and insert “$75,260,000".

Page 4, after line 19, insert:

“{27) At a location between San Francisco,
California, and Astoria, Oregon: Establish
helicopter search and rescue station.”

Page 4, line 21, strike out "“37,482" and
insert “37,607".

Page 5, line 3, strike out “4,001" and insert
“'4,006".

Page 5, after line 17, insert:

“SEc. 6. (a) Section 1 of the Act of June 20,
1936 (49 Stat. 1544, 46 U.B.C. 367), as
amended, is further amended by deleting the
entire third sentence and substituting in lieu
thereof the following sentence: ‘The exemp-
tion in the preceding sentence for cannery
tender or fishery tender wvessels shall con-
tinue in force for five years from July 11,
1973."

“(b) Section 4428 of the Revised Statutes
of the United States (46 U.S.C. 404), as
amended, is further amended by deleting the
entire last senfence and substituting in lieu
thereof the following sentence: '‘The exemp-
tion in the preceding sentence for cannery
tender and fishery tender vessels shall con-
tinue in force for five years from July 11,
1973." ™

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act
to authorize appropriations for the Coast
Guard for the procurement of vessels and
aircraft and construction of shore and off-
shore establishments, to authorize for bridge
alterations, to authorize for the Coast Guard
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an end-year strength for active duty per-
sonnel, to authorize for the Coast Guard
average military student loads, and for other
purposes,”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Missouri (Mrs. SULLIVAN) ?

Mr. FROEHLICH. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I would like to
address some remarks to the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. SULLIVAN).

Mr. Speaker, I have had some consul-
tation with the Coast Guard congres-
sional liaison and others regarding the
implication of item 3, page 3, “Explana-
tion of Amendments to the Senate Re-
port on H.R. 5383.”

I am told that the Senate commitiee
report is but a part of legislative history.
The House debate on the $600,000 addi-
tional appropriation and the House Ap-
propriation Committee bill report are
also legislative history that clearly spell
out that the reopening of any SAR sta-
tions are to be based upon priorities
based upon the lifesaving mission of the
Coast Guard, not on geography or poli-
tical decisions.

That, in fact, the additional manpower
authorized in the pending amendment
are not limited to any location. That, in
fact, less than 6 or all 13 SAR stations
could be reopened based upon the 30-
day study called for by the House. That,
in fact, Plum Island in Wisconsin will
compete with all 13 stations for reopen-
ing, not with just 7 non-Michigan
stations

Is this a correct statement?

Mrs. SULLIVAN. That is essentially
correct.

If the gentleman will yield, the gen-
tleman is correct that the Senate re-
port does have general language re-

lating the six stations in question
to the State of Michigan. However, it
is noted that this is just general
legislative history and that the bill does
not anywhere specify priority placing
for the six stations, just sets out person-
nel to man the stations. In addition, it is
noted that the Appropriations Commit-
tee in its report, on page 12, stated that
the remaining search and rescue stations
might not be able to adequately assume
these essential operations in all areas in
which rescue stations are being closed.

As a minimum, the committee felt that
the Coast Guard should strengthen the
auxiliary, and increase the utilization of
the Coast Guard Reserve in these areas.
The committee went on to state that it
expects a detailed report from the Coast
Guard on this matter within 30 days.
Thus, it is clear, that with respect to
which particular 6 of the 12 stations
may be continued in operation—the
Coast Guard must report to the Congress
in 30 days on this matter.

In addition, it is clear that this is an
administrative decision to be made by
the Coast Guard. In light of these facts
it would seem that the question of which
six stations would be continued is not
really crucial to H.R. 5383, the author-
ization bill, and so I would urge my col-
league not to delay this authorization
bill, which is essential to the Coast
Guard appropriations, by objecting to
the acceptance of these Senate amend-
ments. I particularly urge this on my
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colleague, since there is a June 30 ex-
piration date for Coast Guard lease hous-
ing and an inordinate delay in the au-
thorization may cause the Coast Guard
some administrative problems.

For these reasons, I urge my colleague
to accept the Senate amendments.

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield on that point?

Mr. FROEHLICH, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Speaker, I think we
have to understand that the Senate
amendments simply provide the man-
power for the additional six stations. It
is the House appropriations bill for the
Coast Guard that provides the additional
$600,000 to finance these six stations of
the Coast Guard. The Coast Guard in-
dicated to the Committee on Appropria-
tions that it would, indeed, develop the
study for the Committee on Appropria-
tions within 30 days, and based upon
that study would open approximately 6
of the 13 stations.

That is an agreement developed by the
Committee on Appropriations as far as
this particular bill is concerned. The Sen-
ate amendments only refer to manpower
authorizations of the Coast Guard. They
are increased to take care of the addi-
tional six stations that we assume will be
the result of additional moneys flowing
to the Coast Guard by the actions of the
Committee on Appropriations,

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I rise to express my support for this leg-
islation but more importantly, to thank
the gentlelady from Missouri, Chair-
woman SvurLLivaN, Mr. MurpHY, Mr.
Grover, and Mr, RuprpE and their respec-
tive staffs for their cooperation and ac-
ceptance of the Senate amendments.

In particular, your willingness to rec-
ognize our need for a helicopter search
and rescue unit at Arcata, Humboldt
County, Calif., and accept my request to
retain Senator TunNEY's amendment in
this legislation rather than go to con-
ference is greatly appreciated.

We are attempting to develop on the
west coast an adequate system of search
and rescue units that will serve the in-
creasing needs of the area.

The weather conditions are unique and
during storm seasons quite hazardous.
The remote areas are inaccessible and
the time and distance factors relating
to adequate coverage make it essential
to locate a facility at the agreed-upon
site on the Arcata airport where navi-
gation, communications, buildings, and
logistical support facilities are readily
available.

The county of Humboldt has offered
full cooperation in making space avail-
able to this Coast Guard unit.

This location will serve the “missing
gap” of the Mendocino, Humboldt and
Del Norte County coastal areas. I say
“missing gap” because it describes the
only area between San Francisco and
Astoria, Oreg., that does not have ade-
quate helicopter search and rescue
coverage.

Again, I thank the committee for its
consideration and attention to this im-
portant matter.

Mr., FROEHLICH. Mr. Speaker, with
the explanations given here, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Missouri (Mrs. SULLIVAN) ?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

RE-REFERENCE OF H.R. 8094

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Public Works be discharged from
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
8094) to direct the Secretary of the In-
terior to redesignate the Alamogordo
Reservoir, N. Mex., as Lake Sumner and
that the bill be referred to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

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

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall No. 296 I am recorded as being
absent. I was present and did vote my
presence here. I wish to have the ReEcorp
so reflect.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr, BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 280 I was present when the vote was
taken, and evidently through a malfunc-
tion or through my error I was not re-
corded as being present. I should like to
have the Recorp reflect that I was pres-
ent.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE CERTAIN PRIVI-
LEGED REPORTS

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules have until midnight to-
night to file certain privileged reports.

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

There was no objection.

PUBLIC WORKS FOR WATER AND
POWER DEVELOPMENT AND
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION
APPROPRIATIONS, 1974

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on Rules,
I call up House Resolution 471 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution,
follows:

as

H. Res. 471

Resolved, That during the consideration of
the bill (H.R. 8947) making appropriations
for public works for water and power devel-
opment, including the Corps of Engineers—
Civil, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Bon-
neville Power Administration and other
power agencies of the Department of the
Interior, the Appalachian regional develop-
ment programs, the Federal Power Commis-
sion, the Tennessee Valley Authority, the
Atomic Energy Commission, and related in-
dependent agencies and commissions for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and for
other purposes, all points of order against
said bill for failure to comply with the pro-
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visions of clause 2, rule XXI, are hereby
walved.

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1

vield 30 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. LaTTa), pending
whiech I yield myself such time as I may
consume.
. Mr, Speaker, House Resolution 471
permits the Committee on Appropria-
tions to submit the bill making the fiscal
year 1974 appropriations for public works
for water and power development for
action on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives without being subject to
points of order,

House Resolution 471 provides that
the provisions of clause 2, rule XXI of
the rules of the House are waived
against the bill.

Title I of the bill appropriates funds
for the Atomic Energy Commission in
the amount of $2,297,688,000, a decrease
of more than $335 million from the
amount spent in fiscal year 1973. Titles
II and IIT of the bill appropriate funds
for the Corps of Civil Engineers and the
Bureau of Reclamation. They also pro-
vide moneys for the power agencies of
the Department of the Interior. The
total amount appropriated by titles II
and III is $2,021,856,000.

Title IV of H.R. 8947 includes funds for
independent agencies and commissions
such as the Federal Power Commission,
the Tennessee Valley Authority, and re-
lated Appalachian programs. Title IV
appropriates funds in the amount of
$352,151,000. The grand total of all the
appropriations in the bills is $4,671,695,-
000.

Mr, Speaker, I urge adoption of House
Resolution 471 in order that we may dis-
cuss and debate HR. 8947.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, today we
are considering House Resolution 471,
which provides for the consideraton of
H.R., 8947, the public works for water
and power development and Atomiec En-
ergy Commission appropriation bill for
fiscal year 1974, The rule provides a
waiver of points of order against the bill
for failure to comply with the provisions
of clause 2, rule XXI, because two sec-
tions of the bill lack final action on the
authorizing legislation. The two sections
are:

On page 2, lines 10 to 25, all of page 3,
and page 4, lines 1 to 9, the Atomic En-
ergy Commission.

On page 25, lines T and 8, under Water
Resources Council.

The purpose of HR. 8947 is to make
appropriations for public works for
water and power development, including
the Corps of Engineers—Civil, the Bu-
reau of Reclamation, the Bonneville
Power Administration and other power
agencies of the Department of the In-
terior, the Appalachian Regional Devel-
opment Commission, the Federal Power
Commission, the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, the Atomic Energy Commission,
and related independent agencies and
commissions for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, The total appropriation for
1974 is $4,671,695,000.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
this rule in order that the House may
begin debate on H.R. 8947.
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Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. 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. 8947) making appropria-
tions for public works for water and
power development, including the Corps
of Engineers—Civil, the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, the Bonneville Power Admin-
istration and other power agencies of the
Department of the Interior, the Appa-
lachian regional development programs,
the Federal Power Commission, the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, the Atomic En-
ergy Commission, and related independ-
ent agencies and commissions for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1974, and for
other purposes, and pending that motion,
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that general debate be limited to 2 hours,
the time to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. Ruopes) and myself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill HR. 8947, with Mr.
IcuORD 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 unani-
mous-consent agreement the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. Evins) will be rec-
ognized for 1 hour, and the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. Ruopes) will be rec-
ognized for 1 hour,

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Tennessee.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume,

Mr. Chairman, we bring you today
the public works for water power de-
velopment and Atomic Energy Commis-
sion appropriations bill for 1973.

This is an important bill—an all-
American bill—a bill that touches the
lives of virtually all Americans.

This bill represents substantial invest-
ment in the future of America—in our
future—an investment that will pay rich
dividends in services for our people and
in economie benefits to the Nation.

The purpose of this bill is to build a
stronger America—to strengthen our
country.

In providing for water resource devel-
opment for our Nation we assure needed
electric power, a more adequate water
supply, flood control, additional and im-
proved waterways for navigation, recre-
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ation, and other essential services for
our expanding population.

This bill also strengthens the muscle
of Amerieca by providing for research and
development by the Atomic Energy Com-
mission—for defense and defense-re-
lated missions—and for development of
nuclear energy for peacetime purposes.

I must advise my colleagues, however,
that because of slowdowns, stretchouts
and delays, this Nation is falling further
behind schedule in the construction of
needed public works projects—the cur-
rent backlog totals 162 projects, for plan-
ning and construction. The trend of
budget recommendations in the last few
yvears has been on the decline,

Last year, it appeared, that the Office
of Management and Budget had dis-
carded its policy of delay, slowdown and
stretchout because of a record budget for
public works projects presented.

This year, however, OMB is back at
the same old stand with the same old
policy of slowdown and stretchout with a
very few and limited number of new
starts proposed.

Our committee has set some of its own
priorities—we have added a modest num-
ber of new studies and planning and con-
struction starts for the Nation.

Our subcommittee policy is to continue
to give the highest priority to projects
under construction—to maintain the
construction timetable, as much as pos-
sible, and keep these projects on sched-
ule.

I will go into this in some detail later
in discussing this bill,

The bill we are recommending repre-
sents this Nation’s continuing commit-
ment to provide needed and essential
services for our people at a time when
there is a national power crisis—when
the very halls of our Capitol buildings
are darkened by brownouts as increas-
ing demands overtax our capacity to
produce electricity.

That is what this bill is all about—
meeting the anticipated needs of the fu-
ture. We are concerned over the power
and energy crisis and we recommend fast
and affirmative action to cope with this
crisis.

This bill funds projects that will pro-
vide more than $723 million in annual
public power benefits.

DISASTER BENEFITS

Certainly I am sure I do not have to
remind my colleagues of the natural dis-
asters that occurred this year—including
Hurricane Agnes and the Mississippi
River floods.

It is estimated that Corps of Engineers
projects prevented flood damage totaling
$7.4 billion in the Mississippi River
area—and prevented $1.7 billion in dam-
ages from Hurricane Agnes.

BENEFITS IN BILL

This bill we are considering today
funds projects that will provide an esti-
mated $2.1 billion in further annual flood
prevention  benefits—flood  damage
averted.

Other annual benefits from projects
funded in this bill are estimated at:
$205.7 million in water supplies; $1 bil-
lion in improvements to inland water-
ways and navigation; $793 million in ad-
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ditional irrigation measures; and $246.9
million for recreation, among other
benefits.

Let me at this time commend all of the
members of our subcommittee who have
contributed to the preparation of this
bill—all have participated and all have
been most helpful.

This bill is a product of the entire sub-
committee—and we bring you a bill and
report, which we trust will be speedily
approved.

I want to commend the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. Boranp), the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. WHIT-
TEN), the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr, Srack), and the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. Passman), the able and
genial ranking minority member, the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. RHODES),
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
Davis), and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Roeison) . It has been a pleas-
ure to work with all members of our
subcommittee.

I want also to commend our excellent
committee staff: Hunter Spillan, George
Urian, and John Plashal. They are able,
helpful, and excellent men.

Our subcommittee conducted 3 months
of hearings on this bill.

The testimony fills five volumes and
6,500 pages of transcript.

A total of 1,500 witnesses including 200
Members of Congress, testified before the
subcommittee on projects of interest to
their States and this Nation.

This bill has four titles of—

Title I, the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion;

Title II, the Corps of Engineers, De-
partment of Defense;

Title III, the Bureau of Reclamation,
Department of the Interior; and

Title IV, related independent agen-
cies—power and water resource commis-
sions.

OVERALL SUMMARY

Mr. Chairman, the 1973 Public Works
and AEC appropriations bill totaled $5,-
607,329,000.

The budget, as submitted and recom-
mended by the President for 1974, totaled
$4,809,969,000.

In other words, OMB recommended a
bill this year which is almost $1 billion
less than last year.

Beyond that, we have made cuts and
reductions of $85,774,000 in the budget
request.

Our committee is recommending $4,-
724,195,000.

I repeat: We have cut and reduced the
President’s budget request by $85,774,000.

This bill is 16 percent below the 1973
appropriations and 2 percent below the
1974 estimate. It represents only 1.48 per-
cent of the total budget.

That is a remarkable achievement.

Cuts and reductions totaling $212,942,-
000 were effected in the overall budget.
Primarily these reductions were made
from the Atomic Energy Commission and
predominantly in the weapons program,
the committee made some off-setting in-
creases for water resources development
projects where needed.

Our committee in setting some of its
own priorities recommended an increase
of $33,524,000 for a limited number of
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new studies, planning and construction
items for the Corps of Engineers and the
Bureau of Reclamation.

Some $28,960,000 is being recom-
mended for the Bureau of Reclamation
which was literally cut to the bone by
OMB. The increase provided is for gen-
eral investigations, construction and re-
habilitation.

We are recommending an increase of
$29,000,000 for disaster relief for the
areas near the Mississippi River and its
tributaries which, as we all know, sus-
tained recent severe flood damages, Hur-
ricane Agnes.

We are also recommending some in-
creases in the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion—including an additional $8 million
for production of enriched uranium for
sale to nuclear electric generating facili-
ties.

The overall increases total $127,168,000
which yields a net reduction as indicated
in the bill of $85,774,000.

We are recommending only 15 new
planning starts for the Corps of Engi-
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation—
including six starts recommended in the
budget—although the backlog of projects
for both agencies totals 162 projects.

We are recommending 15 new con-
struction starts for both agencies—in-
cluding four recommended in the budget
request—although the backlog of proj-
ects eligible for construction is 99.

We are recommending 23 studies—in-~
cluding 12 in the budget request.

As I indicated we are recommending
that some priorities be set by the Con-
gress, based on months of testimony by
hundreds of witnesses before our sub-
commitiee.

Our bill calls for the following break-
down in new starts recommended in the
budget and additions by the committee.

Committee

additions Total

Budget

Stuties. . e e 23
Planning. ...---- 16
Construction 15

Loan program : 3

With these limited new starts and in-
creases for construction, our commit-
tee is seeking to compensate for delays,
stretchouts, slowdowns and the freezing
and impounding of funds in some areas.

PROJECTS FUNDED

A total of 392 projects are funded in
the bill—including old ongoing projects
and new recommendations for planning
or construction. The projects are listed
in the report which we recommend to
your reading.

Let me turn briefly to a few comments
on the report of the National Water Com-
mission,

May I say at this point that within the
next few weeks and months you will
probably hear discussions concerning the
recent recommendations of the National
Water Commission with respect to future
funding of water resource projects.

In the view of our committee, the net
effect of the recommendations of this
Commission will be virtual abandonment
of our national water resource develop-
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ment program—and an abdication of na-
tional responsibility to assure the Ameri-
can people of the benefits of water re-
source development,

This report by the National Water
Commission proposes to transfer to State
and local governments the responsibility
for water resource development—and
further, would make the application of
user charges mandatory for any Federal
involvement in such projects. The devel-
opment of our navigable rivers is a na-
tional—not a State responsibility—and
sn considered since the founding of this
Nation.

In the view of our committee, this
report, in substance, recommends that
water and water resource services be
treated as salable commodities to our
people rather than necessary and essen-
tial public services.

This report, if adopted would virtually
stop water resource development
throughout the United States at a time
when our population is continuing fto
expand with the corresponding increases
in demands for water—electric power
and other essentials.

This report should be rejected in the
public interest, especially in view of the
fact that the Water Resources Council
in a recent assessment of the Nation's
water resources estimated that national
requirements for municipal water sup-
plies will triple and requirements for in-
dustrial use will increase 300 percent by
the year 2020.

The report by the Water Resources
Council further estimated that annual
flood control damages will triple and
that steam-electric powerplants will in-
crease water withdrawals more than six
times over the present rate of use.

It is estimated that water tonnage on
the Nation’s internal waterways will in-
crease six times in the next 50 years.

Now is not the time to play games with
the future of America by adopting a
policy that will not only reverse present
usage, tradition and history—but will ef-
fectively halt and curtail water resource
development for the Nation.

U.S. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

For the Corps of Engineers, the Com-
mittee recommends $1,502,016,000—
which is $345,635,000 less than new ob-
ligational authority provided for this
fiscal year.

Our recommendation is $26,716,000
more than the budget request, primarily
because of an increase of $29,000,000 re-
quired for disaster benefits as a result
of the Mississippi River floods.

In addition, our committee is rec-
ommending the addition of $7,091,000 to
the budget for general investigations and
construction.

As I indicated earlier, our committee
has added a limited number of new plan-
ning and construction starts. However,
a cut and reduction of $9,375,000 in the
appropriation for operation and main-
tenance more than offsets these in-
creases.

It is interesting to note that the total
budget request for general construction
for the Corps of Engineers was less this
year than 10 years ago.

Although construction costs have
doubled since 1965, the budget request
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for the Corps of Engineers for construc-
tion for fiscal 1974 is $858 million—Iless
than the $879 million requested in 1965.
In other words, this is an austere bud-
get—a bedrock budget—a budget less
than the budget request 10 years ago.
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

For the Atomic Energy Commission,
the committee is recommending $2,297,-
688,000—which is $131,687,000 less than
the budget request.

In summary, we have made some cuts
and reductions principally in the weap-
ons and testing programs and in pro-
posed facilities construction to effectuate
some economies.

‘While making these cuts and reduc-
tions, we are recommending some in-
creases in programs to promote the use
of nuclear power for peaceful purposes.

For example, we have increased the
nuclear materials budget estimate by $8
million to increase the production of en-
riched uranium for sale to utilities for
power production.

We have increased funding for several
important reactor programs—including
an increase of $4,700,000 for controlled
thermonuclear fusion for peacetime
purposes.

The committee is also recommending
$600 thousand for solar energy research
to explore further the potential of solar
energy as a generator of electricity.

In addition to the Corps of Engineers,
Bureau of Reclamation, and AEC we
have funded the several power agen-
cies, the Alaska Power Administration,
the Bonneville Power Administration,
the Southeastern Power Administration,
the various river commissions, the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, the Federal
Power Commission, the Appalachian
Regional Development Commission, and
others.

EBEUREAT OF RECLAMATION

For the Bureau of Reclamation in the
Department of the Interior our commit-
tee is recommending $356,358,000 which
is $111,459,000 less than the current year
budget.

Our committee is recommending an
increase of $21,515,000 over the budget
estimate to compensate in a very small
and limited way for the extremely low
budget recommended for the Bureau by
the Office of Management and Budget.

The President’s budget indicates that
the Bureau of Reclamation will change
the thrust of its programs from irriga-
tion to providing water and -electric
power for municipal and industrial
purposes.

While the committee has no objection
to this added emphasis, we do object to
any change in the basic philosophy of
bureau programs without specific action
by the Congress.

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
COMMISSION

The programs of the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Commission are con-
tinuing to have a beneficial and highly
visible impact in the 13-State Appala-
chian region.

The committee is recommending
$270,000,000 for the Commission for 1974
which is $2,000,000 less than the budget
estimate and $73,000,000 less than last
year’s budget.
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It is the feeling of the committee that
the amount recommended will be ade-
quate to carry out all programs of the
Commission for the next year.

The largest single appropriation for
the Commission is $155,000,000 for high-
way construction.

The following table indicates the
breakdown on allocations to wvarious
components of the Appalachian pro-
gram:

Highways

Health demonstrations

Mine area restoration

Housing fund

Vocational education

Supplemental grants

Research, demonstrations and
local development districts

#155, 000, 000
43, 000, 000
4, 000, 000

1, 500, 000
25, 000, 000
34, 000, 000

7, 500, 000

Total appropriation_._... 270, 000, 000
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

The committee is recommending $27,-
000,000 for the Federal Power Commis-
sion which represents a slight decrease—
$163,000—from the budget estimate.

Our recommendation is $3,500,000 over
the last budget.

Recent court decisions require the
Commission to provide its own environ-
mental impact statements for every pro-
posal submitted to the Commission for
construction, operation, and mainte-
nance of gas and power facilities,

This entails a substantial increase in
workload and funds are provided in this
bill for 106 new positions—prinecipally to
carry out the Commission’s expanded re-
sponsibilities under the National En-
vironmental Policy Act of 1969.

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

The committee is recommending an
appropriation of $45,676,000 for the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority—an increase of
$2,500,000 over the budget request, but
$18,874,000 under the last budget.

Appropriations to the Tennessee Valley
Authority are limited to the water re-
sources development program and re-
lated activities normally financed by the
Federal Government.

All TVA power projects begun since
the mid-1950's have been financed from
electric power revenues and through the
sale of bonds and notes as authorized by
Congress in 1959.

Through the years, the committee has
strongly supported the Tennessee Valley
Authority, and, as chairman, I congratu-
late TVA and commend its leadership
on the 40th birthday of this great
agency.

The committee reflects with pride on
its consistent and constant support of the
vital and important programs of TVA
which have prevented much flood dam-
age, promoted navigation, produced
electric power, created reforestation,
encouraged industrial development, and
generally improved economic conditions
of the Tennessee Valley area.

However, the committee is deeply con-
cerned over the series of escalating power
rate increases by TVA over the past 6
vears and extensive hearings were con-
ducted into these continuing increases.

The committee urges the Board of Di-
rectors of TVA to take any and all ac-
tions possible to prevent any further rate
increases, and, further, that prior to any
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proposed rate increase, a public hearing
be held.

The committee has included funds for
replacing three spans of an existing rail-
road bridge at Decatur, Ala., as this
bridge constitutes a hazard to naviga-
tion—and funds to construct a new
bridge to be located between White and
Van Buren Counties, Tenn., to replace
Reno Bridge, removed by TVA because
of its unsafe condition.

WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL

Mr. Chairman, in this bill we are also
recommending $7,417,000 for the work of
the Water Resources Council—a cut and
reduction of $395,000 under the budget
request.

This appropriation provides for the ex-
penses of the Council and the river basin
commissions and for financial assistance
to states in developing comprehensive
water and related land resource plans as
authorized by the Water Resources
Planning Act of 1965.

IN CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, again I want to em-
phasize that this bill is an exercise in fis-
;:tal prudence, restraint and responsibil-

Y.

This bill is $883,134,000 less than the
preceding year—and $85,774,000 less than
the budget request.

Again may I remind you that:

This bill is 16 percent below the 1973
appropriations bill; 2 percent below the
budget estimate for 1974; and represents
only 1.48 percent of the total gross
budget.

The committee has exercised its pre-
rogatives and discretion by setting some
of its own priorities. We have initiated
a limited number of new planning and
construction starts in the public interest.

This is a good bill—an important hill—
one of the most important appropriations
bill the House will consider this year, es-
pecially in view of the need of providing
an adequate power supply for the people
of this Nation today and in the future.
b‘lg repeat, Mr. Chairman, this is a good

ill.

It is a bill in the public interest and
for Americans.

It is a bill for progress for our coun-

I urge prompt approval of this vital
appropriations measure in the national
interest.

Mr. SIKES. Will the distinguished
gentleman yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to
my good Iriend from Florida.

Mr. SIKES. First let me commend the
distinguished gentleman, the chairman
of the subcommittee, and his committee
and staff for the excellent work they have
done on this bill. I support all that the
distinguished gentleman has said about
the importance of this bill. I congratulate
him on the fact that he has brought in
a bill which is significantly below the
budget, and that is indeed a rarity in
these times. It shows particular diligence
on the part of the gentleman’s sub-
committee.

May I ask the gentleman this ques-
tion: Is it intended by this legislation to
deauthorize or repudiate any project
heretofore authorized by the Congress?

Hr. EVINS of Tennessee. No. I would
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say to my good friend that it is not our
function to authorize or deauthorize
projects. There is no disposition to de-
authorize any project.

Mr. SIKES. Then, I can safely assume
this answer also applies to the Cross-
Florida Barge Canal?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The gentle-
man is correct.

Mr, PERKINS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. PERKINS. I want to put in a word
of thanks to a great chairman (Mr.
Evins) for doing to my way of thinking
a great job. I know in the area I repre-
sent flood control is absolutely essential.
We have suffered so much and our peo-
ple have had their lives’ belongings taken
from them too many times. The gentle-
man, to my way of thinking, has done
an excellent job and should be compli-
mented by this whole Chamber for a job
well done.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I thank my
friend.

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

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to echo the
words of my good friend, the chairman
of the subcommittee (Mr. Evins), in
thanking the members of the subcom-
mittee and the staff for the very hard
work which they have put forth in bring-
ing this bill before the House. We have
worked harmoniously and effectively un-
der the able leadership of the gentleman
from Tennessee.

I happen to think this is a very good
bill and a bill that the House should
adopt unanimously. I do not know of
any way it needs to be amended; in fact,
it would be my purpose to be against
any amendment and to hope no amend-
ments would be adopted.

It is not that it is a perfect bill, be-
cause there is not any such thing, but it
is certainly true this is a bill which goes
as far toward taking care of the needs
of the country for the expansion of wa-
ter supplies, for flood control, for atomic
energy as we can prudently do under the
budget stringency which we suffer in this
fiscal year 1974.

Personally, I should like to invest
much more money on these great pur-
poses than we are able to do today. I
feel it is not a matter of pride but per-
haps a matter to be deplored that the
level of expenditure for the Corps of
Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation,
is lower this year than it was last year. I
am sorry, also, that the activities of the
Atomic Energy Commission cannot be
funded at a higher level, I think it is
very important we fund the process
known as controlled thermonuclear fu-
sion just as rapidly as we possibly can.
We suffer from an energy crisis today,
and one of the reasons we do is that we
have not been able to get as many nu-
clear powerplants on the line as we had
hoped we would by this time. There are
various reasons for that, only one of
them being the increased concern for the
effects such plants might have on the
environment,
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Whatever the reasons, we are in an
energy crisis today and probably will be
for some months and perhaps even years
to come.

The controlled thermonuclear fusion
process is everything to everybody.

Here you have a possible source of
electricity which is unlimited. Here you
have heat with which you can do all
sorts of things, including taking salt
out of seawater. Most important of all,
the end product is not radioactive, since
it is helium which, of course, is an inert
gas.

So, if you had the engineering know-
how to put the controlled thermonuclear
fusion process to work for mankind, all
in one fell swoop you could solve the
energy crisis, you could solve the need
for fresh water, and you could do it
without harming the environment. Un-
fortunately, this Utopian condition is
some time away. The members of this
subcommittee have for years been asking
the Atomic Energy Commission to speed
this process up. This year, for the sec-
ond time since I have been on the com-
mittee, they have come to us and said
¥es, we can use more money and we can
use it effectively. We always respond.

I think we have provided in this budg-
et the amount of money which can be
used most efficiently in the years to come.
So, I would not support an increase in
this particular activity, although I would
have hopes that in the years to come
such increases not only could be asked
for, but could be justified by the state
of the art, and the proximity of that day
in which this process can be harnessed
and used for mankind.

I mentioned desalinization. This is one
area where in the last several years we
have actually gone downhill in our efforts
to produce more fresh water, The brack-
ish supply of water on the continent, and
the salt water supplies of the ocean are
the most obvious means of augmenting
our supply of fresh, clean water. But
there again any dramatic inerease in the
output from desalinization probably must
await some breakthrough in the state of
the art which we have not yet been able
to experience.

One of the things which we are doing in
this bill is to forward a study for salinity
control of the various streams through-
out the United States. One of these, of
course, is in certain river valleys of the
midwest. The most important one to me
is a study of our great river, the Colorado
River, which is a saline stream, largely
from natural sources. The idea of this
study, of course, is to find the reason for
the existence of these natural sources,
and to plan ways and means of blocking
off the natural pollution of that great
stream.

When we do this, of course, the water
of the river will be more usable for man-
kind, not only in the United States, but
in the great Republic of Mexico, our good
neighbor to the south.

So this bill, in dealing with water, deals
with three phases. One is to try to get
more of it; another is to put it on land
so that the land can be made more pro-
ductive; and the third, and I guess maybe
the most important in the short run, at
least, is to keep it off the land. Mother

22107

Nature has really taught us a lesson this
year, and that is that, try as we will and
plan as we will, she still has the ability
to make us look very puny. She has done
it twice in the last year—in Hurricane
Agnes and last spring in the great floods
which have plagued so many of our river
valleys, throughout the country, most
particularly in the great Mississippi River
Valley. In this bill we provide augmented
funds not only to repair the damage of
the floods on the Mississippi and other
streams, but also to try to hasten the con-
struction of necessary works to try to
control future floods.

So this is an important bill. The chair-
man called it an all-American bill, and I
think that is an appelation which is
justly deserved. In this bill we invest in
the future of our country. We try to do
as the language of Daniel Webster in-
dicates on the wall back of me, to try to
do something in our time to improve the
country and to try to pass it along to
those who come after us in a better con-
dition than it now is.

I think it is a good bill. I think the
spending level is about right, and I ask
that we support this committee, support
this bill and pass it just as rapidly as we
possibly can.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from Wyoming.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, I want to congratulate the
chairman of the committee, the gentle-
man from Tennessee, and particularly
the committee minority leader in the
well, Mr. RueobEs, for an excellent bill.

Last November the chairman of the
Interior Committee Subcommittee on
Water and Power, Mr. Jounson, and I
and six other Members of the House
made a trip to the Colorado River Basin.
We saw the discharge of water, begin-
ning with the Big Sandy in Wyoming
pouring 80,000 tons of salt into the
troubled downstream States and Mexico.
We saw a place in Utah—Laverkin
Springs—where sulfur water pours 500
thousand tons a year of salt into the
Colorado River. We viewed the Gunni-
son River project and other points of
saline discharge into the Colorado River.

‘We think this bill will provide an ex-
cellent service to the country, restor-
ing water quality and preserving the
country for the future. I commend my
colleagues for setting an example and
staying within the budget in doing so.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman
from Wyoming.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr, WHITTEN) .

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman—

We could leave to our children all the
money in the world, and & worn out land,
and in effect we would leave them nothing.
On the other hand, if we leave them a rich
land with soil erosion stopped, with rivers
and harbors free of pollution, and our hill-
sides once again in ftrees, they’ll make it,
whatever our financial plight, for with a rich
country behind them, they could establish
their own financial system.
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Today we are bring to you our Public
Works appropriations bill for fiscal year
1974, it would be well, I think, particu-
larly in view of the concern over Gov-
ernment spending and continued infla-
tion, to give consideration to the basic
real strength of our country which en-
ables us to maintain our standard of liv-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, I am
ranking member of the Committee on
Appropriations and feel indeed fortunate
to serve on this Appropriations Subcom-
mittee for Public Works and, at the same
time, serve as chairman of the Appropri-
ations Subcommittee on Agriculture, En-
vironmental and Consumer Protection,
with the main purpose of both being to
provide for, protect, and preserve our
Nation’s natural resources

You can understand why I enjoy serv-
ing in this capacity. It gives us such a
wonderful opportunity to aid in things so
essential to our well-being. My subcom-
mitte, in our bill passed earlier this year,
provided funds for rural electrification,
rural housing, water and sewer grants
and loans, and in the service area, for
the 4-H Club work and many other pro-
grams so essential to rural development.
We have restored again this year the
ACP and the SCS. Our most pressing
problem has been that the executive
branch is holding up the funds, thereby
adding to costs and further damage to
our environment.

We are proud of our record on rural
housing where, by changing one word
“farm” to “rural” in the housing pro-
gram, we led to the building of millions
of rural homes. The money will be repaid.
We are merely providing for rural people
Government guarantees for loans which
those in our urban areas have had for
many years.

In preparing the bill before us, we at-
tempted to meet, as far as circumstances
would permit, the need for continuing
the work of development and protection
of each and every region. Now we submit
to you a bill which provides funds for the
continuation of Federal Government as-
sistance in the development of rivers and
harbors, to protect life and property from
floods, to aid navigation, and, yes, Mr.
Chairman, to aid in the restoration and
protection of our environment.

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues have
covered most of the details of the bill.
However, there are numerous projects
in my own area, where I have a great
obligation and deep interest. These proj-
ects include $139,000,000 for the Lower
Mississippl River and tributaries. We
must remember that approximately
three-fourths of all the water that falls
in the United States flows down this
great river valley, gathering in quantity
and momentum as it goes.

THE TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY

We have provided for the Tennessee-
Tombigbee Waterway, $18,000,000. This
is an increase of $3,500,000, which our
Committee added “* * * for the con-
struction, including excavation, of the
Divide Cut portion located in Northeast
Mississippi of Tennessee-Tombighee
Waterway.” This action will assure the
completion of the project which will
mean so much to our entire State.
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OTHER MISSISSIPFI FROJECTS

Other projects in our section are the
Ascalmore-Tippo and Opossum Bayous,
$350,000 for planning, land acquisition,
and initiation of construction; the up-
per auxiliary channel, $1,100,000, of
which $400,000 is included for planning
and the remaining $700,000 is provided
to initiate construction; Yazoo Back-
water, $2,050,000; Tombigbee River and
tributaries, flood control, $700,000. The
Corps of Engineers advised us that if
these projects haa been completed be-
fore this year’s floods the water level
would have been 4 to 8 feet lower at
Swan Lake and Greenwood.

Mr. Chairman, we have once again
provided for the four reservoirs—Enid,
Arkabutla, Grenada and Sardis—for
regular development toward the master
plan sum of $1,240,000. This is a real
step in bringing recreational develop-
ment up to national levels.

MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, FLOOD

CONTROL

Mr, Chairman, I am sure everyone
is aware of the vast devastation caused
by the recent Mississippi River floods.
Our committee recognizes the severe
problems created by the flooding where
the latest estimate indicates that there
was $494,600,000 in damages, 13,610,000
acres were flooded, and 50,225 people
were evacuated. The damage prevented
by existing crops projects, in the area,
is estimated at $7.4 billion. We have at-
tempted to appropriate accordingly, so
as to provide for restoration and future
prevention. Funds for restoration are
included in the continuing resolution,
amounting to $103,000,000.

We did recommend that within avail-
able funds, the Corps of Engineers re-
store those federally owned lands, cur-
rently under lease, to the condition which
existed on those lands, immediately prior
to the 1973 spring floods of the Missis-
sippi River. Here the counties receive
three-fourths of the land rentals for
roads and schools.

TVA

Not to overlook another important
aspect of the bill, in our report, the com-
mittee, reflecting great pride in the vital
and important contributions and accom-
plishments of the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority, provided $45,676,000 for its de-
velopment programs and other related
activities. Along with this amount, the
committee expressed concern over a se-
ries of increases in the power rate. We
recommended in the report that the
Tennessee Valley Authority exert every
effort required to maintain the power
rates at the lowest possible level.

APPALACHIA

Funds in the total amount of $270,-
000,000 have been provided for the Ap-
palachian Regional Development pro-
grams in 13 States which have meant so
much to the development of much of my
district; projects which in other areac
are largely handled by the Economic De-
velopment Administration. Under this
program, our area has received very vai-
uable aid in sewer and water grants,
grants for access roads, hospitals, health
and educational pograms; and now in
addition to access roads, we have finally
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obtained funds to start a corridor high-
way.
REPORT LANGUAGE

We placed the following language in
our report: :

In reference to the Yazoo Basin reserviors,
the Corps is urged to expedite the updating
of the master plan to bring up to national
standards the provision of recreational facili-
ties, including the upgrading of access roads.

The following language is used in the
bill, and I quote:

“Yazoo Basin" Provided, that not less than
$250,000 shall be available for bank stabiliza-
tion measures as determined by the Chief of
Engineers to be advisable for the control of
bank erosion of streams in the Yazoo Basin,
including the foothill area, and where neces-
sary such measures shall complement similar
works planned and constructed by the Soil
Conservation Service and be limited to the
areas of responsibility mutually agreeable to
the District Engineer.

The language used is authorized by
Public Law 46, 86th Congress, as amend-
ed by Public Law 91-566, 91st Congress.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, I urge now, more than
at any other time in our history, support
of Federal spending to aid in the pres-
ervation of our most precious commod-
ity, our land.

At this point let me say that I share
my colleagues’ concern with our present
fiscal situation and presently serve as
cochairman of the Joint Committee on
Budget Control. We approached budg-
etary reform with one purpose in mind,
that of returning to sound fiscal policy.
However, refusing to invest in the future
of our country is not the answer, partic-
ularly when we stand to profit from this
investment, which has not always been
the case with our spending.

In this bill we have attempted to pro-
vide the same type of development for
the whole country, and our budget, when
compared to the overall Federal budget—
obligational authority—handled through
the appropriation process is 2.75 per-
cent. Our bill when compared to the total
gross Federal budget estimate—obliga-
tional authority—for fiscal year 1974 is
1.48 percent. We are going to provide
natural resource development for the
whole country which is a little more than
1 percent of the Federal budget.

Is that too much to ask so that we
may leave our children with a rich land?

Mr. Chairman, I repeat a statement I
made several years ago, when on my mo-
tion the Congress overrode the Presi~
dent’s veto on a second effort—the only
time in history this has been done suc-
cessfully. At that time, I said:

The more we owe, the greater our problems,
the more important it is that we protect the
base on which it all depends—our land, our
rivers and harbors, and natural resources—
for without them not only could we not make
it, but our children would not have a chance.

I wish to compliment my chairman,
JoE Evins of Tennessee, and ranking
minority member, JoEN RuopeEs of Ari-
zona, Ebpwarp P. Boranp of Massachu-
setts, JoHN M, Stack of West Virginia,
OrTo E. Passman of Louisiana, GLENN R.
Davis of Wisconsin, HowaArp W. ROBISON
of New York. They, along with our fine
staff, headed by Hunter Spillan and his
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associates, have done a wonderful job
and I urge your support of the actions of
our Appropriations Subcommittee on
Public Works.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Washington
(Mr. MCCORMACK) .

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
first of all, I wish to congratulate the
chairman, the gentleman from Tennes-
see (Mr. Evins) and the ranking minor-
ity member (Mr. JoEN RHODES) for the
exellent work they have done on this
bill, and to thank them for the advice
and the assistance they have provided
me during these days when I have ex-
pressed concern with respect to specific
items in it.

I particularly want to express my
agreement with the position taken by
the chairman that the Congress must
not ratify but rather must reject the
National Water Resources Commission
report. I certainly hope we will do that.
I offer any support to the chairman in
that effort.

Mr, Chairman, I planned to offer an
amendment to this bill, but I decided not
to do so. I should like to explain what
the amendment was and why I decided
not to offer it. I planned to move to add
$3.8 million to the AEC appropriation for
controlled thermonuclear research, that
is, fission research.

However, I was persuaded by my con-
versations, with the chairman and with
the Members of the other body, that this
increase which I seek—or most of it—
will be included in the version of the bill
enacted by the other body.

Mr. Chairman, the administration re-
quested $4415 million for operations for
fusion research. The Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy increased that authoriza-
tion by $81% million, to a total of $53
million. The Committee on Appropria-
tions bill which we are considering here
today increased it by $49.2 million, leay-
ing it $3.8 million below the Joint Com-
mittee authorization that I had re-
quested.

I consider it quite important that the
authorization for fusion research be fully
funded, and that this vital area of energy
research never be budget-limited.

Since the administration budget for
fusion research was completed about 8
to 10 months ago, very encouraging
progress has occurred in three labora-
tories in this country in plasm studies, at
Princeton, at Oak Ridge, and at Los
Alamos.

For the first time in more than 20
years of extremely frustrating research,
the best scientists in the world are con-
vinced that now, for the first time, we
understand the physics and dynamics of
plasma behavior, the plasma in which
fusion reactions must occur. This is a
major accomplishment and will open the
door to accelerated research leading, I
hope, to early demonstration of scientific
feasibility of controlled fusion reactions.

Buf, Mr. Chairman, a great deal of
supporting work must be completed in
the near future if this program is not
to be delayed. We have a tendency to
focus on the main line of research but
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ignore the vast number of important sup-
porting programs that must be carried
out if we are to take the next step. This
is beginning to create problems in fusion
research programing,

Several months ago I inserted in the
Recorp a list of nine specific areas of
supporting research that must be com-
pleted soon if we are to carry forward
this program. None of these were in-
cluded in the administration request and
only part of them can be funded unless
the authorization level is met by appro-
priation levels. These projects include
new means of controlling the plasmas we
are working with, of studying optional
plasma cross sections of computerizing
some of the more expensive research,
of studying containment and working
materials, and the effects of the high
energy 14 MeV neutrons upon these ma-
terials. If this work is completed as I
have recommended, we may then accel-
erate the program leading to a demon-
stration planned in the 1990’s.

I would like to comment, that next
yvear, if we go forward with fusion re-
search, we may well find ourselves dou-
bling or tripling our present $50 million
budget for fusion research. Buf, Mr.
Speaker, we are now moving on to the
accelerating slope of the curve for re-
search for controlled thermonuclear fu-
sion. The rewards are great, but they
are long range, and it will not really
have an impact until about the year 2000.
If we fund this program in a timely man-
ner now, and carry out our research
with the long-range goals in mind, we
have an opportunity to really solve the
energy crisis. So, Mr. Chairman, I want
to bring this matter to the Members’ at-
tention and point out that when this bill
is finally enacted, I hope it will be fully
funded.

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

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield the
gentleman from Washington 1 additional
minute,

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

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I com-
pliment the gentleman on the statement
he has made and assure him that inso-
far as the members of this subcommittee
are concerned we have always been con-
vinced of the truth of the gentleman’s
statement as to the importance of the
controlled thermonuclear fusion reac-
tion, and if the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion in the future can, as we hope, con-
vince us that they can spend more
money, believe me, so far as I am per-
sonally concerned they will get it. I be-
lieve this is the most important single
program we have in the whole U.S.
Government today.

Mr. McCORMACK. I thank the gen-
tleman. I certainly concur with his re-
marks.

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

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas,

Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
compliment the gentleman from Wash-
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ington on his statement. I support him
100 percent. I would like to go further
and say this House is most fortunate
to have the gentleman from Washing-
ton (Mr. McCorMACK) in this body. Most
of us tend to think of plasma as some-
thing in blood, and having the gentle-
man present who is able to understand
with clarity these very complicated sub-
jects involved in atomic research is very
fortunate for the House. Mr. McCoRr-
MACK is a recognized expert in the field
of atomic energy. Research in this field
is vital. Our economic survival, as a na-
tion, will be dependent upon rapid devel-
opment of this energy source.

I concur with the gentleman’s state-
ment.

Mr. McCORMACK. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for his remarks.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. DAvIs).

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I certainly want to join the distin-
guished chairman and the distinguished
ranking minority Member in recom-
mending this bill to the Members in the
form in which it has been presented.

I suspect that each one of us here could
find a project here or there over which
he was not completely enthusiastic, but
in many of those cases we have found
ourselves in the practical position that
these projects are already well underway
and it would be wasteful and disruptive
to discontinue them in their present
state. The practical thing for us to do,
of course, is to attempt to nip the ques-
tionable projects before they do get well
down the road.

But, it is a practical consideration that
we are constantly besieged by requests
for study and investigation funds. The
funds for individual projects at this stage
are not large, and we are also confronted
with the practical political situation that
if we do not provide these funds here,
they will be put in as a matter of course,
frequently simply as a matter of request
of an individual Member of the other
body, and they will be put in to the polit-
ical disadvantage of our House col-
leagues.

So, this bill is a product of compromise,
of the recognition of the political facts
of life among members of the subcom-
mittee, who represent many years of
experience in dealing with the problems
of this particular appropriation.

One of the things that I find it difficult
to understand is that the product of this
bill is invariably and annually attacked
by some of those who call themselves the
experts in the field of our environment.
I would submit that if there is a bill
which does more for environment and
conservation factors of the economy and
life of this country than this one, I do
not know what it is.

In this bill are provisions for improving
water supply, for making water-short
areas produce many of the agricultural
commodities which otherwise would be
in short supply; for side-by-side develop-
ment of fish and wildlife and recreation
facilities, projects which save millions
of cubic feet of the soil of our country
each year; that protect the productive
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capacity and the quality of life of many
of our people; that provide the only
truly clean and nonpolluting sources of
energy; that provide, particularly in the
Appalachian area, for a substantial pro-
gram of mine restoration.

Mr, Chairman, I think every one of
us on the subcommitiee has been im-
pressed with the improved attitudes of
members of the construction agencies in
more recent years, where they have be-
come environmentally oriented; where
they are completing the commitments
that have been made to this subcommit-
tee and to the other individuals and
committees of this Congress to take into
careful consideration the environmental
factors that are involved.

There are just a few details which the
members may have missed in this re-
port, and things which probably will be
discussed by others at some later time in
our discussion. One of them is the at-
tempt to resolve what has always been
a very controversial matter in this
House, and that is the old Dickey-Lin-
coln project.

The Dickey-Lincoln project is not in
this bill. Anyone who attempts to sug-
gest that it is would be misleading the
members. There is a committee-pro-
posed solution to provide study money
for a loeal project to develop the hydro
and flood control potential of the St.
John's River without becoming involved
in all of the complications we have had
with respect to Dickey-Lincoln.

There has also been some discussion
since this bill was reported by our sub-
committee about the wastefulness of the
Plowshare program. I believe to some
extent we could concede we cannot reach
out and put our fingers on definite and
tangible products of the research that
has been carried on in this area, but I
would also submit to the Members that
in this era of energy crisis would cer-
tainly not be the time for us to cripple
or seriously curtail this program. It may
not be the best gamble in the world, but
it does seem to me, in light of the facts
of life as we now see them, that this is
a gamble which has not yet paid off but
one we cannot afford to discontinue,

In the report Members will find a dis-
cussion of a matter which has concerned
us for some years.

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

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, Mr, Chair-
man, this matter is the propensity of the
Corps of Engineers in particular to want
to develop and to use its in-house dredg-
ing capacity, though experience has
shown in those cases where the corps has
been required to pui projects out to com-
petitive bidding the Government and the
taxpayers have saved a considerable
amount of money in putting them out to
contract.

The committee in the report has con-
tinued this effort of ours to maximize
the amount of werk that will be put out
to competitive contract bidding in this
area.

There are many details which I shall
not dwell upon, because I believe the re-
port of the committee is a comprehensive
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one. It does give specific information re-
lating to specific projects. It does ex-
plain reductions that are made. It does
explain some areas in which it was felt
some increases in funding were required.
I believe many guestions have been made
unnecessary, and many of them are an-
swered, in the report of the committee,

Mr, EVINS of Tennessee, Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. GRAY) .

Mr. GRAY. I thank my distinguished
friend from Tennessee (Mr. Evins) for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to commend the
distinguished gentleman, the chairman
of the subcommittee, and my distin-
guished friend from Arizona Mr. RHODES
and all members of the subcommittee for
bringing out what I consider to be a very
fine bill.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time in addi-
tion to commending the committee to
call attention of all the Members of the
House to the fact that during the 19
years that I have served on the author-
izing commitiee, the Committee on Pub-
lic Works, I have heard this appropria-
tions bill and the authorizing legislation
referred to as “pork barrel,” primarily in
respect to the items contained in our
Civil works program of the Army Corps
of Engineers.

I should like to call to the attention
of the House that my district in southern
Illinois borders the Mississippi River for
approximately 150 miles. During the most
recent floods, Mr. Chairman, we found
that the system of levees on the Missis-
sippi from Cairo, Ill., to its confluence
with the Gulf of Mexico, saved many lives
and billion of dollars. The total cost
of those levees during the entire history
of their construction to the taxpayers of
this country was $3.8 billion. The Army
Corps of Engineers has given an official
estimate of $7.4 billion in savings because
of the levees being in place, or a net
savings to the taxpayers from this one
flood of more than $3 billion if you
charge all the costs for the construction
to 1 year’s floods.

Mr. Chairman, I did not want this occa-
sion to pass without calling to the atten-
tion of the members of the press and to
those who have been referring to public
works as “pork barrel” that this flood
control program along the Mississippi
River has saved more than $7 billion in
property damage in 1 year and we cer-
tainly cannot measure in dollars the
lives that might have been lost had not
these improvements been made. I want
to encourage the corps to speed up plans
on internal drainage projects.

Mr, Chairman, I think we should com-
mend this distinguished committee for
its far-sighted efforts in providing flood
protection, water supply, navigation, rec-
reation and other public works. As one
Representative who has served here for
10 terms I want to say on behalf of all
the people in Illinois and those who re-
side along the Mississippi River, we are
indeed grateful for this committee’'s ef-
forts in providing us tools with which to
help ourelves. Thank you.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr, ROBISON).

June 28, 1973

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RoBISON)
yield?

Mr. ROBISON of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Maine (Mr. COHEN).

Mr. COHEN, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, as the House considers
the public works/AEC appropriations bill
today, there is one item contained in the
bill which I am particularly pleased to
see. I refer to page 19 of the committee
report:

8t. John River Basin, Maine study—A
total of $50,000 is included in the bill to
initiate the St. John River Basin Study, The
Corps is directed to use these funds to con-
duct a study oriented only to the needs of the
Btate of Maine. There are no funds included
in the bill for a study of the overall St. John
River Basin,

The committee has recommended a
study of the St. John River Basin with
the view to limiting any potential pub-
lic works project to the State of Maine
for power purposes, for irrigation uses,
for flood control, for recreation, and for
water quality.

Mr., Chairman, the ever-present en-
ergy crisis resulted this year in the first
message on energy policies ever sub-
mitted by an American President.

At one time, we hoped that nuclear
plants would provide the solution to our
power problems. In recent years, how-
ever, questions have been raised about
the ability of nuclear plants to heat sur-
rounding waters at levels which do not
threaten the ecological cycle of life in or
near the water. Because of these environ-
mental considerations, the granting of
licenses in several instances has been
delayed or deferred.

As our energy demands continue to
escalate, it is imperative that we develop
new sources of nonpolluting, energy-
generating facilities.

The St. John River Basin study would
also consider irrigation benefits for the
potato farmers in Aroostook County in
northern Maine. Although Maine is the
second largest producer of potatoes in
the Nation, we fall far behind every other
large potato producing area in the
amount of yield we receive per acre. This
happens because we do not have enough
annual rainfall to take care of our water
needs.

The irrigation benefits derived from a
Maine project would be extremely bene-
ficial to our farmers in Arcostook Coun-
ty. In fact, it has been estimated that this
irrigation would add the equivalent of
$20 million each year in more Maine
potatoes.

Last, but certainly not least, the study
would look into providing flood protec-
tion to the citizens of Fort Kent, Maine,
who have withstood nine major floods
within the past 46 years. Flood damage
has unfortunately become a biennial
event in Fort Kent, where serious floods
have occurred as recently as May 1973,
May 1971, and May 1969. And, when Fort
Kent has not had major flooding, it has
experienced some flooding on an anaual
basis.

The situation at the University of
Maine in Fort Kent is particularly pre-
carious. The recent floods caused exten-
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ssive erosion along the Fish River adja-
cent to the campus. Fifteen of the river’s
banks were washed away. The erosion
has endangered the construction of a
$1.5 million dormitary project.

For all of these reasons, I want to com-
mend the Committee, the Public Works
distinguished chairman, the Honorable
Joe L. Evins of Tennessee, for having
included the St. John River Basin study
in the bill. The citizens of Maine have
waited a long time for a hydroelectric
power project, and I am gratified that
we are at least providing funds to con-
sider the feasibility of such a project.

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr.
Chairman, normally I would want to
speak for at least 10 or 15 minutes on a
bill as important as this one, and on
which I have devoted a good share of
my time these past several months.

However, as my colleagues—under-
standing their mood—will be glad to
hear, the pressure of recent events has
been such that I have not been able to
prepare those detailed remarks and will,
accordingly, take only a brief amount of
time.

Let me say, first, that I do support this
bill, and recommend it to you, even
though I have some reservations about a
number of the items contained therein.
But, obviously, any such measure as this
just simply has to be a creature of com-
promise, and I think that, collectively,
we have compromised our differences as
fairly and as honestly as possible. I
would also like to say—as the one mem-
ber of the subcommittee who our good
and patient chairman sometimes refers
to as “our environmentalist”—that I be-
lieve the bill, like others of recent years,
contains in nearly all critical minds a
good deal less “pork” in the so-called
barrel than used to be the case. Cer-
tainly, this subcommittee now is most
conscious of the need to consider the
environmental impact of the kinds of
public works projects we consider and
decide upon, and we strive hard to strike
that necessary balance as between eco-
nomie, or social, and environmental in-
terests, That is a very difficult task and,
based on certain of the amendments I
understand may later be offered, there
are some few of you who feel we have
erred in a number of instances. This is
an area, however, of judgment, and in-
volves matters over which reasonable
men may differ, which is something we
understand even as we respect the views
of those who do have differences with
us.

Speaking of “differences,” I would feel
compelled, Mr. Chairman, to take just
a moment to state my inability to agree
with the whole thrust of the language—
as contained on page 5 of the commit-
tee report—having reference to the draft
report of the National Water Commis-
sion. As you will note, that language sets
forth, among other things, a purported
subcommittee agreement that most of
that draft report’s conclusions and
recommendations “appear to be ill-

onceived.”

Well, surely, Mr. Chairman, a goodly
number of those same conclusions and
recommendations are controversial in
that, taken together, they would pos-
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sibly suggest—as the report properly
notes—at least in part—

A repudiation of long-standing, basic
principles of water resource development—
which have guided these programs for
decades.

The report language then also sum-
marizes them as being—

A giant step backward, and obviously—
very detrimental to» the national interest.

Mr. Chairman, I suggest this language
itself to be too strong under the cir-
cumstances. On its own, it represents a
jumping to conclusions that—I say in
all kindness to my Chairman—is not yet
Jjustified. None of us as individuals, and
none of the legislative committees of this
Congress which may eventually have to
consider the draft report, have as yet
had time to truly assimilate those con-
clusions and recommendations, or to
sort out those thereof which may have
merit as opposed to those which might,
conceivably, be against the public inter-
est, the determination of which, in and
of itself, is no easy task. So, Mr. Chair-
man, I suggest we all try to keep an
open mind of the matters contained in
that draft report—at least until they
have had a full and fair hearing.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PATTEN) .

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PATTEN. I am glad to yield to the

gentleman from Alabama.
.- Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to commend the chairman
of the subcommittee and the associate
members of the subcommittee. They have
been most considerate during the pro-
ceedings, having given full consideration
to the statements being made by the
people who appeared before the com-
mittee.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Pub-
lic Works has worked in total concord
with the subcommittee of the Appropria-
tions Committee dealing with these proj-
ects, and certainly none of the projects
here being considered are out of season,
because they have had the most diligent
consideration by the Comimittee on Pub-
lic Works.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Ap-
propriations is to be commended for hav-
ing taken this action.

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Chairman, this year
the Appropriations Committee on which
I am privileged to serve received a great
volume of testimony from members of
the Delaware Basin congressional dele-
gation and others, in support of the
Tocks Island conservation project.

This authorized multipurpose develop-
ment is needed to meet essential, existing
public water supply, energy supply, flood
control, recreation, mainstem flow im-
provement, and other environmental re-
quirements of the people of the Delaware
River Basin, including my own 15th Con-
gressional District of New Jersey.

Its necessity is documented by a long
line of past and recent Government and
nongovernmental studies and reevalua-
tions,

Its flood protection is needed to control
the Delaware River's periodic flooding,
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the last of which, in August 1955, re-
quired two Presidential disaster declara-
tions.

Its water supply will sustain New
Jersey throughout the Delaware River's
prolonged drought periods, the last of
which persisted for 6 years, and re-
quired the Presidential disaster declara-
tion of August 1965.

In the 1965 Senate Interior Committee
hearings on that Northeast drought dis-
aster, Secretary Stu Udall emphasized
Tocks Island would have enabled this
whole Delaware River Basin region—

That is suffering most now to permanently
solve its problems.

He emphasized:

Just this one dam on the mainstem, you
would have no problem, because you would
have the storage. Northern New Jersey would
have no problem because you would have an
adequate, assured, long term supply.

Tocks Island’s combined energy role
will meet the public's peak demand for
power and system reliability. It will alse
permit firm river flow for the down-
stream power capacity needed to sustain
the homes and work force of our region.

And its public lake recreation will pro-
vide needed relief from “the long hot
summers” of our impacted areas.

Tocks Island project has been consist-
ently supported by all Governors of our
State from its inception to the present,
including Governors Al Driscoll, Bob
Meyner, Dick Hughes, and now Bill
Cahill.

Our incumbent Governor, Bill Cahill,
supported it as a Congressman here in
1965, urging that our prolonged droughts
“demonstrate the great need” for Tocks
Island, which “will create a beautiful
lake,” he explained, and stressed that
“the importance” of this “Tocks Island
Dam and Reservoir cannot be overesti-
mated.” He strongly urged it as Governor
in 1970, emphasizing that:

Since our State’s early need for water sup~
ply from the Tocks Island Project is evident,
we strongly favor a start on [its] construc-
tion in the coming year as proposed by Presi-
dent Nixon.

And he reaffirmed its importance again
just last fall, announcing that his own,
independent reevaluation of it:

Has confirmed that the Tocks Island Dam
would afford public benefits, especially flood
protection and provision for three hundred
million gallons of water per day for the State
of New Jersey, for which there are no readily
available, feasible, less expensive, and less en-
vironmentally destructive alternatives.

The adjustments incumbent Governor
Cahill suggested, to assure Tocks Island
provides these essential human needs of
New Jersey without adverse side effects;
are being implemented now, and will be
along the way to its completion.

Since Congress last acted on this mat-
ter, it enacted the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act, of October 18, 1972,
This authorizes programs and funds to
handle any water pollution or eutrophi-
cation control at Tocks Island.

Accordingly, I strongly urge that the
House appropriate the full amount rec-
ommended by the administration to fund
this needed project, and the agencies’ ef-
forts to assure it will be built in a manner
compatible with the environment.
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I wish to commend the efforts of the
committee’s Subcommittee on Public
Works in bringing us this fine bipartisan
bill. It is a bill to fund this great coun-
try's necessary efforts to develop and
maintain its natural resources, in a man-
ner compatible with its environment, es-
pecially those necessary efforts recom-
mended by the administration’'s Office
of Management and Budget.

The committee bill contains the full
amount recommended by the adminis-
tration for Tocks Island. The committee
report states this project ‘‘can proceed
to construction” upon resolution of two
questions, concerning water pollution
control and possible effect on highways
due to its recreation development.

Will the distinguished ranking minor-
ity member of the subcommittee that
framed this language explain those two
questions to be resolved so that this
needed project “can proceed to construc-
tion"'?

Mr. RHODES. The new Federal Water
Pollution Control Act contains funding
authorization and other provisions to
control any potential water pollution or
eutrophication problems at Tocks Is-
land. Over the past year the additional
work of the Corps of Engineers, and the
Delaware River Basin Commission, and
their university and other contractors,
indicates that Tocks Island's potential
water pollution is not as difficult to con-
trol as originally thought.

And last month the three or four
States concerned unanimously adopted
their Delaware River Basin Resolution,
committing themselves to provide their
share of the treatment facilities needed
to protect Tocks Island’s water by the
time it is finished, and to manage any
nonpoint pollution sources in its drain-
age area in accordance with EPA policy
requirements.

On the effect of its recreation de-
velopment on highways, last month the
States also unanimously adopted, also
with Federal concurrence, their Dela-
ware Basin resolution cutting Tocks Is-
land’s recreation level, or affirming it at
4 million annually, or 42,000 daily, for a
maximum of about 21,000 people on its
recreation area's two, New Jersey and
Pennsylvania sides,

Insofar as existing roads should be im-
proved to facilitate this reduced traffic
flow after tocks is finished, Federal high-
way law also authorizes financial assis-
tance for improving those primary and
secondary roads.

The Secretary of the Army or Corps
of Engineers are now working with other
concerned Federal, State, and interstate
agencies on the details of these two
matters. When they are sufficiently re-
solved, this needed project can proceed
to construetion.

Mr. PATTEN. I thank the gentleman
for his explanation.

I want to thank the committee for in-
cluding the budget request with regard
to this project and tell Members of the
House that this is one of the most beauti-
ful projects you will ever see in America.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. Doxn H. CLAUSEN).

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of this legislation.
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Mr. Chairman, the Public Works Ap-
propriation bill, now under considera-
tion, contains a number of items funded
for my congressional district. These proj-
ects are for flood control, water conserva-
tion, harbor navigation, and erosien
study.

I want to thank Chairman Evins, Mr.
Ruopes of Arizona, the members of this
subcommittee and their very able and
responsive staff for all the time and per-
sonal considerations given to my
requests.

These gentlemen have a most demand-
ing and difficult task in sorting out the
multitude of requests and subsequently
determining which projects are to be
funded. I commend them and thank
them most heartily.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Wyoming (Mr. RONCALIO).

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. I thank
the chairman very much for yielding me
this time,

I will again offer an amendment re-
garding Plowshare. I do this in order to
free $3 million in the bill that can be
used for other purposes. To use this
money in nuclear detonations in tight
gas formations is fast proving to be un-
warranted. We can use it for geothermal
research or for thermonuclear research,
where there is only $8 million appropri-
ated. H. R. Gross has said it was a whole-
some act to cut an appropriation in
these days. I am here to let you know
that this is an opportunity to do a whole-
some thing.

The USGS—the U.S, Geological Sur-
vey—has stated in an official Governnient
report the damage to the trillions of dol-
loars worth of oil shale that can come
from atomic stimulation of the sands
under their grounds.

Mr. Chairman, I say to the Members
that we are here as guardians of the pub-
lic trust. I do not say that Plowshare will
destroy these shale sands, I say to you
that the U.S. Geological Survey reports
say that these shales may well be ren-
dered unrecoverable. So I ask the Mem-
bers to please consider this $3 million cut
in the Plowshare program,

The gentleman from California (Mr.
HosmeRr) a few days ago said that many
authorities were not right that I have
been citing.

I say that the Member who is speak-
ing was not the authority for these
things, but that the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey is the authority for the damage to
the oil shale. The Atomic Energy Com-
mission is the authority that there will
be 5,000 wells in full field atomic stimula-
tion. And they will be blowing the hell
out of the Rocky Mountain States—
please forgive me for that statement—
but I am deeply concerned about this
matter.

The Atomic Energy Commission—and
I wish that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HosmER) were here to hear
this—that it is not Mr. Roncario but that
it is the Atomic Energy Commission that
says this. Dr. Fleming of the Atomic
Energy Commission says that there will
be large quantities of water that will con-
tain tritium. And I suggest to my feilow
Members of the Congress they learn what
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that means. What are you going to de
with it? Are you going to shoot it back
down into somebody else’s aquifer? Or
are you going to put it out into space
and shoot it back into the sun? We have
to dispose of these nuclear wastes.

S0, Mr. Chairman, I ask that the
Members not concur in the observation
that now is not the time, I say that now
is the time to help in our energy crisis,
and in order to do that we must get rid
of these wasteful programs and move on
to programs that are truly worthwhile.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Indian:
(Mr. RoUsH) .

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
discuss a project contained in this bill.
The Big Pine Creek project, located in
my home State of Indiana, raises some
questions in my mind.

Let me stress that I do not unequivoc-
ably oppose the Big Pine project. Rather
s0 many unanswered questions have been
brought to my attention that I have
difficulty justifying expenditures on this
project at this time.

The first difficulty is that the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources in Indiana
has not yet even determined whether it
will agree to the project at all. It seems
to me that the Federal Government
should not be committing funds for land
acquisition until we know what the State
of Indiana is willing to do.

The second problem is that the legal
requirement that an environmental im-
pact State be filed has not been met.
Until one is filed I cannot justify pro-
ceeding with the Big Pine project.

The third problem raised is that of the
economics of the project. You may have
noted some substantial discrepancies
among the benefit-to-cost ratios for Big
Pine published in the corps’ testimony.
Conversations between my office and the
corps office in Louisville yesterday prove
that the situation has become even more
confused since that testimony was pro-
vided to the committee. The corps, as
indicated in the testimony, is in the
process of recomputing the costs and
benefits of the Big Pine project and is
finding that at least some of the sites
for the project have benefit-to-cost ra-
tios substantially lower than the 1.7 to
1 published in the hearings. The corps
indicates, however, that its review of
the project is not yet complete.

In fact, the corps indicates that it
will not engage in any land acquisition
until it has held public hearings in the
area, until it has an environmental im-
pact statement on file, and until the
State authorizes the project.

Mr. Chairman, all of this is to say
simply that it is not yet time—especially
in an era of fiscal restraint—to appro-
priate money wholeheartedly for a
project that is marked by such uncer-
tainty.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me call the
attention of the committee to a study of
the Big Pine that has just been pub-
lished—so recently, in fact, that it has
not yet been utilized either by the Army
Corps of Engineers or by the subcommit-
tee in its deliberations. This is a study of
the geology of the Big Pine area under-
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taken by the Indiana Geological Survey.
While I have not yet had an opportunity
to see this study, I understand that it
does contain some engineering implica-
tions that the corps should be aware of
before proceeding with the project. For
this reason, too, I think a delay in action
would be appropriate.

Lastly, I want to say just a word about
the natural beauty of the area, The
Geological Survey report I just men-
tioned notes that Big Pine Creek is one of
only two rivers in Indiana that is both
navigable and has sandstone outerops or
bluffs. This is a rare natural phenomenon
that I would be reluctant to see de-
stroyed, at least until all of these other
matters are resolved.

These problems are pointed out in the
following passage contained in a letter
from Mr. Travis S. Roberts, the Regional
Director of the U.S. Department of In-
terior’s Bureau of Sport Fisheries and
Wildlife to Col. Charles J. Fiala, the
Army Corps District Engineer in Louis-
ville:

There are . . . project aspects relating both
to planning deficlencies and potential adverse
effects on other natural resources (besides
fish and wildlife) that greatly disturb us. We
must now take the opportunity to reassess
our posltlon on this pmject and view its con-
sequences, not only from the standpoint of
fish and wildlife, but in respect to new re-
sponsibilities imposed by the Environmental
Policy Act of 1969. From this standpoint, we
concluded that the authorized plan for the
Big Pine Reservoir (dam site on Big Pine
Creek 2.5 miles above confluence of Wabash
River) is environmentally unsound.

The committee has already reduced
the budget request for this project, and I

commend it for doing so. The funds in
this bill for land acquisition for the Big
Pine are so small—$64,000 in carry-over
funds and $50,000 in new appropria-
tions—that I do not intend to try to
amend the bill so as to delete them. But
I do feel obligated to admonish the corps
to withhold the funds from what would
at best be a questionable project, and
could turn into a destructive and waste-
ful project, until the unresolved matters
have been answered.

Mr. BROTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 8947, the fiscal year
1974 Public Works Appropriations bill.
This bill contains funding for two im-
portant flood control projects ir the met-
ropolitan Denver area which are urgently
needed.

First, there is $7.5 million for the Chat-
field Dam and Reservoir. This funding
will allow the Corps of Engineers to
maintain & schedule which calls for clos-
ure of the dam late this summer. Sec-
ond, $3 million is included for the dam
on Bear Creek. Most of these funds will
be utilized for land acquisition., Finally,
the bill provides $305,000 for general in-
vestigations of future flood control needs
on the South Platte River below the
Chatfield Dam. These studies and inves-
tigations will center on the creeks in the
metropolitan Denver area which pose a
continual flash flood threat.

Mr. Chairman, in May, low-lying areas
along the South Platte River, including
portions of the metropolitan Denver area,
were again caused serious damage by
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flooding. In fact, all three coun:ies which
comprise the Second Congressional Dis-
trict were declared eligible for Federal
disaster assistance by President Nixon.
Had the Chctfield and Bear Creek proj-
ects been completed in May, it is very
doubtful that the damage would have
been very serious.

In addition to important flood control
projects, HR. 8947 also includes $162,-
000 for fiscal year 1974 for the continua-
tion of the Colorado Front Range feasi-
bility study. This project, scheduled for
completion in 1976, is expected to show
ways of adding more than 100720 acre-
feet of water to the annual supplies of
such communities as Boulder, Longmont,
Broomfield, Louisville, Fort Collins,
Greeley, Loveland, and Estes Park. I am
sure that my colleagues who are from the
Southwest or who have been there can
appreciate the vital importance such a
projects holds for that area.

For all of these reasons, Mr. Chairman,
I am grateful to the Appropriations
Committee for its decision to provide
the funds necessary to keep these im-
portant projects on schedule. I urge the
passage of H.R. 8947.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, during
the past several years, I have been work-
ing with the Appropriations Committee
on a public works project which is of
substantial importance to the ecity of
Clinton, Iowa. For many years, Clinton,
located upon the banks of *he great Mis-
sissippi River, has lived under the threat
of annual flooding and high water. In
1961, the Corps of Engineers approved a
flood control project for Clinton. After
the tragic flood of 1965, the urgency of
the project was realized and local sup-
port for the project intensified.

This bill appropriates $300,000 for the
Clinton Flood Control project. These
funds will be used to construct perma-
nent floodwalls for Clinton. I have been
advised by the Corps of Engineers that,
with the adoption of this appropriation
and the granting of necessary rights-of-
way, construction could begin in May or
June of next year.

Clinton was spared from severe losses
by flooding this year, but this project
is vitally needed to provide permanent
flood protection. I have been in Clinton
during periods of substantial flooding,
including the 1965 disaster, and I know
the destruction and expense which these
recurrent tragedies have brought to in-
dividual families and to the entire city.
This is the reason I have been working
since I came to Congress for permanent
flood control protection for Clinton and
other areas vulnerable to serious flood
damage.

Also included in this bill are funds to
study the feasibility of relocating the
small boat harbor at Clinton. The antic-
ipated location and design of the flood-
walls will make the present harbor un-
usable. Therefore, I requested the Pub-
lic Works Appropriations Committee to
include funds for a study of a new loca-
tion for this important recreational fa-
cility. I am pleased that the committee
recognized the justification for this
project.

The funds appropriated for these two
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projects in this bill are a sound invest-
ment in the future. Reducing the inci-
dence of flooding diminishes the need for
Federal financial assistance for disaster
relief programs. More importantly, how-
ever, the construction of permanent
floodwalls will permit the people of Clin-
ton, Towa, to live without the annual fear
that flooding may bring ceath, destruc-
tion, and severe financial loss to their
fine city.

I urge your support for this bill.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, the bill
before us contains the administration
recommendation for Tocks Island con-
servation project. The environmental and
economic improvements provided by this
authorized multipurpose undertaking are
urgently needed by the people of the
Delaware Basin area, including the peo-
ple of the 10th Congressional District
of New Jersey. I strongly urge adoption
of the appropriations for Tocks Island.

Environmental questions have been
raised that have delayed the beginning
of work on this essential project, and I
would certainly not lend my support to
it if these questions were still to be an-
swered. However, actions already taken
and others underway fully assure that
the waters of this particular reservoir
will not become polluted. Specifically,
the Water Pollution Control Act of 1972
authorizes Federal funds to prevent any
existing or future sources of pollution in
Tocks Island Reservoir, and on May 31,
1973, each of the four Delaware Basin
State Governors and Secretary Morton
unanimously resolved to take all appro-
priate water pollution control action to
this end.

Other suggestions for environmentally
perfecting Tocks Island—brought up last
fall by New Jersey Governor Cahill, after
new study convinced him that this con-
servation project is essential for our
State—have either already been adopted,
or are now being implemented in sub-
stance.

Mr, Chairman, it is imperative to pro-
ceed with construction of Tocks Island
Dam and Reservoir. Every day we delay,
the existing need for it grows greater.
I urge the House to approve the full
amount requested and already available
for this needed conservation project.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the committee’s bill, HR.
8947, funding the full appropriation re-
quest for the Tocks Island conservation
project.

This project was authorized by the
Congress in 1962 as a multipurpose fa-
cility to provide flood control for the
mainstream of the Delaware River, a
needed new source of water supply for
New Jersey and its sister States, for the
generation of electric power, and as a
significant new lake recreation area.

Land acquisition for the reservoir site
and its surrounding national recrea-
tion area has proceeded apace. But last
June the committee directed that con-
struction of the dam be delayed pending
assurance that appropriate water pollu-
ton control devices would be provided to
safeguard Tocks Island Lake.

As a member of the Committee on
Public Works which wrote the new Fed-
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eral Water Pollution Control Act of Oc-
tober 18, 1972, Mr. Chairman, I remind
the membership that we placed in that
legislation language which specifically
addresses itself to any pollution problem
which might arise with respect to the
Tocks Island reservoir. Moreover, this
act authorizes the Federal Government
to pay 75 percent of the cost of any pol-
lution control facilities which might be
deemed necessary to protect the Tocks
Island reservoir.

Mr, Chairman, lately we hear a great
deal about the public energy crisis. As
chairman of our new Subcommittee on
Energy of the House Public Works Com-
mittee, I assure you we, indeed, do have
energy problems in the Delaware Basin
area, as elsewhere. Although generation
of electric power was not a primary bene-
fit when the Tocks Island project was
authorized, Congress subsequently
amended its authorization act to enable
an applicant to apply to the Federal
Power Commission for the licensing of an
underground hydroelectric pumped stor-
age installation at Tocks Island Dam. If
and when approved, this new under-
ground installation will generate 1,300
megawatts of needed hydroelectric power
which will be available to the Northeast
power grid at times of peak public usage.
Appropriate statutory and other steps
have been taken to safeguard the scenic
attributes of the project area so this
hydroelectric facility will not detract
from the recreation potential of the res-
ervoir lake and surrounding area.

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely believe the
time has come to move this project for-
ward. I therefore urge that the House
approve the $3 million in carryover funds
and the $5.1 million appropriation re-
quested by the administration for the
Tocks Island conservation project.

Our distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from New Jersey (FRANK
TuompsoN) has asked that I associate
him with my remarks. He is presently
returning from the International Labor
Organization Conference in Geneva,
where he has been representing the
House as a congressional adviser.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, Members
of Congress are becoming increasingly
aware of the need for a reassessment of
energy consumption in this country. The
fuel shortage of last winter and the gas
shortage of this summer are but two in-
dications that there is indeed an energy
crisis.

Dr. Paul E. Gray, chancellor of MIT
and one of our most eminent scientists,
delivered a statement on the energy
problem several months ago that is par-
ticularly comprehensive and enlighten-
ing. I would like to paraphrase his re-
marks here, &s they reflect my own view
of the massive problems at hand.

Present energy consumption in this
Nation is prodigious. Energy sales con-
stitute approximately 10 percent of the
GNP. The per capita rate of consumption
is 10 kilowatts or 13 horsepower hourly.
In other terms, each U.S. resident uses
for personal needs in light, heat, and
transportation and in the provisions of
services we depend on, energy totaling
80 times the average daily caloric in-
put. This is markedly more than con-
sumption in any other country. The
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United States, with 6 percent of the
world population, consumes 35 percent
of the energy used throughout the world.

This rate of consumption is not merely
a reflection of our level of industrializa-
tion in all sectors of our economy. In
addition, it is the most conclusive indica-
tion of the American habit of Iuxury
items. We drive larger cars that consume
more gas than any other people; we are
accustomed to central heating and air
conditioning; and we have a national
love for TV, dishwashers and washing
machines. Every home that can afford
such appliances possesses them.

In the last century the use of energy in
the United States has doubled, on the
average, every 22 years. The rate of
energy use today grows at 4.3 percent
annually, or, it doubles in 16 years. When
further broken down, it appears that
electricity consumption is growing near-
ly twice as fast—at a rate of 10 percent
per year, or a doubling time of 7 years.

Certain ecological standards, such as
those for automotive emissions, tend to
increase the rate of growth of consump-
tion. For example, the cost of removal of
lead from gasoline equals a 12 percent
increase in gasoline use for the same
power output. Reduction of carbon
monoxide and other exhaust to meet the
1975 standards will also be accompanied
by a 26-30 percent increase in gas con-
sumption. The day of the 6 mile per gal-
lon automobile is no longer in the dis-
tant future.

Similar growth rates can be cited for
the air conditioning in private homes, in
industry and in transportation.

It must be noted that energy consump-
tion and growth of the economy are
closely related factors. A book entitled
“Energy in the World Economy” by
Darmstadter, Teitelbaum and Polach,
documents the interdependence. This
universal relationship, found in coun-
tries as diverse as the United States and
Thailand, leads to the conclusion that
economic growth is inevitably depend-
ent on energy supply.

However, data leads us to the inescap-
able conclusion that our reserves are
dwindling. If the demand for energy
continues to grow at its historic rate we
will exhaust our fossil fuel reserves,
proven and anticipated, in less than a
century, and possibly in 50 years. Such
an accomplishment will mean that we
will have used up in less than 200 years
a resource that was made over hundreds
of millions of years.

We do have several alternatives. The
first choice, and perhaps the least wise,
will be to turn increasingly to foreign
sources of energy—Mideast oil or Rus-
sian liquified gas. There are large re-
serves in this areas but such dependence
would be a blow to our diplomatic in-
tegrity. And the strain on our balance of
payments would have serious ramifica-
tions to the world economiy.

A second course of action is the devel-
opment of alternative non-fossil-fuel
energy sources. Solar energy, geother-
mal energy, and nuclear energy are some
possibilities.

Solar energy is in abundant supply,
but the capital costs associated with
conversion to a more useful form are
prohibitive. The matter of energy storage
also presents many problems.
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Similar objections are raised about
geothermal energy—that energy asso-
ciated with the hot, radioactive core of
the earth. We are still many years away
from an accurate assessment of costs
and impacts of its use on large scale.

Nuclear energy is, of course, our pri-
mary non-fossil-fuel energy resource for
the future. The breeder reactor, using the
relatively inexpensive isotope of uranium
as a fuel, can provide an unlimited supply
of energy. However these are still prob-
lems associated with nuclear power-
plants. For example, such plants emit
small amounts of ionizing radiation into
the environment. The risk associated
with this emission is still undetermined.
The possibility of an accident cannot be
dismissed and memories of Hiroshima
and Nagasaki still linger. And nuclear
fission generates poisonous radioactive
waste that is long-lived and potent. We
have not yet adequately prepared for the
management of this waste.

These problems can undoubtedly be
solved, but it is difficult to predict how far
in the future such resolution is. Thus,
fusion power, while still a feasible long-
range alternative, will not be a factor in
meeting our energy appetite this century.

Clearly the most viable course of
action involves reducing the rate of
growth of energy demand. It would
reduce future demand for energy and
would buy us valuable time to develop
non-fossil-fuel alternatives. This is not
an impossible proposition. Full insulation
of homes, and proper siting, could reduce
home heating and air conditioning
energy demand by 30 percent. Smaller
automobiles and efficient mass transit
systems would result in tremendous gaso-
line savings. Home appliances could be
manufactured with energy utilization as
a prime consideration. Many industrial
processes could be redesigned. For ex-
ample, Alcoa has a new process for smelt-
ing aluminum that requires 40 percent
less energy. Adoption of this process by
the aluminum refining industry could
have a significant effect in reducing
energy consumption. Finally, office build-
ing designs could be altered so that the
dependence on energy for comfortable
air is not so great. Tremendous economies
are feasible in all areas of our society.

For the present, it seems unavoidable
that energy conservation will become
imperative. Market forces will require it.
As energy becomes a more precious re-
source, rapidly rising costs will cause all
of us to be much more frugal with it.

Our response to this energy crisis must
be multiple: We must consume energy
more carefully. We must develop alterna-
tives to fossil fuels. Most important, we
must develop a national structure to deal
with the complex problem of energy in
an integrated fashion. We must learn
to plan more than a century ahead. At
present there is no clear level of respon-
sibility for exploring energy alternatives,
let alone for developing policy. Concern
at the Federal level is fragmented and
the power industry has shrugged off any
responsibility.

We must be hopeful that the heat of
the debate, growing more powerful each
day between the factions concerned with
energy, will yield fruitful plans for con-
fronting the crisis head-on. A rational,
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comprehensive and viable energy policy,
emanating from the national level, is
imperaftive.

Mr, VANIK, Mr. Chairman, the Bu-
reau of Reclamation, during its hearings
before the Public Works Subcommittee
of the House Appropriations Committee,
sought additional appropriations of $17,~
000,000 for work on the Garrison diver-
sion unit in North Dakota, a part of the
Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin program. This
is an increase in obligation programs for
this project from $17 million in fiscal
yvear 1973 to $19,540,000 in fiscal year
1974, This construction is for the project
authorized by Public Law 89-108 enacted
in August 1965. In the original law, an
authorization of $207 million was pro-
vided. Today, the total Federal cost is
estimated to be about $340 million. Some
$76 million has already been allotted—
another $259 million will be required to
complete the project. In other words, the
project is between 15 to 20 percent com-
pleted—and there has been a cost over-
run of about 60 percent. One can only
guess at what will be the final cost of the
project and the final percent of cost
overrun.

If this was a justifiable project, I would
not object. If benefits had increased as
well as costs, then there would be little
to complain about.

But the justification for this project
has always been questionable—and the
further the bureau proceeds, the more it
finds that its planned and calculated ben-
efits are turning into disastrous and un-
foreseen costs.

IRRIGATION

In the budget justification provided by

the bureau this year, costs attributable to
irrigation for the Garrison project were
estimated for fiscal year 1974 at $305.4
million—an increase of $25.6 million over
the estimate for fiscal year 1973.

Does this area of the country in North
and South Dakota need irrigation? The
fact is, as the North Dakota chapter of
the Wildlife Society has pointed out:

Under the project 250,000 acres are to be
irrigated to increase agricultural production
in a State where in 1970 over 4 million acres
were idled to reduce crop production.

Furthermore, the 250,000 acres to be
irrigated represents less than 0.6 per-
cent of the 42 million acres of agricul-
tural land in North Dakota. It is impos-
sible to justify how irrigation of 0.6 per-
cent of the State’s agricultural land,
which has a direct impact on less than 3
percent of the population of North
Dakota, will result in the stabilization of
the State’s agricultural production, econ-
omy, and population.

The 19 North Dakota counties in the
project area and the two South Dakota
counties already produce a bountiful ag-
ricultural harvest through dry farming
methods.

According to the 1969 census of agri-
culture the average size of the farms
in the 21 counties was 831.4 acres, with
96.7 percent of the total area utilized
for farming. Some 63.5 percent of the
farmers have farms with over 500 or more
acres: a shocking figure considering the
bureau of reclamation prohibits the use
of irrigation water on hushand-wife
farms of more than 320 acres. In short,
the area is heavily farmed. It is not a
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desert waiting to be turned into an
oasis by the Bureau’s System of Canals.

In fact, the size of many of the farms
in the area creates a problem in light of
the bureau's original 1902 purpose and
law. The bureau was established to help
settle farmers on homesteads out west.
The goal was the creation of a large num-
ber of small family farms. To obtain that
goal, a single person was entitled to bu-
reau irrigated water on only 160 acres of
property; a couple was eligible for irriga-
tion on up to 320 acres of land.

Now this law has frequently been ig-
nored. Last November the General Ac-
counting Office examined the 160-acre
limitation and the way the Bureau was
enforcing it in the Central Valley project
of California. According to the GAO re-
port, in the seven irrigation distrcts of
the Central Valley project of California
which were studied, “71,645 of the 502,-
499 acres (receiving irrigation benefits),
or about 14 percent, were owned or leased
by the seven largest farm operators.
Their farms ranged from 1,774 to 40,404
acres.”

Now perhaps if is time that we changed
the 160-acre limitatio no nsubsidized ir-
rigated land. I personally doubt that one
could received an adequate return on in-
vestment on a Midwest farm, growing
grain, if your landholding was limited
to 160 acres.

But it is obvious that if the Bureau
is going to enforce the acreage limita-
tion laws, then many farmers in the area
will only partially benefit or will even
have to divest their property.

I have checked with the Department
of Agriculture and they have provided
me with county-by-county totals of the
Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva-
tion Service’s producer payments—ex-
cluding loans—which were made in cal-
endar year 1972.

In North Dakota, in 19 counties, some
29,182 payees received $80,870,000 or
about $2,780 per payee. In the two South
Dakota counties, 3,147 payees received
about $7.9 million—about $2,600 per
payee. Crops presently grown in the area
include wheat, feed grains, alfalfa, and
corn for silage. Under irrigation, in-
creased production of feed grains, for-
ages, potatoes, and sugar beets are likely,
the conclusion of my speech the table
crops will be eligible for price supports.

I would like to enter in the Recorp at
the conclusion of my speech the table
of statistics I have compiled concerning
the characteristics of the counties which
will be participating in the garrison di-
version unit irrigation program.

I do not know how much of the fu-
ture agricultural crop subsidy payments
in the area will go to farms receiving
subsidizing irrigation waters from the
bureau. It will take a detailed, on-site in-
vestigation to determine this data. But
this is certainly something we should
determine before we provide any more
monumental irrigation projects.

It is clear that, not only is the area
heavily farmed already, not only are
there a number of large farm holdings,
but the area produces so much food that
it has to participate in the farm price
support and stabilization programs.

If the land is irrigated through ex-
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pansion of the garrison diversion proj-
ect, apparently this will result in more
intensive farming, More intensive farm-
ing will lead to more production—more
production will decrease the price of
similar products for farmers through-
out the entire nation—and this will
mean that the taxpayers will have to
provide more in the way of stabilization
payments.

This problem is confirmed by the re-
view draft of the “proposed report of the
National Water Commission” which was
first released last November, That re-
port stated on page 5-54:

Not only must the taxpayer pay a large
portion of the costs of bringing new land
into production, but he must also pay for
farm price support programs, the costs of
which go up as farm production of support-
ed crops increases. It has been estimated
that in the period 1944-64, something be-
tween $83 million and $179 million in an-
nual payments to farmers under Federal
Farm price support programs can be directly
attributed to increased production from rec-
lamation lands,

It is a vicious circle—and the taxpay-
er is caught in the middle. The more the
taxpayer pays for irrigation projects to
create more farmland, the more he has
to pay to farmers to provide them with
a decent price for their products.

The need for expansion or continua-
tion of these fantastically costly bureau
projects is highly questionable. Again, as
the review draft of the “Water Commis-
sion Report” stated last November—and
reaffirmed in its final report issued 2
weeks ago:

There is adequate productive capacity in
the Nation's agriculture to meet food and
fiber demand under various alternative fu-
tures at least until the year 2000. There con-
sequently is no need in the next 30 years
for federally subsidized water resource re-
velopment programs to increase the agricul-
tural land base of the country.

I would like to add at this point that
it would be interesting to try to deter-
mine how many farmers in other parts
of the country—especially in the south-
ern cotton lands—have been driven off
their lands and into the cities because
of subsidized competition from large, ir-
rigated agribusiness farms supported by
fhe Bureau of Reclamation. Again, quot-
ing from the “review draft” of the “pro-
posed report of the National Water Com-
mission” on page 5-54 there is a footnote
reference to a book by Howe and Easter
entitled, ‘Interbasin Transfers of Water”
in which the authors estimate that—

The 3.3 milllon acres of additional irri-
gated cropland developed by the bureau in
the period 1944-1964 displaced from 5 to
18 million acres elsewhere in the country.
This amounts to something between 8 and
20 percent of the 66 million-acre decline in
harvested cropland in the 20-year period.

It is because of federally subsidized
projects such as the Garrison diversion
unit that causes the farmers from my
State—a State of fertile scil and good
climate—to come to me complaining of
low farm prices. Because of these Fed-
eral subsidies there seems to be no profit
in farming, causing young men and
women to leave the farms for the cities.
Driving through Ohio—or for that mat-
ter such of the surrounding Maryland
and Virginia countryside—you can see
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thousands upon thousands of acres of
farm land unused and abandoned. These
farms and their economies have been de-
stroyed by competition from subsidized
irrigation projects which have opened
up new lands—and driven the old lands
out of production.

EFFECT OF THE GARRISON DIVVRSION UNIT ON

THE INDIVIDUAL FARMER

The Garrison project is now opposed
by the 31,000-member North Dakota
Farmers Union, the NFO, and the North
Dakota Wildlife Federation—the State's
largest conservation irganization.

If the farmers of North Dakota do
not want this project, who does?

It is interesting to note that if the in-
dividual farmer invested an amount of
money equal to the per-acre costs of sub-
sidized irrigation provided by the project
into expanding and improving his dry-
land operations, his return would be
larger than if his money was used for
irrigation.

What is the per-farm cost of this ir-
rigation project? Assuming that all
21,000 farms in the 21 counties receive ir-
rigation water, at a total project cost of
$340 million—allowing for no more cost
overruns—then the irrigation investment
per farm would be $16,000. A fantastic
cost for farms that are already produc-
ing an abundance of food.

FISH AND WILDLIFE BENEFITS

In the area of fish and wildlife fa-
cilities, the Bureau of Reclamation seeks
an increase in cost allocations from $29.8
million in fiiscal 1973 to $32.3 million in
fiscal year 1974, The increased funding
over the life of the project is for the es-
tablishment of lakes and ponds to offset
the loss to waterfowl habitat resulting
from irrigation development and the
draining of wetlands.

This request points out one of the
unavoidable adverse effects of the project
Not only will 26,311 to 39,533 acres of
natural wet prairie wetlands be destroyed
by the project but 34,000 acres of existing
wetlands and 22,075 acres of new wet-
lands will be adversely affected from the
introduction of rough fish species and the
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degradation of water quality throughout
the area.
MUNCIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL WATER USE

The Bureau is increasing its estimated
project costs in the area of municipal and
industrial water supply from $17.5 mil-
lion to 18.9 million. It is also asking for
58,000 for a new study of supplying
water to local communities. This request
has been submitted despite the fact that
the major community in the area hes
just discovered a natural ground supply
of water estimated to last for a minimum
of 50 years.

There is one other disturbing aspect
about the Garrison project in addition to
all the other points which have been
raised on the floor of the House today.
In the committee’s hearing record, in
volume 3, there is a statement on
page 216 of a possible future investiga-
tion program for the Garrison division.

This investigation is part of an effort
to determine:

The extent and location of the initial
250,000 acre stage of the Garrison Diversion
Unit. The studies may result in recommen=-
dations for study of future stages of the
1,007,000 acres.

A total of 1,700,000 acres of arable land
has been delineated. This land would form
the backbone for selection of about 757,000
acres as potential additions to the unit.

It is obvious that this project will con-
tinue to mushroom ever bigger and
bigger.

It was originally scheduled to serve a
quarter million acres for about $200 mil-
lion. That cost has now doubled with
only 15-20 percent of the construction
work completed.

If the project is expanded to serve a
million acres, then it is probable that the
total cost of the expanded project would
run between $1.6 billion and $2 billion.

It is time that this madnes be stopped.
WHAT PERCENTAGE OF BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

BENEFITS ACCRUE TO EXPORTERS?

I have another objection to aspects of
Bureau projects. Several weeks ago, when
we considered the Agriculture Depart-
ment appropriation bill, I indicated my
displeasure with current agricultural
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policies under which the Nation was ex-
porting agricultural products to such an
extent that it was creating food short-
ages and high prices for the American
people. While agricultural exports to-
taled $11 billion last year, these exports,
including sharp increases in wheat and
soybean sales, have raised prices to the
American consumers by $24 billion—
more than double the dollar value of the
exports.

Subsidies, incentives, and land im-
provements may deserve taxpayer sup-
port. But in my judgment, subsidies, in-
centives, and land improvements make
sense only when they are designed to pro-
vide food and fiber for the American
market. I do not believe that the Amer-
ican taxpayer should be taxed to pay for
subsidies, land improvement, and pay-
ment to create produets for export. Let
the producers for export risk their own
capital and develop their own land.

IS THERE A BENEFIT TO THE NATION IN

INCREASED REVENUES?

Finally, to a great extent, the benefit-
cost ratios of these projects can be
measured by the increased revenue re-
flected in Federal income taxes. While
data are not available for specific irriga-
tion districts, the Federal income tax
payments of American agriculture are
shockingly low.

According to estimates provided by the
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue
Taxation, it is estimated that for cal-
endar year 1970, proprietorship, partner-
ship, and corporate businesses engaged in
agriculture, forestry, and fishing and
showing a net profit had an income tax
liability of $1.6 billion. Within this figure
businesses classified as “farms” had an
income liability of 1.4 billion and the
corporate share of these estimates of in-
come tax liability was approximately
$100 million. These figures are so low—
even after 71 years of Bureau activity—
that they would indicate to me that the
Bureau has generally failed in its effort
to improve the income of American
farmers. It is time that this entire pro-
gram be reexamined and reevaluated.

A table follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE COUNTY TOTALS OF AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION SERVICE PRODUCER PAYMENTS EXCLUDING LOANS FOR CALENDAR YEA
1972, IN WHICH FACILITIES ARE LOCATED: 1969 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE

County

Proportion in

farms (percent) Payment

Average size of
farm in acres

Total market
value of
agricullure

Number of
farms

Number 2,000
plus acres
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Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE I—ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION
OPERATING EXPENSES

For necessary operating expenses of the
Commission in carrying out the purposes of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
including the employment of aliens; serv-
ices authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; hire, main-
tenance, and operation of aircraft; publica-
tion and dissemination of atomic informa-
tion; purchase, repair and cleaning of uni-
forms; official entertainment expenses (not
to exceed $30,000); reimbursement of the
General Services Administration for security
guard services; hire of passenger motor vehi-
cles; $1,676,663,000 and any moneys (except
sums received from disposal of property
under the Atomic Energy Community Act of
1955, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2301)) received
by the Commission, notwithstanding the pro-
visions of section 3617 of the Revised Statutes
(31 U.S.C. 484), to remain available until
expended: Provided, That of such amount
$100,000 may be expended for objects of a
confidential nature and in any such case the
certificate of the Commission as to the
amount of the expenditure and that it is
deemed inadvisable to specify the nature
thereof shall be deemed a sufficient voucher
for the sum therein expressed to have been
expended: Provided further, That from this
appropriation transfers of sums may be made
to other agencies of the Government for the
performance of the work for which this ap-
propriation is made, and in such cases the
sums so transferred may be merged with the
appropriation to which transferred.

AMENDMENT OFFERED.BY MR. RONCALIO
OF WYOMING

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Rowcario of
Wyoming: Page 2, line 21, strike out “$1,-
676,563,000 and insert in lieu thereof
“$1,672,763,000".

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, I would like my colleagues to
note that this is not a sudden last min-
ute attempt to revise the will of the
House, but it is the product of repeated
attempts to bring to the attention of
Members what we are dealing with in
regard to Plowshare and why this pro-
gram must be abandoned.

The intent of my amendment is to
eliminate funds for the continuance of
Plowshare's nuclear stimulation of na-
tural gas. A year ago, after months of
study, I offered a similar amendment
intended to delete funding for Plow-
share in the appropriations bill. Now
after concentrated research, discussions,
and study of alternatives, I again offer
an amendment with even. stronger per-
sonal convictions. I submitted testimony
to the Public Works-AEC Appropria-
tions Subcommittee detailing objections
to nuclear stimulation and requested
that funds not be appropriated for this
effort. As a member of the Joint Coni-
mittee on Atomic Energy, I worked to
have the program shelved there during
consideration of AEC authorization. Fi-
nally, on Monday of this week, I offered
an amendment to the AEC authoriza-
tion bill to remove funds for nuclear
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stimulation from Plowshare and trans-
fer such authorization amounts to con-
trolled thermonuclear research.

My amendment today would simply
delete such funds, but I would hope that
they could be made available for use in
the needed area of geothermal energy
research and development.

We are dealing here with $3.8 million
which is proposed for use by the AEC
for its program of nuclear stimulation
of natural gas trapped in deep, tight, for-
mations in the Rocky Mountain West. I
contend that this is a wasteful expendi-
ture and that it would do far more to
relieve our energy dilemma if it were
made available for use in the area of
geothermal energy research and devel-
opment.

I am by no means opposed to going
after this gas. There are economically
feasible alternatives which can be devel-
oped for freeing and extracting it. The
Bureau of Mines appropriation, passed
by this body yesterday, included $500,000
for research on just this effort. The AEC
appropriation we are considering today
contains $800,000 for such research. I
submit that if the amounts of funding
which nuclear stimulation has enjoyed
would have been available for develop-
ment of conventional methods, hydro-
fracturing, we would not even be con-
sidering nuclear stimulation funding.

Let me briefly review for you once
again my major objections to the de-
velopment of the nuclear stimulation
technology. The AEC has projected as
recently as April 27, 1973, that 5,680 gas
wells will be stimulated with nuclear de-
vices over the next 35 years to release
the amounts of gas estimated to be
available., These wells would each have
from three to six 100-kiloton nuclear ex-
plosives. By simple multiplication, that is
17,000 to 34,000 100 kiloton nuclear ex-
plosions racking the Rocky Mountain
West.

Proponents of this technology argue
that we have only stimulated three wells
thus far, Gasbuggy, Rulison, and Rio
Blanco, that these were test wells and
that none are scheduled definitely for
stimulation now. However, let me em-
phasize that this technology is not being
developed for textbooks. If we allow it
to continue, it will be employed. Gas
companies are waiting for the go ahead
from the AEC now. The very able chair-
man of the AEC, Dr. Dixie Lee Ray, has
stated that Wagonwheel, the next pro-
jected test detonation for nuclear stimu-
lation, is dead as a doornail. Nevertheless,
the cooperating gas company on that
experiment is still very much promot-
ing it.

The three completed test wells were
that, test wells, but from them we ecan
gather an insight into what may be an-
ticipated in full field development with
this technology. In fact, any consider-
ation of nueclear stimulation must be
taken in the context of full field de-
velopment. In this regard, it is interest-
ing to note that there has been no En-
vironmental Impact Statement compiled
for full field employment and the con-
sequences of such development of nu-
clear stimulation is where my concern,
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and that of many others in the vicinities
to be stimulated, lie.

There remains a definite possibility
of ground water contamination from
these wells, Water has entered the Gas-
buggy chimney through a defect in the
emplacement well casing. Within the
chimney are Strontium-90 and Cesium-
137 which if dissolved in this water, or
water entering future chimneys, may mi-
grate from the well mingling with exist-
ing aquifers and possibly bringing radio-
active contamination into usable ground
waters. These nuclides have half lives of
28 and 30 years meaning that there will
be a good deal of time for them to move
significantly before they have decayed—
1,500 years or more.

In late 1972, the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey reported its apprehensions over em-
ployment of nuclear stimulation. It
stated the possibility of the mixing of
low quality aqguifers with good ground
water as a result of fracturing of the
separating underground formations. The
USGS also discussed the ramifications
which nuclear stimulation hold for re-
covery of the vast oil shale resources in
the West. Here we are dealing with a ser-
ious energy trade off. At a time when we
are seeking various avenues for alleviat-
ing energy shortages, we cannot afford
to sacrifice crude oil shale to a tech-
nology which has workable alternatives.
The Green River formation is estimated
to contain 1.8 trillion barrels of crude oil
shale, 54 billion barrels of which are
economically recoverable. Large amounts
of this oil shale overlay those trapped
gas formations which are projected for
nuclear stimulation. The Geological Sur-
vey has stated that the mining of oil
shale would not be compatible with con-
current nuclear stimulation of gas wells.

Other serious concerns include the
problem of disposing of 100,000 barrels of
tritiated water which Dr. Edward Flem-
ing of the AEC stated in March 1973
would be biprodvced from each well. Us-
ing the AEC’s full field development fig-
ures, we are talking about the disposal
of up to 568 million barrels, or about 55,-
000 acre feet, of contaminated water. The
recent Rangely Study conducted by the
USGS demonstrates the correlation be-
tween injection of water into deep for-
mations and ground movement along ex-
isting faults. The prominent proposals
for disposal of the tritiated water are
to reinject it back into wells from which
it comes, inject into other deep wells, or
inject it into cavities created for that
purpose by nuclear explosions. The
Rangely Study results definitely show
the dangers inherent in such disposal.
The containment of such volumes of
contaminated water by any means is a
serious question to be dealt with.

If uranium is used in the stimulation
devices, there would be a serious detrac-
tion from our on-going reactor program.
There is already a lag in uranium explo-
ration and extraction. The AEC esti-
mates that it will require 120,000 tons of
uranium annually by the year 1990. Only
13,000 tons were produced in 1972. We
cannot afford this detraction of uranium
for nuclear stimulation. Even if pluto-
nium were used, there is concern that not
enough would be available for full field
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development until the breeder reactors
are on line.

With nuclear stimulation, we are ask-
ing the consumer to pay twice for the
natural gas, once as a taxpayer to sup-
port this program, and once again pur-
chasing the gas. In order for nuclear
stimulation to be economically feasible,
the wellhead price of gas would have to
raise considerably. If it is allowed to so
rise, then conventional methods cur-
rently available become economically at-
tractive. A recent University of Colorado
study reported that nuclear stimulation
of the Rulison well in 1969 cost $11 mil-
lion and produced only $1.5 million worth
of low quality, radioactive gas.

Experts in hydraulic fracturing now
state that conventional fracturing
treatments of these tight gas-bearing
sands will reach out 500 to 1,000 feet
from the producing well. It is now com-
mereially feasible, according to a Texas
A. & M, University expert, to produce gas
from reservoirs having permeabilities of
less than 0.05 millidarcy. Continued de-
velopment of conventional hydro-frac-
turing will mean recovery from forma-
tions with permeabilities of less than
0.01 millidarcy.

Not only is nuclear stimulation eco-
nomically and environmentally bad
sense, but its employment will destroy
the quality of life enjoyed by those per-
sons living in the areas in which field
development occurs. There will be seis-
mic damage to their homes, buildings,
and other permanent structures from the
detonations. These people will be required
to leave their homes during each set of
stimulations. They will experience ex-
treme inconvenience and uncertainty of
the amounts of damage to their property
from each new set of detonations.

Consider the implications which the
development of this technology hold for
the Rocky Mountain West. There are
other alternatives to get at this gas. I
appeal to you to vote for this amendment
to stop further funding and development
of nuclear stimulation.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I personally have great
respect for the distinguished gentleman
from Wyoming. He is a valued member of
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.
Last week on the authorizing legislation
for the Atomic Energy Commission he
offered a similar amendment to delete
funds for Plowshare. It was defeated.

I have to tell you what the committee
has done. The budget estimate was $3.8
million for Project Plowshare, which is
not for atomic testing but for the stimu-
lation of natural gas. We are facing an
energy crisis in this Nation today. The
purpose of this program is to provide
funds for gas stimulation to help solve
the energy crisis. The committee added
only $800,000 to the program and there
is $4.6 million in the bill.

In 1973 there was $6.8 million in the
AEC budget for Plowshare; in 1972, $6.8
million. Thus the program has been cut
back rather extensively from recent
levels.

One of the objectives of this program
is to determine economic feasibility of
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several non-nuclear stimulation tech-
niques. The long range objective is to
provide this Nation with the best tech-
nique to recover natural gas which is not
now recoverable with current technology.
Because of the emerging energy crisis
especially in areas of natural gas I op-
pose the amendment to delete funds from
the Plowshare program and I urge defeat
of the amendment.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming, Mr.
Chairman, I make the point of order that
a guorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count.

Eighty-three Members are present, not
a quorum, The call will be taken by elec-
tronic device.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

[Roll No. 807]
Fraser
Hansen, Wash.
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Holifleld
Horton
EKastenmeier
King
Landrum
Nedzi

O'Neill

Ashbrook
Badillo
Blatnik
Breaux
Broyhill, N.C.
Carey, N.Y.
Clark
Danlelson
Dent
Derwinskl
Diggs

Dingell
Edwl;ardb', Calif.

Roncallo, Wyo.

Satterfield
Steiger, Wis.
Stuckey
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Thornton
Peyser Tiernan

Price, Tex. Wilson,

Es: Reid Charles H.,
Fisher Rodino Calif.

Accordingly the Committee rose, and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Icaorp, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
H.R. 8947, and finding itself without a
quorum, he had directed the Members to
record their presence by electronic de-
vice, whereupon 390 Members recorded
their presence, a quorum, and he sub-
mitted herewith the names of the ab-
sentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word, and I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr., WIDNALL. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. RHODES)
yield?

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. WIDNALL).

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, the
committee’s bill HR. 8947 contains the
administration’s full appropriation rec-
ommended for the needed Tocks Island
conservation project. I strongly urge its
enactment.

For 17 years the Seventh Congressional
District of New Jersey, which I have the
honor to represent, included the area of
the authorized Tocks Island Lake con-
servation project.

I represented it during the Delaware
River’'s disastrous floods of 1955, and its
disastrous drought period of 1960-66, and
through all their lingering adverse effects
““on the quality of the human environ-
ment.”

I also represented it in 1962, when we
authorized the Tocks Island multipurpose
project to prevent repetition of those dis-
astrous floods and protracted drought
crises, and to meet the additional energy
and lake recreation needs of the people
of New Jersey, and elsewhere throughout
the Delaware River Basin area.

While the other purposes of Tocks
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Island are important, Mr. Chairman, its
water supply purpose is paramount.
Our need for it was great at the time of
the Presidential Drought Disaster Dec-
laration of 1965. Our need for it is far
greater today. For our numbers and re-
quirements are now far greater, and will
be still greater in the future.

In the congressional hearings called at
the height of our last drought erisis, the
head of the Water Resources Council
then explained that the Tocks Island
conservation impoundment:

Is an opportunity for this very region that
is suffering most now to permanently solve
its problems,” and "if we had the Tocks
Island Dam in today, just this one dam on
the mainstream ... [in 1865] you would
have no problem, because you would have
the storage. Northern New Jersey would have
no problem because you would have an ade-
quate, assured, long term supply.

Again, last year Major General Groves
reported that, under the Northeast
Water Supply Act of 1965, all water sup-
ply feasibility studies, including desali-
nation and all other studies, establish
that there is:

No viable alternative to Tocks Island if we
are to meet the foreseeable water supply
needs of this region, the needs toward

r;hich the Congress has directed our atten-
on.,

Finally, just this past fall, our incum-
bent Governor, William Cahill, reported
that his own, independent reevaluation
of Tocks Islands:

Has confirmed that the Tocks Island Dam
would afford public benefits, especially flood
protection and provision for three hundred
million gallons of water per day for the
State of New Jersey, for which there are no
readily avallable, feasible, less expensive, and

it;ss environmentally destructive alterna-
ves.

The Tocks Island Conservation preject
has been authorized. It is essential. Its
environmental effects have been deter-
mined and disclosed. It will be con-
structed to avoid or minimize adverse ef-
fects on the environment. I strongly
urge appropriation of the funds neces-
sary to bring it into being.

Mr. RHODES. Mr, Chairman, the
amendment offered by my good friend,
the gentleman from Wyoming (Mr. Ron-
caL1o) would strike all but $800,000 of
the funds for Project Plowshare—$4.6
million is in the bill for that project.

This is a rather modest project, Mr.
Chairman. The comparable amount for
last year was $6.8 millon. So actually the
program is down.

Mr. Chairman, there are no nuclear
explosion experiments projected for fis-
cal year 1974. This is a project which has
as its purpose the freeing of supplies of
natural gas so that they can be more
readily captured and used for the bene-
fit of mankind.

There is a lot of natural gas impris-
oned in rock and hardpacked sand which
cannot be recovered except by unusual
means. The gentleman from Wyoming
seems to indicate that this gas could be
captured if wells were drilled in the
proper places. That is just not the situa-
tion, because even though wells were
drilled very likely the gas would not be
freed in sufficient quantities to be com-
mercially available for use,
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So this is a very necessary thing. This
is an experimental project which is im-
portant insofar as the conquering of our
energy crisis is concerned.

It would certainly be my hope, Mr.
Chairman, that we would vote down the
amendment and keep this very important
and very necessary item in the bill.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RHODES., I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. It is not
my intention—and I am sure you do not
want to mislead the Committee—to cut
the entire appropriation for the Plow-
share program, but only that portion
which is used for research for nuclear
detonation. There are still remaining
very substantial sums, $800,000, for non-
nuclear research looking to tight gas
field stimulation.

Mr. RHODES. In that event, I really
have problems understanding the gentle-
man’s amendment, because, as I under-
stand it, there are no nuclear detonations
which are projected for fiscal year 1974.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. I am
egrateful to the gentleman for raising
that point. Will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. RHODES., Yes.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. The fact
is that this is precisely what we are vot-
ing on. This is an authorization in an
appropriation bill for $3.5 million for
laboratory work for nuclear development
on detonating mechanisms for under-
ground use.

Mr. RHODES. I am sure the gentle-
man will agree with me this is for experi-
mentation and development of possible
nuclear charges to be used at some time
in the future if they can work, but, of
course, if they do not work, they will not
be used. So the idea is to try to get a bet-
ter technigue so that this very important
project for the development of natural
gas may proceed.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Certainly I would like to concur in his
decision that this amendment should be
opposed. The gentleman has said that
it is felt by the sponsor of the amend-
ment that if wells were drilled, this gas
would be released. The basic problem in
finding gas it to know where to drill
wells. That is the reason, among others,
or one of the reasons why we have a
shortage; we do not know where to drill
the wells. And we are dealing with a
totally different set of circumstances in
Plowshare.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman
from Louisiana. He is precisely correct.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. RHODES. I yield further to the
gentleman.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Some-
times I think we sound like sixth graders
when we talk this way. Tight gas forma-
tions are tight gas formations. They are
where they are—Wyoming, Colorado,
and few other places. Now, whether it is
nuclear or not, the only places they drill
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to fracture is where necessary. There is
no need to look for tight gas structures.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman’s amendment would strike funds
which are very important for experi-
mentation for possible future use of nu-
clear means for the purpose of freeing
natural gas, which we need, and I hope
that the funds will be retained in the
bill.

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

Mr. Chairman, I understand the gen-
tleman from Wyoming has taken my
name in vain in repetition of his “what
if’s” syndrome whereby he says “what if
this and what if that happens. won’t the
world fall in and the sky fall in along
with it?"

I understand he has quoted an alleged
report attributed to the Geological Sur-
vey, which is supposed to say that there
is some leakage at the Rulison plowshare
shot hole in Colorado.

This whole thing started when a man
named Tom Adams whom I know noth-
ing more about, started making some
complaints to some unidentified authori-
ties in Colorado against the Plowshare
projects. These were made on a hearsay
basis and attributed by Adams to
somebody in the CERGEO Nuclear Corp.
The second hand story was about some
supposed leakage of water into the Ruli-
son hole and somehow it was attributed
to some unspecified Geological Survey
report.

I understand further, and I am going
to yield to the gentleman from Wyoming
shortly, that the Atomic Energy Com-
mission has made a search for such a
report, and such a report has never been
found. Insofar as the Atomic Energy is
concerned such a report does not exist.

Furthermore, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission states unequivocally that there
has been no leakage of water into the
Rulison hole. The Atomic Energy Com-
mission states that when such and un-
derground explosion goes off, as a natural
consequence a certain amount of water
is formed. It is called connate water. At
the time this connate water is formed by
a nuclear explosion there is also created
a finite amount of tritium. This tritium
at Rulison was monitored and measured
and its concentration in the connate
water established.

Since Rulison went off last year, or the
vear before, the concentration of tritium
has not decreased any more than it would
decrease in the natural decay. This, of
course, is proof positive that no water
is leaking into the hole. If so, the
‘measureable concentration of tritium in
the Rulison connate water would be
found to be diluted. The fact is, that its
measured concentration is exactly what
it ought to be. No dilution has occurred.
Therefore, no leak of water into the hole
has occurred.

The only thing we know about any
leakage in a Plowshare shot was that
which occurred in the initial shot, the
first shot that took place back in 1967
called Gasbuggy. In that case there was
a small amount of leakage of water into
the hole, but very quickly, however, it
ceased and the casing sealed itself.

And I might add that in the Canni-
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kan nuclear weapon test at Amchitka,
which was almost 5 megatons, has been
accompanied by no leakage of any kind.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would like to get
this thing straightened out, and I will
be glad to see any papers that the gentle-
man from Wyoming has.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Wyoming (Mr, RONCALIO) .

Mr, RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
California for yielding to me, and I too
would appreciate some light being shown.

The gentleman from California said
that I said there was some leakage. I
said there was water in the casing, and
my authority is the AEC which has ad-
mitted that water entered the chimney
via faulty emplacement well casing.

Mr. HOSMER. We are talking about
water, connate water, and not leakage
of water.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. I stand
on what I said.

Mr. HOSMER. Does the gentleman
from Wyoming know the difference?

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. I do not,
and I submit that the gentleman does
not know, and few others on the floor.
That is the trouble with the nuclear
field, so few know what we are talking
about in this technical field.

Mr. HOSMER. I believe that I know
what I am talking about when I say that
I know the difference between leakage
and connate water.

Does the gentleman from Wyoming
understand the difference?

1;![1" RONCALIO of Wyoming. I do
not.

Mr. HOSMER. Does the gentleman
from Wyoming admit he is speaking from
hearsay?

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. No.

If the gentleman will yield further, I
am not speaking from hearsay. I quoted
my authority in my argument that I
presented when the gentleman from Cal-
ifornia was not present.

Mr. HOSMER. The gentleman from
Wyoming says he is not speaking from
hearsay, and cannot produce any docu-
ment, so the gentleman must have been
down at the bottom of the well and seen
the water.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. If the
gentleman will yield further, my author-
ity is the U.S. Geological Survey, and the
Atomic Energy Commission. And also the
fact that despite the nice things the
gentleman from California has said
about these wells, they have been de-
tonated with nuclear stimulation, the re-
sults are still unknown, and not 1 foot
of natural gas has been produced for
commercial sale. It is all contained, be-
cause it is still too contaminated.

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

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

Mr. HOSMER. The gentleman from
Wyoming says that his authority is the
Atomic Energy Commission and that the
Atomic Energy Commission has told him
that there has been leakage, and the
Atomic Energy Commission has told me
that there has been no leakage. Can the
gentleman from Wyoming explain that?
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I will yield the balance of my time to
him for any explanation.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wyoming (Mr. RoncALIO).

The question was taken;

and the

Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr,

RECORDED VOTE

RONCALIO of Wyoming, My,

Chairman, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 108, noes 303,
answered “present” 1, not voting 21, as

follows:

Abzug
Addabbo
Aspin
Bafalis
Bennett
Bergland
Blaggl
Biester
Bingham
Boggs
Brasco
Erinkley
Brown, Calif,
Burke, Calif,
Burton
Carey, N.Y,
Chisholm
Clay
Conte
Conyers
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Dellums
Denholm
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif,
Eilberg

Esch

Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fish

Fraser
Frenzel
Gettys

Abdnor
Adams
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, 111,
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashley
Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bevill
Blackburn
Boland
Holling
Bowen
Erademas
Bray
Breckinridge
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carney, Ohio
Carter

[Roll No. 308]

AYES—108

Gilman
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Gross

Gude
Gunter
Hanna
Harsha
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Hicks
Howard
Karth
Kastenmeler
Koch
Leggett
Lehman
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Maraziti
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Melcher
Mezvinsky
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md,
Moakley
Moss
Murphy, N.Y,

NOES—303

Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W..Jdr.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn

Podell
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino
Roe
Roncallo, Wyo.
Rosenthal
Roybal
Ryan
8t Germain
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schroeder
Seiberling
Skubitz
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Btark
Steelman
Stephens
Stokes
Studids
Sullivan
Thone
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Whalen
Yates
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.

Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D,
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gibbons
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Gray
Green, Oreg,
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harvey
Hastings
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt

Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.,
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Jordan
Kazen
Keating
Kemp
Ketchum
EKluczynski
Euykendall
Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta

Lent

Litton

Lott

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
MeCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Malilliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif,
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Meeds
Metcalfe
Michel
Milford
Miller

Mills, Ark.
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.

Mizell
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, 1.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
O’Brien
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Parris
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perking
Pettis
Pickle
Poage
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y,
Rogers

Roncallo, N.Y.

Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousselot
Roy
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sarasin
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes

Sisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y,
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symington
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
‘Ware
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
‘Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif,
Wilson,
Charles, Tex,
Winn
Wolff
Wright
Wryatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex,
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

ANSWERED "PRESENT"—1

Bell

NOT VOTING—21

Ashbrock
Badillo
Blatnik
Breaux
Clark
Danielson
Dent

Derwinski
Fisher

Hansen, Wash.

Hébert
Holifield
Holtzman
King

Peyser

Reid

Rooney, N.Y,
Sandman
Thompson, N.J.
Thornton
Tiernan

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

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

Mr.

Chairman,

I wish to call at-

tention to the committee's action rec-
ommending the full amount requested
by the administration for the author-
ized Tocks Island conservation project.

As we note in our report, this needed
project “can proceed to construction”
upon the resolution now in progress of
two remaining matters, concerning its
eventual water pollution econtrol pro-
gram, and possible effect on highways
due to its recreation attraction.

The urgency of this needed conserva-
tion undertaking was demonstrated
anew this year by an overwhelming array
of witnesses and informed testimony to
the committee.

The case in support of Tocks Island
is so lucidly explained by the new Na-
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tional Environmental Development As-
sociation, Ine., that I set forth their
testimony as part of my remarks to this
Chamber, and I quote:

National Environmental Development As-
soclation (NEDA) is a non-profit, non-stock,
non-political corporation, comprised of la-
bor, agricultural, industry, and other private
and public interest organizations and indi-
viduals. NEDA was established for the pur-
pose of promoting the conservation, use and
development of America's resources, in a
manner that will enhance the quality of its
human environment.

This Assoclation strongly supports the
Administration’s appropriation request for
the authorized Tocks Island conservation
Project.

This Project illustrates a situation wherein
the matter of excessive environmentalism
has been pursued beyond the point of di-
minishing returns,

The Delaware River is the primary source
of water supply for this country’s most
densely populated, heavily industrialized re-
gion. The environmental effects of this
River's alternate floods and droughts have
been disastrous in the past (Presidential
Disaster Declarations, of 1955, floods, of 1965,
drought), and they will be worse in the fu-
fure. For the needs and numbers of the
people that depend on it are far greater
now. The indispensable waters of this River
now waste to the sea. The need to impound
and conserve its high flows for the public
convenience and necessity during its low flow
periods is self-evident.

The urgency of the authorized Tocks Is-
land Project to meet the known domestic,
municipal and industrial water supply,
energy supply, flood protection, public lake
recreation, and mainstream flow augmenta-
tion requirements of this region has been
established many times, by many recent and
past Governmental and non-Governmental
studies.

Continuing delay in commencing the con-
struction of this Project is causing, and will
continue to cause, increasingly adverse en-
vironmental effects—including delay of the
additional power capacity downstream need-
ed for the sustained public employment,
economy, health, and welfare of the people
of this important region.

We have studied Tocks Island's multi-
volume environmental impact statement,
prepared In the depth and detail specifi-
cally directed by the Council on Environ-
mental Quality. We are satisfied that this
statement determines and discloses Tocks
Island's slgnificant environmental effects;
that it will meet the human requirements
of this region in a manner more acceptable
environmentally and economically than any
of its reasonable alternatives or series of
alternatives; and that its adverse environ-
mental effects will be avoided, minimized,
or more-than adequately compensated for.
We concur in the Council on Environmental
Quality's prepared pronouncement, dated
April 7, 1871, that: “The Tocks Island proj-
ects involve tradeoffs justifying adverse en-
vironmental impacts through social and eco-
nomic benefits.”

In a reasoned opinion rendered last month,
involving the authorized Gathright Project,
the Chief Judge of the U.S. District Court
for the Western District of Virginia was con-
strained to emphasize that: ‘Chronic fault-
finding by itself will not invalidate an EIS’
(environmental impact statement). ‘No proj-
ect of any size is without its environmental
impact’, the Chief Judge observed, and: ‘The
court is well aware that when studies of
this type are undertaken [l.e., environmental
impact stat 1ts], complete satisfaction
with the results is impossible. As is true
with most endeavors, further study and
analysis will produce a better document
which is subject to less criticism. However,
the purpose of an EIS is not to produce an
objection free document, but rather to give
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Congress and other responsible agencies suf-
ficlent information on the preject's environ-
mental consequences with which to make an
intelligent decision about whether or not to
proceed with the project (citations omitted)’.
Cape Henry Bird Club vs. Melvin R. Laird,
et al., Civil Action No. 73-C-9-R (April 1973).
Measured by this standard, or that suggested
by the National Water Commission, con-
struction of Tocks Island conservation Proj-
ect should go forward.

Tocks Islands’ environmental advantages
and effects have been determined and dis-
cussed, many times, to the satisfaction of
the Committee, the Congress, and the Presi-
dent. The Congress has now enacted the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of Octo-
ber 18, 1972. This measure authorizes the pro-
grams and funds necessary to provide, by
1983, for water pollution or eutrophication
control at the authorized Tocks Island Re-
servoir, thus meeting the Committee's re-
maining concern in this matter.

The environmental necessity, and benefits,
of this Project are established. Detailed im-
plementation, or exposition, of measures to
maximize compatibility with its amblent
ecology can best be carried out during, or
not until, its construction phase. Continu-
ing environmentalist delay of that construc-
tion is having a negative effect “on the qual-
ity of the human environment"” (42 U.S.C.
4332(2) (C) ).

We respectfully urge the Subcommittee to
recommend the appropriation necessary for
this authorized conservation Project.

Under permission obtained earlier in
the House I submit a recent statement
by Mr. Eenneth J. Bosquet on this im-
portant matter:

WATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION OF THE
DELAWARE RIVER BASIN

Mr. Chairman, fellow members of the panel,
ladies and gentlemen of the audience: The
subject here, “Metro Power and Related
‘Water Supply Problems”, Is particularly apt,
and particularly timely, here in the Delaware
River Basin service area and elsewhere
throughout the country.

As a result of the decennial census of
1970, we now know that today, 75 percent of
all Americans live In "metropolitan areas’.
Another 13 percent live in their nearby com-
munities. The definition of “metropolitan
area” here means a city of at least 50,000
people and its surrounding areas having a
population of at least 1,000 persons a square
mile.

I should stress that these “metropolitan
areas”, contalning three-quarters of this
country’s people, occupy less than two per-
cent of its area.

And this concentration will continue and
intensify in the years ahead. According to
the recent National Population Commission
studies, by the year 2000, over 85 percent of
all Americans will live in its “metropolitan
areas”,

This will not be decelerated or diverted
by zere population growth. Even if sustained
in this country, zero population growth will
not prevent expansion by our existing popu-
lation base in this country for about 70
years, or until about the year 2040.

Accompanying this metro trend over time,
the corresponding forecasts, conservative
forecasts, establish an even greater growth
in per capita electric energy consumption.
Despite energy conservation, and assuming
nearly zero population growth, a 50 percent
decline in the rate of rise in individual
wealth—the consumption of electric energy
here in the United States will triple by the
year 1990.

Whether or not we like this metro trend,
with its various metro power and other prob-
lems, it is the environmental reality of most
American life. It is the environmental reality
that most of us have consciously chosen to
create and to live with. And the simple
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reason we have done so Is that—all things
considered—metro life gives us a better life
economically, educationally, socially, cul-
turally, and spiritually, than any we can
attain elsewhere in our lifespan.

So we, then, can understand the wishes
of other Americans to joln us here in the
metro-regions, in their continuing human
effort to improve the quality of their lives,
and the lives of their children, as we im-
proved ours.

We have tried to discourage them, of
course. We have enacted statutes stating, or
warning them, as the “Environmental Qual-
ity Improvement Act of 1970” warns them:
“That population increases and urban con-
centration contribute directly to pollution
and to degradation of our environment.” But
these other Americans will not, and do not
intend, to stay away from the metro-regions.
According to the Council on Environmental
Quality, It is Federal policy in this country
to slow down the inflow of population into
our metropolitan areas, But it is not working.
And it is doubtful that it will work, for the
human reasons mentioned.

In the words of the recent Population
Commission’s report, therefore, the CEQ
thus has concluded: that *“our large urban
regions *will be called on to accommodate
virtually all the Nation’'s future population
growth. ”

All this helps focus the reality of metro
power here, specifically, electric power. For
metro society first and foremostly is an in-
door society: of housing areas, and apart-
ments, and offices, and industries, and com-
mercial, and other organizational structures
and complexes, in which most of its inha-
bitants spend most of their lives.

And these vast human complexes are or-
ganized and operable primarily on the basis
of the existence—and steady availability—
of electric power. They cannot function
without it, even its brief interruption, with-
out the most disturbing, potentially danger-
ous human consequences. And this depend-
ence or danger increases in time, as metro
society increases in size.

All of which brings us to the Delaware
River Basin area—which is the most densely
populated heavily industrialized river basin
area in the whole country. Here as else-
where, metro power supply preeminently in-
volves metro water supply. For this energy
transformation which is electricity is ef-
fected by heating water, lots of it. And like
all energy transformations, this also en-
tails a certain loss or waste of unusuable
heat. And the essentially effective way of dis-
posing of this unusable heat rise, that oc-
curs in producing this energy form that our
metro society has to have, is plain water.

Now we can regret this, or resent it, or
rail against it, but we aren't going to change
it in the foreseeable future. Between now
and the year 2000, for example, the thermal
conversion efficiency of new power generat-
ing units will not be significantly greater
than the present 40 percent.

So the matter of metro power here in the
Delaware River Basin service area, thus is the
matter of selecting exactly where, in these
waters or waterways, to position the power
plants that your metro society has to have
for the next few decades. You can do so on
your rivers, or on your Bay, or on your New
Jersey ocean front, or you can try to position
them in somebody else’s river basin, But you
must position them somewhere. And you
must do so promptly.

Now you can talk about long term break
throughs, and solutions in power supply
technology, and, of course, you should. But
they frankly are not important to us: for
they cannot get us through the next thirty
years. And it is only the next thirty years—
which is the period we've got to get ourselves
through—that is important now.

In its latest report on delays in needed new
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power capacity, the Federal Power Commis-
slon’s tabulations for your Mid Atlantic area
(including the four Delaware River Basin
State region, parts of Virginia, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia)—the FPC's tabulations
show that there are some seven new gen-
erating units, totallng over seven milllon
kilowatts of power capacity, which were
scheduled to be in operation this summer,
and which will not be. And I notice that four
of those units, together totaling over four
million kilowatts of needed capacity, were
scheduled for operation back in 1971 or early
1972.

Now whatever its flexibility, and ingenuity
of management, no regional power system—
and certainly not that for the country's most
populous, heavily industrialized river
basin—cean long endure a continuing post-
ponement of seven million kilowatts of
needed power &apacity—without exposing it-
self to some very real emergency possibilities,
and without impairing that evolving eco-
nomic activity necessary to sustain the em-
ployment and incomes of the families of that
region.

Some of these unnecessary economic effects
are already discernable. For example, in the
announcement that one of the large power
supply systems in this great commercial
metropolis can no longer serve any new com-
mercial loads. And in the recent order of one
of your Basin State’s Department of Public
Utilities, declaring that: “The State of New
Jersey today faces the probability that,
within the next three years, there will be a
critical shortage of electrical energy with the
consequent need to ration the existing
supply”; and instituting an investigation for
the purpose of determining what action
should be taken “to minimize the impact of
ele::tric shortages, brownouts, and/or black-
outs”,

Some many accept this—as an offering to
some perceived ecological mission or geal.
But chance is they will not be among the
families to be economically and socially
victimized by this impending, damaging
deficiency of power supply.

And of course the National Environmental
Policy Act, which is concerned with “the
quality of the human environment”, per-
ceives and propounds no such ‘“goal”. For
its enacted policy is, and remains and must
be administered responsibly and intel-
ligently: ‘to foster and promote the general
welfare, create and maintain econditions
under which man and nature can exist in
productive harmony, and fulfill the social,
economic, and other reguirements” of
Americans.

Happily, however, the Delaware Basin is
endowed with the water resources needed to
fulfill these metro power and other human
environmental requirements of its people in
the decades immediately ahead. As elsewhere,
you also have the phenomena of periodic
disastrous flooding, and perlodic disastrous
drought. These have been disastrous here in
the past. They will be even more so, now and
in years ahead, absent conservation of your
water resources. For your needs and numbers
are far greater now.

Here as elsewhere, you have the problem
of impounding the high or flood flows of your
increasingly indispensable waters—which
now you waste to the sea—and of conserving
them to meet your multiple, urgent public
needs during critical low flow periods.

Your approved program to achlieve this
imperative regional water conservation goal
is a good one. To begin, at the top, it entails
setting aside and preserving the upper eighty
(80) miles of the Delaware River (from Han-
cock, New York, all the way down to Mata-
moras, Pennsylvania), for free-flowing, wild
or scenic river purposes, And this is now rec-
ommended by the Governors of each of your
four Delaware River Basin States, and Dela-
ware River Basin Commission, on the basis
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of studies now completed by the United
States Bureau of Outdoor Recreation. In
this way you will forever preserve in its free
flowing condition what the Bureau’s report
states is: “intrinsically a relatively unmodi-
fled and unspoiled river, pleasurable in all
seasons, and exciting during periods of full
flow, capable of supporting, without re-
sources deterioration, a wide range of river-
oriented recreation activities", and contain-
ing but “minimal” agricultural pollution.
You will also be protecting this River's
watershed and water quality for its numer-
ous downstream public purposes.

Second, your program entails conservation
of this River's high flows, and those of its
upper tributaries, in a large mainstem Lake
authorized to serve the known and growing
public water resource requirements of this
densely populated metroregion—including
its needed water supply, flood control, metro
power, water recreation, downstream water
quality, and low flow augmentation require-
ments.

Third, it entails establishment of a wvast,
additional Nafional Recreation Area sur-
rounding this multipurpose conservation
Lake.

Fourth, it entalls continued improvement
of the water quality of the Delaware River's
downstream reaches, including the water
guality of its vast and scenic Delaware Bay.

There are other elements of this water re~
source conservation program, all of them
constructive. But I believe this framework
shows you have an eflective program to con-
serve the waters of this great River system
to meet your known public water resource
requirements in the decades ahead—includ-
ing water supply for the metro power needed
to sustain the great Delaware River metro-
basin.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LUJAN

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Lusan: Page 2,
line 21 after “vehicles;", strike out the figure,
“$1,676,663,000” and insert in lieu thereof
the figure, “$1,681,263,000".

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

Mr, LUJAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
have a very brief statement regarding a
particular project funded by this public
works appropriation bill. Specifically,

the bill contains $3 million for the

Meramec Park Lake project. While I will
vote for the entire appropriations bill, I
do so only with the understanding that
this project is the subject of a suit pend-
ing in Federal district court in St. Louis
filed against the Corps of Engineers by
the Sierra Club. Federal District Judge
Wangelin has not yet ruled on the plain-
tiff's motion for summary judgment, on
the corps’ motion for summary judgment,
or on the Meramec Basin Assoclation’s
motion to intervene in this suit. The
original environmental impact statement
pertaining to this project being inade-
quate and out-of-date, a new statement
has been prepared. The court may rest
its decision in part on its assessment of
the new statement and a determination
as to whether it meets the requirements
of the National Environmental Policy
Act. In this regard the court may be
expected to focus attention, inter alia, on
section 102 of the act which requires all
agencies of the Federal Government to
include in every proposal for major Fed-
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eral action “significantly affecting the
quality of the human environment” a
detailed statement on its environmental
impaect, alternatives, irreversible commit-
ments, anc things of that kind. It is my
hope that the court will move expedi-
tiously to resolve the issues joined so
that any further developmental initia-
tives will rest on an adjudication of the
question.

Second, I am today announcing my co-
sponsorship of the Flood Plain Conserva-
tion Act which was originally introduced
by my colleagues, Mr. BLACKBURN and
Mr. PeppER. This legislation could save
millions of tax dollars by authorizing the
Department of Interior to purchase flood
prone regions in lieu of the present prac-
tice of massive and expensive construc-
tion projects in such regions. Federally-
owned flood prone areas could become
open space and refuge regions which
could be utilized as greenbelt recreation
areas during dry seasons., Such open
space expanses are vitally needed near or
in many of the Nation’s metropolitan
regions.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, I am not
going to take very long, because it does
not take very long to explain the amend-
ment which I have offered. As a matter
of fact, I am going to have a lot of time
left that I will yield to any Member who
might have some kind words to say about
this amendment, because I am sure I am
going to need them.

Very simply, what the amendment
says is that we would add to this appro-
priation $4.7 million for geothermal re-
search and development work. I want to
be sure that there is no confusion. The
geothermal work is hot steam coming
out of the ground. We have tremendous
capability within the laboratories of the
Atomic Energy Commission which is not
being utilized at the present time except
in some shoestring operation method.

In the laboratory at Los Alamos there
has been a research project going on.
I am not a scientist, but as I understand
it, they just pour some water over some
hot rocks, and out comes the steam, and
somehow or other energy comes out of
that. Many other Members might know
more about that than I do.

The interesting thing about this is that
there are hot rocks all over, so these geo-
thermal plants can be placed almost
anywhere in the country and they are
not limited to just where the steam now
exists.

Let me say that the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, did authorize this
project in the amount of $4.7 million. It
is my understanding, and very logical,
that when the Appropriations Commit-
tee got it there was not enough time to
really consider it in depth, because the
time was too short.

Mr. Chairman, I know that I will face
opposition, but even if the members of
the committee would oppose my amend-
ment, please take note that even in being
opposed as a result of a policy by the
committee not to allow any of these
amendments, please, of course, note that
they are opposing it in the kindest words
possible.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, will
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the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr,
Lusan) yield?

Mr. LUJAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. BLACKBURN) .

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, am
I to understand from the gentleman’s re-
marks that there are mno substantial
funds for experimentation in the field of
geothermal energy at the present time?

Mr. LUJAN. The gentleman is correct.
So far as I understand it, Los Alamos
has been conducting this experiment out
of what they call the Director's discre-
tionary fun. It has just been a very,
very meager operation.

Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. Chairman, I
want to congratulate the gentleman for
bringing this matter to the attention of
the House.

With the whole world facing an in-
creasingly severe shortage of energy,
particularly in the form of fossil fuels, I
think it is essential that we press forward
in every area of research, and this is one
in which I think there may be great
promise. It is, in my opinion, a great mis-
take not to insist on greater efforts in
this regard.

Mr. Chairman, I support the gentle-
man’s amendment.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr,
Luran) yield?

Mr. LUJAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Washignton (Mr. McCORMACK).

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
do not want to be in the position of op-
posing the gentleman’s amendment, but
I do want to state in response to the ques-
tion which was just asked that there is
$4.1 million in the existing budget for
geothermal research. It is under the Na-
tional Science Foundation, the Depart-
ment of the Interior, and the Geological
Survey. There is geothermal research
underway.

Mr. Chairman, I think we can treat
the amendment on its own merit, but I
hope that none of the Members will base
their decisions on a misinterpretation of
the facts that the gentleman perhaps did
not understand. There is $4.1 million in
the budget under NSF and the Depart-
ment of the Interior for geothermal re-
search.

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

Mr. LUJAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Idaho (Mr. Symms),

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment by the gentle-
man from New Mexico (Mr, LuJan). The
potential for geothermal energy appears
to be substantial, Last year, however, the
Office of Management and Budget im-
pounded what little money was appro-
priated by the Congress for research in
this area.

In these times of uncertainty regard-
ing the international situation, it is most
important, I think, for the United States
to strive for self-sufficiency in the energy
field. Geothermal power is especially at-
tractive because it is pollution free in ad-
dition to being energy efficient. Contrary
to popular belief the potential for geo-
thermal power is not confined to those
western States with hydrothermal acti-
vity. There is every reason to believe that
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the “dry hole” will be more useful in the
long run, and these can be developed
anywhere.

In addition to increasing appropria-
tions for R. & D. in geothermal power,
it is important that Government encour-
age private enterprise to increase their
R. & D. activities in alternate sources of
energy. Such activity has been under
way in my State. Aerojet Nuclear, Inc.
has been working closely with the AEC
in the development of a prototype geo-
thermal powerplant. With a shortage of
fossil fuels looming it is important that
development of new energy sources pro-
ceed at an increased rate. To neglect a
natural resource such as geothermal
energy would be to the detriment of the
Nation’s economy as well as to our na-
tional security.

I hope that my colleagues will join me
in supporting this amendment; I feel
that the Atomic Energy Commission is
one of the few Government agencies that
gives the taxpayers their money’s worth
in returns., This program deserves our
support.

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

Mr. LUJAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. DICKINSON) .

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
commend the gentleman for his action in
offering this amendment. I support his
amendment and urge the Members to
offer their support.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word and
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this has been a very dif-
ficult bill. I can understand that many
members want to cut the bill, and there
are others who want to add to it. We have
made some substantial cuts to the Atomic
Energy Commission weapons program
and we have also reduced other pro-
grams. There are other areas in the bill
where we have provided some substan-
tial increases.

My friend, the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. Lusan) is a fine gentleman
and a valued Member of this House.
However, I oppose his amendment be-
cause there are funds in several areas
throughout the budget for geothermal
research. The Public Works—AEC Sub-
committee has included $1,770,000 in
geothermal investigation for the Bureau
of Reclamation. As the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. McCorMACK) has
pointed out, there are funds in the
budget of the Mational Science Founda-
tion for geothermal research.

In addition to these amounts, the ap-
propriation bill for the Interior Depart-
ment which passed the House yester-
day contained a substantial amount for
geothermal research.

Because there are substantial amounts
providea throughout the Government for
this research, we did not feel that more
funds, which were not asked for in the
budget, should be provided.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend-
ment be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New Mexico (Mr. LUJAN).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.
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RECORDED VOTE
Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 206, noes 205,
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Eilberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fascell
Flood
Flowers

McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McSpadden
Madden
Madigan
Mahon

Ruth

8t Germain
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shriver

not voting 22,

Abdnor
Abzug
Anderson,
Calif.
Ashley
Aspin
Baker
Barrett
Bergland
Biaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Boges
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif,
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif,
Burton
Byron
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Chisholm
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, Tex,
Conable
Conlan
Corman
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.

Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dickinson
Diggs
Downing
Drinan

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif,
Findley

Fish

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Ford

Willlam D,
Forsythe
Fraser
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Gaydos
Glilman

Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson, 11,
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Bafalis
Beard
Bennett
Bevill
Boland
Bowen
Breckinridge

as follows: ,

[Roll No. 309]

AYES—206

Ginn
Goldwater
Grasso
Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Graver
Gubser
Gude
Guyer
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Hechler, W, Va.
Heinz
Hicks
Hinshaw
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hungate
Hunt
Jordan
Earth
Kastenmeier
Eeating
Kemp
Eetchum
Koch
EKuykendall
Landgrebe
Leggett
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lett
Lujan
MeClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McKinney
Maecdonald
Marazitl
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga,
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Mezvinsky
Miller
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Moss
Murphy, N.Y.
Obey
O'Hara

NOES—205

Brooks
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clawson, Del
Cochran
Cohen
Collins, 11,

Owens
Parris
Pepper
Pettis
Pike
Poage
Podell
Price, Tex.
i

Quie
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Reuss
Riegle
Rogers

Roncalio, Wyo.

Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Rousselot
Roy

Roybal
Runnels
Ruppe

Ryan
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Saylor
Schroeder
Shoup
Spence
Staggers
Stark

Steele
Bteelman
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stuckey
Studds
Symington
Symms

Thomson, Wis,

Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev,
Treen
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Veysey
Waldie
Walsh
Whalen
‘Whitehurst
Widnall
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.

Conte
Conyers
Cotter
Crane
Daniels,
Dominick V,
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Devine
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Dulski
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.

Flynt

Fountain

Frelinghuysen
ton

Fuqua
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Gross
Gunter
Haley
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanrahan
Harsha
Hays
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hillis

Hogan

Holt
Hudnut
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jomnes, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Kluczynskl
Kyros
Landrum
Latta
Lehman
McCormack

Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr,
Mayne
Metecalfe
Michel
Milford
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Minsghall, Ohio
Montgomery
Morgan
Moseher
Murphy, 111,
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols

Nix

O'Brien
O’Neill

-Passman

Patman
Patten
Perkins

Pickle
Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Price, IIl.
Pritchard
Quillen
Rallsback
Rarick
Regula
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y,
Rodino

Roe

Rose

Roush

Shuster
Sikes
Bisk
Bkubitz
Slack

Smith, Jowa
Smith, N.Y,
Snyder
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Talcott
Tayler, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
White
‘Whitten
Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson,

Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolft
Wylie
Yates
Young, I11.
Young, S.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

NOT VOTING—22

Ashbrook
Badillo
Bell
Blatnik
Breaux
Clark
Daniefson
Dent

Derwinski
Esch

Fisher
Hansen, Wash.
Hébert
Holifield

King

Nedzi

Peyser

Reid

Rooney, N.Y.
Sandman
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word and I rise in
support of the bill.

It has now been 4 years since Congress
first appropriated funds to begin con-
struction of Paintsville Lake in the dis-
trict that I represent.

Johnson County and the city of
Paintsville, Ky., have repeatedly suffered

millions of dollars in flood damage
throughout the years. The Levisa Fork of
the Big Sandy River back in 1957 was at
least 10 feet above flood stage in the city
of Paintsville. And another devastating
flood of approximately the same depth
occurred in 1963.

The Paint Creek reservoir is necessary
from the standpoint of controlling floods
in the Big Sandy area.

The Corps of Engineers is to be com-
plimented for moving ahead on Paint
Creek and for the great work performed
throughout the whole of eastern Ken-
tucky in recommending flood control
projects that have saved lives and re-
duced property damage.

Several reservoirs yet remain to be
constructed before we have an adequate
flood control program in eastern Ken-
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tucky in both the Kentucky and Big
Sandy River sections.

Then again we must move forward
now with Yatesville, Red River, and Ty-
gartts Creek reservoirs.

In the event the Paint Creek railway
bridge is destroyed by flood—and this
liked to have occured in 1957—the whole
Big Sandy Valley will be paralyzed above
this point. In other words, the coal could
not be moved in railway cars until such
time as the bridge was reconstructed.
The construction of the Paint Creek res-
ervoir will alleviate this situation.

It is claimed that the Corps of Engi-
neers failed to report the existence of a
geologic fault—a flaw in the earth’s
crust—under the area covered by the
lake. It is claimed that this fault was not
mentioned in the environmental impact
statement filed by the corps in August
1971. The corps did so report.

This fault in the earth is no secret, It
has been known for years, and has been
deseribed in various geology publications.

During the Public Works Subcommit-
tee’s consideration of this project, a ques-
tion was asked about the effect of the
fault upon the proposed dam. And this
is the response of the spokesman for the
Corps of Engineers:

The existence of the fault in the vicinity of
the Paintsville project has been known for
many yvears. The location and descrlption are
contained in numerous publications. The
Corps was aware of the subsurface conditions
during surface reports and studies in the
1960s.

In addition, the geological reconnaissance
of the proposed Paintsville Reservoir was con-
ducted during the early design stage with all
structural features being mapped and eval-
uated, including the faults in the area.

Due to the age of the structural features
and reservoir deslgn. seismic acbivlty is not
anticipated in the Paintsville area. Design of
the Paintsville dam and appurtenances, how-
ever, will include considerations for seismic
acceleration, which is a current design pro-
cedure for all Corps of Engineers reservoir
projects.

In this regard, an expert in the field of geo-
physics will assist in the evaluation of the
design of the Paintsville project. No problems
in the developing of a proper design are an-
ticipated.

That is the statement of the Corps of
Engineers, and I think it is reasonable
and sound.

Bear in mind that the fault is not un-
der the dam itself, but under an area up-
stream which will be covered by the lake.

Now, as to a claim that there are oil
and gas wells in the area which might
contaminate the lake, that is a minor
matter. Such abandoned wells are rou-
tinely plugged before reservoirs are filled.
This presents no hazard whatever, I am
informed by the corps.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ECKHARDT

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ECKHARDT: On
page 3, line 1, strike the words “That of
such,” strike all of lines 2 through 6, and
strike the words on line 7 "have been ex-
pended; provided funds.”

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, the
effect of this amendment is to strike the
following language:
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“That of such amount $100,000 may be ex-
pended for objects of a confidential nature
and in any such case the certificate of the
Commission as to the amount of the ex-
penditure and that it is deemed Inadvisable
to specify the nature thereof shall be demed
a sufficlent voucher for the sum therein ex-
pressed to have been expended: Provided
further, That from this ap-"

This is the amount tkat goes to the
Atomic Energy Commission. I would ask
the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee if he is at liberty to tell me
what the $100,000, which may be ex-
pended without the Controller knowing
about it, is for?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I would say
to my distinguished friend that years ago
the bill included $200,000 to allow the
chairman to make commitments of a
confidential nature. A number of years
ago this was lowered to $100,000. It has
been reduced, but it has been carried in
the bill for several years as authorized
in the basic legislation. We must trust
somebody in this Government and I trust
the Chairman of the AEC to use these
funds with discretion.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I thank the gentle-
man but I would trust the Comptroller
also. As a matter of fact this legislation
which is positive legislation might be
subject to a point of order under clause
2 of rule XXI, were it not for the deplor-
able fact that the Rules Committee has
commenced generally waiving that rule.

I have no objection to waiving that
rule with respect to its relationship to the
failure at this time of the atomic energy
authorization bill having been passed. If
it were waived only with respect to those
matters, because the authorization bill
has not yet been passed, it would be all
right, but when we pass this sweeping
waiver of points of order under rule XXI,
clause 2, we permit all kinds of positive
legislation.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, regarding waivers of points of or-
der on appropriation bills, the authoriz-
ing bill for the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion was passed in the House and in the
Senate and is now awaiting the signature
of the President. If it had been signed,
it would not have been necessary to have
this waiver of the rule, but in order to
hasten this bill along and to proceed in
an orderly manner, we want to proceed
with the appropriation bill at this time.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I un-
derstand that. I certainly think the
chairman is right in asking for the
waiver of the rule in that respect, but
had the authorization bill been final and
had there not been any suspension of
rule XXI-C, the point of order I am now
making would be good.

That is the point I am making. I ob-
ject to a waiver of a rule that changes
that result. Let me point out here that
what this does is to permit the expendi-
ture of money by the agency with only
the statement that the matter is of a
confidential nature. Therefore, the
agency does not want to disclose the pur-
pose for which it is expended.
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If this were not in the bill, all the
agency would have to do is file the
voucher in accordance with title 31,
United States Code, sections 71, 72, and
74. That does not mean for a moment
that they are going to have to disclose in
the voucher any confidential or secret
information.

Mr. Chairman, we spend billions of dol-
lars for matters of a most confidential
and secret nature through both the
armed services appropriation, and
through the atomic energy appropriation.
All it means, if this provision were not in
the bill, is that the Comptroller General
would have a right to go in and find out
what the money is expended for. He is
the only one that is entitled to that right.
The Comptroller General has security
clearance. He can look at secret matters,
I trust the representative of this Con-
gress to look at that information.

Mr. Chairman, why should we write
positive legislation in an appropriations
bill that never appeared in the authori-
zation bill? The question was not raised
before the legislative committee. Why
do we need to write such positive legis-
lation in an appropriations bill?

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

I would like to ask a question of the
chairman of the subcommittee. The dif-
ficulty I have with this language is not
only that outlined by the gentleman [rom
Texas, but in addition, there is no stand-
ard set forth in this bill as to the basis
on which it needs to be confidential. It
does not say national defense or any-
thing else.

Mr. Chairman, should we not set some
standards?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SEIBERLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I assure my friend that this re-
lates to matters of a confidential na‘ure
and it is only a small item out of a $1,-
676,000,000 amount for AEC’s operating
expenses.

It allows some discretion for the chair-
man of the Atomic Energy Commission
if she feels it necessary to make expendi-
tures of a confidential nature. Then, she
would be empowered to do so.

Mr, SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, it
seems to me at the very least it should
be written so that she must certify that
it must be kept confidentisol to protect
national defense information, or some
other specific language such as that as
to the general basis on which it must be
kept confidential.

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

Mr. SEIBERLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, if
there was such a question involved, and
if it were important, what committee
would be best qualified to determine
whether that special status should be
granted? It would seem to me the legis-
lative committee, in this case the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, and not
the Appropriations Committee. This ap-
pears in the appropriation for the first
time.
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Mr. SEIBERLING. The gentleman has
a valid point. I would simply like to add
that it seems to me we have all gotten
a liberal education in the past couple
of months as to the abuses such vague
words as “national security” can be used
to cover. We had better start being a
little bit more conscious of the dangers
of this kind of vague secrecy authority,
which can be used for legitimate but also
for illegitimate purposes.

I commend the gentleman for raising
this point. -

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

Mr. SEIBERLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. ECKEHARDT. I merely rise to say
we did strike such language out of the
Coast Guard legislation, and I believe
for exactly the same reason. I thank my
colleagues for doing so.

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

Mr. SEIBERLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. HOSMER. I should like to point
out that the basic Atomic Energy Act,
which establishes the five-man Atomic
Energy Commission, contains within it
certain very grave responsibilities that
are assigned to the members of that
Commission. Those responsibilities are
the kind which control its judgment if
it should be called upon to make this
kind of an expenditure. As a consequence
this is therefore not an intergovernmen-
tal type of thing.

I believe it should be noted and under-
stood also that with respect to the
atomic establishment there are certain

areas of extremely critical security na-
ture. We have had a practice in those
cases of keeping the numbers of people
who need to know down to the smallest

possible number. Striking this would
add one more, namely, the Comptroller
General, and would open it up for him.
As a consequence, rather than just the
five-man Commission of very carefully
selected people we might have a whole
crowd of investigation in on this kind of
thing.

For the amount of money involved,
$100,000, there is simply no reason to en-
gage in that kind of security risk taking.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. SEIBERLING. I thank the gentle-
man. I would simply comment that we
would be well-advised to make a general
review of the language used for this
type of security coverage so that we can
write or rewrite our legislation to pro-
vide more precise guidelines for ‘au-
thorizing the use of secrecy.

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

Mr. SEIBERLING. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman
from Ohio for yielding.

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

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

I just wanted to point out the fact that
this item has been in the appropriation
bill for a number of years and it is an
item which is pretty carefully described.
In other words, it has to be for objects
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of a confidential nature, and in such
cases a certificate must be made that
the object is of confidential nature. I
suggest to the gentleman from Texas
and the gentleman from Ohio that this
is subject to audit by the Comptroller
General. If at any time the Commis-
sion makes a certificate which does not
comply with the provisions of this law
I am sure the Comptroller General could
and would take cognizance of it.

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

Mr. RHODES. I a:n glad to yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr., ECKHARDT. If that be the only
thing that the Comptroller General can
look at, to find out whether or not the
head of the Atomic Energy Commission
has said this is of a confidential nature,
that is all he could find. That is exactly
the point I am making. He ought to
know what it is really spent for.

Mr. RHODES. I am sorry, but I have
to disagree with the gentleman from
Texas.

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I have just talked
to the General Accounting Office, and
I understand the process the gentleman
describes is the process available under
existing law.

Mr. Chairman, if we put this in, it
will change it, and all he can look to is
whether or not the head of the Atomic
Energy Commission has said it is con-
fidential. That is all we are trying to do.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, we
should make a little legislative history
right here. As a member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations handling this
bill, I am of the opinion that the Comp-
troller General can look behind that
certificate to make sure that the matter
certified is actually of a confidential
nature.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
Ruopes) will yield, I will ask a question
of the chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT).

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I will
ask the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
Evins) does the chairman of the sub-
committee on this side of the aisle so
construe the matter?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I do. And if
the gentleman would like to confer with
us on this matter we would be glad to
discuss it with him at length.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, in
view of the fact that both sides seem to
believe the interpretation of this lan-
guage is that once the matter is listed
as confidential material when the
voucher is issued, the Comptroller Gen-
eral within the limits of his security
clearance can determine whether or not
it is in fact confidential material and so
properly classify it, looking into the real
facts of the voucher, if that is the under-
standing, I will ask unanimous consent to
withdraw my amendment.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT) has
stated my understanding of the matter
better than I could do so myself.
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Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman from Arizona yield?

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas for the purpose of asking
unanimous consent to withdraw his
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas make such a unanimous-
consent request?

Mr, ECKHARDT, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
amendment.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Bec. 101. Not to exceed 5 per centum of
appropriations made available for the cur-
rent fiscal year for “Operating expenses” and
“Plant and capital equipment’” may be trans-
ferred between such appropriations, but
neither such appropriation, except as other-
wise provided herein, shall be increased by
more than 5 per centum by any such trans-
fers, and any such transfers shall be re-
ported promptly to the Appropriations Com-
mittees of the House and Senate.

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

Mr. Chairman, I will ask the chair-
man of the subcommitiee, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. EvINs)
to respond to a question, if he will please.

On page 19 of the report there is an
item which says, “St. John's River Basin,
Maine Study—a total of $50,000 is in-
cluded in the bill to initiate the St. John's
River Basin study.”

Does this have anything to do with the
Dickey-Lincoln project, or will it in any
way serve to revive that project?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man I would say to the gentleman, that
this study involves the St. John's River
and would involve a small project, only
for the State of Maine. It is under a new
name, because it is a much smaller proj-
ect, It is a study; it is not the large over-
all New England projcct.

Mr. Chairman, I understand that of
two Senators in the other body, one
favors the larger project and the other
favors the smaller project. The commit-
tee would certainly favor only the smaller
project.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from Ohio yield?

Mr. WYLIE. I would be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, actually
the only resemblance between this proj-
ect and the Dickey-Lincoln project is that
they are both on the same river. This
is a much smaller project. The State of
Maine has no hydroelectric projects at
all. It is an energy-short area, and I
would vote the money for this project.

Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me to
be a feasible project as far as the overall
benefits are concerned. If the gentleman
would yield further, let me assure him
that as one Member of the Committee,
if there is an attempt on the part of
the other body to enlarge this project
to even closely resemble the Dickey-Lin-
coln project in prior years, I, as one con-
feree, will oppose it.
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Mr. WYLIE. What the gentleman from
Arizona and the gentleman from Ten-
nessee are saying is that this is a small
local project confined to the State of
Maine, and is not a huge hydroelectric
New England project as contemplated by
the Dickey-Lincoln project?

Mr. RHODES. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—
CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CorpPs OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

The following appropriations shall be ex-
pended under the direction of the Secretary
of the Army and the supervision of the Chief
of Engineers for authorized civil functions
of the Department of the Army pertaining to
rivers and harbors, flood control, beach
erosion, and related purposes:

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

Mr. Chairman, as I indicated in
my supplemental views, I think there
are a number of problems with this
bill. First, the bill contains a number of
projects which in one man’s opinion, do
not belong here. One involved a naviga-
tion channel through coastal wetlands
which according to information I have,
will bisect and pollute a State declared
wild and scenic river of the highest water
quality in the State.

Of 23 formal comments submitted in
the corps’ draft impact statement, 18
have been critical, including those of the
Departments of Commerce and Interior,
the Environmental Protection Agency
and the Louisiana Advisory Committee
on Coastal and Marine Resources.

Still another has been opposed by the
Environmental Protection Agency as en-
vironmentally unsound and because the
benefits of the project would seem to ac-
crue largely to pulp mills which want to
flush their pollution downstream.

The Governor of Illinois has just an-
nounced his opposition to the Lincoln
Lake project in Illinois because of ris-
ing costs and environmental complica-
tions.

The cost-benefit ratio for many of
these projects was calculated any num-
ber of years ago and a 3Y;-percent dis-
count rate was used.

If the calculations were made again,
using the 53g-percent discount rate used
today, a good number of them would
clearly be economically unjustified. The
second problem with this bill is that for
some projects the Corps of Engineers has
simply not followed the law.

For example, there are six projects in
this bill for which construction was initi-
ated after the enactment of the National
Environmental Protection Act and for
which no final environmental impact
statement is yet available as clearly re-
quired by that law. In all, there are 119
projects in this bill for which draft and/
or final environmental impact statements
have not been filed with the Council on
Environmental Quality. The bill provides
$438 million to carry on those projects.

‘While some people contend that no en-
vironmental impact statements are re-
quired for these projects, I disagree. The
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act itself, legislative history, and guide-
lines for States implementation and the
courts all indicate otherwise.

Mr. Chairman, I have roughly four
choices: I could offer an amendment to
make an across-the-board cut for all
corps projects in an attempt to sym-
bolically show that I think this budget is
too large, hoping that the corps would
cut funds from the most questionable
projects. But, based on past performance
of the corps, we know that would not
happen.

Or, I could offer an amendment to cut
funds for all 119 projects for which en-
vironmental impact statements are not
available. But, frankly, given the politi-
cal facts of life surrounding public works
bills, I don't have much hope of such an
amendment passing.

Third, I could offer an amendment to
knock out the six projects for which con-
struction began after January 1, 1970, the
date on which NEPA took effect.

The fact is that none of these would
work and I would be wasting the com-
mittee’s time. The other alternative left
for me is simply to vote against this en-
tire bill, which is what I intend to do. I
also intend to vote for amendments to
delete other projects which will be offered
by others.

I realize that the Corps of Engineers
can give various reasons for not filing
impact statements: that the program was
authorized before 1970; that money was
appropriated before 1970; that some local
work was done bhefore 1970; or that the
project was neither confroversial nor
would produce significant environmental
damage. But the fact is that the courts
have ruled otherwise and while it is un-
likely that the Congress will stop funds
for these projects, it is not at all un-
likely that the courts will stop them for
not complying with NEPA.

Just last week a Federal district court
in Wisconsin ordered the corps to stop
dredging a segment of the Mississippi.
The project had been underway for 5
days and was to have been completed in
2 or 3 more. the corps took the posi-
tion that a project of less than a mile
was not a major undertaking and was
exempt from NEPA,

The court ruled otherwise, and a proj-
ect the corps said was not subject to
NEPA has been stopped because an en-
vironmental impact statement was not
completed.

I say all this for this reason: I realize
the Members of this body all value the
projects in their districts, I have one of
my own in my district. As far as the Con-
gress is concerned they probably have
little to worry about in terms of a cutoff
of funds. But the courts are a different
matter,

I would suggest that those of you who
have the 119 projects without impact
statements in your districts and want to
keep them, ought to encourage the corps
to finish the environmental impact state-
ments on them. With my comments on
this legislation last year and this year,
I have tried to encourage the corps to
get those impact statements done be-
cause, in my judgment, they are required
by law.
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Mr. Chairman, I want to serve notice
right now that I intend to offer an
amendment to the next year’s bill rec-
ommending that for every project for
which a 102 statement has not been filed,
that I think 5 years will have been a long
enough time to have given the Corps of
Engineers a chance to produce them.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

For expenses necessary for the collection
and study of basic information pertaining to
river and harbor, flood control, shore protec-
tion, and related projects, restudy of author-
ized projects, and when authorized by law,
surveys and studies of projects prior to au-
thorlzation for construction, 853,939,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That $1,000,000 of this appropriation shall be
transferred to the Bureau of Sport Fisherles
and Wildlife for studies, investigations, and
reports thereon as required by the Fish and
‘Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (72 Stat.
563-565), to provide that wildlife conserva-
tion shall receive equal consideration and be
coordinated with other features of water-re-
source development programs of the Depart-
ment of the Army.,

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CARNEY OF OHIO

Mr. CARNEY of Ohio. Mr, Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CArNEY of
Ohio: Page 5, line 8, insert immediately after
“Army" the following: “: Provided jfurther,
That $10,000 of this appropriation shall be
avallable to conduct a feasibility study with
respect to canalization of the Beaver and Ma-
honing Rivers”,

Mr. CARNEY of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
and my fellow Members of the House,
this will probably be the easiest vote the
Members have ever had in this session
or in most any session. In the proposed
appropriation for the Corps of Engineers
there is an amount of $53,939,000. First
of all, Mr. Chairman, I ask for no ad-
ditional money. All I ask is that $10,000
of this $53 million be set aside for the
Corps of Engineers to conduct a study of
the canalization of the Beaver and Ma-
honing Rivers in western Pennsyvania
and northeastern Ohio.

The canal feasibility study was unani-
mously authorized by the House Com-
mittee on Public Works on October 12,
1972, and put in their bill and adopted
by this body, but the Corps of Engineers
was unable to include these funds in the
project book for the fiscal year 1974
budget due to the late approval of the
measure.

On April 18, however, I talked to the
chairman of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. Evins) who
was very cooperative, and I received a
capability study from the Corps of Zn-
gineers saying that they would be able
to utilize for the purpose of conducting
studies and holding public hearings $10,-
000 for fiscal year 1974.

Mr, Chairman, I want to emphasize
that this does not conflict with any budg-
et objectives. The purpose of this study
is to determine if a proposed stub canal
is feasible in terms of economic, social,
and environmental effects.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point
out one other thing, and that is that I
have the rather dubious distinction as
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a Member of the Congress in filling the
shoes of one of the greatest Members
who ever worked in this Congress, and
that is the late Honorable Michael J.
Kirwan who, for many years, was the
subcommittee chairman of the Public
Works Subcommittee of the Appropria-
tions Committee.

Those Members who knew Mike, and
most of the present Members did, knew
that for many years he worked for a ca-
nal from the Ohio River to Lake Erie.

Unfortunately, opposition in Ohio and
Pennsylvania, killed that project, and
Mike Kirwan’s dream. It was never real-
ized.

I want to point out to the new Mem-
bers, because all of the old-time Mem-
bers know this, that Mike Kirwan was
not only a Congressman for the 19th
District of Ohio, but he was a Congress-
man for the entire United States.

There is hardly a veteran here who at
some time or other did not go to Mike
Kirwan, and Mike Kirwan always gave
them a hearing. I am asking the Mem-
bers to approve this, which is a modified
version of Mike’s study, based upon what
he did for the Members. I am asking the
Members to give the same consideration
here, a hearing and a chance to be heard,
that Mike gave the Members on their
many projects. That is all I am asking
for is $10,000 to see if this project is
feasible.

I live in an area in northeastern Ohio
near western Pennsylvania which is
plagued with seasonal, cyclical unem-
ployment. The unfortunate part is that
it costs us more money to assemble raw
materials. We are an old steel center with
very fine, trained workers. It costs us
more to assemble the raw materials. The
Lykes Sheet & Tube Co., our biggest
employer, has said that unless they can
get some relief through a stub canal and
water transportation to bring their raw
materials in, they are going to be forced
to shut down.

I do not know whether this canal is
economically feasible. I do not know if
there is enough natural water in the riv-
ers to maintain a year around flow. All
I am asking is for a chance to have the
Corps of Engineers make studies and to
have some public hearings to see whether
or not this project is feasible. I assure the
Members that should the Corps of En-
gineers say it is not feasible, I will never
come back to this Congress and appear
up here again and ask for more money.
I do tell the Members that if they say
it is feasible, I will fight for a canal in
my district with everything I have got.
There is no additional money asked for
hgre‘ This is not the Kirwan Canal. This
“flll be the canalization of two existing
rivers. The experts tell me that the wa-
ter is there, and I think that the Corps
of Engineers should be allowed to have
hearings, public hearings, where every-
body involved would have a chance to
have their say and then go on from there.
I ask the Members for support.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, it is with much regret
that I oppose the amendment of the
gentleman from Ohio. He is one of the
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most delightful gentlemen in the House.

Mike Kirwan was my predecessor as
chairman of this subcommittee. We all
know that for years Mike Kirwan ad-
vocated the Lake Erie-Ohio River
Canal. I don't usually oppose a study,
but the Governor of Pennsylvania and
members of the Pennsylvania delega-
tion have expressed opposition to it. In
addition, I am informed that, at today's
prices, the stub canal would cost about
$1.1 billion. This would amount to about
$18 million a mile.

I want to say to my friend from Ohio
that he is fighting in the tradition of his
illustrious predecessor and he is to be
commended. I regret I cannot support
his amendment. I ask that it be de-
feated.

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

Mr. Chairman, I listened with in-
terest to our colleague, the gentle-
man from Ohio, and I heard him plead
for a project in his district. I can under-
stand the economic situation which he
has explained to the Members, but for
those who have been here for a number
of years, his predecessor, Mike Kirwan,
was unable to convince the Congress that
we should ever build the Lake Erie-Ohio
Canal. The figures during Mike's life-
time have skyrocketed to the figures you
have just heard the distinguished chair-
man of this subcommittee reiterate—
over $18 million a mile.

I thought when the late Mike Kirwan
passed to his reward that we had heard
the last of the canal, but now we have a
new version of this project called the
Stub Canal.

I have been around here long enough
to know that the Stub Canal is like the
camel’s nose in the tent. If we would just
let it in to eat a little, the first thing we
know the camel is in the tent and we are
on the outside, and that is what will hap-
pen if we authorize the $10,000 for the
Stub Canal.

The Corps of Engineers has studied
this in every respect. It is basically a
fight between two States. If this Stub
Canal is built it will adversely affect the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania econom-
ically. For that reason the Governor
of the State of Pennsylvania, who hap-
pens to belong to the opposite political
party, after a careful search of all the
facts to determine whether or not any
benefits could come to that section of the
country which would enable us to build
this canal or to make a study, has come
down and asked the entire Pennsylvania
delegation, to oppose this because all the
information that the State agencies are
able to determine and all the informa-
tion we are able to get from the Corps
of Engineers is that there is no reason
to waste $10,000 on studying this dead
camel. Let us bury it. Let us keep it where
it is, with the late Mike Kirwin, and hope
we will not hear any more about the
Stub Canal in Ohio.

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

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

Mr. CARNEY of Ohio. I want to point
out I got a letter of apology from Gover-
nor Shapp of Pennsylvania. He said he
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thought this was the lake to river canal,
I have a letter of apology in my files
signed by him at least in which he apolo-
gizes. He did not even know what I was
talking about. This is not the Kirwan
Canal, this is the canalization of two
rivers, and the Corps of Engineers has
assured me it should be studied. They
have told me that.

Mr, SAYLOR. Governor Shapp has
been in touch with the dean of our dele-
gation Dr. Morcan and myself and even
though he has written my colleague a
letter, and I do not doubt he did, I must
oppose the gentleman.

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

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MORGAN).

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, my good
friend, the gentleman from Ohio, in his
kind way sent me a copy of the letter
from the Governor’s office. It was not
signed by the Governor himself. It was
signed by a man in the Governor's office
named Norvalle Reese, one of his secre-
taries. It was not signed by the Governor.

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

Mr. Chairman, it is with great reluc-
tance that I stand in opposition to my
good friend, the gentleman from Ohio.

I think there are some facts that
must be brought to the attention of the
Members. The Mon-Yough Chamber of
Commerce, that represents some 80 par-
ticular businesses in southwestern Penn-
sylvania which would be affected by this
amendment if it were adopted by this
committee, has gone on record repeat-
edly and has stated that they are un-
alterably against this program. Second,
the Greater Pittsburgh area chamber
of commerce, which my good friend
indicates would be affected in some in-
direct respects, also has gone on record
through their chamber of commerce and
the combined voice of business, that this
canal should not be built.

Whatever name we call this turkey,
the big ditch, the litfle ditch, the big-
little ditch, it has been kicking around
for the last 30 or 40 years in our area.
I oppose this amendment. Every Con-
gressman in the Pennsylvania delega-
tion opposes this amendment. The dean
of the delegation took time to appear
personally before the committee oppos-
ing this amendment. Every Governor of
Pennsylvania has opposed this amend-
ment.

In 1957, just to illustrate the attention
this project has received throughout the
years, the Pennsylvania State Planning
Commission requested the consulting
firm of Ford, Bacon & Davis to study
the feasibility of constructing the canal.
That firm advised it was not practical
and above all gave the further advice
that such a canal would not be to the
best interest of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania. This same study recur-
red in 1965.

I would like to close with another ob-
servation.

Just recently the National Water Com-
mission made available a study for this
Congress, for the Nation in general, and
also the administration, and reported
that it recommends a toll or user tax be
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put into effect on inland waterways, and
the whole proposition surrounding this
big-little ditch or the big ditch or the
little ditch involves a toll-free concept.

Second, that all costs for the construc-
tion in such projects be put on the local
communities and local localities on this
question. 3

Again, with great respect, sincere re-
spect, to my friend from our neighboring
State, I do have to make this observa-
tion, and it is not easy. I oppose the
amendment and urge that it be defeated.

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

Mr. Chairman, over a period of years
I have stood in this well many times to
oppose this canal. It is designed and con-
ceived for one steel company in Ohio to
make it competitive with the other steel
companies in Pennsylvania.

Let me tell the Members that this
canal has been studied, and studied al-
most to death. The first time it was stud-
ied is in House Document 277 in the 73d
Congress. Here we are, 40 years later in
the 93d Congress, asking for the restudy
of this same canal.

I agree with the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SavLor) when he stated
this is a foot in the door approach. This
canal—known as the Mononogahela-
Ohio River-Lake Erie canal was proposed
first in 1919.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Car-
NEY) said this is a stub canal between
two rivers, the Mahoning and Beaver,
but by putting those rivers together and
using barges, they can get their steel
into Lake Erie cheaper than Pennsyl-
vania steel.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot see us going
forward with a project costing $18 mil-
lion per mile and going to cost $2.5 bil-
lion dollars, the final version of this
canal, for one single steel company.

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

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to my colleague
from Pennsylvania (Mr. HEINZ).

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to associate myself with the remarks
of the gentlemen frim Pennsylvania, Mr.
MorgAN, Mr. GAaypos, and Mr., SAYLOR.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I hate
to oppose my good friend from Ohio, but
I have long been against this canal.

Mr. Chairman, here we are today at-
tempting to revive the project known as
the Stub Canal, but please believe me
when I say that the canal is going to grow
and grow into a big ditch.

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

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. CARNEY).

Mr. CARNEY if Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr.
MorGaAN, corrected me, and now I want to
correct him. It is not one steel company.
There are U.S, Steel, Republic Steel and
Youngstown Sheet and Tube plus all the
fabricators of my district.

One more thing, all up the Beaver
River, all the towns such as Ellwood
City, and Newcastle in western Penn-
sylvania also are for the canal.

Mr, MORGAN. Mr, Chairman, this is
very fine, but the same steel companies
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and steelworkers are in my district and
they do not want the canal.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the neces-
sary number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the last thing this
committee needs is a good battle be-
tween Ohio and Pennsylvania, so if the
Congressman from Youngstown will per-
mit me, I have a solution for the gentle-
men from Pennsylvania who have taken
the well.

This Congressman, whose 62,000 acres
would have been inundated by the Ohio
River-Lake Erie Canal, along with the
Congressman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
VicoriTo) has a bill in the Commiitee
on Public Works to deauthorize the Lake
Erie Canal. I recommend the support of
all the gentlemen from Pennsylvania who
have taken the well to support our leg-
islation.

Mr. Chairman, in regard to the gen-
tleman from Youngstown, I would say to
him that this Congressman, the very
first time he ever spoke in the well of
this House, was to stand up to the late
great Michael Kirwan and ask this
House to vote against his canal when
he wanted $750,000. After I got through
speaking, the gentleman who went on
to become the Governor of Mississippi,
John Bell Williams, got up and said:

Let's give Mike his damned ditch.

That is exactly what happened on the
House floor, and he got it minus two
votes,

Mr. Chairman, I do say in all fairness
that this is a $10,000 channelization
study. We can deauthorize the Ohio Riv-
er canal by getting on with Mr, Vico-
rrro’s and my hill to solve this problem.
I have no objection to the study and
would recommend it to my colleagues.

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

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. I yield to
my colleague from Ohio (Mr. KEATING).

Mr. KEATING. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. CARNEY) .

I wish to associate myself with his
remarks and with those of the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. J. WiLLIAM STAN-
TON),

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I
move to sirike the last word.

I believe it has been clearly established
by now that the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. CArRNEY) is not asking for a canal.
He is merely asking for the channeliza-
tion of two rivers which are already
downstream from a major industrial area
and therefore do not involve any hor-
rendous ecological problems or the like.

I oppose the concept of the “Kirwan
ditch,” which I thoughf would have
been a serious mistake from many stand-
points, but that is not what the gentle-
man is asking for. He is asking only for
a study of a newer channelization. If the
study is impartial, which I would hope it
would be, it would bring out whether
there are any serious drawbacks to this
proposal. I believe the gentleman has
made a reasonable suggestion.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

For the prosecution of river and harbor,
flood control, shore protection, and related
projects authorized by law; and detalled
studies, and plans and specifications, of proj-
ects (including those for development with
participation or under consideration for par-
ticipation by States, local governments, or
private groups) authorized or made eligible
for selection by law (but such studies shall
not constitute a commitment of the Govern-
ment to construction): $864,669,000 to re-
main avalilable until expended: Provided,
That no part of this appropriation shall be
used for projects not authorized by law or
which are authorized by law limiting the
amount to be appropriated therefor, except
as may be within the limits of the amount
now or hereafter authorized to be appro-
priated: Provided further, That $1,100,000 of
this appropriation shall be transferred to the
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife for
studies, investigations, and reports thereon
as required by the Fish and Wildlife Co-
ordination Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 563-565) to
provide that wildlife conservation shall re-
celve equal consideration and be coordinated
with other features of water-resource de-
velopment programs of the Department of
the Army.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. M'CLOSKEY

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McCLOSKEY:
“on page 5, line 17, strike “$864,569,000," and
Insert in lieu thereof “$848,569,000.”

On page 6, line 6, add: “Provided further,
that no part of this appropriation shall be
used for construction of the new Melones
Lake project.”

Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve this is the first time that I have
ever had the privilege of rising on the
floor of the House to express a position
concurred in by the Honorable Governor
of the State of California, Ronald Rea-
gan, and the Senator from California,
Jorn TunNEY. It is a bipartisan issue, and
an issue of some interest, I believe, to
the committee.

I want to apologize to the distinguished
gentlemen of the subcommittee for not
raising this earlier, before the markup
session of the subcommittee, but from the
facts I shall relate I believe the gentle-
men of the subcommittee will under-
stand that this issue has only been re-
cently raised in the courts of California
on the points I wish to make.

This amendment would delete $16 mil-
lion from this year's portion of con-
tinuing construction of the New Melones
Dam. The New Melones Dam was orig-
inally authorized on the central Cali-
fornia Stanislaus River in 1944, a much
smaller dam, primarily for flood control
purposes.

In 1962 the authorization was in-
creased, to be an extremely large dam,
620 feet high, to impound 2.4 million
acre-feet, primarily for power use and
for the use of water for irrigation
purposes.

Since that initial authorization near-
ly $40 million of the $218 million esti-
mated cost of the dam has been spent,
and this year's appropriation would be
for the continuing work on the diversion
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tunnel and works in connection with the
dam.

Now, what has happened since we au-
thorized this dam in 1962? Well, first, at
the present time, the Circuit Court of
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, in Cali-
fornia, has enjoined further construction
of the dam. At present no construction
can proceed, and the matter is going to
be heard on July 9 of this year.

Mr. Chairman, I will come to my sec-
ond point, and this is the point which
makes this a far greater issue than
merely the one of the conservationists
who would like to preserve the white
water and the raft trips down the river.
This river has become in the last few
years the second most popular white
water river in America, second only to
the Colorado.

What has happened is that on April
5 of this year, less than 3 months ago,
the State Water Resources Board in the
State of California unanimously ruled in
a 5 to 0 decision that the impoundment
of three-fourths of the water sought by
the Bureau of Reclamation could not
proceed and that water could be im-
pounded only to the extent which would
fill the dam one-quarter full.

What does that mean? If the State
Water Resources Board of California is
correct, it means that the primary pur-
poses of the dam, the generation of pow-
er and the use of water for irrigation,
cannot be fulfilled.

Mr. Chairman, here is what the board
ruled on April 5:

There certainly has been no demonstrated
need for the additional water supplies de-
veloped by this project outside of the local
area.

The bureau has failed in spirit if not in
substance to meet the statutory require-
ments for approval of a permit to appropri-
ate water for such purposes.

When the evidence indicates, as 1t does
here, that an applicant already has a right
to sufficient water to meet his needs for
beneficial use within the foreseeable future,
;Jigl:its to additional water should be with-

eld.

Thus the board has ruled that there
is no need for the water that this dam
seeks to impound, and will only permit
the impoundment of a quarter of the
water behind the dam. This means the
cost benefits which were considered by
the committee when it authorized the
dam are no longer valid. The benefits
of this dam were $13.5 million per year,
but if they take out the power and the
water consumption under this rule of
the water board, the benefits drop to less
than $5 million per year, and the costs
are roughly $8 million per year.

So the validity of the dam depends on
whether or not the State Water Re-
sources Board is upheld.

Now, Mr. Chairman, what has hap-
pened? The Bureau of Reclamation
which applied to the State board for a
permit to impound the full amount of
water has been denied the rights applied
for, and the Bureau of Reclamation has
said:

We are going to disregard the ruling of the
State of California.

And the State of California 2 weeks
ago, on June 19, filed an action in the
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Federal court for declaratory relief up-
holding the State’s position.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
fleman from California (Mr. McCrLos-
KEY) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. McCros-
KEY was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Chairman, the
issue before the committee is now one
which mus* be considered against the
fact that a Federal court has enjoined
further construction of the dam, and
with the State of California contending
that its rights are paramount in order-
ing a limit of the use of the dam to one-
fourth of the capacity originally in-
tended.

With that issue before the courts, with
the State Water Resources Board having
ruled unanimously that there was no
demonstrated use for the water at the
present time, the Congress is faced with
this position: Do we appropriate $16 mil-
lion at this time for the continuing con-
struction of a dam which can be filled
only one-quarter full?

Mr. Chairman, Russell Train—and I
call the attention of my Republican col-
leagues to this—Russell Train, Chairman
of the Council on Environmental Quality,
said this in a letter to the Corps of En-
gineers 2 months ago:

It appears to us the board's decision con-
stitutes a significant new development re-
quiring further response by the concerned
Federal agencies before irreversible actions
are taken on the project as originally pro-
posed,

I think, Mr. Chairman, it is unwise
for us to appropriate $16 million at a
time when the Federal Government is
reevaluating the project, when we have
litigation pending as to whether or not
the dam can even go forward, and at
this time when we are in fiscal difficulties.

Mr. SISK, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from California yield?

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I yield to the
gentleman from California (Mr. Sis).

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, did I under-
stand the gentleman to say that there
was no conceivable need for this water
that would be conserved in this partic-
ular dam?

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Chairman, I
was quoting from the opinion of the
State Water Resources Board, citing that
the need has not been demonstrated in
the foreseeable future.

Let me be specific in their ruling.

What they said is as follows:

By falling to present evidence of a specific
plan to use the water conserved by the New
Melones project for consumption purposes,
the bureau has failed in spirit if not in sub-
stance to meet the statutory requirements
for approval of a permit to appropriate water
for such purposes.

They further say that until the need
for use of the water is demonstrated,
they will not grant a permit for such use.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, may I ask
the gentleman, where is this project lo-
cated? Is it not a fact that it is located
in the San Joaquin Valley in California?

Mr. McCLOSKEY. It is entirely lo-
cated within the State of California.

Mr. SISK. Is it located in San Joaguin
Valley?
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Mr. McCLOSKEY, Yes, it is.

I do not care what the State board said,
but we are in a deficit situation now by
over 1.5 million acre-feet of water in the
San Joaquin Valley.

Mr. McCLOSKEY. All I can tell you is
the State Water Resources Board, which
in the past has urged that water for use
throughout the State be made available,
says that this is not necessary.

Mr, SISKE. The gentleman is living in a
dream world. I will tell you that.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, Mr, Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment,

My colleagues, this project was author-
ized in 1944, I visited that part of the
country about 10 years ago and saw the
dam when it was in the first stages of
construction. To date $66.3 million has
been allocated for planning and con-
struction on the project. It is true a tem-
porary injunction has been filed by the
environmentalists on this project, but
the final arguments will be made in July
of this year. Because of the temporary
injunction, the committee reduced the
budget request from $18 million to $16
million, a cut of $2 million.

The flood control benefits are esti-
mated to be over $2 million annually;
the irrigation benefits are estimated to
be $3.6 million annually; and power
benefits are $5.6 million annually. Total
benefits are $13.77 million annually.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me to be a
good investment to spend $16 million for
an annual return or over $13 million on
this project.

Because funding of the project is thirty
percent complete I think we should not
stop it at this time, but wait to see what
decision the appeals court renders.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend-
ment be defeated.

Mr. Chairman, referring fto the
comments made earlier in connection
with the Corps of Engineers responsibil-
ity under the National Environmental
Policy Act, I want to insert the follow-
ing statement supplied to me by the
corps regarding environmental impact
statements.

In order to comply with the spirit and
philosophy of the NEPA, the Chief of
Engineers directed a systematic review
of all corps projects, and although not
legislatively required, to have environ-
mental statements prepared for all proj-
ects that were complete or under con-
struction prior to NEPA if such projects
have impaets that might be considered
significant for any reason. Recognition of
the heavy workload that requirement im-
posed, particularly in view of the em-
phasis conecurrently being placed on man-
power ceilings and funding limitations,
it was necessary to schedule the prepara-
tion of statements over a period of time
with priority to be given to the projects
where controversies or unresolved envi-
renmental issues were known to exist.

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

Mr. Chairman, this project is very vital
to the people I represent. It is now in the
district represented by the gentleman
from California (Mr. MaTtnHI1as). It was
previously in the district represented by
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our good friend from California
JOHNSON) .

I started working on this project when
I first came to the Congress in 1957, so
you can understand I have a deep interest
in it. I had hoped that through all of us
working together on it we would be able
to get this project built by 1977. That
is a period of 20 years. That is a career
in Congress. So you can understand my
deep feeling about the project.

I know that Mr. JounsoN and Mr.
MaTHIAS and Mr. S1sk and others whose
districts are dependent upon this project
for flood control and water conservation
and all of the good things that we can
provide through these projects feel equal-
1y about it as I do.

Mr. Chairman, this project is probably
one of the finest environmental projects
that will ever be built by the Corps of
Engineers. We have worked very closely
with the local Sierra Club people in the
area, and they are for it. They have
worked on it, so that we have water qual-
ity that will provide clear water going
down the river and into the delta area of
California.

We have water conservation benefits
and power benefits, and in addition to
that we will have bird habitats and hik-
ing trails and caves that are being con-
served. We have even taken a very valu-
able species of spider out of one of the
caves that would be inundated and have
put it into another cave so that this
valuable spider will be saved. My local
conservationists are all for it.

What we find is that conservationists
and environmentalists that come from
the city of San Francisco and Sacra-
mento are against it.

But we who live with it, where we have
millions of dollars of flood damage about
every few years from this river, know we
have -to have this project.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
McCroskey), who lives over in the bay
area, talks about the water rights, but
.the gentleman does not tell us that this
has been before the U.S. District Court,
and is now on appeal before the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit in
‘which the environmental report and the
need for the water is being determined by
the U.8. courts. Certainly it will deter-
mine the rights of the Federal Govern-
ment to build and to determine the rights
of the water resources board of Cali-
fornia to determine how the dam is built.

Mr. Chairman, I say to the Members
that it is my deepest belief that we have
got to move forward with this dam., We
have to allow the court to determine as
to the rights of the parties and the rights
of the State of California, and the Fed-
eral Government and the people of the
district.

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

Mr., McFALL. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from California (Mr. Mc-
Farn) will concede, will the gentleman
not, that the issue is not whether the
dam can be built, but whether the State
of California can require that it only be
filled to one-fourth of its capacity. Is
that not the issue before the court?

(Mr.
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Mr. McFALL. It would be entirely in the
court’s decision. It would be undoubtedly
decided by the court as is the environ-
mental report issue which the Federal
court is considering. We should point out,
the district court has already determined
that the environmental report is proper,
that there is a sufficent plan for use of
water, and that the dam can be built.
It is now on appeal.

I might add, Mr. Chairman, that there
is also a decision, if the gentleman from
California will permit me to continue,
there is a decision in a Colorado case that
is exactly on all fours with this one,
which holds the Federal Government
has the right to go ahead with this dam.

Mr, McCLOSKEY., If the gentleman will
yield further, the dam, yes, but it does
not have the right to fill the dam.

Mr. MATHIAS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite
number of words, and I rise in opposition
to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am strongly opposed
to the amendment offered by my col-
league, the gentleman from California
(Mr. McCrosgeEy) which would delete
$16 million for the New Melones Dam on
the Stanislaus River. The dam, the white
water, and the lake that are involved are
all in my congressional district, and I am,
I believe, infinitely more familiar with
this important project than my colleague
who has proposed this ill-conceived
amendment.

The main purposes of this project are
to provide pollution-free hydroelectric
power, increased water sources, and, most
important of all, the dam will control
floods that have caused millions and mil-
lions of dollars worth of damage to the
farms and residences along this river.

The Stanislaus River has flooded 15
times since 1907, each time causing mil-
lions and millions of dollars worth of
damage.

Four years ago, which was the last
time the river flooded, the estimate of
damage in total was $2.5 million, Thirty-
five thousand acres are subject to flood-
ing at this present time.

I believe the Members all recognize the
need today for necessary water supplies,
necessary additional power sources, and
necessary flood controls. The New
Melones project would do this and, even
more, it would provide a vastly improved
recreational area,

The district engineer of the Army
Corps of Engineers, Colonel Donovan,
has worked very closely with the environ-
mentalists, and the result has been a plan
to improve the lower river, and actually
enhance the environmental aspects.

Because of periodic flooding, the 55
miles of lower river, wildlife habitat and
fish, including salmon, may be lost for-
ever without this project.

Additionally, Mr. Chairman, the New
Melones project has the backing of every
governing body in the entire district.

I believe it comes down to this: That
the New Melones Dam would sacrifice a
9-mile stretch of white water on the up-
per river, however, the Corps of Engi-
neers has pledged to replace 5 miles of
this lost white water downstream from
the dam.

So let us remember that rafting down
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a river is great fun. In fact, I am tak-
ing a whitewater trip this July 5 down
the Tuolumne River.

Let us also remember that rafting
down the river is recreation. It has noth-
ing at all to do with environmental con-
siderations. This amendment to cut
funding is, in my opinion, conceived by
those who either have an imperfect un-
derstanding of the project or who are
blinded by one narrow consideration. I
feel that the pluses of water storage, rec-
reation, hydroelectric power, flood pre-
vention, and improved environmental
conditions on the lower river far, far out-
weigh the desires of a handful of people
who want a recreational pursuit of raft-
ing down 9 miles of river, even though 5
miles would still be provided after the
completion of the New Melones Dam.

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

Mr. MATHIAS of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. EETCHUM. Mr. Chairman, I join
the gentleman in his opposition and
would associate myself with his remarks.
I would point out to this body that every
member of the San Joaguin delegation
thus far has risen in opposition to this
amendment,

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

Mr. MATHIAS of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I want
to congratulate the gentleman on the
fine statement he has made. Actually,
the $16 million for the New Melones Dam
is budgeted. It was in the President's
budget. If for some reason or another the
money cannot be expended immediately,
certainly the situation which has been
described will have resolved itself before
next year. If we strike this money out,
then there will be no way for the project
to continue, even though the decision
may well be in favor of continuing the
project. I think it would be wrong to pass
this amendment and make it absolutely
necessary to shut the project down for
a year. I would prefer to have the money
stay in the bill, and if it is necessary to
temporarily impound it—that is an un-
popular word, I know—for a few weeks
oir a month in order to resolve this situa-
tion.

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

Mr. MATHIAS of California. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. McCLOSEKEY. If I understood the
gentleman correctly, he stated that im-
poundment might be necessary. I want
to point out that the project has stopped
now. The court injunction from the
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals has shut
down the project.

Mr. RHODES. If the gentleman will
yield further, one never knows from the
history of litigation, just exactly when
the litigation will be determined, and if
the litigation is"to be determined favor-
ably for continuance, my point is that I
think the money should be available at
that time.

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

Mr. Chairman, I think I am realis-
tic and understand what will happen
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to this. But in order that my col-
leagues in the House not from California
may have a better understanding that
this is not a purely local matter that
ought to be resolved between the local
men involved in the local districts that
are touched by this project, I want to
say a word or two. Although the dam is
not in my district; my district is, in fact,
touched by the project, because if the
dam were permitted by the State Water
Rights Board to be filled to its full ca-
pacity, it would divert from the delta
area in my own particular congressional
district a quantity of water in excess of
that which we presently can afford to
permit to be diverted. So it has a direct
impact upon my own congressional dis-
trict, but that is not of much importance,
I suspect, to a great number of the Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives as
they listen to the debate on this bill.

What may be of importance to some is
the fact that this project has been op-
posed by an environmental coalition
comprised of the following groups:

National Wildlife Federation.

National Parks and Conservation As-
sociation. v

Defenders of Wildlife.

Environmental Action.

Wildlife Management Institute.

Environmental Policy Center.

_lAmeriean Rivers Conservation Coun-
cil.

National Audubon Society.

Sierra Club.

Environmental Defense Fund.

Trout Unlimited.

Friends of the Earth.

‘Wilderness Society.

They have all gathered together in a
national conservation movement and
have characterized this project as one
of the two greatest disasters in water
development being proposed for this
year in the Federal Congress.

That fact may be of importance to
Members who are not involved in the
local dispute.

There was a representation that the
local Sierra Club chapter in the area
involved with this particular project was
in fact in support of it. I have a letter
dated June 27, 1973, from the Washing-
ton representative of the Sierra Club,
addressed to Congressman McCLOSKEY,
and in his statement in that letter the
Sierra Club representative says:

I am writing to you because there has
been some question about the position of
the local Sierra Club group on the New
Melones Dam. Both the Mother Lode Chap-
ter and the Sierra Club itself are strongly
opposed to the dam. The Yokut Wilderness
Group which is part of the Mother Lode
Chapter indicated in its resolution that it
could only support the dam if moniles for
downstream mitigation were simultaneously
appropriated along with construction funds.
Bince none of the money in the fiscal '74
appropriation is allocated for any down-
stream mitigation, the Yokut Wilderness
Group is definitely not in support of this
appropriation,

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

Mr. WALDIE. I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. McFALL).

Mr, McFALL. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
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tleman’s information is contrary to my
own. There is a letter to Russell Train
which was signed by members of the
¥Yokut Club, the local chapter. I know
them personally and I have discussed
this with them and I know what their
position is.

As far as the provisions for the fish
and wildlife habitat downstream, that is
possible within the funds allocated to
the dam and I am certain that the Yokut
Club and the people who have worked
so hard on this project are in favor of
it.

But I would ask the gentleman how
it is possible that this dam can divert
water from the delta which we share
when all the water quality features of
this dam and the fish and wildlife water
which will be provided will be running
down into his district. How is it pos-
sible that we can provide an extra ap-
proximately 160,000 acre-feet of water
for the delta?

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, I will not
yield further.

Mr. Chairman, I presume the gentle-
man has read the water rights decision
on this issue?

Mr. McFALL. I have but I do not be-
lieve it.

Mr. WALDIE., That decision said if
this dam were filled 100 percent the
delta waters would be damaged because
the water necessary to implement that
delta decision would not be available.
Hence I conclude that to construct this
dam and fill it to 100 percent would be
contrary to the delta water decision
which is beneficial to that area.

Mr. McFALL, Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, if that de-
cision is final, the total will require an
extra 2 million acre-feet of water which
we do not have and this dam will help
provide it.

Mr. WALDIE. This dam will not help
provide it because the quantity to be
captured behind this dam is not to go
into the delta, it is to be diverted else-
where, and the gentleman knows that
full well.

Mr. McFALL. This dam will provide
260,000 firm acre-feet of water. We are
now 500,000 acre-feet of water short in
the delta. If the other water board deci-
sion stands, we could be short 2 million
acre-feet and there is no other place for
us to get it.

Mr, DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I am in
support of the amendment by the gentle-
man from California (Mr, McCLOSKEY).
I completely agree with the arguments
of the environmental defense fund which
maintains that this $218 million project
is grossly overpriced and poorly planned.
If built, this dam would destroy 15 miles
of invaluable recreational area. Further-
more, the water provided by the New
Melones Dam will not be needed for
many years to come, if ever, according
to State authorities.

Thus, I oppose the funding of the New
Melones Dam project, and I urge my
colleagues to support this important
amendment to H.R. 8947.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Hays was
allowed to speak out of order.)
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BUFFET SERVICE IN THE RESTAURANT

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I will not
take the 5 minutes. We have been getting
some complaints about working late and
having the same old menu in the restau-
rant, so in order to try to help, there is
nothing I can do about working late but
we have a buffet down there tonight, all
one can eat for $4, including steamship
round of beef and ham and fruit salad
and cake and pie—what have you.

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

I rise today to voice my vigorous op-
position to the amendment offered by my
colleague from California. The New Mel-
ones project was authorized by Congress
in the Flood Control Act of 1962. At that
time it was a project reflecting benefit-
cost ratio of 1.5 to 1, including the
multiple purposes of flood control, irriga-
tion, power generation, fish and wildlife
water quality, and general recreation.
Construction was started in 1966, follow-
ing a 2-year preconstruction engineering
period.

We have invested to date, approxi-
mately $66 million in this project. The
appropriation before us would recom-
mend the investment of another $16 mil-
lion. Of this total about $6.5 million is
allocated for meeting contract payments
on the relocation of State Highway 49,
which is now underway and another $2.4
million of this is for engineering design
and other work which ironically includes
the continuation of the environmental
enhancement features so strongly sup-
ported by the local environmentalists in
the immediate area who pretty much
unanimously support the continuation of
this project.

In discussing the points raised in sup-
port of the elimination of the appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1974, I would like to
first touch on the basic economics of this
situation. This is nolt a money saving
proposition. We are talking now about a
$16 million appropriation. If we bring
this project to an abrupt halt at the start
of the coming fiscal year, it would in-
volve termination of contracts already
awarded with a resulting loss to the tax-
payers as well as a loss of project benefits
which would amount to almost $14 mil-
lion annually.

This loss would increase whenever the
project was started up again, as we would
have to get the contracts awarded once
again and try to pick up the pieces which
is always a costly procedure. This leaves,
I believe, just a couple of other points
which should be considered in deciding
whether or not we should move ahead
with the project.

The basic opposition to it has been
voiced by those who are concerned about
the loss of some white water canoe re-
sources. There is no question but what
there will be a loss of some white water
resources. The Corps of Engineers recog-
nizes this and the question has been dis-
cussed fully and evaluated in the en-
vironmental impact statement which has
been filed by the Corps of Engineers on
this project. I should point out that Colo-
nel Donovan, who is the district engineer
in Sacramento, is something of a canoe-
ing and kayak enthusiast himself and
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he has ridden these waters personally
and he has gone to great pains to try to
come up with some alternative proposals.

Through Colonel Donovan, the Corps
of Engineers has made a commitment to
the Governor and to others that poten-
tial white water reaches along other por-
tions of the Stanislaus River will be de-
veloped to the maximum extent possible
by the corps. Basically, I think the record
will show that the studies to accomplish
this purpose will be completed in a cou-
ple of years, long before the existing
white water areas will be affected by the
project.

Questions have been raised about the
environmental impact statement. The
final statement was filed with the Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality on July 17,
1972. A supplemental statement was filed
with the CEQ on January 23, 1973.

Subsequent to this filing the question
of the adequacy of the environmental
statement was raised in the U.S. Federal
courts. A decision has been made by the
U.S. district court in California that the
statement and the supplement are legal-
ly sufficient. The matter has been ap-
pealed by those who would try to block
the entire project in order to preserve the
white water as is and who do not accept
the alternate white water proposals. Final
arguments on this appeal will be held in
the appellate court, July 9, and I would
assume a decision would be forthcoming
very shortly thereafter.

We are, of course, optimistic that the
project will be approved by the courts
and at that time we will be able to move
ahead.

Another point raised has been the im-

pact of a California State Water Quality
Control Board decision on the water
rights involved in the project. I believe
there is a great deal of misinformation

spread about this decision, including
some who would believe or contend that
the Federal project would come under
the jurisdiction of the State board. This
is a basic issue, which has been raised in
prior instances and I think the decisions
have been pretty much consistent that
they are not so applicable and I would
anticipate that this will be the decision
in this case.

Even if the decision of the State Water
Quality Cortrol Board was adhered to by
the U.S. Government, the benefit-cost
ratioc on the project as now designed
and conceived, still would be 1.3 to 1. So
we would still have a viable project.

Becond, it should be emphasized that
the decision is somewhat of an interim
matter in that the board itself stated:

There is a demonsirated need for the full
yield of the project in the four basin coun-
ties at some time in the future.

In other words, as far as the water is
concerned, we will have to have this
storage capacity ultimately to serve the
immediate area without any considera-
tion of export out of the basin.

In conclusion, I would like to raise two
further points. One is that the key por-
tion of the project is the development of
hydro-electric energy. Energy which is
pollution-free and which is desperately
needed in California. There are none
which we face today throughout the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Nation in the power supply for our
homes, our business and our industries.
Even here in Congress, we are walking
through darkened halls because of the
energy shortage. Every effort must be
made to develop these resources for the
benefit of all people.

Once again I should stress that hydro-
electric generation of electrical power is
the cleanest, most pollution-free means
of developing electrical energy.

Finally, I want to point out that while
some may believe the current debate over
the white water is a conservationist ver-
sus developers fight, we have the sup-
port of virtually all the local conserva-
tion groups for this project as conceived
and now under construction. They in-
clude the Yokut Wilderness Group, the
Mother Lode Chapter of the Sierra Club,
the Associated Sportsman of California
and the Stanislaus Speleological Associa-
tion. Additionally we have the support of
the Governor of California, California
State Water Commission, California
State Reclamation Board, California
State Assembly and I anticipate in the
next few days, the California State Sen-
ate will endorse the project. In the liti-
gation, which I mentioned earlier, there
were 30 intervenors in support of the
United States. They include four coun-
ties, six cities; for water, sanitary or
reclamation districts; eight water or land
use associations; the Associated General
Contractors of California; the State
Building and Construction Trades Coun-
cil of California; and local citizens.

In conclusion, Mr, Chairman and my
colleagues here in the House, we have
here a good project, one which, I think,
will 'be beneficial to all people of the area
and the Nation. One in which the Nation
and its people will recover far more in
dividends from their investment than in
many other projects that we have funded
and I would hope that my colleagues here
in the House would not let a few peo-
ple whose interest in a particular out-
door recreational activity, I recognize
and respect, block this project for I am
convinced that the Corps of Engineers
and the rest of us involved in this project
will do whatever is humanly possible to
provide adequate alternatives for the
white water resources which will be af-
fected by this project.

Therefore, I would hope that this
amendment will be defeated.

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

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Texas (My.
WRIGHT).

Mr, WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman will recall that about 4 years ago
a delegation from the Committee on
Public Works of this House attended
that very area of the country following
disastrous floods. Several repeated
floods had ensued. We had public hear-
ings. I do not live there, but I saw the
devastation that lay in the wake of those
disastrous floods. I heard the local citi-
zens testify. Not one single citizen raised
a voice against this project.

In fact, Mr. Chairman, all of them
were very much in favor of it. I cannot
conceive of any national organization
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saying it is not environmentally sound
to protect its people from those flood-
waters.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman from Texas is
correct. It is a very large river and a very
large watershed. We have had numerous
floods. That is why they are very much
interested in seeing the project built, be-
cause the flood benefits are very large
and they will control floods, because it
is of sufficient size to do that.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I want to add my support to

" Congressman McCLoskEY’s amendment

to the Public Works Appropriation to
delete funding for construction of the
New Melones Dam on the Stanislaus
River in California. From both economic
and ecological points of view, the con-
struction of the New Melones Dam is
unwarranted.

Originally planned to store water for
irrigation, as part of the Central Valley
Project which is still unauthorized, the
reservoir created by the dam is no longer
required for agricultural purposes. In
addition, the California State water re-
sources control board has denied the
Bureau of Reclamation the right to fill
the reservoir because of lack of evidence
that the water will ever be needed, much
less needed in the near future. This
means that on a cost-benefit basis, using
the Army Corps of Engineers figures,
there will be no economic advantage to
construction of the dam.

Ecologically, the dam will destroy all
15 miles of the safe but challenging
whitewater rapids of the Stanislaus
River—the second most widely used
whitewater river in the United States, It
will also cause the loss of unusual lime-
stone, geological formations, thousands
of acres of wildlife habitat, and miles of
excellent trout fishing. In return for
this pointless destruction, the Corps of
Engineers has not offered the State of
California any mitigation or even prom-
ised to consider compensation of any
kind until 1974,

These factors, I feel, cannot fail to
make clear the obvious desirability of
Congressman McCLOSKEY's amendment
and I heartily urge my colleagues to sup-
port this measure.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. McCLOSKEY) .

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

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote,

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
remainder of the bill be considered as
read and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Chairman, now that the war-
fare between the States of Pennsyl-
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vania and Ohio, and the internal war-
fare in California, has subsided, I wonder
if we could get something started with
respect to West Virginia and the half
million dollars in this bill to study strip
mining. I thought that was being stud-
ied all over the place.

Why is there $540,000 to study strip
mining in Appalachia?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I will say to
my friend that we do have Appalachian
Regional Development Commission,
which consists of States from New York
to Mississippi, some 13 States. If you are
referring to an Appalachian project, we
have provided funds for highways, health
care, trade centers, mine restoration, and
for other authorized programs.

Mr. GROSS. That is the entire point.
This bill increases by 23 percent over last
year the funds for the Appalachian Com-
mission, and yet there is $540,000 in this
bill for a study of strip mining. Why is it
that the Commission does not conduct
the study of strip mining?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The gentle-
man is referring to the item on page 19
of the report?

Mr. GROSS. That is right.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The item I
was speaking to was the Appalachian
Regional Development Commission.

This item referred to on page 19 is for
a Corps of Engineers study, which was
included in the budget request.

The bill includes $540,000 for a study
of the effects of strip mining operations
upon the navigable rivers and their
tributaries. As the gentleman knows,
there is sedimentation which runs into
navigable rivers and their tributaries.
The Corps of Engineers wants to know
the effects of those strip mining dis-
charges and the hazards of flooding
conditions on coal mining areas.

Mr. GROSS. How many other funds
have been established and are being
used for this purpose? I thought we had
a discussion of one such fund in an-
other bill only a day or two ago.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Strip min-
ing seems to be a large problem in many
areas of several States. The corps is
asking for these funds for this study,
and the committee felt, based upon tes-
timony received during the hearings,
that it would be wise to approve the
funds.

Mr. GROSS. I guess we are all for
motherhood and against sin.

Let me ask the gentleman why there
is an increase of 23 percent for the
maintenance of the Appalachian Com-
mission? Why should the Commission
have more money to spend?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The in-
crease is for the Appalachian Regional
Commission and is to provide for the
salaries of the Federal cochairman and
his staff and the Federal share, 50 per-
cent, of the Commission’s administra-
tive expenses.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MRE. SAYLOR

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I offer
two amendments, and I ask unanimous
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consent that they may be considered en
bloe.

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

There was no objection.

The portion of the bill to which the
amendments relate is as follows:

CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION

For construction and rehabilitation of
authorized reclamation projects or parts
thereof (including power transmission facili-
tles) and for other related activities, as
authorized by law, to remain available until
expended, $184,360,000, of which $115,000,-
000 shall be derived from the reclamation
fund: Provided, That no part of this appro-
priation shall be used to initiate the con-
struction of transmission facilities within
those areas covered by power wheeling serv-
ice contracts which include provision for
service to Federal establishments and pre-
ferred customers, except those transmission
facilities for which construction funds have
been heretofore appropriated, those facili-
ties which are necessary to carry out the
terms of such contracts or those facilities for
which the Secretary of the Interior finds the
wheeling agency is unable or unwilling to
provide for the integration of Federal proj-
ects or for service to a Federal establishment
or preferred customer: Provided further,
That the final point of discharge for the in-
terceptor drain for the San Luis Unit shall
not be determined until development by the
Secretary of the Interior and the State of
California of a plan, which shall conform
with the water quality standards of the State
of California as approved by the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, to minimize any detrimental effect
of the San Luis drainage waters.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. SayLor: Page
10, line 22, strike out “$184,360,000" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “'$167,360,000".

Page 11, line 17, insert immediately after
“waters' the following: *“: Provided further,
That no part of this appropriation shall be
used to continue construction of the Gar-
rison diversion unit of the Pick-Sloan Mis-
sourl Basin Program, except that funds may
be expended with respect to the Minot ex-
tension of such unit”. ¥

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, when
authorization hearings for the Garrison
diversion project were held in 1965, I
filed a minority report in which I said
that, in my belief, the good people of
North Dakota were being deceived by
project claims and promises which would
not be fulfilled.

I went on to state that I viewed the
project as a Pandora’s box which, though
holding the seed of hope, would release
much wrong and evil when opened. I
voiced then a concern that the Garrison
diversion project would prove not to be
in the best interest of North Dakota, the
Missouri River Basin, and the Nation.

That was 8 years ago. Garrison diver-
sion was then only a promise on paper.

Today that “promise’” is under con-
struction—the Pandora’s box has been
opened—and the problems for the good
people of North Dakota are just begin-
ning.

Within the last 6 months, the largest
farm organization in North Dakota—the
31,000-member North Dakota Farmers
Union—and the largest conservation or-
ganization in the State—the North Da-
kota Wildlife Federation—have both
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formally requested the President of the
United States to place a moratorium on
further construction and land acquisi-
tion for the Garrison diversion project.
They are not the only organizations to
do so—the North Dakota Audubon Coun-
cil, the North Dakota chapter of the
National Farmers Organization, and the
North Dakota Natural Science Society
have passed resolutions with a similar
request.

Why then have organizations like
these, which 8 years ago offered en-
thusiastic support for the project, now
called for a moratorium?

I believe the answer lies in the simple
fact that a great deal concerning the
project has changed since the time of
authorization.

The most immediately apparent
change is found in the cost to the tax-
payer—the project was authorized at a
cost of $212 million; the latest cost esti-
mates released by the Bureau of Recla-
mation this year now show the project
total cost at $378 million.

That represents a projected 78 percent
cost overrun, already, for a project on
which construction is, as of January 1,
1973, 15 percent complete—with con-
struetion scheduled to continue at least
until the early 1980’s.

Further, with 80 percent of the claimed
benefits allocated to irrigation, there now
exists for the project area a projected
Federal subsidy of $1,208 per irrigated
acre,

If cost overruns continue at the present
rate, and I see little hope that they shall
continue at anything less, then we are
now facing a project that probably will
eventually cost U.S. taxpayers over a
half-billion dollars—with the irrigation
subsidy then having reached an incredi-
ble $2,000 per acre.

Further, there are now sober indica-
tions that repayment to the Treasury of
project costs will be no less than impossi-
ble. During authorization hearings, plans
were detailed to pay back, over a period
of 50 years, the majority of project costs
from hydroelectric power revenues of
the Missouri River Basin.

On March 3, 1972, however, an AP
release from this city quoted Comptroller
General Elmer B. Staats of the General
Accounting Office as saying that electric
power revenues from the Missouri River
Basin power project were inadequate to
pay for Federal investments, totaling an
estimated $5.25 billion, within the re-
quired 50 years.

Aside from the inexcusible cost over-
runs now apparent, do we at least have
reasonable guarantees that all benefits
once claimed for the project are indeed
to be realized?

Unfortunately, we do not.

When undertaking an irrigation pro-
ject of any size, I would deem it desirable,
as a basic consideration, to insure that
the governmental agency to be charged
with construction be at least able to
provide ironclad guarantees that there is
indeed land in the project area suitable
for irrigation.

Thus it was that in 1965 I strongly
criticized the Bureau of Reclamation for
not having conducted adequate soil
studies on all acreage on which they in-
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tended to implement irrigation. At that
time, detailed studies had been com-
pleted, according to the then Commis-
sioner of Reclamation, Floyd Dominy, on
113,000 acres of the 250,000 acres under
consideration for irrigation—with the
findings of those 113,000 acres extrap-
olated over the entire area.

Although concerned then, I cannot
find the words to adequately convey my
disgust at having now learned—8 years
later—after having spent over $49 million
on a major pumping plant and water
delivery canal—the vitally necessary soil
studies have still not been completed for
portions of the project area.

For example, in an analysis of the
project prepared last month by the North
Dakota Farmers Union, it is pointed out
that in the Middle Souris irrigation
area, during the early part of 1972, a
number of farmers who had earlier been
encouraged to form the irrigation dis-
trict were told, for the first time, that
their land had been determined unfit for
irrigation after detailed soil analysis.

In April of this year, the Bureau of
Reclamation admitted that land studies
were still only half complete in the Mid-
dle Souris area.

Nor is this all—at the same time the
Bureau of Reclamation admitted that
land classification studies for the New
Rockford irrigation area will not be
complete until May of 1974.

And in the Lincoln Valley area, the
Bureau conceded in April of this year
that “recent drainage studies have con-
cluded that drainage problems may exist
in a portion of the area and the final
acreage developed may be less than the

intended amount.” In this area, detailed
land classification studies are not sched-
uled for completion until June of 1975.

Well, what is going on in North
Dakota, anyway?

It would appear that we have turned
loose those who like to dig canals, with-
out first determining if the canals, when
dug, will convey water to an area that
can actually use it. These .and classifi-
cation studies, presently incomplete,
should have been completed before any
canal construction was initiated—the
present situation is intolerable and in-
excusable.

In an area of related concern, there is
now reason to guestion the effect that
irrigation will have on water quality in
the rivers of North Dakota.

This concern is not to be taken
lightly, There has recently been brought
to the concern of Congress, and the State
Department, for example, the situation
of international consequence that has
developed between the United States and
Mexico as pertains to the harmful effect
of increasing salt quantities placed in
the Colorado River largely as a result
of irrigation return flows.

It has been estimated that a Federal
expenditure of more than $200 million
may be necessary if we are to clean up
the Colorado River prior to its flow into
Mexico.

The Garrison diversion project shall
also involve irrigation discharged into a
neighboring nation, Canada, through
the Souris River and the Red River of
the north.
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According to figures recently released
by the Bureau of Reclamation, the salt
content of the Souris River will reach
2,260 mg/1 during the first year of proj-
ect implementation, average at 1,740
mg/1 during the next 19 years, and aver-
age at 1,320 mg/1 after that. The initial
19 year average, for this area of the Gar-
rison diversion project, then, gentlemen,
is approximately double that which is
currently causing our problems with
Mexico.

What, then, does the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation intend to do about the sit-
uation? Well, they have not decided.
They have pointed out that a meeting
was arranged to discuss the problem
with Canadian officials—but not until
February of this year. Should Canada
decide, as Mexico did, that she does not
want the degraded waters, then—to
quote the Bureau's latest impact state-
ment “a more detailed investigation . . .
must be made.”

Well, gentlemen, how much more will
we then add to the already indicated cost
overruns to cover this problem?

As if this were not bad enough, the
Bureau then goes on to present data—
in the same impact statement—that in-
dicates TDS in the James River will in-
crease by 300 to 400 percent, and that
detailed irrigation flow and water quality
studies, essential to any preliminary de-
termination of the project’s impact upon
the environment, have not been con-
ducted for the James, Sheyenne, Wild
Rice, and Red Rivers.

What these studies might show, and
how much future treatment measures
might cost us, is anybody’s guess—and,
gentlemen, it is not a matter over which
we should be guessing.

Of additional concern to me is the
guestion of whether certain benefits
claimed at the time of authorization, and
used as the partial justification for that
authorization, can yet be claimed as ben-
cfits—in light of alternative means of ac-
complishing a given project objective.

Of the cities originally scheduled to
receive municipal and industrial water
supplies througn the diversion project,
the city of Minot, N. Dak., is the largest.

At the time of project authorization,
8 years ago, the need of the city of
Minot for water was indeed a valid con-
sideration.

A report published by the eity of Minot
in 1970, however, indicates that substan-
tial potential sources of water have been
found to exist in underground reservoirs
near the city. One of these is the Sundre
Aquifer which, according to the report,
could supply water suitable for Minot’s
needs at a withdrawal rate of 6 million
gallons per day, even with no recharge,
for the next 50 years.

To probe deeper into this bureaucratic
quagmire, in another area of pertinent
concern, we find that, in time of a grow-
ing energy crisis, the Bureau of Reclama-
tion has, inadvertently or otherwise, de-
leted mention of substantial energy re-
quirements that will be needed for op-
eration of the Garrison diversion proj-
ect in their latest environmental impact
statement filed in April of this year.

In the latest statement they admit
there will be an annual 112.1 million
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kWh hydroelectric generation loss from
the Missouri River’s mainstem dams—
due to water diverted for the project
and thus not flowing through the power
turbines. They further qualify that 100
million kWh will be needed annually
for on-farm pumping of project water.
They do not mention, however, the 287.1
million kWh requirement to be needed
annually for off-farm pumping of water
through project features—that was listed
earlier on page 37 of their previous pre-
liminary final impact statement.

The total energy requirement for the
Garrison Diversion project then will be
499.5 million kEWh—or nearly three
times the amount stated by the Bureau
of Reclamation in their latest impact
statement.

By way of comparison, this is 116 mil-
lion kWh more than all of North Da-
kota industrial users required in 1971.

As such, at the time of a growing
energy crisis, nearly a half-billion kWh
will be used in North Dakota each year
to irrigate 6/10 of 1 percent of the
State's agricultural land—land that is
already productive and producing fine
crops through dryland agriculture.

The Bureau of Reclamation’s latest
impact statement also does not make
mention of the fact, as admitted in an
earlier statement, that:

New power sources, presumably fossil fuel
or atomie, with added environmental impact,
must be developed to supply customers cur-
rently dependent on power supplied by hy-
drogeneration which will be serving the
Garrison Diversion Unit,

Now this serious energy loss, it must
be remembered, will be even more severe
should additional water be required for
any of the specific objectives of the en-
tire project.

And, not too surprising, there are indi-
cations this may indeed be the case,

A major benefit for recreational and
fish and wildlife purposes claimed at the
time of project authorization was the in-
tended freshening of the Devils Lake
chain, a large series of lakes in north
central North Dakota.

As reported, however, by the North
Dakota chapter of the wildlife society
after an intensive analysis of the project,
an analysis that included contact with
the U.S. Geological Survey, to actually
freshen the Devils Lake area, will take
1.16 million acre feet of Missouri River
water—which is one and one-third the
amount presently allocated for the en-
tire project.

Why the detailed analysis?—to point
out, gentlemen, that this amount of
water needed for this particular aspect
of the project, 1.16 million acre feet,
actually represents 11.6 times the
amount of water allocated annually for
all fish and wildlife benefits under the
project plan . . . and, incredibly
enough—1.33 times the amount of water
now allocated for the entire project.

The {reshing of the Devils Lake chain
with project water as intended in the
original authorization will then:

First. Be impossible, due to insufficient
quantities of water now allocated.

Second. Be possible only through di-
version of a substantially greater vol-
ume of water than originally planned,
thus resulting in even less water avail-




June 28, 1973

able for Missouri River power generation
and downstream navigation.

To add one final pinch of salt to an
already festering wound now inflicted
against the Nation's taxpayer’s, it must
be pointed out that a major justification
for the project at the time of authoriza-
tion—the projected fish and wildlife
benefits—have now become the fish and
wildlife costs.

At the time of authorization, indica-
tions were given that the project would
result in a net gain of 16,000 acres of
prairie wetlands, and much support was
received then from conservation groups
throughout North Dakota ‘'was in con-
sideration of this promise.

As has seemingly been the mark of this
project, however, the promise evaporated
once Congress had granted the all-im-
portant authorization.

In the preliminary final impact state-
ment released in January of this year.
the Bureau of Reclamation admitted, in
bold black and white print on the sum-
mary page, that the Garrison diversion
project will result in the net decrease of
17,450 acres of prairie wetlands—and
that represents the largest single unit
loss of prairie wetlands of any project
in North Dakota's history.

To put it bluntly, a major environmen-
tal benefit claimed at the time of au-
thorization has become a major envi-
ronmental hoax.

Nor is this all, when claiming major
fishing benefits at the time of project au-
thorization, through diverted water sup-
plies, little consideration was apparently
given to the fact, as now admitted by the
Bureau of Reclamation, that carp and
other rough fish will be introduced, via
project water, to the presently carp-free
waters of the Souris River, the Upper
James and Sheyenne Rivers, the Devils
Lake subbasin and eventually into Ca-
nadian waters.

In the opinion of the North Dakota
wildlife society, this rough fish introduc-
tion will effectively negate fishing bene-
fits once attributed to the project, as,
through competition and predation, the
rough fish will eventually replace valu-
able game fish presently in these waters.

Another intended benefit, another ac-
tual cost.

Now I do not believe that any man in
%his Chamber would wish to deny from
the good people of North Dakota the
claimed benefits of the Garrison diver-
sion project—had the benefits once
claimed been factual and realistic.

Conversely, I do not believe that any
man in this Chamber should wish to
stand aside if there is evidence—as there
is now to an overwhelming degree—that
ominous problems have become apparent
with the Garrison diversion project.

Those from North Dakota who are
aware of these problems, and who have
expressed their concern via the resolu-
tions I mentioned earlier, have asked for
a construction moratorium so as to have
time for additional analysis now neces-
sary.

We have an opportunity to give them
that time, to close the Pandora’s box,
and force the Bureau of Reclamation to
answer the growing list of unanswered
questions before any further appropria-
tions might be granted at a later date.
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I ask you to accept the responsibility
of this House toward insuring the wise
and proper use of tax moneys;

I ask you to accept the responsibility
we have here today to demand greater
assurances that this particular project
will indeed stand in good merit for pre-
sent and future North Dakotans;

I ask you to take the severe but
necessary step—imperative in light of
problems now encountered and yet
unanswered—of deleting all funding
earmarked for the Garrison diversion
project for fiscal year 1974.

I respectfuly ask your support of my
amendment.

Thank you.

Mr. RHODES. Will the gentleman
yvield?

Mr. SAYLOR. I will be happy to yield
to my colleague.

Mr. RHODES. I thank my friend from
Pennsylvania for yielding.

For the purpose of refining the state-
ment about the Colorado River, I would
say to my friend that the river is quite
saline but it is not all caused by man.
As the gentleman well knows, even in its
natural state the Colorado River has a
lot of salinity. The half a billion dollar
figure that the gentleman refers to is
in my opinion, an optimistic figure. If we
were to clean the river up as far as the
natural salinity is concerned, it might
take more than that.

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

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

Mr. SAYLOR. I just want to say to
my colleague from Arizona that the same
is true of the Souris River. It has some
natural salinity in it, too, but before
there is any water run out the Bureau
of Reclamation now says that the salinity
will far exceed anything they expected in
their original estimate when they au-
thorized it.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I know that the hour
is late, but when the experts begin at-
tacking projects in your own district
you want to do the hest you can to set
the record straight.

My good friend from Pennsylvania is
relying on some, shall I say, out of house
experts and perhaps this fall or next fall
I will get him up into North Dakota and
let him take a look at the water there—
I know what an avid outdoorsman he
is—and get him into a duck blind, and
I am sure that he will become as con-
vinced a booster of the Garrison diver-
sion project as anyone who lives up
there.

I want to thank the committee for its
support. This project is needed, because
in 1944, under the Pick-Sloan plan they
inundated 540,000 acres of the best land
in North Dakota in order to provide
flood control for downstream States. At
that time North Dakota's compensation
as their part of the bargain was to get
this project which would irrigate 250,000
acres of land and provide a dependable
water supply for the cities in the eastern
two-thirds of the State and rehabilitate
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the major duck-breeding grounds in the
central fiyway.

To the best of my knowledge there is
no loss in duck breeding and, in fact, we
will have an enhanced area of 54,000
acres.

Now to prove the support of the peo~
ple for water there. When my colleague
said he was going to introduce his
amendment I made a couple of calls to
the State. I have a telegram here from
our former colleague, Art Link, now
Governor of the State and close to the
people as any good Governor is. He says:

This 1s to inform you of my strong and
continued support of the Garrison project.

It is signed by Art Link, Governor.

I have a wire from Mr. Fahey, chisf
engineer of the North Dakota State
Water Commission, who used to be city
manager of Minot, and he emphasizes
the need contrary to what my friend says
the Bureau of Reclamation says.

Also I have a telegram from Mr. Mei-
dinger, North Dakota head of Ducks
Unlimited,” that he urges us to support
the Garrison project.

I have telegrams from the president
of the Izaak Walton League Chapter in
that area and from the Souris-Red-
Rainey River Basin Commission.

I could go on for many minutes with
these telegrams, but I will not.

Let me tell you a story about water in
North Dakota. This is the Fargo Forum
of 2 years ago. The Red River, the second
largest river in our State, was totally
dead; no flow at all. Sure there is going
to be a little salinity problem, but some
water is better than no water. The Public
Health Service study says it is not safe
to eat the fish that you catch between
Grand Forks and Fargo, N. Dak. Garri-
son diversion will remedy our recurring
low-flow stream problems and will
greatly enhance an environment.

Mr. Chairman, we need this projeect,
and I hope my colleagues will join in
supporting this committee so that we can
continue it, because we need it there,

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

Mr. Chairman, I have several questions
that I would like to ask about this proj-
ect of either the gentleman from North
Dakota or members of the committee,

As I understand it, the Garrison proj-
ect is intended to increase the agricul-
tural output of the area. Can someone
teil me what will be grown on these
lands?

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VANIK. I yield to the gentleman
from North Dakota.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I would be more than happy
to answer the inquiry of the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. Chairman, the Garrison diversion
Dam project is a replacement for 540,000
acres of farm bottomland formerly pro-
ducing a dependable winter feed supply
for breed cows that will produce the beef
that our country needs. This is neces-
sary if we are going to correct the beef
shortage that is going on in this coun-
try. The beef cattle population in North
Dakota today is less than it was 20 years
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ago because we do not have the depend-
able feed supply.

Mr. VANIEK. Do I understand as stated
in the hearing record that it is going to
be used for the production of feed grains,
potatoes, and sugar beets?

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. It
is not going to be used primarily for the
production of sugar beets, and it is not
going to be used for the production of
feed grains, because you can make more
per acre by growing the forages that are
necessary to keep the mother-cow herds
going that produce the calves that even-
tually get fattened on feed grains grown
under the dry-land program.

Mr. VANIK. Do I understand that
there would be some feed grains pro-
duced such as alfalfa and corn?

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota.
There would be alfalfa.

Mr. VANIK. In connection with the
production of feed grains, sugar beets,
and some of these other programs, am I
correct in understanding that some of
these are presently receiving some help
under the price-support programs and
the stabilization programs; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota, I am
sure the gentleman knows that we just
put export controls on feed ingredients
?ecause of their shortage in this coun-
ry.

But, let me say that as a farmer who
has studied this project for 15 years, that
barley and wheat will seldom be raised
on irrigated acres. These acres will be
used for the growing of forage crops for
livestock.

Mr. VANIK. The gentleman from
North Dakota must admit that increased
production could result in higher price
supports.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. It
could result in fewer price support pay-
ments, because those lands now being
used in the production of wheat and bar-
ley will be transposed to forage produc-
tion, which is more needed.

Mr. VANIK. In the 21 counties in-
volved in the Garrison Diversion Dam
area, what is the present level of agri-
cultural stabilization, or conservation,
and price supports?

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. I
would assume the level is about the level
for any prairie State. I do not have the
exact figure,

Mr. VANIK. According to the study by
the Department that I received, some
£88 million was paid into these counties.

The question I want to ask is, Does it
make sense to increase production
through irrigation, and then have to
limit production and support the price
for that production?

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. As
I would like to point out again to my
friend, the gentleman from Ohio, the
introduction of irrigation farming will
lower the amount of payments made in
these counties because they will move
out of price-supported or program-sup-
ported grains and into nonfederally
supported legumes, speciality crops, and
forage.

Mr. VANIK. Perhaps the gentleman
from North Dakota or someone else on
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the committee can tell me whether and
how much agricultural subsidies go into
other Bureau of Reclamation areas? Is
there any calculation? I think the Na-
tional Water Commission made an esti-
mate of something between $83 million
and $179 million annually, is that cor-
rect?

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota, I
cannot speak as to that but, if my col-
league will yield further, some time ago
I read an estimate that the Bureau of
Reclamation irrigation projects have
returned to the Federal Treasury in in-
creased income taxes by crops grown
on them more than twice the money put
into them by the Federal Government.

Mr, VANIK. I am glad the gentleman
from North Dakota talked about income
taxes, because I want to place in the
REecorp right now the report that I re-
ceived that in 1970 the total income taxes
paid by agriculture, including lumber and
fishing, and the fishery industry, was
$1.6 billion. When you take out fishing
and lumbering the total comes to $1.4
billion. This is probably the sector of our
economy. Where taxpayers subsidize the
greatest amount of incentive through
taxpayver-supported programs, out of
which we get a benefit-ratio in income
taxes that I think is one of the lowest
in the whole economic spectrum. I sup-
port the amendment of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SAYLOR).

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. SAYLOR).

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

Mr,. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendments were rejected.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr, Chair-
man, I move that the Commitiee do now
rise and report the bill back to the House
with an amendment, with the recom-
mendation that the amendment be
agreed to and that the bill as amended
do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr, IcHORD, chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 8947) making appropriations for
public works for water and power devel-
opment, including the Corps of Engi-
neers—Civil, the Bureau of Reclamation,
the Bonneville Power Administration,
and other power agencies of the Depart-
ment of the Interior, the Appalachian
regional development programs, the Fed-
eral Power Commission, the Tennessee
Valley Authority, the Atomic Energy
Commission, and related independent
agencies and commissions for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, and for other
purposes, had directed him to report the
bill back to the House with an amend-
ment, with the recommendation that the
amendment be agreed to and that the
bill as amended do pass.
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Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the bill
and the amendment thereto to final pas-
sage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
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.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. GUDE

Mr., GUDE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. GUDE. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. GupE moves to recommit the bill

H.R. 8947 to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the mo-
tion to recommit.

There was no objection,

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

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

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, Mr, Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays,

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 384, nays 26,
not voting 23, as follows:

[Roll No. 310]

YEAS—384

Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.

Abdnor
Abzug

Diggs
Dingell

Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashley
Aspin
Bafalls
Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bennett
Bergland
Beviil
Biaggi
Blester
Blackburn
Boland
Bolling
Eowen
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Callf,
Burke, Fla,
Burke, Mass.

Burton
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cochran
Cohen
Colller
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Dantels,
Dominick V.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson

Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala,
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Eving, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
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Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller
Mills, Ark,
Minish
Mink Sisk
Minshall, Ohio Skubitz
Mitchell, Md. Slack
Mitchell, N.Y. Smith, Iowa
Mizell Smith, N.Y.
Moakley Snyder
Mollohan Spence
Montgomery Staggers
Moorhead, Stanton,
Calif. J. William
Moorhead, Pa. Stanton,
Morgan James V,
Mosher Stark
Moss Steed
Murphy, Ill. Steele
Murphy, N.Y, Steelman
Myers Steiger, Ariz,
Natcher Stephens
Nedzi Stokes
Nelsen Stratton
Nichols Stubblefield
Nix Stuckey
O'Brien Studds
O'Hara Sullivan
O'Neill Symington
Ichord Owens Symms
Jarman Parris Talcott
Johnson, Calif. Passman Taylor, Mo.
Johnson, Colo. Patman Taylor, N.C.
Johnson, Pa. Patten Teague, Calif.
Jones, Ala. Pepper
Jones, N.C. Perkins
Jones, Okla. Pettis
Jones, Tenn, Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Rarick
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers Winn
Roncalio, Wyo. Wolff
Roncallo, N.Y. Wright
Rooney, Pa. Wyatt
Rose Wydler
Rostenkowski Wylie
Roush Wyman
Rousselot Yatron
Roy Young, Alaska
Roybal Young, Fla.
Runnels Young, Ga.
Ruppe Young, Ill,
Ruth Young, 5.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

June

Schneebell
Schroeder
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes

Gross
Grover
Gubser
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hays
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifield
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson

Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Treen

Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob

Kastenmeier
Kazen
Keating
Kemp
Ketchum
Klueczynski
Kuykendall
Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum

McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden

Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C. Ryan
Mathias, Calif. St Germain
Matsunaga Sarasin
Mayne Sarbanes
Mazzoli Batterfield
Meeds Scherle

NAYS5—26

Gunter Obey
Harrington Riegle
Hechler, W, Va. Rosenthal
Heinz Saylor
Conyers Haoltzman Seiberling
Drinan Koch Steiger, Wis.
Edwards, Calif. McCloskey Vanik

Fish Maraziti Yates

Gude Mathis, Ga.

NOT VOTING—23

Andrews, N.C, Blatnik Danielson
Boges Dent
Breaux Derwinskl
Clark Fisher
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Bingham
Carey, N.Y,
Cleveland
Conte

Thomson, Wis.

Charles, Tex.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Griffiths King
Hansen, Wash. Reid
Hawkins Rooney, N.Y.
Hébert Sandman

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mrs,
Hansen of Washington.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Andrews of
North Carolina.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Daniel-
son.

Mr. Hébert with Mrs. Griffiths.

Mr. Dent with Mr. Sandman,

Mr. Reid with Mr, Hawkins,

Mrs. Boggs with Mr. Badillo.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Breaux with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. Clark with Mr, Derwinski.

Mr. Fisher with Mr. Tiernan.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J,
Tiernan

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks, and
include extraneous material, on the bill
Jjust passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate insists upon
its amendment to the bill (HR. 8537
entitled “An act fo amend titles 10 and
37, United States Code, to make perma-
nent certain provisions of the Depend-
ents Assistance Act of 1950, as amended,
and for other purposes,” disagreed to by
the House; agrees to the conference
asked by the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. SymineTON, Mr. HARRY F.
Byrp, Jr.,, Mr. HuGHES, Mr. ToweR, and
Mr. Scort of Virginia to be the conferees
on the part of the Senate.

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

S5.J. Res. 128, Joint resolution to provide
for the extension of certain laws relating to

the payment of interest on time and savings
deposits.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE PRIVI-
LEGED REPORT ON SUPPLEMEN-
TAL APPROPRIATIONS, 1973

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations may have until
midnight tonight to file a privileged re-
port on a bill making supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year 1973, and
for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
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the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?
There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 7528,
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION AU-
THORIZATION

Mr. SYMINGTON (on behalf of Mr.
TeacuE of Texas) filed the following con-
ference report and statement on the bill
(H.R. 7528) to authorize appropriations
to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for research and devel-
opment, construction of facilities, and
research and program management, and
for other purposes:

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NO, 93-353)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
7528) to authorize appropriations to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion for research and development, construc-
tion of facilities, and research and program
management, and for other purposes, having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the Senate amendment insert the
following:

That there is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated to the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration:

{(a) For “Research and development,” for
the following programs:

(1) Space flight operations, $555,500,000;

(2) Space Shuttle, $475,000,000;

(3) Advanced missions, $1,500,000;

(4) Physics and astronomy, 63,600,000;

(6) Lunar and planetary exploration,
$£311,000,000;

(6) Launch vehicle procurement, $177,.-
400,000;

(7) Space applications, $161,000,000;

(8) Aeronautical research and technology,
$180,000,000; of this amount $14,000,000 is
reserved for the JT-3D Refan Retrofit Re-
search Program;

(9) Space and nuclear research and tech-
nology, #72,000,000;

(10) Tracking and data acquisition, $244 -
000,000,

(11) Technology utilization, $4,500,000.

{b) For “Construction of faecilities,” includ-
ing land acquisition, as follows:

(1) Replacement of transportation facility,
Goddard Space Flight Center, £660,000;

{2) Rehabilitation of vibration laboratory,
Goddard Space Flight Center, $710,000;

(3) Modifications of and addition to 25-
foot space simulator bullding, Jet Propulsion
Laboratory, $740,000;

(4) Modification of planetary mission sup-
port facilities, Jet Propulsion Laboratory,
$580,000;

(5) Rehabilitation and modification of 600
pounds per square inch air supply system,
Langley Research Center, $2,410,000;

(6) Construction of systems engineering
building, Langley Research Center, $1,620,-
000;

(7) Rehabilitation of airfield pavement,
Wallops Station, $570,000;

(8) Rehabilitation of communication sys-
tem, Wallops Station, $575,000;

(9) Modification for fire protection im-
provements at various tracking and data sta-
tions, $1,885,000;

(10) Modification of space launch complex
2 West, Vandenberg Air Force Base, $080,000;
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(11) Modification of power system, Slidell
Computer Complex, $1,085,000;

(12) Space Shuttle facilities at wvarious
locations, as follows:

(A) Modifications for auxiliary propulsion
and power systems test facilities, White
Bands Test Facility, $1,200,000;

(B) Modifications for shuttle avionics in-
tegration laboratory, Lyndon B. Johnson
Space Center, £1,240,000;

(C) Modifications for radiant heating veri-
fication facility, Lyndon B. Johnson Space
Center, $1,260,000;

(D) Modifications for the Orbiter propul-
sion system test facilities, Mississippi Test
Facility, $11,200,000;

(E) Modifications for external tank struc-
tural test facilities, Marshall Space Flight
Center, $4,400,000;

(F) Modification of manufacturing and
subassembly facilities for the Orbiter, NASA
Industrial Plant, Downey, California, $2,650,-
000;

(G) Modification of and addition to final
assembly and checkout facilities for the Or-
biter, Air Force Plant Number 42, Palmdale,
California, $7,350,000;

(H) Modification of manufacturing and
final assembly facilities for external tanks,
Michoud Assembly Facllity, $9,5610,000;

(I) Construction of Orbiter landing facili-
tles, John F. Eennedy Space Center, $28,200,-

(13) Rehabilitation and modification of fa-
cilities at various locations, not in excess of
$500,000 per project, $14,785,000;

(14) Minor construction of new facilities
and additions to existing facilities at various
locations, not in excess of $250,000 per proj-
ect, $4,600,000;

(15) Facility planning and design not
otherwise provided for, $13,600,000.

(e) For “Research and program manage-
ment,” $707,000,000, and such additional or
supplemental amounts as may be necessary
for increases in salary, pay, retirement, or
other employee benefits authorized by law
of which not more than $549,020,000 and
such additional or supplemental amounts as
may be necessary for increases in salary, pay,
retirement, or other employee benefits au-
thorized by law, shall be available for person-
nel and related costs.

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of sub-
section 1(g), appropriations for “Research
and development” may be used (1) for any
items of a capital nature (other than acquisi-
tion of land) which may be acquired at loca-
tions other than installations of the Ad-
ministration for the performance of research
and development contracts, and (2) for
grants to nonprofit institutions of higher
education, or to nonprofit organizations
whose primary purpose is the conduct of
scientific research, for purchase or construc-
tion of additional research facilities; and title
to such facilities shall be vested in the United
States unless the Administrator determines
that the national program of aeronautical
and space activities will best be served by
vesting title In any such grantee institution
or organization. Each such grant shall be
made under such conditions as the Adminis-
trator shall determine to be required to
insure that the United States will receive
therefrom benefit adequate to justify the
making of that grant. None of the funds ap-
propriated for "Research and development"
pursuant to this Act may be used in accord-
ance with this subsection for the construc-
tion of any major facility, the estimated cost
of which, including collateral equipment, ex-
ceeds $250,000, unless the Administrator or
his designee has notified the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the President
of the Senate and the Committee on Science
and Astronautics of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Aeronautical and
Space Sciences of the Senate of the nature,
location, and estimated cost of such facility.

{e) When so specified in an appropriation
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Act, (1) any amount appropriated for "Re-
search and development” or for *“Construc-
tion of facilities” may remain available
without fiscal year limitation, and (2) main-
tenance and operation of facilities, and sup-
port services contracts may be entered into
under the “Research and program manage-
ment"” appropriation for periods not in excess
of twelve months beginning at any time dur-
ing the fiscal year.

(f) Appropriations made pursuant to sub-
section 1(c) may be used, but not to exceed
$35,000, for scientific consultations or ex-
traordinary expenses upon the approval or
authority of the Administrator and his deter-
mination shall be final and conclusive upon
the accounting officers of the Government.

(g) Of the funds appropriated pursuant to
subsections 1(a) and 1(c), not in excess of
$10,000 for each project, including collateral
equipment, may be used for construction of
new facilities and additions to existing facili-
ties, and not in excess of $25,000 for each
project, including collateral equipment, may
be used for rehabilitation or modification of
facilities: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated pursuant to subsection 1(a), not
in excess of $250,000 for each project, in-
cluding collateral equipment, may be used
for any of the foregoing for unforeseen pro-
grammatic needs.

(h) No part of the funds appropriated pur-
suant to subsection (a) of this section may
be used for grants to any nonprofit institu-
tion of higher learning unless the Adminis-
trator or his designee determines at the time
of the grant that recruiting personnel of any
of the Armed Forces of the United States are
not being barred from the premises or prop-
erty of such institution except that this sub-
section shall not apply if the Administrator
or his designee determines that the grant is
a continuation or renewal of a previous grant
to such institution which is likely to make
a significant contribution to the aeronau-
tical and space activities of the United States.
The Secretary of Defense shall furnish to the
Administrator or his designee within sixty
days after the date of enactment of this Act
and each January 30 and June 30 thereafter
the names of any nonprofit institutions of
higher learning which the Secretary of De-
fense determines on the date of each such
report are barring such recruiting personrel
from premises or property of any such in-
stitution.

Sec. 2. Authorization is hereby granted
whereby any of the amounts prescribed in
paragraphs (1) through (14), inclusive, of
subsection 1(b) may, in the discretion of the
Administrator of the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, be varied upward
5 per centum to meet unusual cost varia-
tions, but the total cost of all work author-
ized under such paragraphs shall not exceed
the total of the amounts specified in such
paragraphs.

8Ec. 3. Not to exceed one-half of 1 per
centum of the funds appropriated pursuant
to subsection 1(a) hereof may be transferred
to the "“Construction of facilities” appropria-
tion, and, when so transferred, together with
$10,000,000 of the funds appropriated pur-
suant to subsection 1(b) hereof (other than
funds appropriated pursuant to paragraph
(15) of such subsection) shall be available
for expenditure to construct, expand, or mod-
ify laboratories and other installations at
any location (including locations specified in
subsection 1(b)), if (1) the Administrator
determines such action to be necessary be-
cause of changes in the natioral program
of aeronautical and space activities or new
sclentific or engineering developments, and
(2) he determines that a deferral of such ac-
tion until the enactment of the next Author-
ization Act would be inconsistent with the
interest of the Nation is seronautical and
space activities. The funds so made available
may be expended to acquire, construct, con-
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vert, rehabilitate, or install permanent or
temporary public works, including land ac-
quisition, site preparation, appurtenances,
utilities, and equipment. No portion of such
sums may be obligated for expenditure or ex-
pended to construct, expand, or modify lab-
oratories and other installations unless (A) a
period of thirty days has passed after the
Administrator or his designee has trans-
mitted to the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives and to the President of the Sen-
ate and to the Committee on Science and
Astronautics of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Aeronautical and
Space Sclences of the Senate a written report
containing a full and complete statement
concerning (1) the nature of such construc-
tion, expansion, or modification, (2) the cost
thereof including the cost of any real estate
action pertaining thereto, and (3) the rea-
son why such construction, expansion, or
modification is necessary in the national
interest, or (B) each such committee before
the expiration of such period has transmitted
to the Administrator written notice to the
effect that such committee has no objection
to the proposed action.

Sec. 4. (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act—

(1) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be used for any program de-
leted by the Congress from requests as origi-
nally made to either the House Committee
on Science and Astronautics or the Senate
Committee on Aeronautical and Space
Sciences,

(2) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be used for any program in
excess of the amount actually authorized
for that particular program by sections 1(a)
and 1(c), and

(3) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this Aet may be used for any program which
has not been presented to or requested of
either such committee,
unless (A) a period of thirty days has passed
after the receipt by the Speaker of the House
of Representatives and the President of the
Senate and each such committee of notice
given by the Administrator or his designee
containing a full and complete statement of
the action proposed to be taken and the facts
and circumstances relied upon in support of
such proposed action, or (B) each such com-
mittee before the expiration of such period
has transmitted to the Administrator written
notice to the effect that such committee has
no objection to the proposed action.

(b) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to authorize the expenditure of
amounts for personnel and related costs pur-
suant to section 1(c) to exceed amounts
authorized for such costs.

Sec. 5. It Is the sense of the Congress that
it is in the national interest that considera-
tion be given to geographical distribution of
Federal research funds whenever feasible,
and that the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration should explore ways and
means of distributing its research and de-
velopment funds whenever feasible.

Sec, 6. Section 203(b) of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Act of 19568, as amended
(42 US.C. 2473(b) ), is amended by inserting
immediately after paragraph (10) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“{11) to provide by concession, without
regard to section 321 of the Act of June 30,
1932 (47 Stat. 412; 40 U.8.0. 303b), on such
terms as the Administrator may deem to be
appropriate and to be necessary to protect
the concessioner against loss of his invest-
ment in property (but not anticipated
profits) resulting from the Administration's
discretionary acts and decisions, for the con-
struction, maintenance, and operation of all
manner of facilities and equipment for
visitors to the several installations of the
Administration and, in connection therewith,
to provide services incident to the dissemina-
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tion of information concerning its activities
to such visitors, without charge or with a
reasonable charge therefor (with this au-
thority being in addition to any other au-
thority which the Administration may have
to provide facilities, equipment, and services
for visitors to its installations). A concession
agreement under this paragraph may be ne-
gotiated with any qualified proposer follow-
ing due consideration of all proposals re-
ceived after reasonable public notice of the
intention to contract. The concessioner
shall be afforded a reasonable opportunity to
make a profit commensurate with the capital
invested and the obligations assumed, and
the consideration paid by him for the con-
cession shall be based on the probable value
of such opportunity and not on maximizing
revenue to the United States. Each conces-
sion agreement shall specify the manner in
which the concessioner’'s records are to be
maintained, and shall provide for access to
any such records by the Administration and
the Comptroller General of the United States
for a period of five years after the close of
the business year to which such records re-
late. A concessioner may be accorded a pos-
sessory interest, consisting of all incidents of
ownership except legal title (which shall vest
in the United States), in any structure, fix-
ture, or improvement he constructs or lo-
cates upon land owned by the United States;
and, with the approval of the Administration,
such possessory interest may be assigned,
transferred, encumbered, or relinquished by
him, and, unless otherwise provided by con-
tract, shall not be extinguished by the ex-
piration or other termination of the con-
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cession and may not be taken for public use
without just compensation;™.

Sec. 7. Title IT of the National Aeronautics
and Space Act of 1958, as amended (42 U.S.C.
2471 et seq.), i3 amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

“DISPOSAL OF EXCESS LAND

“Sec. 207, Notwithstanding the provisions
of this or any other law, the Administra-
tion may not report to a disposal agency as
excess to the needs of the Administration any
land having an estimated value in excess of
$50,000 which is owned by the United States
and under the jurisdiction and control of
the Administration, unless (A) a period of
thirty days has passed after the receipt by
the Speaker and the Committee on Science
and Astronautics of the House of Representa-
tives and the President and the Committee
on Aeronautical and Space Sciences of the
Senate of a report by the Administrator or
his designee containing a full and complete
statement of the action proposed to be taken
and the facts and circumstances relied upon
in support of such action, or (B) each such
committee before the expiration of such pe-
riod has transmitted to the Administrator
written notice to the effect that such com-
mittee has no objection to the proposed
action.”

Bec. B. Section 5316, title 5, United States
Code, is amended by deleting paragraphs
(15), (16), and (17) and by substituting
therefor a new paragraph (15) to read as
follows:

**(15) Assoclate Administrators, National
Aeronautics and Space Administration (6)."

Sec. 9. This Act may be cited as the “Na-
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tional Aeronautics and Space Administration
Authorization Act, 1974".
And the Senate agree to the same,
OLIN E, TEAGUE,
Ken HECHLER,
Dow FuqQua,
James W. SYMINGTON,
CHARLES A. MOSHER,
AvPHONZO BELL,
JouN W. WYDLER,
Managers onthe Part of the House.
Frank E. Moss,
STUART SYMINGTON,
Howarp W. CanNoON,
BaRrY GOLDWATER,
CarL CURTIS,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the Senate
and the House at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
7528) to authorize appropriations to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration
for research and development, construction
of facilities, and research and program man-
agement submit the following joint state-
ment to the Senate and House in the expla-
nation of the effect of the action agreed upon
by the managers and recomr ded in the
accompanying conference report:

The NASA request for Fiscal Year 1974
totaled $3,016,000,000. The House authorized
$3,073,500,000, and the Senate amendment
authorized £3,046,000,000. The committee of
conference agrees to a total authorization of
$3,064,500,000, as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL ADJUSTMENTS TO NASA FISCAL YEAR 1974 BUDGET REQUEST

Budget request

Committee of

House Senate Conference

Research and development :
Space flight operations.. ...
Space shultle._ ...

$555, 500, 000
475, 000, 000

Advanced missions.____.
Physics and astronomy.... ...
Lunar and planetary exploration _
Launch vehicle procurement __
Space applications_. .. _..._..
Aeronautical research and tect

1, 500, 000
64, 600, 0

Space and nuclear research and lec nulosy.__..: e AR

racking and data acquisition.._.._....

f L P d e SO B
Construction of facilities_ __________
Research and program management. ...

Grindtotal s . AT

65, 000, 000
250, 000, 000
Fechnolagy ulilizafion. = - o i 4, 000, D00

$548, 500, 000 $555, 500, 000
500, 000 4

75, 000, 000

sgEss

64, 600, 000
312, 000, 000

S83

75, 000, 000
240, 000, 000
4, 500, 000

g
=

3888888822

i

2, 197, 000, 000
112, 000, 000
707, 000, 000

2, 254, 500, 000
112, 000, 000
707, 000, 000

2,231, 000, 000
110, 000, 000
705, 000, 000

3, 016, 000, 00D

3, 073, 500, 000 3, 046, 000, 000 3, 064, 500, 000

The points in disagreement and the con-
ference resolution of them are as follows:

1. The House authorized $548,5600,000 for
the Bpace Flight Operations program which
is 87 million less than the NASA request
of $655,5600,000. This action would have re-
duced the amount for the Skylab project by
$10 million and added $3,000,000 to the Space
Life Sclences project for continued space-
suit development during Fiscal Year 1974.

Acting subsequent to the Initial Skylab
launch the Senate amendment authorized
$5655,5600,000, the exact amount of the NASA
request, on the basis that the difficulties ex-
perienced during the Skylab launch did not
permit a judgment that a reduction could be
made in the Skylab project and that there
was adequate funding in the program to
support continued space suit development,

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate position and authorizes $555,500,000 for
the Space Flight Operations program.

2. The House authorized $500,000,000 for
the Space Shuttle program, which is $25 mil-
lion more than the NASA request of $475,-
000,000, The House increased the amount to
provide for more effective program imple-
mentation and increase the confidence in at-
taining the key program milestones of first

horizontal flight in 1976 and the first man-
ned orbital flight in 1978.

The Senate amendment authorized $475,-
000,000, which is the exact amount of the
NASA request.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate position and authorizes $475,000,000 for
the Space Shuttle program.

3. NASA requested $64,600,000 for the
Physlcs and Astronomy program. The House
authorized #$59,600,000, $5,000,000 less than
the request. The House reduced the amount
requested for orbital Explorer projects by
$3,000,000 and the amount requested for
Supporting Research and Technology projects
by $2,000,000, these amounts to be applied to
immediately reinstate work on the ERTS-B
satellite under the Space Applications pro-
gram.,

The Senate authorized the full amount of
the NASA request, $64,600,000 but concurred
in the immediate reinstatement of the ERTS—~
B.

The conference substitute authorizes $63,-
600,000 for the Physics and Astronomy pro-
gram, & reduction of $1,000,000 below the
NASA request, but the reduction is not di-
rected at any specific project within the pro-
gram.

4. NASA requested $312,000,000 for the
Lunar and Planetary Exploration Program.
The House authorized $308,000,000, a reduc-
tion of $3,000,000. The reduction was made
in Supporting Research and Technology of
the Lunar and PFlanetary Exploration pro-
gram on the basis that these funds be ap-
plied to the Space Applications program for
the ERTS project and to the Launch Vehicle
Procurement program to support the ERTS—
B launch next year.

The Senate approved the full amount of
the NASA request.

The conference substitute authorizes $311,-
000,000 for the Lunar and Planetary Explora-
tion program, $1,000,000 less than the NASA
request, but the reduction is not directed
at any specific project within the program.

5. The House authorized #$159,000,000 for
the Space Applications program.

The Senate authorized £161,000,000 for the
Space Applications program in order for
NASA to exploit capabilities developed in
NASA and apply them to the urgent national
energy need. Specifically, the Senate directed
NASA to formulate a long-term energy pro-
gram that would create, explore and demon-
strate options for emergy generation and
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management from all the many technologies
that NASA has developed.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision and authorizes $161,000,000 for
the Space Applications program.

The conference considers that NASA should
specifically investigate the collection and
conversion of solar energy in synchronous
orbit and the microwave transmission of such
energy to earth. The conference also expects
NASA to continue to cooperate closely with
the National Science Foundation on its en-
ergy programs.

6. The House authorized $180,000,000 for
the Aeronautical Research and Technology
program, specifically providing $20 million
to reinstate the quiet take-off and landing
research aircraft project (QUESTOL) which
was terminated in January 1873.

The Senate provided $160,000,000 for the
Aeronautical Research and Technology pro-
gram.

The conference substitute adopts the House
provision restoring QUESTOL and author-
izes $180,000,000 for the Aeronautical Re-
gearch and Technology program.

The House added $14,000,000 to the Aero-
nautical Research and Technology program
to reinstate the JT-3D aircraft engine Refan
Retrofit Research program to achleve sub-
stantial noise reduction in that engine as
soon as possible. The House bill included
language reserving $14,000,000 for the JT-3D
Refan Retrofit Research Program and $18,-
000,000 for the JT-8D Refan Retrofit Research
Program which was part of the NASA request.

The Senate concurred with the House in
adding $14,000,000 for the JT-3D aircraft
engine Refan Retrofit Research program and,
in addition, agreed to the language in the
bill reserving this $14,000,000 for the JT-3D
Refan Retrofit Research program. The Senate
amendment did not include language re-
serving funds for the JT-8D program because
funding for this program was part of the
NASA fiscal year 1974 budget plan presented
to the Congress.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate language on the Aeronautical Research
and Technology program with respect to the
JT-3D Refan Retrofit Research Program.
Although the adopted language does not
specifically reserve funding for the JT-8D
program, the conference supports the NASA
program plan for the JT-3D Refan Retrofit
Research Program and expects NASA to pro-
ceed with this program as outlined to the
Congress in its budget submission.

7. The House authorized $75,000,000 for
the Space and Nuclear Research and Tech-
nology program.

The Senate authorized £72,000,000 for the
Space and Nuclear Research and Technology
program, making a £3,000,000 reduction in
the amount requested for Space Research
and Technology on the basis that since the
space shuttle has moved into full develop-
ment, the amount of direct shuttle support
required from this program has decreased
markedly and therefore the Senate believes
that economies can be pursued In this pro-
gram. The Senate specifically directed that
the £3,000,000 cut is not to be applied
against the Nuclear Research and Technology
part of this program.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision and authorizes £72,000,000 for
this program.

8. The House authorized $240,000,000 for
the Tracking and Data Acquisition program,
$10,000,000 below the NASA request.

The Senate authorized $248,000,000 for
the Tracking and Data Acquisition program,
$2 million below the NASA request.

The conference substitute authorizes $244,-
000,000 for the Tracking and Data Acquisi-
tion program.

9. The House authorized $4,500,000 for the
Technology Utilization program, 500,000
more than the NASA request, to provide that
the scientific, technical and management
knowledge acquired with public funds spent

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

by NASA be made available to the public
sector as quickly and efficiently as possible.

The Senate authorized $4,000,000 for the
Technology Utilization program.

The conference substitute authorizes §4,-
500,000 for the Technology Utilization pro-
gram.

10. Both the House and the Senate au-
thorized $67,200,000 for Space Shuttle Facili-
ties, itemizing the individual construction
projects. The House bill specifies the total
amount authorized for Space Shuttle Facili-
ties without identifying the amounts author-
ized for the 9 individual construction proj-
ects, whereas the Senate amendment au-
thorizes the same facilities and specifies the
dollar amount authorized for each individual
construction project.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate language specifying the dollar amount
authorized for each individual Space Shuttle
construction.

11. The House authorized $13,600,000 for
Facility Planning and Design, the amount
of the NASA request.

The Senate authorized $11,600,000, $2,000,-
000 less than the NASA request.

The conference substitute authorizes $13,-
600,000 for Facility Planning and Design.

12. The House authorized $707,000,000 for
the Research and Program Management pro-
gram, the amount of the NASA request.

The Senate authorized $705,000,000 for
this program, $2,000,000 less than the NASA
request. Additionally, the Senate included
language in its amendment stipulating that
not more than $549,020,000 be used for per-
sonnel and related costs.

The conference substitute approves a to-
tal amount of $707,000,000 for Research and
Frogram Management and includes language
stipulating that not more than $549,020,000
can be utilized for personnel and related
costs.

13. The Senate amendment modified Sec-
tion 4 of the bill with the addition of sub-
section 4(b) which restricts the amount au-
thorized by the bill for personnel and re-
lated costs.

The House had no similar provision in
their bill.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision.

14, The Senate amendment modified Sec-
tion 4(a) of the bill adding a provision to
preclude any inconsistencies between the
provisions of this Act and any other legis-
lation which might be enacted with respect
to the impoundment or selected withhold-
ing of appropriated funds.

The House bill had no comparable pro-
vision.

The conference substitute adopts the
House position and deletes the language
from the bill, However, the committee of
conference notes that in Fiscal Year 1973
there were considerable adjustments by the
Executive Branch to the amounts author-
ized and appropriated to NASA by the Con-
gress. The conference strongly urges that
the funds provided by the Congress for NASA
for Fiscal Year 1974 be used to fully fund
the programs to the levels approved by
Congress.

15. In previous years the NASA authori-
zation bill has contained a provision which
denied payment by an institution of higher
education of any funds provided under a
NASA program to any student convicted by
any court of record for involvement in dis-
ruption or other specified activities at any
institution of higher education which pre-
vented officials or students from engaging in
their duties or pursuing their studies.

The recommended bill sent to the Congress
by the Administration included this provi-
sion and it was adopted by the House,

The Senate deleted this provision on the
basis that it was no longer considered neces=
sary in the annual authorization bill for the
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National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion.

The conference substitute agreed to the
deletion of this provision.

16. The Senate amendment added a new
Sectionr to the bill amending Section 5316,
Title 5, U.S.C., which deletes, in the Executive
Salary Schedule, Level V, the three NASA
positions of Assoclate Administrators for
Advanced Research and Technology, for
Space Science and Applications, and Manned
Space Flight, and inserting in lieu thereof,
“Associate Administrators, National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration(6).” This
provision updates Section 5316 to recognize
the additional levels of responsibility which
have been established within NASA and sim-
plifies any subsequent reorganization within
the agency by deleting the functional des-
ignation following the title of Associate Ad-
ministrator, No change in individual salaries
is effected by this amendment at the pres-
ent time.

The House had no comparable provision
in their bill.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision. This action was taken with the
concurrence of both the House and Senate
Standing Committees on Post Office and
Civil Service.

OLIN E. TEAGUE,

KN HECHLER,

Don Fuqua,

James W. SYMINGTON,

CHARLES A. MOSHER,

ALPHONZO BELL,

Jounw W. WYDLER,
Managers on the Part of the House,

Franvk E. Moss,
STUART SYMINGTON,
Howarp W. CaNNON,
BARRY GOLDWATER,
CarL CURTIS,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

e ——

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 8410, TEMPORARY
INCREASE IN PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, at the re-
quest of the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr, MinLs) I ask unanimous consent
that the managers be given permission
to have until midnight tonight to file a
conference report on H.R. 8410, to con-
tinue the existing temporary increase in
the public debt limit through November
30, 1973, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

CoNFERENCE RerorRT (H. REPT. No. 93-355)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (HR.
8410) to continue the existing temporary in-
crease in the public debt limit through No-
vember 30, 1973, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have been unable to agree.

WiLeur D. M1LLs,
AL ULLMAN,
JamEs A. BURKE,
MARTHA W. GRIFFITHS,
HerMman T. SCHNEEBELT,
HaroLp R. COLLIER,
JoeL T. BROYHILL,
Managers on the Part of the House,

RusseLL B. LoNg,
HerMAN E. TALMADGE,
VANCE HARTKE,
ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
WaLLACE F. BENNETT,
CaArL T. CURTIS,
PavuL J. FANNIN,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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JomNT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE 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.
8410) to continue the existing temporary
increase in the public debt limit through
November 30, 1973, and for other purposes,
report that the conferees have been unable
to agree.
WiLsvr D. MiLLs,
Ar ULLMAN,
JAMES A, BURKE,
MARTHA W. GRIFFITHS,
HeErRMAN T. SCHNEEBELI,
HaroLp R. COLLIER,
JoeEL T. BROYHILL,
Managers on the Part of the House,
RusseLL B. LoNe,
HErMAN E. TALMADGE,
VANCE HARTKE,
ABRAHAM RIBICOFF,
WALLACE P, BENNETT,
Carr T. CURTIS,
PavuL J. FANNIN,
Managers on the Part of the Fenaile.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF LEGISLATIVE
PROGRAM

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

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
make the following announcement: That
the program for the remainder of the
day will be Senate Joint Resolution 128,
the continuing regulation @ to August 1.
That will be the next item of business.

The item of business that we have
scheduled for today, H.R. 8548, Interna-
tional Economic Policy Act, will immedi-
ately following regulation Q.

Mr. Speaker, that will be the program
for the remainder of the day.

REQUEST FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 11
O'CLOCK, FRIDAY, JUNE 29, 1973

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourn today, it adjourn to meet at 11
o'clock tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I would ask the gen-
tleman to withhold that request until we
find out whether we will be out of here in
another hour or whether it will be mid-
night before we get out. I ask the gentle-
man to withhold that request and see if
we can get out at a reasonable hour. I
would not object if we are not going to
be forced to work late tonight; otherwise
I will certainly object.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr, Speaker, may I say
that it is certainly my opinion the House
will not run late tonight.

The SPEAKER, Does the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. O'Ne1LL) with-
hold his request?

Mr, O’'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I will with-
hold my request.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms, HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I was
absent on rollcall No. 308. At that time I
was in the Judiciary Subcommittee
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rooms, and there was no bell ringing at
that time. I was not aware of the voting.
Mr. Speaker, if I had been present, I
would have voted “aye.”

EXTENSION OF LAWS RELATING TO
PAYMENT OF INTEREST

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the joint res-
olution (S.J, Res. 128) to provide for an
extension of certain laws relating fo the
payment of interest on time and savings
deposits, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

S.J. Res, 128

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That section 7 of the
Act of September 21, 1966 (Public Law 89—
587; 80 Stat. 823), is amended by striking
out “June 1, 1973 and inserting in lieu
thereof “"August 1, 1973",

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded ?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a second.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Speaker, Senate
Joint Resolution 128 is an emergency
matter. Senate Joint Resolution 128, as
amended, would extend regulation Q
authority, which allows the various Fed-
eral financial regulatory agencies to es-
tablish ceiling rates on time and savings
deposits from June 1 of this year—
when it expired—until August 1 of this
year.

For the benefit of the Members of the
House, the House, on May 9, passed H.R.
6370, which included in it, among other
things, a prohibition against so-called
NOW accounts and extension of regula-
tion Q. This conference has met innu-
merable times since the House passed
this legislation and as yet has not been
able to resolve the NOW account
question.

In order to avoid any possible chaos
that might ensue within the financial
community, your Banking and Currency
Committee is recommending this short
extension of time for regulation @ in the
hopes that prior to August 1, when this
extension would expire, we can resolve
these differences.

I support—as I know most, if not all
of the members of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee do—the adoption of
this joint resolution, as amended.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Will the gentle-
man yield?

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

Mr. BLACKBURN. I appreciate the
gentleman yielding.

As I understand it, this is merely an
extension of existing law and does not
represent any substantial change in ex-
isting practices.

Mr. PATMAN. No change at all.

Mr. BLACKBURN. This is simply to
preserve the status quo of the law?

Mr. PATMAN. That is correct.

Mr. BLACKBURN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding, and support the
extension.

22141

Mr. REES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentleman
on the merits of the legislation.

Mr. REES. That is the first time that
has happened.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the
chairman of the committee is it not true
that for the past 28 days we have not
had regulation Q?

Mr. PATMAN. That is correct.

Mr. REES. Regulation Q is the Federal
regulation that governs the interest rates
that can be charged to savers in savings
and loans and banks?

Mr. PATMAN. Yes.

Mr. REES. Yes. So in the last 28 days
there has been no regulation in effect,
so that really the savings and loans and
banks and other financial institutions
could pay any interest rate they wanted
to. Could they not?

Mr. PATMAN. Well, there is another
side to that. All of the Federal financial
regulatory agencies immediately gave
notice to all of the financial institutions
to let the status quo remain the same as
it was because Congress was sure to pass
a law. It is too important and too neces-
sary and too much of an emergency for
them to pass it over long. They were as-
sured please do not violate the law.
They could have the biggest black mar-
ket in the world here if they were to start
black market practices. We want to get
away from that.

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, if you will
continue to yield, the situation is that the
cost of interest to the consumer has gone
up. If you are buying a house, you pay
814 to 9 percent interest for a loan. The
prime rate today is 734 percent. So if
you are borrowing from a bank and are
an ordinary consumer of money, you
find that you are probably paying 9, 10,
or 11 percent. But the banks and savings
and loans are paying the depositor on
his saving account the same amount that
they were paying last year. Therefore we
have had an increase in the cost of
money, and the increase in that goes into
the profits of the banks and savings and
loans and the person who has money de-
posited in that bank is getting interest
from that deposit is not receiving a
penny more.

For the last 27 days regulation Q has
not been the law of the United States,
and not one savings and loan or bank
throughout the United States has raised
the interest rate to their consumers, they
have not given the consumers a break
who have deposits in those savings and
loans, and banks. Frankly, Mr. Speaker,
I do not see why we have to give regula-
tion @ 3 more months, because the
banks and the savings and loans have
not done anything in the last 27 days
to increase the money they pay to their
consumers.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, may I cor-
rect the statement made by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. Rees) ? We are
not asking for 3 months, we are asking
for only 1 month. Time is of the essence
here. This is & danger sign. It would be
terrible if we did not pass this.

Mr. REES. If the gentleman will yield
further, if they have gone 28 days, why
do they need another month?

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I believe




22142

that I have already answered that ques-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentle-
man from Rhode Island (Mr. St GER-
maiN) who is the chairman of the sub-
committee which is in charge of this bill.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, very briefly, as the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr, PATMAN) has
said, this is an extension to merely Au-
gust 1, because of the reason that we have
been deadlocked in the conference at-
temping to maintain the position of the
House on the legislation previously
adopted.

On the last point that was raised, if, by
removing regulation @ a higher interest
rate would in effect be paid to the con-
sumers, that is one thing, if the rate to
the borrower would remain the same,
but I think we all realize that were regu-
lation @ to be removed interest rates paid
on time and savings deposits would be
increased, then the amount the borrower
would pay would have to be increased.

Mr. PATMAN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to join in with the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Par-
MAN). We endorse the proposal, and we
ask the House to approve the joint reso-
lution.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. PaTmAN) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the joint resolu-
tion (Senate Joint Resolution 128), as
amended.

The question was taken; and (fwo-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the Senate
joint resolution, as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be per-
mitted to extend and revise my remarks
prior to the passage of the Senate joint
resolution.

Further, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that all Members may have 5
legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks on the Senate joint
resolution just passed.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDING THE INTERNATIONAL
ECONOMIC POLICY ACT OF 1972

Mr. McSPADDEN. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 468 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. Res. 468

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (HR.
8548) to amend the International Economic
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Policy Act of 1972 to change the membership
of the Council on International Economic
Policy, and for other purposes. After gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Banking and Currency,
the bill shall be read for amendment under
the five-minute rule. At the conclusion of
the consideration of the bill for amendment,
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit. After the passage of H.R.
8548, it shall be in order in the House to
take from the Speaker’s table the bill 8. 1638
and to move to strike out all after the enact-
ing clause of the said Senate bill and insert
in lieu thereof the provisions contained in
H.R. 8548 as passed by the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. McSpADDEN) is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. McSPADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I
vield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. DEL Crawson), pending
which I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 468
provides for an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate on H.R. 8548, a bill to
amend the International Economic Policy
Act of 1972 to change the membership
of the Council on International Economic
Policy.

The rule provides that after the pas-
sage of H.R. 8548 it shall be in order in
the House to take from the Speaker's
table the bill S. 1636 and to move to
strike out all after the enacting clause
of S. 1636 and insert in lieu thereof the
provisions contained in H.R. 8548 as
passed by the House.

H.R. 8548 extends the International
Economic Policy Act until June 30, 1977.
It also removes the President from
membership on the Council on Interna-
tional Economic Policy and omits the
requirement that he be the chairman of
the Council, and substitutes the require-
ment that he designate the chairman
from the members of the Couneil.

H.R. 8548 authorizes $1.4 million for
the expenses of the Council for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974. This is the
only cost for the bill for fiscal year 1974.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of House
Resolution 468 in order that we may
discuss and debate H.R. 8548.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr, DEL CLAWSON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 468,
which provides for the consideration of
H.R. 8548, amending the International
Economic Policy Act of 1972, is an open
rule with 1 hour of general debate. This
rule also makes it in order to insert the
House-passed language in the Senate bill,
S. 1636.

The primary purpose of HR. 8548 is
to extend the International Economic
Policy Act from June 30, 1973, to June 30,
19717.

The present act provides for a Council
on International Economic Policy within
the Executive Office of the President, in
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order to coordinate international mone-
tary, investment, trade, and financial
policies. The administration requested
open-ended authorizations and called
for permanent statutory authority for
the organization. The administration
proposal also deleted the provision re-
quiring the President to serve as chair-
man of the Council.

This bill, H.R. 8548, removes the Pres-
ident from membership on the Council,
and substitutes the requirement that he
designate the chairman from the statu-
tory members of the Council. It extends
the act to June 30, 1977, and provides
fiscal year 1974 authorization in the
amount of $1,400,000. This bill also
broadens the content regquirements of
the annual report of the President on
the international economic position of
the United States.

The cost of this bill is $1,400,000 for
fiscal year 1974.

Mr, Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 468 in order that the
House may begin debate on H.R, 8548.

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

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Did the gentleman say
this is an open rule?

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. That is right.

Mr. GROSS. A completely open rule
with no points of order waived?

Mr. DEL CLAWSON., That is right,

Mr. GROSS. If I were not tone deaf,
I would lead the House in singing ‘““Happy
Days Are Here Again.”

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

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. PATMAN. 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 (HR. 8548) to amend the
International Economic Policy Act of
1972 to change the membership of the
Council on International Economic
Policy, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. PATMAN) .

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill HR. 8548, with Mr.
GrsBoNs 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 Texas (Mr. PATMAN) will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. Brack-
BURN) will be recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, first I wish to commend
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on International Trade of the
Committee on Banking and Currency and
the entire subcommittee for the fine work
they have done on this bill.
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The distinguished subcommitiee chair-
man, the Honorable Lup AsHLEY, of Ohio,
will in a moment explain the bill in de-
tail and give the reasoning why this bill
should be supported.

I would like to remind my colleagues
that the Council on International Eco-
nomic Policy was established to coordi-
nate international monetary, investment,
trade and financial policy. The Presiden-
tial Commission on International Trade
and Investment Policy recommended
that the Council on International Eco-
nomic Policy be given statutory authori-
zation. I believe that the events of re-
cent months with respect to further de-
valuation of the dollar, the continuing
deficit in our balance of payments and,
most dramatically in recent days, the
worsening of the situation at home with
respect to the price and supply of vital
components of the national diet in the
face of uncontrolled exports of agricul-
tural commodities, only further demon-
strates the need for better coordination
of international economic policy and the
achievement of a consistency between
domestic and foreign economic policies as
required under the International Eco-
nomic Policy Act of 1972.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of this
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, at this time I yield such
time as he may consume to the chairman
of the subcommittee (Mr. ASHLEY).

Mr. ASHLEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I think that the meas-
ure before us is without controversy and
can be disposed of in very short order.
The International Economic Policy Act,
as the Members may recall, was adopted
by the Congress last year. Its purpose
was to coordinate economic international
monetary, investment, trade, and finan-
cial policies.

Our subcommittee has conducted over-
sight hearings of some duration and has
been quite well satisfied with the opera-
tion of the council today. The council ex-
isted prior to last year, but it did not
have statutory authority. The statutory
authority that was granted last year does
expire on June 30, and therefore it is
necessary for us to renew that authority.
Hence the purpose of the measure before
us.

Mr. Chairman, there are four sections
to the bill, which I think can be explained
very briefly as follows.

Section 1 removes the President from
membership on the Council on Interna-
tional Economic Policy and deletes the
requirement that he be the chairman and
substitutes the requirement that he
designate the chairman from among the
statutory members of the council.

Section 2 provides the International
Economic Policy Act of 1972 will be ex-
tended to June 30, 1977. There was dis-
cussion about this that may be of seme
interest. It was my view that the admin-
istration should have the flexibility to
shape the kind of mechanism that it
thinks is necessary for the kind of co-
ordination that is contemplated in the
Council on International Economic
Policy. There have been some changes in
the last year which we reviewed in our
most recent hearings. We are satisfied
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that the administration should be able
to count upon continued authority
through the remainder of this adminis-
tration, hence the June 30, 1977 date.

Having said that, I want to make it
clear that the subcommittee has insisted
upon accountability to the Congress and
has done so by providing that there be
only a 1-year authorization with respect
to funding, so that while we do continue
funding at the $1.4 million level, no more
and no less than last year.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the measure
before us directs attention to the sub-
stance of the report that is required on
an annual basis from the Council on In-
ternational Economic Policy and it makes
provisions, that will be commented upon
by the other members of the subcommit-
tee, which better define the scope of the
international economic report and the
substance of the report that is to be fur-
nished on an annual basis.

This would conclude the presentation
of the substance of the measure before
us. It was reported without dissent by
the Subcommittee on Trade and reported
also without dissent in the full Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to reas-
sure the members of the committee that
this matter has been thoroughly dis-
cussed before the International Trade
Subcommittee. We have had extensive
hearings. Those Members who were here
last year when we established this Coun-
cil were aware that I frankly opposed es-
tablishment of the Council. I have
changed my position. I feel the Council is
in a position to do eminently well quali-
fied work to promote the cause of inter-
national trade and particularly promote
the cause of trade by this, our own Nation
in international markets. So I would urge
the committee to adopt the bill as it now
exists. I would urge Members of the
House and Members of Congress also to
join in adopting this bill as it now exists.

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

Mr. BLACKBURN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
too opposed this bill the last time with
the gentleman from Georgia and some
other Members because of our major con-
cern that it was merely a split-off of ad-
ditional bureaucracy that some of us felt
was already adequately handled under
the Council of Econome Advisers and
other groups within the White House
staff,

I notice there is a slight increase in
the dollars authorized in this. I think the
gentleman from Ohio has properly ex-
plained the appropriation which will
have to be made each year.

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if this is not
just the beginning of the growth of an-
other large bureaucracy about which
there was great complaint here about the
tremendous growth of the executive
branch, especially the office of the Presi-
dent?

Is this not just another trend in the
same direction?

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
share the gentleman’s concern, but I
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think there is an overriding considera-
tion at the present time. That is, the
problem of our international balance of
trade and international balance of pay-
ments. This council, because of its make-
up, because of the focus of its attention,
because of its whole purpose, I think that
consideration is overriding at the pres-
ent time, That is what persuades me to
continue the extension of the council.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr., Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, I do
not disagree at all with the gentleman’s
objective as he stated it. I would like to
refocus on the question I raised.

Could not this have been adequately
handled within the office of the Presi-
dent and Council of Economic Advisors,
and is it not really true the Council of
Economic Advisors, which has the basic
responsibility of deciding on policy or
recommending the policy for domestic
affairs, should also very closely coordi-
nate those policies that relate to inter-
national policy because they so directly
affect each other?

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, cer-
tainly the inseparability of domestic eco-
nomic policy and international economic
policy is recognized, I think, by every-
one in this chamber; by everyone in this
body.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, that
was the very argument the gentleman
from Georgia raised the last time, and
I wonder, is he really saying that this

‘group is not going to grow just like all

other bureaucracies and that it could not
be adequately handled by the Council of
Economic Advisers?

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, of
course the gentleman realizes that this
body is going to review each year this
appropriation for the operation of this
organization. The President himself is
controlling the operation of this Council
the same as he is supervising the opera-
tion of the Council of Economic Advisers.

I frankly do not anticipate that the
President is going to have a lack of co-
ordination in both the purposes and rec-
ommendations of these two groups, so I
am not pessimistic. There will be a proper
degree of cooperation between both this
Counecil and the Council of Economic
Advisers.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
am disappointed that my friend from
Georgia has been so easily convinced on
the basis of past experience, but I wish
to state that I still have great reserva-
tions. I intend to offer several amend-
ments. We will go ahead and get on with
the debate and the amendments.

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

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. REES).

Mr. REES. Mr, Chairman, we have two
groups here within the White House. One
is the Council for Economic Policy, which
is the organization we are extending with
this bill. The other is the Office of Special
Trade Representative. The Office of Spe-
cial Trade Representative was created by
the Ways and Means Committee in the
trade bill we had up several years ago.

CFIP is the Council for International
Policy created by the Committee on
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Banking and Currency, so that we have
this problem of jurisdiction. The Presi-
dent, I understand, is planning to merge
the two offices within the White House.
This was opposed by many of us who are
familiar with the operation of both the
organizations. In the meeting of the sub-
committee, I was prepared to offer an
amendment which would hold off this
merger because I felt that the purposes
of one organization certainly were not
the purposes of the other organization.
There would be a great deal of confusion
if they were prematurely merged.

In discussing this, however, with the
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, and the White House, there was a
tacit understanding that there would be
no merger of CIEP and the Special
Trade Representative until the trade bill
was approved by Congress and signed by
the President.

This was my understanding. The rea-
son this understanding was made was
that the Ways and Means Committee, in
dealing with trade policy of this country,
might wish to structure the special trade
representative in a different pattern
within the White House, and it would be
best to hold off to see what the Ways and
Means Committee would be doing.

The reason why I bring this up is I
do want to make it clear, I hope, to all
here and downtown, that the two offices
are not to be merged until a trade bill is
signed by the President.

I should like to ask the chairman of
the subcommittee one or two questions.

It is my understanding, Mr. Chair-
man, that the main difference between
the Senate bill and the bill we have be-
fore us is that the Senate bill calls for a
confirmation of the Chairman for In-
ternational Economic Policy. There is
also another section in the Senate bill
which retains civil service protection for
the members of the Special Trade Rep-
resentative’s Office. The members of the
Council on International Economic Pol-
icy are considered more in political posi-
tions and are not covered by civil service,

Since I am very interested in both
these matters, I was wondering if an
amendment dealing with civil service
would not be germane at this time on the
floor. I am not sure if there will be an
amendment on confirmation,

Is it the plan of the chairman of the
subcommittee to insist on a conference
with the Senate?

Mr. ASHLEY. Yes, it is.

Mr. REES. So we will have an oppor-
tunity to work these things out with the
Senate? :

Mr. ASHLEY. We will indeed.

Mr. REES. What my worry is, is that
the Senate might agree to the House bill
and then we would not have an oppor-
tunity to work out these problems.

Mr. ASHLEY. That is not the under-
standing I have gotten from the other
body. There is insistence on the part of
various Members of the other body that
we do go to conference, and that would
be my expectation.

Mr. REES. I thank the gentleman very
much.

Again I urge the Members of the House
to vote for this legislation. I believe it
is definitely needed.
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One part of the legislation calls for a
look down the future in terms of inter-
national economic policy, and I believe
this is what we have needed for a great
many years.

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. CULVER).

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, we are
on the eve of a major round of interna-
tional trade negotiations which are in-
tended to undertake a reshaping of the
international trading system. This un-
dertaking is going to require, on the part
of the United States, an effective orga-
nization in the executive branch to
coordinate and implement U.S. foreign
economic policy, as well as an open and
constructive partnership between the
Executive and the Congress.

As brought out in hearings held last
year by the House Foreign Affairs Sub-
committee on Foreign Economic Policy,
and the hearings held this year by the
Banking Currency Subcommittee on In-
ternational Trade, many questions re-
main as to what is the best structure for
coordinating U.S. foreign economic pol-
iey. Should it be CEP, CIEP, STR or the
NSC?

The Subcommittee on Foreign Eco-
nomic Policy for its part, will continue
to exercise an oversight function on the
foreign economic policy apparatus of the
executive branch; paying particular at-
tention to the difficult problem of co-
ordination.

With the passage today of an exten-
sion of the International Economic Pol-
icy Act, it is clear that for the next
several years CIEP will be the major or-
ganization in charge of coordinating U.S.
international economic policy. I hope
with this mandate the Executive and the
Congress will work effectively together
to develop a balanced policy for the
United States; and most important, in
the context of the upcoming trade nego-
tiations, that Executive will eliminate
current ambiguity and clearly designate
who in the executive branch the private
sector, Congress, and our trading part-
ners can look to as the chief trade spokes-
man and office for our Government.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr, Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. WyLIE),

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, appar-
ently, the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BrackeurN) would rather switch than
fight. After listening to his remarks to-
day and comparing them with his com-
ments of last August concerning this
International Economic Council, he
has indeed changed. At that time the
gentleman from Georgia suggested that
this Council was an unnecessary dupli-
cation of authority. I agreed with him
and got up here on this floor in his sup-
port and associated myself with his
remarks,

I asked the question at that time why
cannot the Council on Economic Policy
handle these duties, or why cannot the
Council of Economic Advisers handle
these duties, or perhaps the Office of
Foreign Investments could work on
these problems to avoid the necessity of
creating this new agency with a $1.4
appropriation.
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I also suggested that, once created,
the Commission would go on ad infi-
nitum, and that is apparently what is
going to happen, because we are now
going to authorize the Commission un-
til 1977.

I notice from the report that I was
not the only one who had some thought
along these lines. In the report, it says,
on page 2:

While there was strong support in the
hearings for the principle of policy coor-
dination, questions were raised as to whether
coordination could not be effected through
other mechanisms such as the Council on
Economic Policy (CEP). These questions re-
main unresolved in large measure because
both CIEP and CEP are too mew to have
established clear patterns of inter-relation-
ship and records of failure and success.

I still do not sense the urgency for
this Couneil,

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, the time
for general debate having been ex-
hausted, I ask that the Clerk read.

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

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representalives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
205 of the International Economic Policy
Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 647) is amended by—

(1) striking out *“(1) The President.';

(2) striking out “be the Chairman of the
Council and shall preside over the meetings
of the Council; in his ahsence he may des-
ignate a member of the Council to preside
in his place” and inserting in lieu thereof
“designate the Chairman of the Council
from among the members listed in para-
graphs (1) through (9)"; and

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the bill be dispensed with, that it be
printed in the Recorp, and that it be
open to amendment at any point.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

(3) redesignating paragraphs (2) through

(10) as paragraphs (1) through (9), respec-
tively.

Sec. 2. Section 209 of the International
Economic Policy Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 649)
is amended by striking out “1978” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “1977".

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROUSSELOT

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ROUSSELOT:

Page 2, line 9, strike out “1977” and insert
“1975."

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, this
is a very simple amendment. It incor-
porates what the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. AsHLEY) has said is needed:
close congressional supervision. The gen-
tleman said that we should come back to
the House each year for appropriations.

Since we are still relatively unsure of
this legislation—even the committee re-
port shows these uncertain aspects—and
because many of us have a great concern
that this may grow into a huge bureauc-
racy, we are trying as a Congress to re-
gain our control over the things that go
on in the executive branch of Govern-
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ment. I have merely asked that we re-
duce the term of this legislation from
1977 to 1975. This is poposed so that those
of us in Congress who have jurisdiction
and responsibility over this administra-
tive activity will have an opportunity to
check the Council again to see if they
are really producing all the great things
that the Congress has been told they are
going to produce. It will give the Council
a full 2 years to prove that they can do
the job.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to make it clear
that I doubt that this Council can do
anything that cannot be done in other
agencies already existing, especially the
Council of Economic Advisers. But I cer-
tainly think at the minimum that we
should reduce the term on this legisla-
tion so that we have an opportunity to
take a hard look in 1975.

Mr., ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word and rise in op-
position to the amendment offered by my
colleague, the gentleman from California
(Mr. RoUSSELOT) ,

The “huge bureaucracy” that appears
to be frightening our friend, the gentle-
man from California, now numbers 29
professionals. Obviously during the past
year this number has not grown. The
fears of the gentleman have no basis in
fact whatsoever.

Mr. Chairman, as far as congressional
accountability is concerned, let me say
that we have insisted in the subcommit-
tee and in the full commitiee on 1 year
of funding.

Mr. Chairman, in order to assure con-
gressional accountability, we most cer-
tainly do not need both annual authori-
zation for funding and authorization
every 2 years as far as the life of the pro-
gram is concerned. It does seem to me
that the administration is entitled, this
administration as would be a different
administration, to the flexibility that is
essential and that is provided for in this
legislation through a period of time be-
tween now and 1977 for the duration of
the Council. That establishes, I think, the
confidence of the Congress in the ad-
ministration to use the Council for the
purposes that have been provided.

So I would hope, Mr. Chairman, that
the amendment will be defeated and that
this body will have confidence in the fact
that accountability is established in this
measure.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate the
gentleman’s comment. I do not think the
Council poses a great threat of massive
growth today, but as an example there
were 10 people on the staff a year ago and
now there are 29. I am sure it it will grow
even more, My concern is most bureauc-
racies always start very small, Also, I
think we have every right fo ask that
they come back in 1975 and justify what
they have done or what they have not
done.

Mr. ASHLEY. I think that is a good
point, but it is satisfied by the fact that
the Council will appear before a subcom-
mittee on an annual basis.

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

I would like to ask the gentleman
from Ohio, what this budding bureau-
cracy has accomplished for the money
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that has been spent on it to date,
and how much money has been ex-
pended?

Mr. ASHLEY. The amount of money
spent to date is something under $1 mil-
lion.

Mr. GROSS. For the past 2 years?

Mr, ASHLEY, No. We authorized the
council last year.

Mr. GROSS. I thought it was author-
ized in 1972. Was it not?

Mr. ASHLEY. That was last year, if I
may remind the gentleman. It was last
year.

Mr. GROSS. Was it in the fiscal 1972
budget or the fiscal 1973 budget?

Mr. ASHLEY. In the present fiscal
budget.

Mr. GROSS. What has it accom-
plished? I look around and see no ac-
complishment worthy of note by most of
these bureaucracies—these advisory
boards, councils, and commissions.

Mr. ASHLEY. Let me try to point out
to the gentleman—

Mr. GROSS. I will be glad to hayve the
gentleman do so.

Mr. ASHLEY. The international eco-
nomic policy prior to the formation of
the council had no focus. As a matter of
fact, it has been estimated the interna-
tional economic policy was the domain
of between 35 and 40 different depart-
ments and agencies within the Federal
Establishment. The purpose of the coun-
cil is to bring together responsibilities
previously exercised by this disparate
group of agencies and concentrate it
within one council. This is the only ra-
tional kind of policymaking and deci-
sionmaking.

Mr. GROSS. But what is the tangible
result of what has been spent thus far?
When the gentleman speaks of flexibil-
ity—and I support the amendment to
limit it to 1975—all we have gotten out
of flexibility with respect to most of
these councils is more bureacuracy and
more and better paid bureaucrats in the
Government.

Mr. ASHLEY. If I may respond to the
gentleman, I will say that the council
and its staff were intimately engaged in
negotiations for the sale of wheat from
Iowa and other States to the Soviet
Union.

Mr. GROSS. I would not point to that
as any great achievement. That was a
nice “sweetheart” deal in all too many
respects.

Tell me what has it done to rectify the
trouble we are in with 100 billion Amer-
ican dollars floating around the world
that all too few countries want? What
has this international council done to
show any tangible results?

Mr. ASHLEY. We still have difficulties
and we have them aplenty. There is no
question about that. I would suggest to
the gentleman that he read the report
that was issued in March of this year, the
economic report of the President.

Mr. GROSS. Yes. And I will bet that
was printed on beautiful, nice, slick
paper, too.

Mr, ASHLEY. The gentleman can re-
view it and decide for himself whether it
was or was not.

Mr. GROSS. Replete with photographs
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of the members of the council and all
that sort of thing.

Mr. ASHLEY, I think if the gentleman
is seriously interested in the purpose of
the council and the accomplishments of
the council to date, he will find that in
this report, and I commend it to him.

Mr. GROSS. Before my time runs out
let me tell the gentleman what I am not
interested in, and that is as one Member
suggested—some more toys in the sand-
box in the White House.

That is what I think the House will
accomplish by extending the life of this
bureaucracy.

Mr. ASHLEY. All I can say to the
gentleman from Iowa, frankly, is that
the committee decided to the contrary
to what the gentleman has just bespoken
last year, and I think it will do so this
year on the basis of the record of the
council, it is a good, solid record.

Mr. GROSS. I would say, that if the
wheat deal with the Russians was what
they accomplished, then we do not need
them at all.

Mr. ASHLEY. The gentleman did not
permit me to go through the full recita-
tion of what the council has done. I
would commend the report to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. GROSS. I think that just about
anyone could have engineered a better
wheat deal than we got with the Rus-
sians last year, complete with a $100
million windfall due to the devaluation
of the dollar. And the reason the dollar
has been devaluated is because we have
embarked upon the establishment of too
many councils, too many advisory
boards, and too many other agencies in
this Government, all helbing feed the
flames of inflation.

I support the amendment and oppose
the bill and continuation of this council
as being unnecessary.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment,

Mr. Chairman, the amendment simply
causes the act to expire 2 years earlier
than the committee intended it to do. As
the chairman of the subcommittee has
pointed out, and I would point out, the
authorization expires next year, so that
this committee and others who will be
interested, and there are other jurisdic-
tions interested in the work of the CIEP,
will have plenty of time to review an-
nually all of the actions of this eouncil,
and the actions of this committee on
what is authorized and what is appro-
priated.

Mr. Chairman, in answer to some of
the questions that have been raised, I be-
lieve it is also important to point out that
the authorization this year is at the same
level as the authorization was last year.
So far as I know, Mr. Chairman, the
number of personnel was 29 last year
when we handled this authorization, and
it is still 29 this year.

With respect to the accomplishments
of CIEP, this is the group that has co-
ordinated the building of our American
trade policy which has tried to coordi-
nate the ideas of each of the disparate
groups, as they are called, so that they
can be coordinated. They are interested
in our trade policy, They have coordi-
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nated this trade policy in the bill that is
now being heard in another committee
of this Congress. When this Congress
produces the trade bill, then CIEP will
have the authority to manage this policy,
to take us through the next GATT round,
and to carry out the trade policy which
we give them.

Mr, Chairman, I believe the council has
done a good job. I think it can de a bet-
ter job. I think we have plenty of ca-
pability to manage it in our year-to-year
authorizations.

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge that the com-
mittee defeat the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California.

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

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
still do not understand why the gentle-
man would oppose the amendment. All
we have asked to do is to have the Con-
gress review this in 2 years instead of
extending it for 4 years, so that we will
have a chance to check it.

Mr. FRENZEL. The reason is that it
is not necessary to review it annually
anyway.

Mr., BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say that this
report, prepared by the council, is a very
fine, very thorough and very complete re-
port. I personally suspect that it is so
thorough and so complete for the precise
reason that the existence of the council
was very much in the balance when this
report was new. And so long as we do keep
the council under observation by the
Congress, the better it will be.

Mr. Chairman, frankly, I advised the
chairman of the council when the gentle-
man appeared before our subcommittee I
would expect that council to speak out
and speak loudly on the question of in-
consistent domestic economic policies
where they were in violent conflict with
good international economic policies,
and I would expect him to be an ad-
vocate in the White House for good eco-
nomic national policies, and that he
would speak against what would other-
wise appear to be good domestic eco-
nomic policies but which would be false
economic international policies.

I think if we are going to hold the
chairman of the council and his group
to their promises to accede to my re-
quest, we should insist upon a more
regular review of the assistance of the
council. Therefore, I urge the Members
to support the amendment of the gentle-
man from California.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. RoussgLoT).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. ROUSSELOT)
there were—ayes 53, noes 52.

S0 the amendment was agreed to.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 3. Section 210 of the International
Economic Policy Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 649) is
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amended by striking out "1973” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “1974".

Sec. 4, Section 207(a) of the International
Economic Policy Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 648) is
amended by redesignating paragraph (4) as
paragraph (5), by striking out “and” at the
end of paragraph (3), and by inserting im-
mediately after paragraph (3) the following
new paragraph:

“*(4) a comparative description and anal-
ysis of the following subject matter, with
respect to the United States, the European
Community and principal countries within
the European Community, Japan, and when-
ever applicable, the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics—

“{A) research and development expendi-
tures, and productivity and technological
trends in major industrial and agricultural
sectors;

“(B) investment patterns in new plant
and equipment;

“(C) industrial manpower and training
practices;

“(D) tax incentives and other govern-
mental financial assistance;

“(E) export promotion practices;

“(F) share of the export market, by area
and industrial and agricultural sectors;

“{G) antitrust practices; and

“{H) long-range governmental economic
planning programs, targets, and objectives;
and”.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PICKLE

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, PickLe: After
line 14, page 3, add a new section 5:

“Sectlon 205 of Public Law 92-412 is
amended by adding
Transportation "

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, when this
law was put in the books, section 205 pro-
vided that the Council shall be composed
of the following members, and such addi-
tional members as the President may des-
ignate. He lists them, about 10 of them.
The Secretary of Transportation is not
listed. I merely want to add the Secre-
tary of Transportation as one of these
members. The reason is that we are deal-
ing in all of these big international trades
such as our grain deal, and we at least
ought to have a Secretary of Transporta-
tion sitting in on the Council and per-
haps preventing the fiasco we had last
year.

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

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

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, we have
had an opportunity to review the amend-
ment. We find on our side no objection
to it and we will accept it.

Mr. PATMAN. If the gentleman will
yield, we accept it.

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

Mr. PICKLE, I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, we
have no objection to the amendment on
this side.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. PICKLE) .

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BEY MR. CULVER

Mr, CULVER. Mr. Chairman, I offer

two amendments and I ask unanimous
consent that they be considered en bloc.

‘The Secretary of
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, I think it would
be nice to know what the amendments
are.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. CuLvEr: Page
3, immediately after line 11, insert “(G) en-
vironmental practices;’ and on line 12, strike
out “(G)" and insert in lieu thereof “(H)"
and on line 13, strike out “(H)" and insert
in lieu thereof “(I)".

Page 3, immediately after line 14, insert
the following new section:

Sec. 5. Section 207(a) of the Interna-
tional Economic Polley Act of 1972 is
amended by redesignating paragraph '6), as
redesignated by section 4 of this Act, as para-
graph (6), and by inserting immediately after
paragraph (4) the following new paragraph:

*“(6) a review of the relationship between
the United States Government and Ameri-
can private business with respect to the
cateorles of subject matter listed in subpara-
graphs (A) through (I) of paragraph (4) and
any other appropriate areas of information,
together with recommendations for appro-
priate policies and programs in order to in-
sure that American business is competitive
in international commerce; and"

Page 3, line 14, strike out “and" the sec-
ond time it appears therein.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection fo
the request of the gentleman from Iowa
that his two amendments be considered
en bloc?

There was no objection.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, both of
these amendments I believe are non-
controversial in nature. They have been
discussed thoroughly with the chairmen
of the full committee and the subcom-
mittee and the ranking minority mem-
ber of the subcommittee. I believe they
strengthen the intent of this particular
section of the legislation by adding one
additional area of study which I believe
would be useful; and by requesting rec-
ommendations I think will strengthen,
hopefully, the competitiveness of Amer-
ican business in international trade.

Mr. Chairman, the first amendment
would add “environmental practices” to
section 4 of the International Economic
Policy Act.

There is justifiable mounting concern
in every nation for preserving the qual-
ity of the world’s environment. However,
it is clear that environmental laws, de-
signed to improve the quality of our en-
vironment, can have a substantial im-
pact on international trade and invest-
ment relations.

Environmental controls influence the
international competitiveness of many
industries and can in a real sense be
considered part of the larger and long
standing set of problems associated with
nontariff carriers,

The competitive effect of environmen-
tal control programs may lead to na-
tional policies to offset their trade com-
petitiveness effect—much as export sub-
sidies and import surcharges and other
compensatory policies.
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Therefore, there is an urgent need—
satisfied by this amendment—to under-
stand and analyze the international im-
pact of environmental practices.

My second amendment would require
CIEP to review the relationship of the
U.S. Government and the American
private business sector, and then make
recommendations to insure that Ameri-
can business remains competitive in in-
ternational commerce.

Historiecally, although perhaps not al-
ways in real practice, the private sec-
tor and the Government have preferred
to operate at arms length. All too often
where we have seen Government re-
spond to business interests it has been
with regard to situations where special
narrow private interests rather than
broader public purposes
served. We can surely give constructive
thought to ways in which a more pro-
gressive and enlightened relationship of
mutual benefit can be forged.

Today, there is much discussion in
both U.S. business and U.S. Government
circles about the unique and close rela-
tionship between the private business
sector in Japan and Europe. There are
some who feel that the U.S. should learn
from, and adopt some of the programs
and policies utilized by “Japan Inc”; for
example, so as to move in concert toward
desired, rational objectives as opposed to
merely marshalling Government re-
sources to protect noncompetitive ob-
solescence at public expense.

Obviously, models suitable for one
society rarely fit another, but undoubt-
edly much of value and possible applica-
tion can be learned from careful study
of various systems.

The international economic realities
of today require a review of the tradi-
tional relationship between the U.S.
Government and the American private
business sector in order to assure our
competitiveness. The yearly report pub-
lished by CIEP is, I submit, the proper
forum for such a review since CIEP is
charged with coordinating U.S. domestic
and international economic policy in or-
der to formulate a balanced U.S. policy.

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

Mr. Chairman, it is my understand-
ing that the gentleman from Iowa has
discussed his amendments with the
Executive Director of the Council on In-
ternational Economic Policy and has
won favor in that discussion. Is that
correct?

Mr. CULVER. Yes. I have been ad-
vised by the Director that he has no
objection to these amendments.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, we
have no objection to the amendments
and urge their adoption.

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

Mr. Chairman, we have reviewed the
amendments on this side and will in
fact accept the amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. CULVER).

The amendments were agreed to.

have been-
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WHALEN

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr., WHALEN: Add
new section 6 on page 3 as follows:

“Sec, 6. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 208 (a) of the International Eco-
nomic Policy Act of 1972, any future Execu-
tive Director of the Counecil on International
Economic Policy appointed after the date of
the enactment of this bill shall be appoint-
ed by the President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate.”

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment does one thing. It requires
that the Executive Director of the CIEP,
who may be appointed hereafter, will be
subject to Senate confirmation. This is
somewhat similar to the amendment to
this bill which was adopted unanimously
by the House last year, the single differ-
ence being that this has prospective ef-
fect, whereas the amendment adopted
last year had current effect.

Let me cite a couple of reasons why I
feel this amendment should be adopted.
First of all, the Constitution directs that
the Congress shall have control over for-
eign trade, foreign commerce. It seems
to me, therefore, that any organization
established within the executive branch
of Government should come under the
direct scrutiny and supervision of the
U.S. Congress.

This Executive Director is a statutory
position created by the Congress. There-
fore, since it is a creature of Congress,
I think that the occupant of that posi-
tion should be confirmed by the Senate.

The second reason is that this is a
super agency, in effect. It is designed
not only to create international economic
policy, but also to coordinate. In view
of the power which is being vested in
this organization, in this council, I think
it is very important that the chief oper-
ator, or the person given responsibility
for administering the affairs of the coun-
cil should, since he is appointed by the
President, be subject to Senate confirma-
tion.

For this reason, therefore, I hope that
the House will adopt this amendment.
Let me say that whereas last year the
House incorporated in this bill the pro-
vision for Senate confirmation, the Sen-
ate did not ask for it. However, the Sen-
ate bill this year does have this provision
in it, so I think that that question has
been resolved.

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

Mr. WHALEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr., HUNT).

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Chairman, does the
gentleman now say that the creature of
this assembly should be——

Mr. WHALEN. Mr, Chairman, I said
this is a creature of Congress.

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Chairman, the Exec-
utive Director is a creature of Congress.
Does the gentleman think this organiza-
tion did a good job last year, since it was
created?

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, I am
not discussing last year.

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Chairman, I want the
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gentleman to discuss it. Since he wants
to make the director a creature of the
Senate, I want him to discuss whether or
not he thinks it did or did not do a good
job.

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, I think
that remains to be seen. I think the
gentleman’s question is not relevant to
the situation.

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Chairman, it is rele-
vant to many of us. The question has
been asked before.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHALEN. I yield to my colleague
from Ohio (Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON).

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to go on record
as supporting the amendment. I under-
stand it is only prospective, for the di-
rector who will be appointed.

Mr. WHALEN. That is correct.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr,
Chairman, I think it is a very good
amendment.

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

Mr, WHALEN. I yield to my colleague
from Ohio (Mr. ASHLEY) .

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr, Chairman, I think
a word of explanation is in order as to
why the legislation before us is silent on
the matter of confirmation.

It should be remembered, as my good
friend from Ohio has pointed out, that
last year the House did act on this when
it adopted an amendment as suggested, I
believe, by the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
CurveEr). That amendment calling for
confirmation was resoundingly adopted
in the House. However, the Senate, which
of course has the responsibility for con-
firmation, insisted to the contrary, that
confirmation in their view at that time
was not necessary.

Mr. Chairman, it is true that we have
learned some things about the Council on
International Economic Policy since that
time. It is also a fact that the Senate
has acted with respect to legislation simi-
lar to that which is being considered by
us at this time.

The legislation has been adopted in
the other body, and it does make provi-
sion for Senate confirmation. That being
the case, Mr. Chairman, the view of the
subcommittee on international trade,
quite frankly, has changed.

I have no objection whatever to Sen-
ate confirmation of the Executive Direc-
tor. I am most certainly mindful of the
action taken by the House last year in
this respect. Inasmuch as the other body
now is of a different view from what it
was last year, and has asserted itself
with respect to this prerogative, I believe
the gentleman’s amendment is a prudent
one and a good one, and I would recom-
mend it be adopted.

Mr. WHALEN. I thank the gentleman
for his support.

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

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Ohio. Frankly, this amendment was not
discussed before our committee this year.
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It has never been discussed before any
of the Members of the committee I know
of until this hour.

I know that the practice of drafting
legislation from the Banking Committee
on the floor of the House is a very fre-
quent thing, and I have learned to ad-
just myself to that. To propose amend-
ments of this sort, without any legisla-
tive history, without any hearings, with-
ouf any discussion, I believe is unwise, It
is not that we are going to limit banking
legislation to wise legislation; I have ad-
justed myself to the realities of that as
well. -

I would like to urge my colleagues to
oppose this amendment as being unwise,
unwarranted, and completely unneces-
sary.

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

I have had quite a bit to say recently
about the need for the Congress to be
aware of its proper role in our Govern-
ment.

The gentleman from Ohio is precisely
right. The Constitution gives to the Con-
gress the responsibility for the regulation
of commerce.

I have served for some 18 years on the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. In the regulation we normally
utilize independent regulatory commis-
sions. Here there is no independent reg-
ulatory commission. At the very least the
Executive Director should be subject to
confirmation by the Senate.

I believe it is an excellent amendment.
1 believe it reenforces and underscores
the importance of the role of the Con-
gress, and I strongly urge adoption of the
amendment.

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

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. AsHLEY) there
were—ayes 88, noes 44.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN., Under the ruile, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. GieBons, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee having had under consideration the
bill (H.R. 8548) to amend the Interna-
tional Economic Policy Act of 1972 to
change the membership of the Council
on International Economic Policy, and
for other purposes, pursuant to House
Resolution 468, he reported the hill back
to the House with sundry amendments
adopted by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under. the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the bill.

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

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

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 322, noes 62,
not voting 49, as follows:

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Alexander
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashley
Aspin
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Callf.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va,
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass,
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohlo
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Ill.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Robert

W., Jr.
Daniels,

Dominlck V.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dickinson
Donohue
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
du Pont
Eckhardt

[Roll No. 311]
AYES—322

Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Fascell
Findley
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibhons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gude
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va,
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hungate
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Okla.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Eeating
Kemp
Eluczynskl
Koch
Kyros
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
Lott
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister

McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailllard
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Callf,
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Milford
Miller
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y,
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix
Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
O'Nelll
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Podell
Preyer
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Rallsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan
St Germain
Sarasin
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Whalen
‘White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Winn
Wollr
Wydler
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Ga.
Young, 111,
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Sarbanes
Saylor
Schneebell
Sebelius
Beiberling
Shoup
Shriver
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Jowa
Smith, N.Y.
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Btanton,

James V,
Stark
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes

Stratton
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
‘Waggonner
Waldie
Walsh
Wampler
Ware

NOES—62

Holt
Hudnut
Hunt
Ichord
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Ketchum
EKuykendall
Landgrebe
Long, Md.
Lujan
McEay
Maraziti
Mathis, Ga.
Michel
Mizell
Moss
Myers
Owens
Parris Young, Fla.
Powell, Ohio Young, 5.C.
NOT VOTING—49
Evans, Colo. Mosher
Evins, Tenn. Poage

Reld

Rooney, N.Y.

Sandman
Blaggi Shipley
Blatnik Sikes
Breaux Sisk
Clark Stubblefield
Conyers Teague, Tex.
Danielson Thompson, N.J.
Dent Tiernan
Derwinskl Whitten
Diggs
Dingell
Ellberg Charles, Tex.
Esch Minshall, Ohio Wright

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mrs.
Hansen of Washington.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Biaggl.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Dingell.

Mr. Hébert with Mr. King.

Mr, Dent with Mr. Sandman.

Mr. Holifleld with Mr. Badillo.

Mr, Breaux with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. Danlelson with Mr, Gubser.

Mr, Barrett with Mr. Conyers.

Mr, Addabbo with Mr, Pish.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr, Bell.

Mr. Clark with Mr, Derwinski,

Mr, Fisher with Mr. Tiernan,

Mr. Reld with Mr, Esch.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Eilberg.

Mr. Shipley with Mr. Minshall of Ohio,

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Frey.

Mr. Evans of Colorado with Mr. Mosher.

Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Wiggins.

Mr. Melcher with Mr. Mills of Arkansas.,

Mr. Diggs with Mr. Sisk.

Mr. Stubblefield with Mr. Whitten.

Mr. Willilam D. Ford with Mr. Wright,

Mr. Charles Wilson of Texas with Mr. Jones
of Alabama.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Anderson,
Calif.
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Byron
Camp
Clancy
Collins, Tex.
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Davis, Wis.
Devine
Dorn
Duncan
Goodling
Gross
Gunter
Hanrahan

Quillen
Rarick
Roncallo, N Y.
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruth
Satterfleld
Scherle
Schroeder
Shuster
Snyder
Spence
Steiger, Ariz.
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Towell, Nev.
Treen

Wratt

Wrylle

Addabbo
Ashbrook
Badillo
Barrett
Bell

Hansen, Wash.
Hébert
Holifield
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the provisions of House Resolution
468, I call up for immediate considera-
tion the bill (S. 1636) to amend the In-
ternational Economic Policy Act of 1972.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, PATMAN

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ofier a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Patman moves to strike out all after
the enacting clause of the bill 5. 1636 and
insert in lieu thereof the provisions of H.R.
8548, as passed, as follows:

That section 205 of the International Eco-
nomic Policy Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 647) is
amended by—

(1) striking out (1) The President.";

(2) striking out “be the Chairman of the
Council and shall preside over the meetings
of the Council; in his absence he may desig-
nate a member of the Council to preside in
his place” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘des-
ignate the Chairman of the Council from
among the members listed in paragraphs (1)
through (9)"; and

(3) redesignating paragraphs (2) through
(10) as paragraphs (1) through (9) respec-
tively.

Sec, 2. Section 209 of the International
Economic Policy Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 649)
is amended by striking out *1973" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “1975".

Sec. 3. Section 210 of the International
Economic Policy Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 649) is
amended by striking out "1973" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “1074",

Sec. 4, SBection 207(a) of the International
Economic Policy Act of 1972 (B6 Stat. 648) is
amended by redesignating paragraph (4) as
paragraph (5), by striking out “and” at the
end of paragraph (3), and by inserting im-
mediately after paragraph (3) the follow-
ing new paragraph:

**(4) a comparative description and anal-
ysis of the following subject matter, with re-
spect to the United States, the European
Community and principal countries within
the European Community, Japan, and when-
ever applicable, the Union of Soviet Soclalist
Republics—

“(A) research and development expendi-
tures, and productivity and technological
trends in major industrial and agricultural
sectors;

“(B) investment patterns in new plant
and equipment;

“(C) industrial manpower and training
practices;

“(D) tax incentives and other govern-
mental financial assistance;

“(E) export promotion practices;

“(F) share of the export market, by area
and industrial and agricultural sectors;

**(G) environmental practices;

“(H) antitrust practices; and

“(I) long-range governmental economic
planning programs, targets, and objectives”.

Sec. 5. Section 205 of Public Law 92-412
is amended by adding “The Secretary of
Transportation.”

SEc. 8. Section 207(a) of the International
Economie Policy Act of 1972 is amended by
redesignating paragraph (5), as redesignated
by section 4 of this Act, as paragraph (6), and
by inserting immediately after paragraph
(4) the following new paragraph:

“(5) a review of the relationship between
the United States Government and American
private business with respect to the categories
of subject matter listed in subparagraphs
(A) through (I) of paragraph (4) and any
other appropriate areas of information, to-
gether with recommendations for appropriate
policles and programs in order to insure that
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American business is competitive in inter-
national commerce; and"”,

Sec. 7. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 208(a) of the International Eco-
nomic Policy Act of 1972, any future Execu-
tive Director of the Council on International
Economic Policy appointed after the date of
the enactment of this bill shall be appointed
by the President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to.

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

The title was amended so as to read:
“To amend the International Economic
Policy Act of 1972 to change the mem-
bership of the Council on International
Economic Policy, and for other pur-
poses.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

A similar House bill, HR. 8548, was
laid on the table.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the House in-
sist on its amendments to the bill S. 1636
and request a conference with the Senate
thereon.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
that request.

The SPEAKER., Objection is heard.
AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO CORRECT SECTION
NUMBERS AND PUNCTUATION IN S. 1836

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of the House amendments to S.
1636 the Clerk be authorized to correct
section numbers and punctuation to re-
flect the action taken by the House.

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

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter on the bill just
passed.

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

There was no objection,

HOUR OF MEETING FRIDAY,
JUNE 29, 1973

Mr., O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 11
o’clock a.m. tomorrow.

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

There was no objection.

A LETTER TO THE PRESIDENT: WHY
IS THERE THE CONTINUING NE-
CESSITY FOR AMERICAN AIR
POWER TO BE UTILIZED IN CAM-
BODIA?

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

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I am
addressing a letter to the President
which was mailed yesterday, which I will
insert in the Recorp today for the bene-
fit of my colleagues. The purpose of the
subject matter of my letter is the vote
to terminate Cambodian bombing last
Monday, on which I cast my vote to
terminate the bombing.

Mr. Speaker, I have posed some ques-
tions to the President as to why it is
necessary to continue to act in Cambodia
and Laos when we have a very powerful
army in the form of the South Viet-
namese, a very powerful military force
that we have built up with our training
and with our military supplies and hard-
ware.

I am asking the question, Mr. Speaker,
of the President why it is necessary that
American forces be used in Southeast
Asia when the South Vietnamese have
a great deal more to lose there than we
have.

The letter is as follows:

HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., June 27, 1973.
President Ricuarp M. N1xon,
TeHE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C.

Mr. PRESIDENT: As you are aware, I have
been one of your more steadfast supporters
regarding your policies in Southeast Asia
since your assumption of the Office of the
Presidency. In like manner, I supported Presi-
dent Johnson when I first arrived in the
Congress. I felt that the President was the
only person constitutionally authorized to
negotiate agreements on behalf of the United
States and, as a practical manner, the Con-
gress as an Institution is not equipped to
handle negotiations.

I congratulate you on the success which
you have achieved on the return of our
American prisoners, and your success in de-
veloping in South Vietnam one of the strong-
est and best equipped military forces in the
world.

The question which I present to you to-
day by this letter arises because you are find-
ing it to be a continuing necessity that
American air power be utilized in Cambodia
and, I assume, in Laos.

Inasmuch as we have assisted the South
Vietnamese in developing a military capabil-
ity, I want to know why the South Vietna-
mese cannot be of assistance to Cambodia?
Certainly, the South Vietnamese have a great
deal more to lose than we if the friendly
government of Lon Nol collapses. They will
find themselves once again facing North
Vietnamese troops who enjoy the advantage
of logistics, bases, as well as regrouping and
recuperating areas across their borders in
Cambodia.

I further cannot understand why the South
Vietnamese are not using their ground forces
in a more meaningful manner against the
North Vietnamese forces in Cambodia, in
South Vietnam, and even more realistically
against the territory of North Vietnam it-
self. So long as South Vietnam is maintained
in a defensive posture, always granting the
enemy the tactical advantage of choosing the
time and place of doing battle, the ultimate
collapse of South Vietnam appears to me to
be inevitable.

I voted against the continuation of Ameri-
can bombing in Cambodia this week because
I have had enough of a permanent no-win
policy in Southeast Asia. I think the South

Vietnamese are capable of fighting, and fight-
ing well, so long as they can see an ultimate
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hope of victory in ridding their land of North
Vietnamese forces, including the destruction
of North Vietnam as a military and political
threat. So long as the territory of North Viet-
nam remains inviolate to South Vietnamese
attack, her willingness and capability to con-
tinue her mischief and barbaric actions will
be demonstrated,

I do think as a congressman who must
speak for, and answer to, 450,000 Americans,
I am entitled to answers to these questions
before I can be asked to support “secret”
negotiations leading to secret deals which by
every objective standard appears to point to
ultimate disaster for our cause.

Respectfully,
BeEn B. BLACKBURN,
Member of Congress.

“Z" REVISITED

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

Mr. KEOCH. Mr. Speaker, the atten-
tion of the public has been riveted this
week on the testimony of former White

House Counsel John Dean. The revela-
tions Mr. Dean and prior witnesses have
disclosed before the committee have
stunned and dismayed the country. But
perhaps the most alarming information
is that the Internal Revenue Service,
the CIA, the FBI, and the Secret Serv-
ice have been used to further the politi-
cal interests of the administration by
intimidating and harassing opponents.

Testimony implicates the former Act-
ing Director of the FBI as having illegal-
ly destroyed documents, the CIA as hav-
ing assisted in a criminal burglary in
connection with the Ellsberg case, and
the Secret Service as having fed the
White House information on Senator
GEORGE McGoOVERN’s activities during the
Presidential campaign. Furthermore, it
has been suggested that the Justice De-
partment, through its then Assistant
Attorney General, Henry Petersen, aided
the Watergate coverup and provided
secret grand jury testimony to White
House aids.

We now have testimony that a special
service group was established in the In-
ternal Revenue Service “to receive and
analyze all available information on or-
ganizations and individuals promoting
extremist views and philosophies.” And,
there is evidence that the administra-
tion placed pressure on IRS to conduct
audits on certain of its political adversar-
ies.

While the Senate committee contin-
ues its investigation of the Watergate
affair, I think the House has an obliga-
tion through its committees, and particu-
larly the Government Operations Com-
mittee, to exercise its oversight respon-
sibilities over these Federal agencies and
immediately investigate the allegations
that their authority was abused on behalf
of the political interests of the White
House. Furthermore, we must take steps
to make certain that such illegal and im-
moral activities do not occur again.

Presently, a House Armed Services
Subcommittee is reviewing the alleged
involvement of the CIA in the Elisberg
case. And, Chairman WiLsur MiLLs has
ordered the staff of the Joint Committee
on Internal Revenue Taxation to investi-
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gate Mr. Dean’s allegations that the In-
ternal Revenue Service investigated the
tax returns of political activists at the
request of the White House. But, this is
not enough. In addition to these inquir-
ies, it is imperative that the House Gov-
ernment Operations Committee investi-
gate all allegations of improper activities
by the Federal agencies and maintain a
continuous vigilance in the future to
prevent the recurrence of these and other
abuses.

The closest analogy to what we see
unfolding before us was that depicted in
the movie “Z.” Fortunately, this assault
on our Republic was uncovered before we
were permanently stripped of our demo-
cratic liberties.

THE FREEZE MUST END FOR FOOD
PRODUCTION

The SPEAKER pro ftempore (Mr.
Mazzorl) . Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from California
(Mr. VEYsegy) 1is recognized for 15
minutes.

Mr, VEYSEY, Mr, Speaker, today
I have appealed to the President of the
United States and to the Cost of Living
Council, for an immediate end to the
freeze on prices within the agricultural
marketing structure, In California, as in
agricultural areas throughout the Na-
tion, farmers and businessmen who de-
pend on agriculture are facing bank-
ruptcy en masse.

Prices throughout the system are
frozen below cost. For many, the control
period of June 1 to 8 was a transitional
period when prices had not yet adjusted
to new increases in costs of production.

Agricultural prices are almost always
undergoing a similar transition, and any
freeze is extremely dangerous. The food
and feed marketing system must main-
tain a high degree of flexibility in order
to maintain a normal flow of goods to
the consumer.

As of now, the freeze threatens to
create severe poultry shortages by July
31, severe pork shortages by September
1, severe milk and dairy product short-
ages by Christmas, and severe beef
shortages by Easter of 1974. These short-
ages will virtually be assured if the freeze
is allowed to continue through July.

Already, growers, farmers, and ranch-
ers in California and nationwide are
sharply curtailing production. Breeding
stoek is going to market. Trucks are
lined up at sale barms loaded with the
parent stock which was to have supplied
next year’s red meat, Feed prices are
simply too high to afford.

Peaches, pears, oranges, carrots,
watermelons, grapefruit, tomatoes, po-
tatoes, and other commodities are also
under severe stress. Buyers are refusing
delivery on the new crop in many cases,
because their price is frozen below profit
level.

Feed producers are also facing bank-
ruptey. Their prices are frozen at $5
to $15 per ton below their cost, and some
have already shut down. This further
complicates the severity of livestock pro-
ducers, as their feed supplies dwindle.

Let us look at individual situations.

Pear producers and peach producers
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are today unable to get from the canners
the price they need to break even. They
are hamstrung in their negotiations for
price on the new crop because the can-
ners are, at best, limited in their ability
to predict what price they can pass on to
the consumer. Hence, the entire 1973
crop will likely be contracted at prices
far below profit levels.

The same situation perils producers of
virtually every kind of fruit in California.
Some prices were especially low last
yvear—and in fact, below profit levels in
many cases. And those producers desper-
ately needed a good price this year to
recover.

Growers of fresh tomatoes, grapefruit,
and carrots were caught in the vice of
seasonal marketing patterns. The end of
the harvest of a crop in one part of the
country, with the usual cutrate, cleanup
prices, actually set the freeze price for
California’s production.

Tomato growers in Arizona, the Im-
perial Valley of California, and Mexico
were wrapping up their harvest and sell-
ing out the tail end of the crop. Prices
were winding down at $4 per box on
June 1.

At that time, shipping had not begun
in the Central Valley of California, where
the break-even price is about $7 per box.

Today, the tomato grower in central
California is frozen at $4 because the
chainstore buyers were selling $4 toma-
toes to the consumer during the first
week in June. The quality factor is non-
existent in this freeze.

Grapefruit prices were {rozen at levels
far below profit. The week of June 1-8
saw the market cleaning up tail end
fruit from the Florida crop, and prepar-
ing for the new crop in California. That
bargain-basement price is now the freeze
price for grapefruit. Although there is
now some promise that that price will
be adjusted, this is one more example of
how the complicated agricultural market
gstem is strangled by a freeze such as

is.

Carrot producers in the Salinas Valley
provide another example. With the
breakeven price at over $5 a box, the
freeze was set at around $3.50. This hap-
pened simply because the tail end of the
crop from my district—the Imperial Val-
ley was on the market in early June.

In California today, the price received
by farmers for eggs is effectively frozen
at 5 cents per dozen below his cost of
production. This has happened at just
the time when our egg ranchers were
getting back on their feet after an ex-
tended period of low prices and high
losses. The industry cannot stand an-
other blow, and already many small and
several larger producers have begun to
fold.

The feed industry, which supplies the
livestock industry, finds itself in an im-
possible situation. During the past sev-
eral months, the price of feed ingredi-
ents, especially soybean meal and other
protein sources has been moving sharply
higher. Feed manufacturers have been
slowly raising their prices accordingly,
but in trying to protect their custo-
mers—the livestock and the poultry pro-
ducers—the feed manufacturer has
struggled to hold the increase in feed
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prices to a minimum. In many cases, he
has taken a loss for the short term
rather than increase his price too sharply
to the farmer.

That very necessary practice, which is
common in agricultural marketing—that
of protecting one’s customer by shar-
ing in the ups and downs in costs and
prices—has now placed the feed pro-
ducer in an untenable position. Soybean
and other protein feed supplements con-
tinue to move sharply higher, and the
producer is frozen at prices which he set
purposely below his cost in early June.

The major suppliers of livestock feed
to southern California’s important beef,
dairy, and poultry industries are each
losing money today at the rate of $100,-
000 per month. Smaller feed companies
are losing over $1,000 per day. I submit
that we will have crippled livestock, poul-
try, and dairy industries in short order,
with feed producers losing that kind of
money.

It is only commonsense that the freez-
ing of meat prices is a bit irrelevant if
there is no meat to buy.

Mr. Speaker, if the freeze continues
much longer, our food supply and food
marketing system will be entrenched in
the gutters of black marketeering.

I appeal to my colleagues today to join
me in this effort. It is not just the farmer,
not just the institution of American agri-
culture, but the entire economy and the
welfare of every consumer in this coun-
try that is at stake.

The specter of a severe food shortage,
with families going hungry across the
Nation, looms very real today.

While the imposition of a freeze may
hold consumer prices down by a few
cents per pound for a few weeks, the end
result will surely be utter chaos at
the marketplace and economy-wrecking
prices.

The freeze must be lifted and an or-
derly phase IV, perhaps with price con-
trols tied to profit margins, must be im-
plemented immediately. And that phase
also must be geared toward reinstating
free market conditions as soon as pos-
sible.

Mr. Speaker, California’s agriculture
supplies one-fourth of the Nation’s table
food, and 40 percent of our fresh fruits
and vegetables.

Agriculture supplies half of our State’s
water borne exports, and one-half of the
trucking business. It also supplies one-
third of our rail shipments, and one-
third of all of the jobs for 21 million
residents.

Agriculture in California is a $5.7 bil-
lion industry annually—and a major
share of that industry goes into exports
each year—one of the few plus factors in
this country’s balance of payments.

Agriculture nationwide, in faet, is the
only industry we can count on year after
year, to improve our balance-of-payment
situation. And I do not have to remind
any of my colleagues how crucial that
situation is. Without a healthy agricul-
ture, and a healthy agriculture price and
marketing structure, our economic prob-
lems will be compounded many times
over.

Mr, Speaker, I urge that the Congress
take serious note of this problem today.
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It is not a philosophical question, nor is
it a rural-urban quastion. It is courting
economic disaster for all Americans to
continue the price freeze on food and
the food production-marketing system.

THE SUPREME COURT AND
PORNOGRAPHY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Alabama (Mr. EDWARDS) is re-
cognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, the Supreme Court’s recent de-
cision on pornography has supplied our
States and local communities with some
much-needed ammunition to rid book-
stores and movies of obscene matter.

I applaud the Court’s decision which
abandoned the idea that all parts of the
country must follow a national standard
on what is obscene.

The Court reversed its previous trend
toward permissiveness and laid down
tougher new guidelines that can be used
by the States and local governments in
determining what books, films, or pic-
tures may be banned as pornographic.

No longer must it be proved that a
work is “utterly without redeeming so-
cial value” before it can be prohibited.

That rule, adopted in 1966, has been
held largely responsible for the wave of
dirty books and pictures that has swept
the country in recent years.

Local community standards will now
be used in determining whether material
is obscene. As Chief Justice Warren Bur-
ger put it in the Court’s majority opin-
ion:

To require a state to structure obscenity
proceedings around evidence of a national

community standard would be an exercise in
futility.

The Chief Justice explained that it was
not realistic nor constitutionally sound
to read the first amendment as requiring
that the people of a city like Mobile, Ala.,
have to accept public depiction of con-
duct found tolerable in cities such as Las
Vegas or New York.

Defining what actually is obscene has
been the most difficult part of obscenity
cases in the past. The High Court, in its
new decision, prescribed a new test to
determine what State laws may prohibit.

The opinion said:

Works may be banned, if, taken as a whole,
they appeal to prurient interests; if they
portray sexual conduct in a patently offensive
way, and if they, taken as a whole, do not

have serious literary, artistic, political or
scientific value.

In holding that a jury may judge a
work’s obscenity by the standards that
prevail in its community, the Supreme
Court also listed a number of guidelines
for State and local courts to follow.

The decision was by a 5-to-4 vote. All
four of the Justices appointed by Presi-
dent Nixon voted with the majority:
They are Chief Justice Burger, Associate
Justices Harry Blackmun, Lewis Powell
and William H. Rehnquist. They were
joined by Associate Justice Byron White.

This ‘“‘conservative” swing is a trend
that has been developing in the Supreme
Court over a period of time.

I have shared the concern of the peo-
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ple of Alabama and the first distriet over
the smut and pornography that have
plagued our Nation and I have intro-
duced legislation to control the mailing
or selling of indecent matter and to let
the local community determine its own
standards.

So it is welcome news to me to see that
the Supreme Court has reversed its
earlier permissive rulings, and I am sure
it is good news, too, to the many citizens
who have voiced concern and who have
tried in vain to rid our communities of
smut.

THE BIG THICKET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr, STEELMAN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEELMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Big
Thicket region in southeast Texas is one
of America’s last natural wilderness
areas. It is an area unique to the United
States, for nowhere else does there exist
such a mixture of zoological and botani-
cal life: temperate and tropical, western
and eastern. “The Biological Crossroads
of North America” is not an exaggerated
description of this beautiful area.

The Big Thicket is being threatened
with extinction however. Only a century
ago it contained over 3 million acres. As
late as 1938 over a million acres existed
untouched. Today there are hardly 300,-
000 acres of the thicket remaining.

In order to protect the Big Thicket
from completely disappearing, today I
am introducing a bill to create a 100,000
acre Big Thicket National Biological
Reserve.

Almost everyone agrees that there
should be a portion of the Big Thicket
set aside in order to be preserved in its
natural state. The disagreement arises
over how much land will be saved. Vari-
ous groups have supported many pro-
posals of from 35,000 acres up to 200,000
acres. I have had extensive consultations
with my colleagues of the National Parks
Subcommittee of the Interior Committee,
the administration, and environmental-
ists throughout Texas. In February of
this year I took a personal inspection
tour of the Big Thicket area. For these
reasons I believe the 100,000 acres in-
cluded in my bill are reasonable and
equitable to all parties concerned. The
boundaries I have suggested exclude as
many year-round residences as is pos-
sible. Just and adequate compensation is
provided for the acquisition of private
property.

This bill also contains a section which
I consider vital toward the protection of
the thicket. The “redwoods” provision
allows the Federal Government to physi-
cally acquire the land provided for in the
bill on the actual date of enactment. The
biological reserve will thus be saved from
further destruction as soon as the bill is
enacted. No other bill has been proposed
which includes this provision, which is
especially important for the Big Thicket.
The normal time lag between the dates
of enactment and acquisition will not
occur; an interim which otherwise would
allow the decay of the thicket to continue
at its present pace, or possibly faster.
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‘We cannot delay any longer to preserve
the Big Thicket. Now is the time for posi-
tive action to be taken by the House and
all concerned parties. This beautiful and
unique area in Texas must be saved.

CONGRESSMAN DON H. CLAUSEN
ADDRESSES THE 11TH PAN AMER-
ICAN HIGHWAY CONFERENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Dox H.
CrauseN) is recognized for 10 minutes,

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I wish to take this opportunity to bring
to the attention of the Congress a state-
ment I made to the 11th Pan American
Highway Conference in Quito, Ecuador.

I believe my remarks at that time re-
tain their contemporary interest in view
of the need to reassert our commitment
among the nations of the Americas to
treat each other with a mutual respect
in a true spirit of brotherly love.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I shall insert
my statement at this point in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

STATEMENT BY THE HoNoraBLE Dox H,

CLAUSEN

On December 9, 1967, you accorded me the
high privilege of addressing your plenary
session in Montevideo, Uruguay.

At that time, I referred to the Pan Amer-
fcan Highway program as “the most impor-
tant single undertaking of our time"—"ga
coordinated and integrated road and high-
way system for the Americas.”

“As we work toward this desired multi-
nation and inter-continental integrated sys-
tem of highways, one cannot help but visual-
ize the ultimate formation of a Common
Market of all the Americas.”

Today, it is with pleasure that we are
able to report positive progress in the de-
velopment of the Darien Gap Highway as
the key segment remaining to be completed
in the Pan American Highway.

Culminating 6 years of Darien Surveys, a
formal report was prepared by the Darien
Subcommittee entitled “Final Conclusions
and Recommendations Regarding the Loca-
tion, Design and Construction of the Pan
American Highway Through the Darien Gap
of Colombia and Panama.” This report was
formally presented to the Permanent Execu-
tive Committee President, Eduardo Dibos D.,
during the meeting of the Permanent Execu-
tive Committee of the Pan American High-
way Congresses in Lima, Peru, in February
1969,

March 19, 1969, in the Council Chamber of
the Pan American Union in Washington, D.C.,
and attended by members of the Permanent
Executive Committee, Darien Subcommittee,
Officlals of National and International High-
way organizations, the Final Report of the
Darien Subcommittee was presented to the
Becretary General of the OAS, Dr. Galo Plaza,
by Don Romulo O'Farrill, our beloved Honor-
ary Life Chairman of the Permanent Execu-
tive Committee—the “champion of the Pan
American Highway System."”

On June 10, 1969, in the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States Bill HR.
12014 was introduced by myself along with
colleagues Congressman John C. Kluczynski
of Illinois and Jim Wright of Texas. The
Bill would authorize the United States to
cooperate with the Governments of Panama
and Colombia in the construction of the
Darien Gap Highway in these two countries
to thus connect the Inter-American Highway
with the Pan American Highway and author-
ize $100 million to pay two-thirds of the cost
of construction of the highway.
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Passage of the Federal-Ald Highway Act
of 1970, on December 31, 1970, was signed
by President Nixon; thus the construction of
the Darien Gap Highway was assured. This
was & memorable occasion for all those who
had worked for many years to make the
closing of the missing link of the Pan Amer-
ican Highway System a reality,

In a historic ceremony May 6, 1971, at the
Pan American Union in Washington, D.C., the
Governments of Colombia, Panama and the
United States executed the final agreements
for the construction of the Darien Gap High-
wWay.

In signing the agreements for the United
States, Secretary of Transportation John A.
Volpe said, “The international project now
agreed to will benefit all the Americas, It
will bring both soclal and economic gains to
all the countries of the Hemisphere.”

Before the end of the fiscal year June 1,
1971, President Nixon requested supplemental
appropriation by the United States Congress
in the amount of $5 million for the Darien
Gap Highway. These funds were immediately
obligated and an announcement made to call
for bids August 31, 1971, on the section of
the Darien Gap Highway in Panama between
Canitas and the Bayano River including the
Bayano River Bridge.

In the 1972 budget, President Nixon and
the Congress appropriated $15 million to con-
tinue to fulfill contract and construction
commitments.

The continuing and intense interest of the
United States Congress was next demon-
strated when Mr. Wright, myself, and our
House Roads Subcommittee, visited Colom-
bia, Panama and the Darlen Region to ob-
serve “on-the-spot” the construction prob-
lems to be encountered, the efflect on the en-
vironment, the concerns of the native popu-
lation of the area and, most importantly, to
gain a greater understanding of the unigue
terrain, swamp and meteorological problems
associated with this “impossible” construc-
tion project.

A helicopter flight over the proposed rout-
ing, an overnight stay in a Choco Indian vil-
lage and meetings with native leaders—deep
in the Darien Jungle—made a profound im-
pression on all of us, as we sought to de-
velop a fuller appreciation for the problems
ahead.

All planning is aimed at “holing through”
the Darien Gap with 5 years. If weather and
construction conditions permit, it is our
hope to accelerate the construction time-
table. We are determined to complete the
project and “close the Gap" at the earliest
practicable date.

This presents a tremendous challenge to
everyone connected with the program—from
the political, administrative and financial
people of our governments to the scientific,
engineering and builder personnel that must
accomplish the work.

The Darien Gap—long famous and chal-
lenging as the “Impossible Road Construction
Project of our Hemisphere” will continue to
intrigue the imagination until it is finally
completed and the Pan American Highway—
from Alaska to Argentina—linking the Amer-
icas—truly becomes Inter-Continental, there~
by setting the stage for the unlimited eco-
nomie, social, educational and cultural bene-
fits that will become available to the people
of North, Central and SBouth America.

Where do we go from here?

In many ways, highways are comparable
to the bloed circulation system of our own
body. The Pan American Highway is the
main artery of the highway system for the
Americas. Feeder roads form the main net-
work which carries blood into the main
artery. When there is active circulation of
blood through the veins and arteries, the
surrounding body tissues are kept healthy.
Likewise, when feeder and lateral roads stim-
ulate the production, trade and travel that
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flows into the main highways of our lands,
our economies prosper and the lives and liv-
ing conditions of our peoples benefit.

This analogy has proven useful to me. It
has helped me to understand and relate the
role of highways, coordinated with other land,
sea and air transportation, and how these,
in turn, serve the ultimate goal of national
and inter-continental development.

I have often talked about the need for
integrated national transport systems as a
vital ingredient of national progress. By that
I refer to the rational, planned, coordinated
and integrated system of different transport
modes that function together efficiently and
economically in serving the transport needs
of our societies.

But just as the human brain directs and
coordinates our bodily functions, so likewise
national development planning through the
Pan American Highway Congress and OAS
must serve to integrate our transport systems
into the total development process of the
Americas.

We in the United States have long ago
learned the lesson that a well-developed
transport system operating alongside an in-
adequately developed agricultural or indus-
trial structure has very limited benefits.

In this sense, highways and transport sys-
tems are instruments by which national de-
velopment and individual mobility are served,
They are not ends in themselves, For exam-
ple, a farm-to-market road program which
is not integrally linked to a well-conceived
agricultural development plan, providing re-
sgarch, extension, farm credit, and market-
ing services, is unlikely to bring progress to
the rural community or a better life for its
inhabitants.

From this analogy, I arrive at the conclu-
sion that the basic goal of all of us who are
interested in highways is national develop-
ment. Our job does not end when we plan
and finish construction of a highway. We
must not be satisfied when the main arteries
and veins of a transport system are in place.
We must all actively involve ourselves in en-
suring that a vigorous flow of blood is
pumped through these arteries and veins,
That means we must concern ourselves in-
creasingly with national development strate-
gies, with sectoral plans for agricultural and
industrial development, with plans for bal-
anced regional economic growth and urban
decentralization. Only by involving the tech-
nical and management capabilities of the
transport sector in the broad tasks of a na-
tional development planning will we realize
cur common goal—highway systems which
will serve as the vital lifestreams of growth
and individual betterment.

MY VIEWS ON A NEW LATIN AMERICAN POLICY

In discussing United States policy toward
Latin America, I have often said, “We do not
wish to be looked upon as your fathers; we
prefer to he your brothers.,” Behind this
phrase, there is a long history of continuing
debate as to what the proper relationship
should be between the United States and our
neighbors to the South. That debate spans
long periods of our history from the Monroe
Doetrine, through the Good Neighbor Policy,
and the Alliance for Progress, up to the pres-
ent. Each phase of our evolving policy toward
Latin America responded both to an assess-
ment of United States interests and of the
realities of our relationships in the Hemi-
sphere,

The change In our desired role from being
“fathers” to “brothers” goes to the very core
of President Nixon's concept of the “mature
partnership” we wish to have with our Latin
American friends. As I have observed our
working relationship during the sessions of
our Pan American Highway Congresses, I
have come to the firm conclusion that we are
all proud of our national heritage, yet we
are also willing to. share ideas that will be
helpful to all,
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Why have we moved to this new policy and
new diplomatic style?

We have realized that our Latin American
neighbors have made great strides in recent
years in the complicated tasks of nation
building and economic and social change.
These nations are increasingly flexing their
“muscles of maturity” as they develop their
self-confidence, as they thrust ahead in their
efforts to modernize, and to bring the bene-
fits of growth to more of their people.

We, too, have assessed our national inter-
ests and the realities of contemporary Latin
America.

We have come to the conclusion that the
special relationship we seek with our Latin
American friends must, be such as to assist
the processed of change in an atmosphere of
mutual respect, confidence and cooperation.

That special relationship must recognize
the need of our neighbors to reconcile their
interests in close ties with us with their de-
termination to mold their own destinies.

It must be based on an understanding that
our neighbors must determine their own na-
tional structures, their own solutions to their
national problems, and setting their own
priorities., Above all, it implies that our
friends in Latin America must also live with
the results of their own decisions and ac-
tions.

This is the essence of the mature partner-
ship we seek.

On our side, a strong commitment to as-
slst and cooperate, as requested, in dealing
with the problems of change and growth in
the Americas,

On the side of the Latin Americans, a
growing sense of constructive nationalism
and maturity in making a befter life for
their own people.

As this partnership develops and mellows
with time, we not only help each other, but
strengthen the quality of our political, so-
cial and economic institutions that bind us
together in the Inter-American system.

In presenting my personal assessment of
our relationship of the past, I am of the irm
opinion that we must all accept a propor-
tionate share of the blame for the problems
that have not been resolved in an orderly
manner.

Why has this occurred?

In my view, we have all wavered from one
extreme to another—all the way from “be-
nign neglect” on the one hand to the “bear
hug" on the other,

When we needed each other desperately,
we would join together to meet a common
threat to our respective interests.

After the threat had passed, we would fail
to communicate adequately, to “keep in
touch"”, thereby neglecting to recognize or
deal with promptly the increasing problems
associated with the challenges of change in
this jet-space-nuclear-technological age.

The result has been smothering paternal-
ism wrapped in a blanket of immaturity, mis-
understanding, unfulfilled promises and
mounting uncertainty.

The time has come for all Americans,
North, Central and South, to stand up and
be counted on a man to man basis—treat
each other with mutual respect in a true
spirit of brotherly love, as intended, origi-
nally, by our Creator.

We are all constructive, creative, dedicated
and determined individuals and nations.

‘We must all realize, however, that by max-
imizing our organizational inter-dependence,
we can enhance the cherished goal of in-
dependence.

We, the delegates of this Eleventh Pan
American Congress, can and must show the
way.

Just as the late President John F. Een-
nedy and the United States Congress said in
the early 1960's, “We will put & man on the
moon during this decade,” I know it is the
desire of President Richard Nixon and the
United States Congress to cooperate in unit-
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}rlag the Amerieas during this decade of the
8.

The closing of the Darien Gap, when com-
pleted, will serve as THE SYMBOL of Hemi-
spheric cooperation and solidarity and as a
living monument to you, the delegates of
these Eleventh Pan American Highway
Congresses.

THE HIDDEN DANGER IN THE
WHALEN-BEUCHANAN AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, when the
House fakes up the war powers resolu-
tion, House Joint Resolution 542, in July,
our colleague from Ohio (Mr. WHALEN)
has announced his intention to offer the
following amendment:

AMENDMENT TO HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 543,

AS REPORTED OFFERED BY MR. WHALEN

Page 3, strike out line 24 and all that fol-
lows down through line 5 on page 4 and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

(b) Within one hundred and twenty cal-
endar days after a report is submitted or is
required to be submitted (whichever is ear-
lier) pursuant to section 3, the Congress, by
a declaration of war or by the passage of a
resolution appropriate to the purpose, shall
either approve, ratify, confirm, and author-
ize the continuation of the action taken by
the President and reported to the Congress,
or shall disapprove such action in which
case the President shall terminate any com-
mitment and remove any enlargement of
United States Armed Forces with respect to
which such report was submitted.

I believe this is a dangerous amend-
ment.

The purpose of war powers legislation
is to reduce the likelihood of Presidential
wars—especially long ones—and to en-
hance the role of Congress in the war
powers field.

This amendment has to be considered
in the light of that purpose.

By any reasonable test, it is a serious
mistake and should be rejected. It works
Jjust backward.

First, it inevitably will have the effect
of enhancing the President’s war powers.

It will reduce the likelihood that a fu-
ture President will ask the Congress for
a declaration of war, because any Presi-
dent will quickly conclude that the Con-
gress is less likely to halt his action
through the operation of the Whalen-
Buchanan amendment.

Under it, Congress can cause the Presi-
dent to terminate the engagement in hos-
tilities only if both Houses agree. Under
the traditional war declaration, one
House—just one—can cause the declara-
tion to fail and, therefore war policy to
fail.

A war declaration must pass both the
House and Senate to be effective. Thus
one House can effectively veto a war by
failing to approve the declaration.

With the Whalen-Buchanan language,
a President will be less likely to use the
war declaration approach in dealing with
Congress.

Also, the Whalen-Buchanan amend-
ment does not say whether the resolution
by which Congress may disapprove a war
will be concurrent or joint.

By leaving the ambiguous language
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“appropriate to the occasion” in describ-
ing the type resolution to be used by Con-
gress, the bill yields control to the
President.

In signing or vetoing this bill, President
Nixon—or any President may announce
that the appropriate resolution must be
a joint resolution. Can we expect any-
thing else? He will be protective of Presi-
dential power, as every other President in
history has been, and do his best to pro-
tect full Presidential flexibility in war-
making. He will say that a concurrent
resolution, or a simple resolution, is in-
appropriate to any such occasion.

This interpretation would not, of
course, be binding on future events, but
inevitably it would be cited by a future
President if the section became opera-
tiveina 3

This would mean that a President
could seek to nullify by veto a resolution
by the Congress to disapprove.

In this case the power of the President
would be immensely enhanced, because
only by two-thirds vote of both Houses
could the Congress effectively stop a
Presidential war.

The Whalen-Buchanan language
would reverse exactly the roles of the
Congress and President. Instead of just
one House being able to veto a war, the
President would be able to veto a resolu-
tion agreed to by both Houses to stop a
war.

The vote Wednesday on the supple-
mental appropriations override illus-
trates perfectly the position in which the
Congress will find itself if the Whalen-
Buchanan amendment is adopted. The
President wants to continue acts of war
in Cambodia. By majority vote the Con-
gress has voted to halt these acts of war.
Because of the Presidential veto and the
failure of bombing critics to muster a
two-thirds vote in both Houses, the
bombing goes on.

Under the Whalen amendment, Presi-
dents in the future will be able to con-
tinue indefinitely Presidential wars sim-
ply by retaining the support of one-third
of either House.

THE ENERGY CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Kansas (Mr. SHRIVER) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
review some of the facts of what has
become one of America’s most serious
domestic concerns—the energy crisis,
particularly as it affects the users of pe-
troleum products. The adverse effects of
this situation hinders both rural and
urban life of the Nation. The energy
shortage is of utmost importance to
Kansas' Fourth Congressional District,
whiech produces, stores, and transports
much of the feed grain for the rest of the
Nation.

CAUSES

With respect to refined petroleum
products, demand now outstrips supply.
This situation will become more serious,
as the growth rate of demand is expected
to rise 5.7 percent per year from now to
1975, 2.7 percent per year from 1976 to
1980, and 3 percent per year from 1981
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to 1985. Simply, demand for petroleum
products will increase from approximate-
1y 17 million barrels per day to over 26
million barrels per day in 1985.

To further aggravate the problem,
domestic refining capacity is projected
to be 25.7 percent short of total capacity
required to meet 1975 demand. This
means that production of crude oil prod-
uets will be an estimated 4.8 million bar-
rels per day short of required output.

The decline in exploration for and
production of domestic crude oil has re-
sulted in greater difficulties in obtaining
assured crude supplies. This has an in-
hibiting effect of the expansion of
domestic refining capacity. Furthermore,
imported erude oil has a high sulfur con-
tent as opposed to the low-sulfur con-
tent of crude oil produced domestically.
Since many U.S. refineries are designed
for low-sulfur erude oil, they are render-
ed useless with respect to imported crude,
unless necessary installation of extensive
new equipment is undertaken to prevent
damage and meet product specifications.

Second, environmental concerns have
created a conflict between energy re-
quirements and environmental goals.
This has been the case in two ways:
First, environmental issues have de-
layed—and in some cases—prevented
new refinery construction; second, the
development of deepwater port facili-
ties—for that crude oil which is im-
ported—has been inhibited because of
environmental concerns.

Third, economic factors have inhibited
exploration for, production and refine-
ment of domestic crude oil supplies. In-
dependent oil producers no longer find
it economically feasible to explore for
crude oil. This is caused, at least in part,
by the reduced oil depletion allowance.
The independent oil producers have been
hardest hit by this reduction. Additional-
ly, economic factors have deterred re-
finers from expanding to meet projected
demand for petroleum products. Invest-
ment dollars are “tight,” forcing refiners
to compete for funds in capital markets,
while offering a lower rate of return.
Furthermore, this situation is seriously
aggravated due to the uncertain nature
of the market in the supply of oil. If the
supply of crude oil is inadequate to meet
current refining capacity, investors have
little reason to build more refineries in
a market where capital funds are al-
ready tight. This serves to multiply the
adverse effect of the energy crisis in the
long run.

EFFECTS

Thinking in short-term effects, rather
than long-term potential problems, the
energy shortage is an enigma to all walks
of American life.

People traveling through the country
may find it difficult to buy gasoline for
their automobiles, as limitations of pur-
chases may be—and have been—imposed;
municipalities and county governments
will continue to find it difficult to locate
adequate supplies of fuel oil for their
buildings and gasoline for their automo-
biles; farmers, the source of the Nation’s
food supply, are already experiencing
serious shortages in both fuel oil, used
for grain dryers, and gasoline required
to operate necessary farm equipment.
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The deficiencies currently suffered by
farmers are twofold, and perhaps more
serious to the Nation as a whole. First,
this summer’s harvest is endangered by
fuel shortages. This is serious enough,
but when added to the prospect of a con-
tinued shortage of fuel into the plant-
ing season, preventing the planting and
cultivation of crops, the production of
food for the Nation may be seriously
threatened.

In attempting to survey my constitu-
ency about the fuel shortage, I have
found some examples of how the “energy
crisis” is affecting citizens engaged in the
production of food and related activities.
Outside of the city of Wichita, as many
as 5 to 10 gasoline stations are closed;
10 to 15 are limiting the quantity of sales,
many are projecting a shortage of supply,
and nearly all rural suppliers are serving
regular customers only. Many suppliers
are considering closing—or have already
closed—their public stations in order to
supply farmers for the wheat harvest,
which is now in full swing. This indicates
a serious deficiency which must be alle-
viated as quickly as possible.

SOME ALTERNATIVES

Perhaps the most immediate possible
solution is to encourage exploration for
and production of crude oil through a
“loosening up” of the oil depletion al-
lowance, and other incentives, particu-
larly for independent producers, which
serve many areas of what I consider to
be first priority, the Nation’s farmers.
In this way, the providers of the Nation’s
food supply will have adequate resources
to do their job.

Second, if the American people do their
best to reduce demand, more petro-
leum products will be available for
other priority items on the Nation’s
energy agenda, such as fuel for the pro-
tective services of fire and police de-
partments, and ambulance services. De-
mand can be reduced by cutting down
on unnecessary travel, encouraging mass
transportation, reducing speed on high-
ways, keeping automobile engines in top
shape, using car air conditioners spar-
ingly, and by driving sensibly. With re-
spect to fuel oil, a change by 2 degrees
on the thermostat in the home can save
significant volumes of fuels.

In the long run, it is readily apparent
that either a trans-Alaska or a trans-
Canada pipeline will have to be built to
provide for future energy needs. Addi-
tionally, we should encourage research in
other energy fields such as the uses of
atomic energy, geothermal energy, and
the potential uses of solar energy.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I should like
to add my belief that Congress should
consider the entire energy crisis as ex-
peditiously as we can, and in the most
thorough way possible. I have joined my
colleagues from Kansas in expressing our
concern to the President, urging imme-
diate action. The nature of the crisis, and
its severity, will necessitate the combined
efforts of the legislative and executive
branches of Government in finding a so-
lution, as well as the expertise of those
in the industry; and the cooperation and
understanding of the public.

Under the leave to extend my remarks
in the Recorp, I include the testimony
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which was given in behalf of the Kansas
Independent Oil and Gas Association be-
fore the Oil Policy Hearing Committee
in Washington. The testimony submitted
by Tom L. Schwinn, executive vice presi-
dent, follows:

STATEMENT BY ToM L. SCHWINN

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commit-
tee: I am Tom L. Schwinn, Executive Vice
President of the Kansas Independent Oil &
Gas Association (KIOGA), an independent
explorer-producer group of some 1400 mem-
bers who produce or are interested in the
production of crude oil and natual gas in the
State of Kansas, As such, we are vitally in-
terested in these hearings inasmuch as they
have been broadened to include not only
allocation of refined petroleum products, but
crude oll as well.

We would like to clarify the record by
making a distinction between major and in-
dependent producer companies. The former
are vertically integrated from the well head
to the gasoline pump. The independent only
sells a commodity. The major generates vast
amounts of caplital throughout its sprawling
and complex operations. Moreover, the ma-
jor company exerts an invidious influence
over independent operations for the reason
that they buy much of his production and
historically have posted prices at which the
independent has sold his crude oil—indeed,
independent refiners have followed major
company postings in their own purchases.

Nevertheless, this spring as the shortage
of energy became well recognized, a fact that
had been forecast and well documented for
more than a decade, independent refiners,
first in Eansas and then elsewhere, advanced
their prices to secure additional supplies of
crude. In many cases, this has improved
their position. In others, no improvement has
been noted because major companies have
met the increases in order to protect their
own well head connections.

Let there be no doubt in the committee’s
mind. The shortage of crude is genuine,
hence there is a shortage of refined products.
The decline in crude production has followed
closely the decline in exploratory drilling—
especially in the mid-continent. Thus, to
reach the root cause of the problem, we must
make a start at once to turn around the level
of exploratory drilling. All the suggestions
in the world about how to allocate products
will not alleviate a total shortage. Only more
discovered reserves and more productive ca-
pacity can present a real short or long term
solution.

We sympathize with the plight of the in-
dependent refiner. As the value of their im-
port tickets has declined, their ability to se-
cure crude supplies has been impaired. In
Kansas, independent producers sell a great
deal of their crude to independent refiners.
Their survival is thus important to independ-
ent producers. But for more than 15 years,
there has been a gradual demise of independ-
ent producers. Yet, I cannot recall in all of
those years any significant appeal at any level
by others about his deepening crisis,

We assert that an allocation program will
succeed if properly staffed and reasonably ad-
ministered. Adequate discretion must be pro-
vided. There must be an end to the diffusion
of policy over the production of crude oil by
government, What the nation needs is an ad-
ministration of an allocation program that
exhibits an interest in practical solutions—
not abjeet hand-wringing over shortages, real
or imagined.

Any base period will impose some inequi-
ties. This is so because the selection of a
base period is per force arbitrary.

Shortages expressed in terms of gallons
of product versus barrels of crude oil are mis-
leading. Remember that a 100 barrel oil well
will provide more than 4,200 gallons of
product.
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Establishment of priorities also contains
danger. In any list of priorities, someone is
at the top and someone is at the bottom.
I can document the fact that the independ-
ent producer-explorer segment is now ex-
periencing shortages and threatened short-
ages of some magnitude.

We strongly urge the committee to free the
independent producer of the harassment of
being included in the allocation of his crude
oil sales. FPC control of well head prices for
natural gas is the single most important rea-
son for the matural gas shortage. To force
him to continue sales to a major company
purchaser will only compound the ominous
trend toward monopoly in the industry. Since
the major companies are net purchasers of
domestic crude, it is to their economic ad-
vantage to keep the price of crude oil low.
In essence, we need a small producer ex-
emption. There are a myriad of good business
reasons aside from price why an operator
may wish to switch a connection.

I thank the committee for the opportunity
to present this statement. We commend the
committee for its quick decision to come to
grips with this serious problem about which
there is much said with so little understand-
ing.

I shall be happy to answer any guestions,

BEWARE OF THE FARM BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. MicHEL) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, unfortu-
nately there are a lot of people in this
country who believe that any problem
can be solved by legislation. They believe
that if a problem arises, the first thing
to do is run to Washington for a solution,

Obviously there are many problems
which require attention at the Federal
level. But there are other problems where
Federal intervention merely compounds
the problem—it does not solve or even
mitigate the problem, it compounds it
and may make solution improbable or
even impossible.

One of the favorite areas for suggested
Federal intervention in recent months
has been in the area of food. Food prices
have been rising, so self-styled consumer
advocates turned to the Federal Govern-
ment with demands for price ceilings,
controls, and Federal decisionmaking.

This approach ignores a basic fact of
life. That is that farmers are in business
to make a living. They must have some
profit or they would not produce. A
farmer does not get up at 2 o'clock in
the morning and go out to play midwife
to a sow giving birth to a litter of pigs
simply because he is fond of the sow. He
leaves that nice warm bed and goes out
to care for the sow because that is where
his profit is.

If there is no profit in raising those
pigs, then he sells the sow, she goes to
market, we eat that pork—but there are
no little pigs for the next year's pork
supply.

We now are seeing this expected result
from the imposition of price ceilings.
Farmers’ profit potential has been cut
as retail prices are frozen. The ceiling
effect backs up all the way to the farm
gate, even though the farm price of raw,
unprocessed commeodities is exempt from
the price freeze now in effect. Therefore,
farmers are sending to market many of
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the female hogs which we had earlier
thought would be producing a more
abundant pork supply next year.

For the same reasons, the number of
beef cattle going into feedlots is being
reduced below the level expected earlier.
And the Nation’s canners are warning us
that they cannot produce and distribute
the quantity of fruits and vegetables and
other canned products that we will need
in the coming year, because the profit
incentive is no longer there.

Broiler producers are cutting back on
the number of broilers because, under the
price ceiling so fervently demanded by
many Members of the Congress, they are
losing 4 cents a pound on their broiler
production.

Now, perhaps we should pass a law
which says farmers and canners and
broiler producers should go ahead and
produce at a loss. But even the most con-
trol-oriented people are not that stupid.

So one result of our monkeying around
with the smooth functioning of our agri-
cultural production and marketing sys-
tems is that we may be having shortages
of food next year—when we are all up for
reelection. If that occurs, we will be called
upon by our constituents—and properly
so—to explain just where we stood when
consumer pressures were forcing the
administration into supply-diminishing
price ceilings on food products. g

H.R. 8860 is another current example
of an attempt to control prices by sub-
stituting unwise Government action for
signals from the market to producers as
to whether consumers want more or less
of which products. You will be given an
opportunity to vote on this bill in a few
days. I ask you to reflect on the wisdom
of moving Government more deeply into
agriculture via this bill,

The unfortunate fact is that we do not
seem to be able to learn from experience.
Through 40 years of Government inter-
ference in agriculture—accompanied by
the expenditure of billions of tax dol-
lars—we have not grasped the simple
truth that the commodities which get
into price difficulties are nearly always
those which have the so-called benefit
of Government regulations. Now, I am
not speaking of the problem of high
prices; I am speaking of the more com-
mon problem—and the problem which
H.R. 8860 purports to mitigate—the prob-
lem of low prices for farmers. However,
the same result—dislocations, production
not related to the needs of people, and
so0 on—are much the same.

Some results which we could logically
expect and reliably predict if we were
to enact this legislation are as follows:

With target prices at incentive levels,
farmers would produce for that Govern-
ment target price, not for the demands
of people for food production. We could
confidently expect a return to escalating
tax costs, surplus production which would
have to be taken over by the Government,
and the return to high storage costs and
other inefficiencies which would soak up
taxpayers’ dollars without providing any
meaningful public benefits.

The administrators of the program
would be forced to choose between limit-
ing tax costs of the program by shrink-
ing allotments and production to force
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prices up, or of turning production loose,
and trying to live with the attendant high
production, and the accompanying bur-
den of payments and storage costs out of
the Federal Treasury. Under H.R. 8860
we would either sock it to consumers or
sock it to taxpayers. And since taxpayers
are also consumers—and most consumers
also pay taxes—the choice is not pleasant
either way.

And farmers, whom we intend to help
by this legislation, are not really helped.
In the first place, farmers do not like
getting their income from the Federal
Treasury. They have told us this in every
conceivable way. Nor do they like having
consumers and other taxpayers mad at
them, making statements that they are
living off a Federal dole and so on. Farm-
ers prefer to get their incomes and prices
out of the marketplace, There is no rea-
son we should refuse them this privilege.

Further, under this proposed legisla-
tion the value of allotments and the tar-
get price goodies will be swiftly trans-
lated into land values, increasing the
cost of production for farmers so they
do not end up with any more net in-
come—while the taxpayer and consumer
is being hit. And land speculators, plus
other big money interests, will increase
their competition for land, making it
more difficult for the family farmer to
continue to compete for that land.

Mr. Speaker, these are just a few of
the reasons why we need to consider
carefully our votes on this bill. We can
vote for this bill and move agriculture
and consumers and taxpayers and the
country backward. Or we can move to
positive legislation which will move farm-
ers in the direction of greater freedom
and less dependence on Government, less
dependence on outmoded allotments and
quotas and production patterns based on
decades-ago planting needs. We have a
responsibility to move ahead, to let farm-
ers take advantage of the opportunity for
increasing production and profits which
now are so obvious. We have a responsi-
bility to let farmers produce for expand-
ing markets at lower unit costs and in-
creased profits—which will be good for
consumers, for taxpayers, for farmers,
and for people around the world.

FUND CUTOFF FOR CAMBODIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. WIiLLiams)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, recent
votes in the U.S. House and Senate to
cut off all funds for bombing in Cam-
bodia, although slightly different in
their provisions, forecast an ominous
future for the United States. This un-
wise action by a majority of the Con-
gress endangers the tremendous strides
we have made toward lasting peace dur-
ing the last few years.

The very people who are offering and
actively supporting the cutting off of all
funds for Cambodia are the same peo-
ple who passed the Gulf of Tonkin reso-
lution. They then rallied behind and
encouraged an administration which
sent over 540,000 American troops fo
Southeast Asia. During this time, U.S.
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casualities ran as high as 200 to 300
young American men each week.

Now that we have achieved at least
95 percent of our goal for a lasting
peace, all of our troops are out of South-
east Asia, all known POW'’s and almost
all MIA's have been returned, summar-
ily cutting off all expenditures in Cam-
bodia and Southeast Asia can only make
this country’s representatives ineffectual
in striving for a complete and lasting
peace.

We are presently making progress in
our talks with Russia and China. A total
halt of further expenditures to South-
east Asia would remove the Communist
incentive to negotiate. Also, a Commu-

nist victory in Cambodia would threaten .

the fragile balance of negotiated agree-
ments and alinements on which the
overall peace in Southeast Asia depends.
I am voting against all attempts to cut
off expenditures for Cambodia and
Southeast Asia as it is my considered
opinion that to do otherwise would re-
sult in serious danger to our country.

PROMISES UNKEPT FROM PRIOR
TRADE AGREEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. BURKE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, the Committee on Ways and
Means is being asked to write a trade bill
to give new and broad negotiating au-
thority to the President. It might be in-
teresting for the Members to read the
following article from the New York
Times on June 24, 1973—an article which
provides insight on what we can expect in
the trade negotiations that would take
place under the bill's authority.

The Common Market, it seems, does
not even want to negotiate or to pay us
what is due us from the last negotiations.
How are we going to get them to pay us
under new rules? That is the question
before the House when the President’s
trade bill—however amended—comes be-
fore it. Who wants to negotiate with us?

The New York Times is not protec-
tionist. The writer of the article, Mr.
Edwin L. Dale, Jr., is not a protectionist.
But even these people are beginning to
see that the trade game is rigeged, and the
other nations know it is rigged. If the
United States even suggests applying its
many present laws to promote its own
interests, or to pass new laws to right old
wrongs, the rest of the world—and often
the New York Times—screams about a
trade war. But what do the other coun-
tries do? They refuse to budge. And what
does the United States say? “We will be
under very strong pressure to retaliate.”
But we refuse to use the arms and the
rights we negotiated.

It is time for a rethinking of where the
United States stands at this point in his-
tory. The President has authority to act
right now on the exclusion of U.S. goods
from the enlargement of the Common
Market. But what is happening is exactly
nothing, because the rest of the world
is interested in promoting its own self-
interest, and understandably so. Only
they, it seems, can act in their own self-
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interest. The United States is always
wrong.

The full article follows:

EEC TrADE TALKS—A DIALOG OF THE DEAF
(By Edwin L. Dale, Jr.)

WASHINGTON.—AN obscure negotiation in
Geneva, seemingly so technical that even its
existence is not widely known, may have a
major influence on the whole future of the
world's trading relations, particularly on the
global trade bargaining due to begin next
fall.

The talks, which essentially pit the United
States against the European Common Mar-
ket, are nearing their climax. So far they are
deadlocked, though pessimism is regarded
here as still premature. If they fail, the con-
sequences are viewed by high Government
officlals here with major concern.

In the jargon of trade negotiators, the
Geneva talks are known as the ““24-6" ne-
gotiations, named for an article of the Gen-
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. At issue
is whether, and by how much, the Common
Market will “compensate” the United States
and other outsiders, through tariff cuts or
other trade concessions, for exports that may
be lost as a result of the recent enlargement
of the Common Market to include Britain,
Denmark and Ireland.

The outsiders’ exports that may be lost are
those now going to the three new members.
The loss could come in two ways: through
the adoption by the new members of the
import-restrictive common agricultural pol-
icy of the Common Market and through in-
creases in tariffs on some 600 nonfarm prod-
ucts as a result of adaptation of the individ-
ual tariff schedules of the new members to
the common tariff of the Common Market.

The GATT says there should be compensa~-
tion in cases such as this, But the Common
Market and the United States have wholly
different theories of how much the United
States will lose. It has heen, so far, a “dia-
logue of the deaf.”

The Common Market argues that many
more tariffs of the new members will be
lowered than increased and that it owes the
United States nothing. The United States
has examined this argument, product by
product, and rejects the Europeans’ conclu-
sion that no compensation is owed.

As an example, a British tariff on a certain
chemical might drop from 10 per cent to 8
per cent, the latter being the common tariff
of the community, Theoretically, the United
States and other outsiders would benefit.

But suppose the principal supplier of the
item to Britain is, say, West Germany. For
the import into Britain from Germany (an-
other Common Market member) the tariff
will soon drop to zero. The United States
cannot object to that, because it is part of
the whole concept of a “customs union.”
But the United States can and does argue
that it will get little benefit from the decline
in the British tariff against outsiders from
10 per cent to 8 per cent.

The agricultural problem is even more
serious. Again, the Common Market argues
that it does not owe anything, over-all even
if the United States might lose some sales
of grain to the new members. The United
States, it Is understood, is not trying as
part of this negotiation to have the Eu-
ropean community modify its common agri-
cultural policy, which affects mainly Ameri-
can grain exports. But the United States
would like concessions on such products as
tobacco, lard and citrus fruits, which do not
come under the complex common agricul-
tural policy.

The crucial Issue is whether the Common
Market will change its basic stand that no
concessions are due. The matter will be de-
bated in the next few days at the council
of ministers in Brussels, with the deadline
for completion of the negotlations already
agreed by both sides as July 31.
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And what if the Common Market refuses

budge?

“We will be under very strong pressure to
retaliate,” says a high United States official.
This would take the form of “withdrawing"
past tariff cuts—meaning raising tarifis on
some goods from Europe. This is the stuff of
which trade wars are made.

In addition, a refusal of the Common Mar-
ket to offer some compensation could have
a significant effect on the outcome of the
major trade legislation now nearing its ac-
tive phase in Congress.

Busy United States emissaries have in the
last few weeks been quietly seeking to im-
press these facts upon the nine Common
Market governments., They think they have
made some headway in getting across the
point that the United States is serious and
simply cannot take “no” for an answer, The
ball is now in the Common Market's court.

IMPACT AID FUNDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. LEHMAN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. Speaker, on Tues-
day, when I offered an amendment to
delete portions of category B impact aid,
I was unable to speak to my amendment
and to outline my reasons for it due to
the point of order which was raised
against the amendment, and sustained.

As I intend to introduce legislation in
the near future to eliminate the author-
ization for this kind of aid, I place in the
REcorp the statement I would have made
yesterday on my amendment which
would have accomplished the same
purpose:

Mr. Chairman, frankly I had anticipated
my first trip to the well of the House would
be to speak for more education funds, not less.
My feeling that we do need additional ap-
propriations for much of the authorized edu-
cation legislation does not preclude my oppo-
sition to an education appropriation if the
basis or the premise for the allocation of
these funds is not justifiable.

In regards to impact ald funds, I have no
quarrel with Category A children where the
parents both live and work on a Federal in-
stallation.

But, Mr, Chairman, there are two kinds of
Category B impact ald. The first, called “B-
in" is for the child whose parent works in a
Federal installation located within the school
district which the child attends. I do not
challenge the justification of impact ald for
this group.

However, the second, called “B-out” is for
the child whose parents work at a Federal
installation which is ITOT located within the
same school district which the child attends
and what my amendment would do is elim-
inate impact aid funding for the so-called
B-out student.

A good example of B-out funding is the
student in Montgomery County, Maryland,
whose parents work at the Pentagon in Vir-
ginia. In this case, Montgomery County
would receive impact aid for that child, al-
though the Pentagon in no way diminishes
the taxable property of Montgomery County
by virtue of the fact that it is not located
in the same State, much less the same school
district.

Of the total Category B impact aid, ap-
proximately 24.5% amounting to over &79
million would go for the B-out child. This is
general ald to education—to a privileged few.
If this $#79 million was pro-rated equally
throughout the country, my own district
would receive a quarter of a million dollars
more for education.
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While I understand the impact of a Fed-
eral installation located within the school
district which the child attends, I cannot
understand the logic of paying for the impact
of Federal property which is not even lo-
cated in the same school district.

As a former public school teacher, as a
six-year member of the board of the 6th
largest school district in the nation, and as a
businessman for over 30 years, I feel this
amendment is reasonable, sensible, justifi-
able, and fiscally responsible.

I hope my colleagues will feel the same
way and support this amendment,

ANNIVERSARY OF THE BATTLE OF
KOSOVO—JUNE 28

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Illinois (Myr. ANNUNZIO) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, today
is the anniversary of the Battle of Ko~
sovo, an event of tremendous historical
significance to those of Serbian descent
in America and indeed all over the world.

‘While the Battle of Kosovo was fought
on June 15, 1389, its anniversary is June
28, under the Gregorian calendar. On this
day in 1389, the kingdom of Serbia col-
lapsed as Turkish attacks proved to be
too strong for the Serbian empire to
handle. The battle, which took the life
of the Serbian Tzar Lazar I, forced the
Serbs to live under Turkish domination
until 1459 when Serbia became part of
the Ottoman Empire.

For the next 400 years, the Serbians
were harshly treated by the Ottoman
rulers who subjected the peasantry to
cruel and inhumane treatment.
Throughout these years, however, the
Serbian people, through the leadership
of their church were able to maintain
a sense of national pride. The weaken-
ing of the Ottoman rulers in the late
18th and early 19th century led to a
series of events that enabled Serbia to
regain its independence and become a
kingdom in 1882. .

Since the end of World War I, Serbia
became part of what is now known as
Yugoslavia. However, it was not until
1929 that the complete unification took
place with such diverse ethnic groups as
Croats, Slovens, and others joining to-
gether to form a single nation. After 1945,
the monarchy was abolished and Com-
munist domination of Yugoslavia was es-
tablished. Unfortunately, the official ob-
servance of the anniversary of the Battle
of Kosovo has been banned by the Yugo-
slav Government. Nevertheless, this his-
toric date remains alive in the hearts of
Serbs everywhere.

Serbians now make up the largest
single ethnic group living in Yugoslavia.
And those who are now living in America,
I know, are committed to the preserva-
tion of their national heritage. I have
been fortunate enough to witness the
community spirit of Serbian-Americans
in Chicago and I must say that their
patriotism and self-determination is
heartwarming indeed.

Mr. Speaker it is time that all Amer-
icans take note of this historic anni-
versary commemorated by the Serbian
people. Although the quest for freedom
has not yet been realized by the Serbian
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people, we do have a deep admiration for
their pride and dedication, for they are
waging a heroic struggle to achieve the
full realization of the ideals embodied
in the spirit of Kosovo.

I extend my greetings to the Serbian-
Americans on this anniversary and my
best wishes for the preservation of their
culture and their sense of community,
and for the achievement of their national
aspirations.

ABORTION CONTROVERSY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. ABzUG)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, with ad-
mirable skill, Harriet Van Horne de-
molishes the arguments of the so-called
right-to-life groups, in her column in the
New York Post, June 25.

She notes:

Leaders in the movement, while mouthing
platitudes about the “killing” of a cluster of
blood cells, invariably speak out in favor of
capital punishment. One may also note in
their ranks the leading hawks of the Vietnam
war. Behind their thinking, one gathers, is
the feeling that it's wrong to kill the unborn
but right to kill the fully formed male once
he has reached manhood.

She also lists some benefits of the le-
galization of abortion: lives saved by
sanitary conditions for abortions, fewer
unwanted and miserable children.

I insert the entire column in the Rec-
orDp at this point:

ABORTION CONTROVERSY
(By Harriet Van Horne)

It took the lives of half a million young
women—dying In anguish at the rate of
10,000 a year—to make abortion finally legal.

Before American women won the right to
end unwanted pregnancies, one million of
us crept off to back-street butchers, sidled
into sleazy motels under false names, or
brought a purse full of begged, borrowed or
extortion bills to a “midwife” whose surgical
skill put her a bare notch above podiatrists
and chicken-pluckers.

Behind the Supreme Court decision legal-
izing abortion lie the maimed bodies of
young girls who *“got into trouble,” the
women rendered sterile by instruments that
perforated and ripped the walls of the womb.
We have passed into an age of enlightenment
now, and the moral fiber of our society is
stronger in consequence. Some of the best
people in this land—doctors, clergymen, leg-
islators and bitter, damaged women—fought
a 20-year battle for abortion reform. Their
victory, In the eyes of most women, repre-
sents the triumph of decency over cruelty,
honesty over hypocrisy.

But now the Pharisees—chanting their
hollow pieties about “the right to life"—are
massing for a new onslaught on womanhood.
Yesterday they staged a protest outside the
Americana Hotel, where the American Med-
ical Assn. is holding its annual meeting.
They hope to persuade—or frighten—phy-
sicians Into supporting Sen. James Buckley's
proposed amendment to the Constitution
outlawing abortion.

The irrationality of these Right to Life
zealots is matched only by their hypocrisy.
Leaders in the movement, while mouthing
their platitudes about the “killing” of a
cluster of blood cells, invariably speak out
in favor of capital punishment. One may also
note in their ranks the leading hawks of the
Vietnam war. Behind their thinking, one
gathers, is the feeling that it's wrong to kill
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the unborn but right to kill the fully formed
male once he has reached manhood.

It is extremely doubtful that Sen. Buck-
ley's amendment has a chance in more than
two or three state legislatures (Louisiana and
Rhode Island come to mind). And if, by some
freakish shift in public opinion, a law were
to be passed restoring the ban on abortion,
it would be no more enforceable than the
18th Amendment banning liquor. Why, one
wonders, do these busybodies continue their
obscene crusade to send women back to the
Dark Ages?

The legalization of abortion has had, if one
regards the results objectively, an altogether
tonic effect on society. First, welfare cases
have decreased. There are fewer unwanted
children, born to be public charges most, if
not all, of their lives. Second, pregnancies
can now be terminated under decent, sani-
tary conditions. The phrase “criminal abor-
tion" is gone from the language, and with it
much of the guilt properly reared young
women used to feel.

The Right to Lifers should be relieved to
hear that the crime syndicate, which used
to take in at least a part of the $350 million
spent each year on illegal abortions, is now
taking a loss.

I shall no doubt hear from readers who will
state unequivocally that anyone who sup-
ports legal abortion is anti-Catholic. Not so.
There are non-Catholic physiclans in the
Right to Life movement. And there are
Catholic physicians who dispense birth con-
trol advice and perform abortions. That
leaves us with the pickets outside the AMA
meeting, and Winston Churchill's remark
that “a fanatic is one who can't change his
mind and won't change the subject.”

There are many sound reasons—some of
them urgent—for maintaining freedom of
abortion for women who do not wish to bear
a child. We live in a world moving from abun=
dance to scarcity, a world threatened by
famine, plague and the breakdown of cities.
Dr. Desmond Morris, who wrote “The Human
Zoo,"” says that overcrowding can easily lead,
in the next 20 years, to chaos and the col-
lapse of the social structure.

If our rate of growth is not curbed, we
cannot expect both the human race and de-
mocracy to survive. Overpopulation must in-
evitably lead to a harsh, authoritarian gov-
ernment, desperately rationing the food and
trying to maintain order. In a crowded life-
boat, do not expect tranquility and honor,

Nowhere 1s it written that the Lord hath
commanded woman to carry each fetus full
term. The most offensive aspect of the Right
to Life crusade is that it insists all women,
of whatever creed or class, bear unwanted
children.

European countries—except certain Latin
ones—have shown considerably more wisdom
than the U.S. in regulating birth as well as
abortion.

Year after year, the polls show Catholic
couples—as many as two thirds—admitting
to the use of birth control devices. Clearly,
the Right to Lifers are not acting entirely
from religious beliefs. There's a Freudian
paradox in their extremism, a rigid authori-
tarian drive that transcends Catholic dogma.
Like the Birchers and other right-wing
groups, they alone perceive the *sin” and
they alone, they believe, can save us.

TRIBUTE TO JAMES NATHAN
ESTES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. STARK) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to take this occasion to recognize James
Nathan Estes, of Livermore, Calif., who
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will be 100 years old on July 20, 1973. His
long life has been an eventful one. Born
in Indianapolis, Indiana a century ago,
he moved westward, becoming a home-
steader in Jackson Hole, Wyoming. He
held a variety of jobs, including carry-
ing mail on skis over Teton Pass, being
a plasterer, and holding the position of
assistant deputy sheriff. Married in 1907,
he later moved his family of three chil-
dren to Montana, and then to California,
where he has lived ever since.

I am proud to have this man in my
district, and I congratulate him on 100
vears of life.

RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT OF 1973

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Wiriam D,
Forp) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Speak-
er, today I am joining with a number of
my colleagues in introducing an im-
proved version of the Runaway Youth
Act of 1973. This bill is similar to other
bills I introduced in March of 1972 and
January of 1973. It provides for the es-
tablishment, maintenance, and operation
of temporary housing and counseling
services for runaway youth to facilitate
their return to their families. It also
provides for the strengthening of inter-
state reporting, for services for parents
of runaway children and for the develop-
ment of research on the size of the run-
away youth population.

I am revising my bill in response to
improvements made in similar legisla-
tion introduced in the Senate by the
distinguished Senator from Indiana (Mr.
Bayn). In this version of the bill, I have
deleted the section requiring the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to report annually on “effectiveness in
reducing drug abuse and undesirable con-
ditions existing in areas which runaway
youth frequent.”

I have also omitted the section in the
bill which provided that the Secretary
would pay 90 percent of the application
costs of those whose applications for
funds have been accepted.

Another change reflected in my new
legislation is designed to protect the con-
fidentiality of the individual records of
youth receiving services from the facili-
ties assisted under this act, except where
the records are needed for law enforce-
ment purposes. Where records are needed
for statistical studies, the identity of in-
dividual runaways may not be disclosed.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that my colleagues
in the House will give this proposal
prompt and favorable consideration, re-
membering that a similar bill (S. 654)
has already passed the Senate. At this
point, I insert the text of the Runaway
Youth Act into the REcorp:

H.R. 9042
A bill to amend the Juvenile Delinquency

Prevention and Control Act of 1968 to meet

the needs of runaway youths and facilitate

their return to their families without re-
sort to the law enforcement structure.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
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Act may be cited as the “Runaway Youth
Act”.

Sec. 2. The Juvenile Delinquency Preven-
tion and Control Act of 1968 is amended by
redesignating title IV (and cross references
thereto) as title V, by redesignating sections
401 through 411 (and cross references there-
to) as sections 501 through 511, respectively,
and by inserting after title III the following
new title:

“TITLE IV FINDINGS AND DECLARATION

POLICY

“Sec. 401. The Congress hereby finds that—

(1) the number of juveniles who leave and
remain away from home without parental
permission has Increased to alarming propor-
tions, creating a substantial law enforcement
problem for the communities inundated, and
significantly endangering the young people
who are without resources and live on the
street;

(2) the exact nature of the problem is not
well defined because national statistics on
the size and profile of the runaway youth
population are not tabulated;

(3) many of these young people, because
of their age and situation, are urgently in
need of temporary shelter and counseling
services;

(4) the problem of loeating, detaining, and
returning runaway children should not be
the responsibility of already overburdened
police departments and juvenile justice au-
thorities; and

(5) in view of the interstate nature of the
problem, it is the responsibility of the Federal
Government to develop accurate reporting
of the problem nationally and to develop an
effective system of temporary care outside
the law enforcement structure.

“Sec, 402. (a) The Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare is authorized to make
grants and to provide technical assistance to
localities and nonprofit private agencies in
accordance with the provisions of this title.
Grants under this title should be made for
the purpose of developing local faecilities to
deal primarily with the immediate needs of
runaways in a manner which is outside the
law enforcement structure and juvenile jus-
tice system. The size of such grants should
be determined by the number of runaway
children in the community and the existing
avallabllity of services. Among applicants
priority should be given to private organi-
zations or institutions who have had past
experience In dealing with runaways.

(b) The Secretary may promulgate and en-
force any rules, regulations, standards, and
procedures which he may deem necessary and
appropriate to fulfill the purposes of this Act.

“SEc. 403. (a) To be eligible for assistance
under this title, an applicant must propose
to establish, strengthen, or fund an existing
or proposed runaway house, a locally con-
trolled facllity providing temporary shelter,
and counseling services to juveniles who have
left home without the permission of their
parents or guardians.

(b) In order to qualily, an applicant must
submit a plan to the Becretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare meeting the follow-
ing requirements and including the follow-
ing information. Each house—

(1) shall be located in an area which is
demonstrably frequented by or easily reach-
able by runaway children;

(2) shall have a maximum capacity of no
more than twenty children, with a ratio of
staffl to children of sufficient proportion to
insure adequate supervision and treatment;

(3) shall develop an adequate plan for
contacting the child’s parents’or relatives in
accordance with the law of the State in
which the runaway house is established and
insuring his safe return according to the best
interests of the child;

(4) shall develop an adequate plan for in«
suring proper relations with law enforce-
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ment personnel, and the return of runaways
from correctional Institutions;

(5) shall develop an adequate plan for
aftercare counseling involving runaway chil-
dren and their parents within the State in
which the runaway house is located and as-
suring, as possible, that aftercare services
will be provided to those children who are
returned beyond the State In which the run-
away house is located;

(6) shall keep adequate statistical records
profiling the children and parents which it
serves: Provided, however, That records
maintained on individual runaways shall not
be disclosed without parental consent to any-
one other than another agency compiling
statistical records or a government agency
involved in the disposition of criminal
charges against an individual runaway: Pro-
vided further, That reports or other docu-
ments based on such statistical records shall
not disclose the identity of individual run-
aways;

(7) shall submit annual reports to the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
detailing how the house has been able to
meet the goals of its plans and reporting the
statistical summaries required in section 102
(b) (6);

(8) shall demonstrate its ability to operate
under accounting procedures and fiscal con-
trol devices as required by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare; and

(9) shall supply such other information as
the SBecretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare reasonably deems necessary.

“Sec.404. An application by a State, local-
ity, or nonprofit private agency for a grant
under this title may be approved by the Sec-
retary only if it is consistent with the appli-
cable provisions of this title and meets the
requirements set forth in section 403. Prior-
ity shall be given to grants smaller than
$50,000.

“Sec. 405. Nothing in this title shall be
construed to deny grants to nonprofit private
agencles which are fully controlled by pri-
vate boards or persons but which in other
ways meet the requirements of this title and
agree to be legally responsible for the opera-
tion of the runaway house. Nothing in this
title shall give the Federal Government and
1ts agencies control over the stafling and per-
sonnel declsions of facilltles receiving Fed-
eral funds, except as the staffs of such facili-
ties must meet the standards under this title.

“Sec. 408. The Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare shall annually report to
Congress on the status and accomplishments
of the runaway houses which were funded
with particular attention to—

(1) their effectiveness in alleviating the
problems of runaway youth;

(2) their ability to reunite children with
their families and to encourage the resolu-
tion of intrafamily problems through coun-
seling and other services; and

(3) their effectiveness in strengthening
family relationships and encouraging stable
living conditions for children.

“BEc. 407. As used in this title, the term
‘SBtate’ shall include Puerto Rico, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Guam, and the Virgin
Islands.

“Sec. 408. (a) The Federal share for the
construction of new facllities under this title
shall be no more than 50 per cenium. The
Federal share for the acquisition and renova-
tion of existing structures, the provision of
counseling services, staff training, and the
general costs of operations of such facility's
budget for any fiscal year shall be 00 per
centum. The non-Federal share may be in
cash or in kind, fairly evaluated, including
plant, equipment, or services.

(b) Payments under this section may be
made in installments, in advance, or by way
of relmbursement, with necessary adjust-
ments on account of overpayments or under-
payments.
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(¢) For the purpose of carrying out this
title there is authorized to be appropriated
for each of the fiscal years 1974, 1975, and
1976 the sum of $10,000,000.

“SEeC. 409. The Secretary of Health, Educa~
tion, and Welfare shall gather information
and carry out a comprehensive statistical
survey defining the major characteristics of
the runaway youth population and determin-
ing the areas of the country most affected.
Such suryey shall include, but not be limited
to, the age, sex, socioeconomic background
of runaway children, the places from which
and to which children run, and the relation-
ship between running away and other illegal
behavior, The Secretary shall report to Con-
gress not later than June 30, 1974.

““Sec. 410, Records containing the identity
of individual runaways gathered for statisti-
cal purposes pursuant to section 409 may
under no circumstances be disclosed or
transferred to any individual or other
agency, public or private.

“Sec, 411. For the purpose of carrying out
this title there is authorized to be appropri-
ated the sum of $500,000.”

PRAISE TO HON. WILBUR MILLS FOR
INVESTIGATING WATERGATE IM-
PLICATIONS OF IRS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order.of the House, the gentle-
man from Arkansas (Mr. ALEXANDER) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to commend the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. M1rrs) for his initiative
in ordering the Joint Committee on In-
ternal Revenue Taxation to investigate
the alleged improprieties in using, or
proposing to use, the facilities of the In-
ternal Revenue Service to harass and
intimidate citizens who disagreed with
the policies of this administration.

Evidence admitted yesterday before
the Senate Select Committee investigat-
ing the Watergate scandal reveals that
it was probably John Caulfield, a former
officer of the Department of the Treas-
ury, who recommended that the IRS
machinery be used for “discreet political
actions” calling for “an IRS audit of a
group of specific individuals having the
same occupation.” (Senate Select Com-
mittee record June 1973.)

On several previous occasions I have
expressed concern to my colleagues that
Executive Order No. 11697, as modified
by Executive Order No. 11709 permitting
a department of this Government for the
first time to make tax returns available
for inspection of an entire class of people.
I reiterate that this precedent is fraught
with danger of abuse and is in my judg-
ment a clear invasion of the right of pri-
vacy of every member of that class, the
nation’s farmers. After reviewing the
Watergate testimony, can there be any
question that every precaution should be
exercised to protect the privacy of Ameri-
can citizens from government abuse?

Frightening is the admission of As-
sistant Attorney General, Robert J.
Dixon, Jr., that the original Executive
order was, in his words:

Prepared by the Department of the Treas-
ury in language designed to serve as a pro-

totype for future tax return inspection or-
ders, This Department (of Justice) approved

the order as to form and legality. It (the
Department of Justice) was not requested
to, nor did it, express any policy judgment.
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Which group is next? Was this an at-
tempt ot reach the businessmen of the
Nation through a similar Executive or-
der for the Department of Commerce?
Was this procedure designed to author-
ize the Department of Labor to provide
oversight of wage earners? A technique
for HEW to look into the private affairs
of doctors, or teachers? How about HUD
desiring information for “statistical pur-
poses” of our Nation’s homecwners hav-
ing insured loans under FHA?

In spite of these warnings, the De-
partment of Agriculture remains insen-

. sitive, both to the potential invasion of

privacy of our Nation's farmers and of
the implications revealed by the evidence
admitted before the Senate Select Com-
mittee investigating the Watergate scan-
dal.

Today I received a letter from Secre-
tary Butz denying a request of the House
Subcommittee on Foreign Operations and
Government Information to suspend its
authority to examine tax returns of
farmers until our committee has com-
pleted its investigations. Mr. Butz states
in his letter that:

Because of the importance and urgency
attached to the arrangemenis under con-
sideration, as well as the lead time involved
in developing a computer program for the
work, we feel that we must proceed with the
negotiations (with IRS) that have been
started in order to meet our obligations in
fulfilling projected statistical programs.

The information requested by the De-
partment of Agriculture may be needed.
That Department may be innocent of any
involvement to willfully invade the right
of privacy of our Nation's farmers. But
is the USDA a stalking horse for an-
other purpose? Has that Department
been used as a “prototype” for other or-
ders of other agencies? I implore the
Secretary to open his eyes to reality, read
the front page of his favorite newspaper
and suspend his authority under the Ex-
ecutive orders until Congress can com-
plete its investigations of this and
related matters.

REV. THEODORE M. HESBURGH
AND REV. DR. EUGENE CARSON
BLAKE ARE INTERVIEWED BY
CONGRESSMAN JOHN BRADEMAS
ON “WASHINGTON INSIGHT”

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, every
month I have the privilege of moderat-
ing a television program “Washington
Insight,” on which outstanding figures
in the Nation’s life appear. The program
is broadcast on station WSJV-TV, the
ABC affiliate in South Bend-Elkhart,
Ind.

The two distinguished Americans
with whom I shall tonight discuss the
role of religion in American life on
“Washington Insight” are the Reverend
Theodore M. Hesburgh, C.S.C., president
of the University of Notre Dame, and
the Reverend Dr. Eugene Carson Blake,
the retired general secretary of the
World Council of Churches.
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Mr. Speaker, I insert the transcript
of our discussion at this point in the
RECORD:

Mr. BrapEMmAsS. Welcome to another edi-
tion of “Washington Insight.” Tonight I am
pleased to have with me as guests two dis-
tinguished American leaders recognized
throughout the world for their leadership
in the field of religion.

Father Theodore M. Hesburgh, C.8.C., has
distinguished himself for the last 20 years
as President of the University of Notre
Dame. He has served on the United States
Commission on Civil Rights for 16 years and
as Chairman of that Commission for four
years. Among the extraordinary varlety of
other responsibilities Father Hesburgh has
undertaken is that he is now the Chairman
of the Overseas Development Council, a task
about which I shall shortly question him.
For his achievements, Father Hesburgh re-
ceived from President Johnson the Medal
of Freedom, the nation's highest civilian
honor,

The Reverend Dr. Eugene Carson Blake is
a graduate of Princeton University, where he
played guard on the football team, and
Father, if Notre Dame had fostered the ecu-
menical spirit by recruiting Presbyterians,
perhaps Dr. Blake might have played for the
Fighting Irish. After recelving a Doctor of
Divinity degree from Princeton University,
Dr. Blake began a long and distinguished
career as teacher, pastor, and theologian,
and as chief executive officer of the United
Presbyterian Church of the United States
for 15 years. He was one of the most out-
spoken leaders of the civil rights movement
in the early 1960's and for the last six years,
Dr. Blake has served as the General Secre-
tary of the World Council of Churches,

Gentlemen, welcome to ‘“Washington In-
sight.” Dr. Blake, you made a speech last
year in New York which I had the privilege
of hearing in which you discussed what you
described as the continuing task of the
ecumenical movement in the United States.
Your speech contained several themes we
might use for discussion today, but first of
all, what do you mean by the ecumenical
movement and what is the role of the World
Council of Churches in it?

WORLD COUNCIL LEADS ECUMENICAL
MOVEMENT

Dr. Braxe., Well, the ecumenical move-
ment is a movement rather than a orga-
nization. It is a movement toward unity and
is used to describe Christian reunion. But it
has always been broader than the member-
ship of the World Council of Churches. For
example, in these last six years nothing than
the World Council has done was done with-
out some kind of Roman Catholic participa-
tion; sometimes as full members of a com-
mission; sometimes as observers. But this
movement is something really new in our
time. A great many Americans don't realize
the utter change in the relationship of the
churches: Protestant, Orthodox, and Roman
Catholic, all over the world, since Vatican
Council IT.

Mr. BrapEmas. I want to come back to ask
you another guestion or two about the role
of the World Council, Dr. Blake, but first,
Father let me ask you as a Roman Catholic,
how you perceive the relationships develop-
ing between the Roman Catholic Church
and the other Christian traditions in the
world?

Fr. HEspurcH. Well, I think there’'s been
a great openness and a searching and yearn-
ing since Vatican II, as Dr. Blake just said.
There's no question in my mind but that
we are coming together in a wide variety
of ways, through action and through prayer
together. All kinds of discussion are taking
place on a variety of real problems. I would
like to believe that before the turn of the
century we may have one great Christian
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church. And I think there will be enor-
mous variety in it, an enormous variety of
liturgical practices, prayer, but a common
belief in the message of Christ our Lord.
I think it is moving guicker perhaps than
people think; it's moving, I think, by the
power of the spirit and perhaps over and
above and beyond the efforts of human be-
ings. It is to me one of the most promising
motions and movements of our day.

Mr. BrapEMaAs. I recall that on the Notre
Dame campus some months ago there was
a very large meeting of Roman Catholics who
are in the pentecostal tradition and then,
Dr. Blake, I recall that at the last meeting
of the General Assembly of the World Coun-
cil in Sweden, I believe a Brazilian pente-
costal church was admitted to the World
Council.

SORTING OUT THE ECCLESIASTICAL BAGGAGE

Dr. BLAgE. That came just afterward, but
we have mow several pentecostal churches
that have become a part, They are very im-
portant, especially In Latin America where
you have, some people say, more pentecos-
tals In church on a Sunday morning than
Roman Catholics. I am delighted that there
has been a taking seriously of this kind of
movement. But it is basically the fellow who
is the head of that second largest pente-
costal church in Brazil, He said he didn't
have much use for the ecclesiastical bag-
gage that most of us were carrying but that
he was Interested in the Gospel and the
common people, whom he served, and, he
said, and he smiled, “After we come in, you'll
never be the same agaln.”

And that, of course, is the theory of the
World Council, that each of us must bring
his own tradition. It isn't a question of
turning against your tradition; it i1s a faith
that we really need each other rightly to
hear and do the word of God.

Mr. BrapEmas, Father, I've noticed at Notre
Dame that a number of non-Catholic theol-
ogles are being studied and, I think, you've
had & number of persons visit and teach who
are not in the Christian tradition.

Father HespurcH. That's right. Ecumen-
ism has become a very great reality. We have
a number of non-Catholic theologians on
our faculty. Somehow in the old days we
thought we were practicing virtue by say-
ing that Catholics had to study theology but
that people who weren't Catholic didn’t. To-
day we say everyone should take a couple
of courses in theology, but you can take
whatever theology you like.

Mr. BrapEMAs. Following from that, I re-
call again, Dr. Blake's address at the River-
side Church in New York last year in which
he sald that the ecumenical movement was
committed to dialogue with persons of other
faiths and other ideologies. I wonder if each
of you could comment from your own expe-
rience on how you see Christians developing
in their relationships with non-Christians,
especially eleswhere in the world. Dr. Blake?

Dr. BLAkE. Yes, well, it's quite obvious that
if you are Interested in the service of hu-
manity or the guestion of overseas develop-
ment, you have to, if its going to be reli-
giously motivated, you've got to understand
the Buddhists or the Muslims, whether in
Thalland or Indonesia. It is partly a theo-
logieal discussion of what it means to believe
in God and the whole idea of a transcendant
meaning of human life. I was preaching in
Djakarta a year ago or so and I was saying
a good deal about God in the sermon; some
people don't think I talk enough about God.
Every time I said, “God,” the interpreter in
Indonesia said “Allah” and that makes you
stop and think. And my own feeling is that
you don’t have to weaken on your own celi-
tral Chrstian conviction but really you ought
to be sure you are speaking as if you belong
to God rather than God belongs to yow. I
think that is the heart of the problem.
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WHAT OF ENCOUNTERS BETWEEN CHRISTIANS
AND MARXISTS?

Mr, BrapEMAS. Father, I know you've trav-
eled In the Soviet Union, for example, and
in Eastern Europe. What kinds of comments
can you give us on the encounters between
Christians and Marxists?

Fr. HEspUurGH. There's a good deal of growth
there you know, John. Some people in the
early days took Marxism as being completely
antithetical to anything that was religious
or any belief in God. I think the conversa-
tions that have been growing and other
things that have come up since have opened
up that whole area too, but I'm persuaded
through moving around the world that if you
take the Christians in the world, you're talk-
ing about & third of humanity. If you take
other religions, it is partly more than a third
of the remainder of the other two-thirds of
humanity. And when you see their common
belief in a Supreme Being or a common belief
in immortality, a yearning to not just have
life what it seems to be in our temporal
days, if you see a sense of some universal
moral code that unites all men everywhere
and that is perceivable by our minds and by
our couscience and ultimately, I think that
the meaning of life, the transcendant mean-
ing that Dr. Blake talked about, comes more
through spiritual values than materlal val-
ues. In each of these four important con-
cepts, which are fundamentally religious con-
cepts we do have in common with other reli-
gions, and it gives you an important base to
somehow bring mankind together, which I
think is the first step toward world peace.

Mr. BranEmas, Dr. Blake, I recall the last
meeting of the General Assembly of the
World Council of Churches, where, as you
know, I was one of the delegates from my
own church, The Methodist Church.

Dr. Buaxe. You are one of my bosses, as
a matter of fact, because you are a member
of the Central Committee of the World Coun-
cil of Churches. That 1s, you were my boss
until November 1st.

Mr. BrapEMas. Yes, I should make clear
that Dr. Blake has retired and has been
replaced as General Secretary of the World
Council by Dr, Phillip Potter of Jamaica.

But what struck me very much there at
the General Assembly—perhaps because my
father is Greek Orthodox, I'm out of the
Methodist tradition, my mother is of the
Disciples of Christ tradition, and I spent a
lot of time at the University of Notre Dame—
was the different emphases brought by dif-
fering Christian traditions to that meeting.
The Orthodox were very heavily concen-
trated on the spiritual dimension while some
of the mainline Protestant churches were
heavily committed to social action, for ex-
ample.

Father Hesburgh, I want to ask you to
make a comment deriving from what Dr.
Blake said in his talk at the last World
Council meeting and also from what he said
in New York, namely that the ecumenical
movement is committed to the establish-
ment of the world community. You're now
Chairman of the Overseas Development
Couneil, and maybe you could tell us what
that does and what impact you think the
United States ought to be making in terms
of the wider world community of which
you spoke?

ECUMENICISM COMPATIBLE WITH SPACESHIP

EARTH

Fr. HespurcH. Well, John, the word that
comes to mind immediately of course is
world justice or social justice, And the
concept that comes to mind if you walk
in the offices of the Overseas Development
Council in Washington, D.C., when you see
that picture of the world from outer space,
that beautiful globe, small but beautiful,
in a void of black—and when you see this,
I think you begin to realize, at least I do
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for the first time, that 1t is one world and
we have to start to talk about the commun-
ity of humanity, if you will.

We have to start talking about a little
better distribution. It just isn’t right that
one-fifth of humanity has four-fifths of the
resources available to humanity in this
world, while the other four-fifths have to
make do on 20% of the resources, It just
isn’t right; it's not just; and I think if re-
ligion does anything to mankind in our day
or If Christianity does anything, it will make
us conscious of that imbalance and make us
want to do something to get a much better
balance for the rest of the world and to try
to move across these things that separate
mankind, East and West and North and
South, black and white, and Christian and
non-Christian. We might begin to build
these bridges that bring men together and
aid their total development as human beings.

Mr. BrapEMAs, Dr, Blake, what about the
role of the World Council of Churches in
economic development, especlally in the
poor countries of the world?

Dr. BLake, Well, we have been attempting
very clearly to hear the best Christian
voices from these churches from Asia, Africa,
Latin America, and I think that the main
thing that bothers me as I come back is that
the American people seem to take for granted
this privilege that we have of living better
than anybody else. Somewhere I read that
we make twice as much garbage per head
in New York than they do in London even.

Well, this means that we are that much
more wasteful of what we understand now
are our limited resources. The World Council
has been working to try to see how the
churches could serve humanity not merely
by charity, though our biggest operation is
still a charitable operation. But we hear
loud and clear from the best representatives
from the Christian churches all over the
world, “Look, if you don't worry about the
structures that make us poor, we're not par-
ticularly impressed with your generosity and
charity.”

And today, I think, we are making pro-
gress, but it's slow and hard and the United
Nations in many ways has got material that
we ought to be listening to, but it becomes
really a political thing in all the countries,
There is a tendency now, as I come back, for
people to say that any criticism of the United
States is unpatriotic. I am at the point now
where I am ready to criticize all the countries
of the world and say, “Look, boys, you are
on this spaceship earth that Barbara Ward
has popularized so much, and we are going
to survive together or not survive, and we
had better begin.”

Here again is an anti-secular kind of—
you've got to have moral values in your world
view—and I think we sort of gave up on
that and we sald that really morality is not
a part of government; government is sup-
posed to protect the people.

Mr. BRADEMAS, Some people say, Dr. Blake
and Father Hesburgh, that there is, as a re-
sult of the impact of the Vietnam war, a
declining capaecity for moral outrage on the
part of the people of the United States and
some observers say that we don't seem as
outraged by corruption in high places, even
in government in the United States, as a
result of the War, Father Hesburgh, I won-
der if you would address yourself to that
question? What do you think about that?

VIETNAM LEP TO DECLINE IN MORAL OUTRAGE

Fr. HEsBURGH, I think that it's absolutely
true, John. We seem to be beyond being
shocked by things that would really have
turned everybody off 20 years ago. Today,
much larger irregularities happen, and people
Just pooh-pooh it. I think we've lost our
sense of the dignity of life. For example, we
saw so much violence—they talk about body
counts—and I think that whole thing eroded
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the sense of dignity of life and the horror
of violence and killing. There's been so much
violence in all of the media that again, peo-
ple have gotien used to it and don't see any-
thing wrong in shooting people or beating
up people. There is a kind of total disrespect,
to sum up, for the dignity of the human per-
son whatever their race or personality.

I do believe that in getting ourselves
through Vietnam and other realities that
were unhappy in the past decades, we're
really in a kind of unshockable position. I
think that's true of sex today. I think it's
true of human violence, I think it’s true of
disrespect for human life, and I think it's
true of the many terrible abberations that
are visited upon children today.

Mr, BrapEmas. Dr. Blake, you've been gone
from the couniry on a permanent basis for
the last six years, and just following what
Father Hesburgh has said, what are the
major changes in the United States that you
sense? Are we more materialistic as a people?
Do we have less regard for the role of religion
in our lives than once we did?

Dr. Buaxe. I think the opposite side of the
vision of the Kingdom of God, if you want
to put it, on earth, which all of us pray for
everytime we go to a service. This seems to
have been lost somewhere as a really Chris-
tian commitment. We want Ged's will done
on earth as it is in heaven. This is so cen-
tral to anything in any of our traditions and
it is not anti-Jewish or anti-Muslim or anti-
Buddhist either.

But I find materialism is accepted. You
fellows in Congress, nobody wants to vote for
higher taxes. That's part of your problem
right now. We don't have enough money to
go around. Now sure, you can say priorities
come in. I find really a danger in terms of
taking it for granted that somehow God has
favored us either by our virtue or by our
good fortune to live better than everybody
else, and that's not going to last forever.,
That's the reason so many of our people are
uptight with fear of any change.

Now, on the other hand, I haven't been
preaching a discouraging sermon for some-
time because I think that the major thing
that Americans need is some hope. I mean
real hope, the kind of thing that people are
willing to live for and die for, and that is
the thing that I think we must find some-
where in our churches and synagogues.

Mr. BrapEmAS, I recall, Father Hesburgh,
reading a very powerful article of yours in
the New York Times a while ago entitled,
“Even Good People Are Losing Heart,” and
I thought, in view of what Dr. Blake has just
said, about the passage—I think it's in Chap-
ter I of Isaiah—where the prophet said,
“Away with your new moons and your ap-
pointed feasts; what I want to know, 18 are
you bringing justice to the people? I'm not so
much interested in ceremonies as in justice.”

And I wonder if, against the background
of your extraordinary experience with the
United States Civil Rights Commission, you
could comment on whether we have a pros-
pect of gaining heart in the search for jus-
tice for the minorities and the oppressed in
our society?

QUEST FOR SOCIAL JUSTICE WEAKENED

Fr. HeseurcH. John, what bothers me most
at this moment is that we made enormous
progress during the '60's beeause people real-
ly decided it was high time we practiced
Justice as regards our minorities, mainly
blacks, and we got the vote assured after a
century passed. We opened up & chance for
running for political office. More than a
thousand blacks were elected in the last gen-
eral election. We broke up a dual school
system so that we would have common scheol
systems throughout the country for blacks
and whites. We opened up many areas of
employment; we opened up many of our
state universities, and private universities to
blacks. We opened up all our public ac-
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commodations that were just an open affront
to black people every day of their lives, I
mean they couldn’t drink here, they couldn't
eat here, they couldn’t sleep there, they
couldn’t swim here, they couldn't even be
buried here.

So we made that progress, but then you get
to a point in progress, and I think Americans
like a guick payoff, where you've really got
to practice and not just talk about it. Every-
body is in favor of open housing until it
affects the people next door and then
they get a Iittle less favorable. Every-
body gets interested in practicing virtue as
long as it's done in the South, but up North
it's a little more difficult. Everybody's in
favor of open employment unless it threatens
your job and then all of a sudden everybody
turns a little less favorable and justice be-
comes not quite that reality.

And what I'm concerned about is that we
made that upward progress helped by a lot
of national disgraces, assassinations and all
the rest. Then, suddenly, it begins to level
off and I fear at times start down hill a little
bit because people just don't have the solid
commitment to justice in our times. And
without this there is no hope for us as a
people.

I can't imagine peace without justice.
When I look at the Christian world, even in
America that makes up 6% of the world's
population, using 40% of the world's re-
sources, that just isn't justice and there
aren't limitless resources. We're going to have
to do a little more sharing. People will talk
about justice, but I'm not sure they want to
share what is theirs in order to achieve jus-
tice.

Mr, BrapEmas, Dr, Blake, I know that you
were present just 10 years ago in August at
the great Civil Rights March on Washington
led by Martin Luther King. I know because
I was there and I think, Father, you were
there and I think that was an extraordinary
day. And the churches were strongly repre-
sented in that march. But I sense that the
churches have to some extent retreated from
the search for justice in the field of civil
rights. I don’t know if that’s an unfair charge
and would you comment on it?

CHURCHES SHOULD STAY INVOLVED

Dr. Braxe, Well, I think the churches are
still involved and I think that's part of our
problem still because some of our constit-
uency isn't sure, because they think we get
too much involved, and that is the difficulty.
Basically I think the thing has gotten more
complicated. In the early '60’s we were able
easily to use the word integration. And the
greatest thing this country has done is to
educate some of the greatest black leader-
ship that there is in the world. And I have
great confidence, through contacts with
American blacks and other people of other
colors all over the world, in such leadership.
On the Central Committee, of which you
are a member, of the World Council, all the
smart people aren't white by any manner nf
means. The Chairman is an Indian as dark
as an American black.

Mr. BrADEMAS, Your successor’s black.

Dr. Braxe. My successor, Dr. Phillip A,
Potter, is black. I think Jean Bokeleale is one
of the meost eloquent Christians I've ever
heard. He is from the African Republic of
Zaire, These people are looking at things
from a very different point of view than you
did and in one sense than I did. We have
different backgrounds; I'm a WASP basically.
All of these things have changed now and
people are trying to fight it, but it is per-
fectly clear that the American dream earlier
did leave out the blacks, But we wanted
them, even as we were opening up the doors,
to behave the way we set the standard.

Black men are new saying, “no,” and
what's more, they are saying, “You white
people are a minority in the world and you
are going to have to adjust to our standards
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whether it be musie, aesthetic, or anything
else.”

Now, I think that this shows advancement,
but it doesn’t make it as easy as we thought
it was going to be. But I moved rather early
in '64 from civil rights, when we won the
battle, I thought, on the law, at least, to the
poverty program, the Office of Economic Op-
portunity, which now seems to be being
wiped out and basically this is because we
weren't going to get any progress in our
cities unless we have sufficient jobs and other
necessities. That still is the number one
thing as far as I'm concerned, the citles,
and the minorities in the big cities, but this
is also a world problem. We find that a lot
of people who didn't think they had a race
problem, do have it, all over the world.

Mr. BrapEmas. I wonder if you could say
just a quick word on what Dr. Blake alluded
to, namely, the role of the churches in meet-
ing social and political issues,

Fr. HespurcH, John, I think the churches
today are the great fire. I read an article by
an Englishman recently who sald the
churches are so involved in social justice, hu-
man rights and human development around
the world, they forgot to preach the message
of Christ, Or they've forgotten to perform
that great mediating service between God
and men and to bring God to men and men
to God.

Yet I've always thought, John, and maybe
it's my own simple construction, that the
reason that the cross is a great symbol In
Christianity, apart from the meaning of
Calvary, is that Christianity has to be a
message of love fundamentally, and the love
has to be vertical towards God and it’s got to
be horizontal towards your fellow man. So
you have the vertical and horizontal nature
of Christianity. And to the extent that we
Just try to love our fellow man and forget
about God, it's wrong. We have to serve God
and our fellow men, Insofar as we try to love
God and forget the poverty and the misery
and the injustice around us, we're not really
loving God because He says, you know,
“You're my followers, you should love one
another.”

And so I think the church is always going
to have that kind of tension within it be-
tween those who would like it to stay in the
sacristy and those who would like to see it
fighting all the battles in the slums and in
the difficult areas of human endeavor. But
I think it's got to be in both places. It's the
old prayer and work and work and prayer
and faith and action and action and faith.
We've got to somehow make it real by the
total lives we live. I like what you said, Dr,
Elake, about God not belonging to us.

Mr. BrapEMmAs. Dr. Blake, I wonder if you
would like to make a concluding comment
on this point?

Dr. BLARE, Father Hesburgh and I, I think,
represent within the varying Christian tradi-
tions, the things we cannot separate. Both
of them are ultimately important.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Well, gentlemen, you have
spoken, I think, with great impact and power
to the subjects of the development of the
ecumenical movement in the United States
and the search for justice on the part of
Christians.

We've been joined for this edition of
“Washington Insight" by the Reverend Dr.
Eugene Carson Blake, who has just retired
as General Secretary of the Weorld Council
of Churches, and by the Reverend Theodore
M. Hesburgh, President of the University of
Notre Dame. Thank you for being with us on
this edition of “Washingten Insight."

PRESIDENT COMPOUNDS UNCON-
STITUTIONAL ACTIONS WITH AP-
PROPRIATION VETO

The SPEAKER pro tempeore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-




22162

woman from New York (Ms. HOLTZMAN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
greatly troubled by the President’s ac-
tion yesterday in vetoing H.R. 7447, the
second supplemental appropriation for
fiscal year 1973. He has told us that he
vetoed this bill not because he disagreed
with the substance of our appropriations,
but because he disagreed with this body’s
attempt to bring a war, which we never
authorized and which is therefore in vio-
lation of the Constitution, to an end.

1 seriously question the validity of such
an action by the President. The Constitu-
tion in article I, section 8, squarely
places the power to declare war, and con-
versely the power to stop a war, in the
hands of Congress. The President never
asked us to approve his Cambodia adven-
ture. Is he now telling us that not only
do we not have the power to declare war,
but that when this esteemed body wishes
to stop unilateral military actions on his
part, we can only do so by a two-thirds
vote? I do not think this is a valid inter-
pretation of the Constitution and I think
the President has compounded his un-
constitutional action by vetoing this bill.

I would like to introduce into the
REecorp for the benefit of my colleagues
an article by the distinguished columnist
of the New York Times, Anthony Lewis,
who expands upon this argument and
offers several suggestions to the Congress
for alleviating this deadlock with the
President:

MoMENT oF TRUTH
(By Anthony Lewis)

LonpoN, June 27.—The United States has

had many Presidents who took a broad view

of their power under the Constitution but
never before has any President sought to
amend the Constitution by himself—bra-
zenly, defiantly, by fiat.

That is what President Nixon has just done
in vetoing the appropriations bill that ban-
ned any further money for the bombing of

Even after all that we have
after the
the

Cambodia.
lkarned in these last months,
Watergate and its associated crimes,
import of that veto is breathtaking.

What it amounts to is this. If Mr. Nixon
has his way, the Constitution will effectively
contain a new clause that says:

“The President shall have power to wage
war unless the Congress, by a two-thirds vote
of both houses, shall order him to desist.”

It is crucial that as many Americans as
possible understand what is involved. Our
country has had so many crises of conscience
and law in recent years that a certain wear-
iness is understandable, But this one is of &
different character—a genuine constitutional
crisis, in the words of that moderate and
gentle man, Senator Mike Mansfield.

An explanation in ABC terms is therefore
required. It must begin with the original lan-
guage of the Constitution, which vested in
Congress alone the power “to declare war.”

Over the years, Presidents have taken mili-
tary action of various kinds without a pre-
vious formal declaration of war. That is part
of modern history, a gloss on the Constitu-
tion.

But until now these Presidential military
adventures have been of limited character or
duration, or else have depended for their
legal support on the effective consent of Con-
gress. The recent example was the Tonkin
Gulf Resolution, which the Johnson Admin-
istration used as the legal equivalent of a
Congressional declaration in the Vietnam
war.
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The bombing of Cambodia since the Paris
agreements on Vietnam has been something
quite different. For here Congress had not
implied its consent in any way, not by res-
olution and not by ratifying any treaty that
covered Cambodia. Nor could the President
cite his responsibility for the safety of any
American troops.

Now President Nixon has gone one long
step further. He claims independent author-
ity to wage war, in the name of the United
States, not only in the absence of Congres-
sional approval but in the face of clear dis-
approval.

In short, he is attempting to reverse the
constitutional assumption. Instead of the
old idea that the United States should be at
peace unless Congress declared otherwise,
the new rule would be that a President may
take his country into war—and keep it there
indefinitely—unless Congress stops him.

And more than that, much more. For of
course the veto provision of the Constitution
requires two-third majorities to override.
And by this veto Mr. Nixon would impose
that same requirement on Congress—and
on the American people who It represents—
to stop a war.

The consequences of this veto, and of the
House sustaining it, are therefore grave.
The first is political, the crisis to which Sen-
ator Mansfield referred.

Unless events somehow dissipate the clash
between the President and the Congressional
majority, the talk of impeachment must now
take a new and more immediate ground. For
in the ultimate, if there is no other resolu-
tion, Congress is faced with an attempt at a
Presidential coup d’etat. It must consider
its own ultimate weapon.

A second consequence is legal, The courts
of the United States have been understand-
ably wary of entertaining lawsuits that chal-
lenge the lawfulness of war-making. But
that reluctance is likely to diminish when a

. President wages war in flagrant violation of

law and the Constitution. On the legal
merits, his attempt to impose a two-thirds
rule on Congress' war power would certain-
ly not protect any official sued by citizens
seeking to enjoin unlawful military spend-
ing.

Finally, there is the consequence of con-
science. Those of us who have opposed the
war cannot be regarded as detached on this
new guestion. And so it is fundamentally a
problem for conservatives.

Wwill Barry Goldwater sit still for a uni-
lateral Presidential amendment of the Con-
stitution? Will Melvin Laird, who joined the
White House stafl as an avowed Congression-
al man? Will Elliot Richardson, who has be-
gun to stake out his claim of independence
as Attorney General? I hope and believe that
the answer will be no.

PRESERVING THE COUNTRY'S
HERITAGE

(Mr., PODELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, I am intro-
ducing today a bill the Commission would
be charged with developing a program
for preserving and making accessible
documentary resources throughout the
Nation. This bill was introduced in the
Senate by Senator Brooke of Massachu-
setts and I feel it deserves serious con-
sideration by the House.

A proper appreciation and understand-
ing of our Nation’s history is founded on
the primary documents which are avail-
able. Each generation of scholars must
have the opportunity to examine histori-
cal documents with the methods and in-

June 28, 1973

sights of their own time. If we are con-
cerned with maintaining a strong sense
of continuity with our heritage we must
assure that accurate information of the
country’s past is not lost.

Modern technology provides us with
the means for preservation and dissemi-
nation of the country’s great fund of
source material, but effort and organiza-
tion are needed as well. While the major
burdens have been borne by private agen-
cies and institutions the Federal Govern-
ment must now accept a larger share in
documentary preservation programs and
activities.

The National Commission envisioned
would aid and encourage agencies under-
taking preservation by private means,
would encourage training and instruction
in the documentary preservation field,
and would assist State and local govern-
ments in the expansion of their own
programs,

Passage of the National Historic Rec-
ords Act at this time, as we approach the
bicentennial anniversary of the Ameri-
can Revolution, would signal our deep
commitment to the traditions of this
Nation's past.

WASHINGTON POST
QUESTIONNAIRE

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

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
I received a form letter which I assumed
was sent to all of our colleagues from
the distinguished assistant managing
editor of the Washington Post, Haynes
Johnson. His letter attaches a question-
naire secking to learn, anonymously, our
conclusions on many of the key un-
answered, unresolved questions sur-
rounding the current Watergate prosecu-
tion and Senate investigation which con-
cern alleged Presidential involvement
The text of the questionnaire follows:

WAsSHINGTON POST QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Do you believe that President Nixon

knew in advance of plans for the Watergate

- break-in? Yes. No.

2. Do you believe President Nixon knew of
espionage-sabotage plans to be used on his
behalf during the 1972 campaign? Yes. No.

3. Do you believe that President Nixon was
personally involved in the Watergate cover-
up? Yes, No,

4. If you have answered yes to any of the
foregoing questions, do you bhelieve that
President Nixon should remain in office? Yes.
No,

6. If you believe he should remain in of-
fice, do you believe he should be censured
by the Congress? Yes. No.

6. If you believe the President should no
longer remain in office, do you feel that he
should resign? Yes. No.

7. Do you feel that impeachment proceed-
ings should be brought against him? Yes.
No.

8. Are you a member of the: Senate. House.

9. Are you a: Democrat. Republican.

Please put any additional comments you
wish to in this space or on separate paper.
(But do not slgn your name anywhere on this
questionnaire.)

I recognize the strong interest of the
public and the media and particularly

that of the Washington Post, which has
contributed so much to uncovering of
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this sordid affair, in resolving unanswer-
ed questions, the answers to which could
have a broad impact on our Government
and society. I also recognize that it would
be proper and legitimate for Members
of Congress and Senators who have
reached firm conclusions on questions of
Presidential involvement to state their
conclusions publicly. However, I think it
is highly irresponsible for the Washing-
ton Post newspaper to invite anonmyous
comments and conclusions on these very
critical questions from the very Mem-
bers of Congress and Senators who may,
depending upon the ultimate answers to
these questions, be called upon to act as
grand jury and frial jury in the ultimate
disposition of these matters.

I am among those who has been deeply
shocked by the extent and impact of the
allegations made thus far—not only
those seeking to implicate the President
personally in the Watergate cover up,
but also those which paint a picture of
the workings of an arrogant White House
staff, which in many matters is said to
have considered itself to be above the
laws of this land which we in Congress
have enacted. Not despite but because of
the severity of these charges and because
of their importance for our political and
governmental system, I hardly think that
firm conclusions should be drawn prior
to hearing from thise who have been ac-
cused of serlous wrongdoing, but who
have had neither the opportunity to re-
spond in open testimony nor the oppor-
tunity to have these charges weighed in
judicial proceedings where the rules of
evidence apply.

It is apparent that what the Washing-
ton Post seeks to do in distributing this
questionnaire is to enable itself to pub-
lish an article containing a numerical
survey of anonymous opinions gathered
by this vehicle. Any headlines or news
articles published in the current atmos-
phere which would read something
like—“No Congressmen or Senators Feel
Impeachment Is Justified,” or “Half of
Congress Feels the President Should Re-
sign,” would serve no useful purpose
whatsoever and in fact would severely
damage and distort the difficult and
painstaking process of sorting fact from
opinion in this entire sordid chapter of
American history.

Worse yet, these anonymous opinions
are sought from the very same men and
women who could conceivably be called
upon to act as grand jury and jury if
certain of the allegations that have been
made are found to be true. I for one am
very deeply concerned about statements
that have been made thus far but I am
nowhere near drawing conclusions about
the guilt or innocence of the parties said
to be involved. I am not one who will draw
public conclusions until more facts are
in.

Mr. Johnson in his letter seeks to
relieve Members of Congress and Sen-
ators of taking any responsibility for
their current notions on Presidential in-
volvement in Watergate by saying in his
letter:

We realize that some members may be re-
luctant to state their views publicly. For

that reason, we are keeping the survey
strictly anonymous. In that way. we hope
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you will be able to state your own private,
personal views without regard to constituent
wishes or party positions. . . . Please do not
sign your name, or in any other way iden-
tity yourself, on the attached questionnaire.

At this relatively early stage of the
development of these investigations, I see
this questionnaire and the potential uses
to which the results could be put as a
heinous overstepping of the bounds of re-
sponsible journalism. Because of the se-
riousness of Watergate and the cover up
for the Nation, and because of the high-
level involvement which is being charged,
it is probably proper for the raw testi-
mony, unrestricted by rules of evidence
to appear and be discussed in the public
media, despite the potential impact of
this publicity on securing fair trials for
the accused later on. But there is clearly
no justification for any attempt to con-
duct an anonymous, dry run, impeach-
ment in the press. The serious guestion
surrounding impeachment matters are
questions for Congress and for Congress
alone to decide. I feel that our responses
to such an anonymous questionnaire
could seriously impair our objectivity,
should the occasion arise for us to de-
cide these questions in the House and
Senate,

I am not seeking to instruct or urge
my colleagues to ignore this guestion-
naire. I do, however, Mr. Speaker, want
to call to their attention the very serious
implications which I feel this question-
naire and its effects may hold for our
country. Every person, under our system
of laws has a right to face and answer his
accusers. The Washington Post has tried
to provide us with an easy way to veil
the identity of congressional accusers
without relinguishing the public impact,
and the impact on the Presidency, of the
accusations they seek to survey. I for one
cannot and will not participate in this
process.

SMALL BUSINESS TAX
REFORM BILL

(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, today I
am pleased to introduce H.R. 9036, the
Small Business Tax Reform Act of 1973.
This bill has been introduced in the Sen-
ate by the distinguished Senator from
Nevada, Mr. Aran Bisrg, the chairman
of the Senate Small Business Committee,
and I wish to commend my distinguished
friend and colleague from Tennessee,
Mr. JoE EviNs, the chairman of the
House Small Business Committee, for
his hard work in developing this legis-
lation.

Nationwide, there are more than 8
million small businesses which provide
about 35 million jobs and which play a
vital role in providing the American
consumer with an enormous variety of
goods and services. Last year, these
small businesses contributed over $420
billion to the gross national product—
GNP. The continued health and exist-
ence of American small business is a
solid guarantee that the consumer will
benefit from competition, from entre-
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preneurial initiative which provides new
products and services and from man-
agerial flexibility.

New York City has a long tradition as
a commercial hub for productive, hard-
working small businesses, and those en-
terprises are of vital importance to the
continued economic viability of the city.
‘While there are few industrial manufae-
turing enterprises in my congressional
district, there are many small- and me-
dium-sized retail establishments, and
these have a considerable impact on the
daily lives of my district’s residents.

Unfortunately, as is all too frequently
the case with our inequitable tax laws
which benefit the powerful at the ex-
pense of the working person, small busi-
nesses find themselves unfairly burdened
with a business tax structure which
taxes them at an effective rate of about
50 percent, while big businesses only pay
about 35 percent.

One study presented to the House
Ways and Means Committee revealed
that the largest 4,348 U.S. corporations
pay tax at an effective rate of merely
26.9 percent. As a result, big business
gets richer all the time, while small and
medium-sized businesses struggle to
maintain their payrolls, provide quality
goods and services to the consumer, and
cope with ever-increasing business costs.

The last time when Congress enacted
major special tax relief and reform leg-
islation to meet the problems and needs
of small business was back in 1958, and
I feel that the time has come for all
Members of Congress to join this grow-
ing present legislative effort to help
small businesses retain a competitive
posture.

Among the key objectives of this leg-
islation are the following:

First, tax rates for small businesses—
those earning less than $300,000 in net
pre-tax profits annually—would be de-
creased. In addition, tax deferrals would
be granted to small business enterprises
in their formative years. No tax would
be assessed to a small business during
the first 3 years of its existence on the
initial $25,000 profit annually providing
that those profits were reinvested in the
business.

Second, a permanent Intragovernmen-
tal Committee on Tax Simplification for
Small Business would be created. This
body would have the responsibility of
simplifying the regulations, the laws, and
the instructions relating to business
taxation.

Third, an Office of Small Business Tax
Analysis would be created in the De-
partment of the Treasury, and it would
have the obligation to examine tax prob-
lems and questions from the viewpoint
of small business rather than from the
position of the Government’s interest in
raising revenue.

Fourth, the continued independence of
family firms would be encouraged by
making it easier for heirs to pay estate
taxes on inherited small business inter-
ests over a 10-year period.

This tax reform proposal would not re-
sult in a net loss of tax revenue to the
Federal Government, for it would slight-
ly increase the rate of taxation on cor-
porate profits which exceed $300,000 an-
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nually while decreasing the tax burden
of enterprises earning less than that
vearly figure.

Mr. Speaker, passage of this legisla-
tion would be a positive step forward in
guarding against the total domination
of our economy by monolithic corpora-
tions which often ignore the needs of
the individual consumer. It would help
preserve the spirit of entrepreneurial in-
dependence which has characterized our
Nation since colonial times, and I urge
my congressional colleagues to take posi-
tive action on this bill at the earliest pos-
sible opportunity.

RETIREMENT OF COL. GEORGE L. J.
DALFERES

(Mr. WAGGONNER asked and was
given permsision to extend his remarks
at this point in the Record and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, Col.
George L. J. Dalferes—U.S. Air Force,
distinguished military officer, fellow
Louisianian, and for many years a close
personal friend of mine—has retired
after 25 years of service to his country.
George is from Shreveport, La., in my
congressional district.

Colonel Dalferes rose to the position
of Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Legislative Affairs in April of this
year after an outstanding career in the
Army and the Air Force. In this capacity,
it was essential for him to understand
the workings and decision processes of
both Defense and the Congress. Under-
stand them he did, and well.

Success in a job such as this demands
an extraordinary personal touch, and
George supplied it admirably, Many
others have written or spoken of his
abilities. I need only add that I do not
envy his successor, as he certainly has a
hard act to follow.

George has been a fremendous in-
fluence for good Defense-Hill relations.
His departure causes me mixed feelings,
as such outstanding men as Colonel Dal-
feres are in need today. He will be sorely
missed not only by me personally, but by
many others who have counted on his
advice and counsel.

I congratulate George on a fine career,
thank him for the limitless assistance he
has given to my colleagues and me, and
wish a great friend nothing but the very
best in his future endeavors. I know that
he will be successful.

THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF
VENICE, ILL.

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

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, it
was 100 years ago today that the village
of Venice, Ill., was established along the
eastern bank of the Mississippi River
near St. Louis. Venice, which has since
been incorporated as a city, has played
an important role in the history and
development of the Metro-East area.

The site which eventually became
Venice was first settled by one John
Atkins, who arrived from EKentucky in
1812, During the 19th century Venice
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became a terminus of the old wagon
route, “The National Way,” or “The Old
Rock Road.” In 1815 John Anthony be-
gan renting flat-bottomed skiffs to per-
sons wishing to cross the Mississippi.
Later, the ferry boat Brooklyn operated
on the river from the Venice site. Today
Venice, which owns the William Mec-
Kinley Bridge, is still involved in gelting
people and products across the river.

In 1842 a young Army engineer, Lt.
Robert E. Lee, directed the building of a
dike extending from Venice to Kerr
Island in the Mississippi. However, an
1844 flood destroyed it, and a rebuilt dike
was similarly carried away in 1851. These
early floods caused Dr. Cornelius Camp-
bell to suggest the name “Venice” when
the villlage was organized in 1873. For-
tunately, the floods were ended in the
early 1900’s and this American Venice no
longer shares with its Italian namesake
the characteristics of watery roadways.

Almost immediately after it began op-
erating officially, Venice experienced a
period of prosperity, with commerce in
grain predominating. Railroad lines con-
verged in the city, giving rise to rail
yards and railroad rights-of-way. Today
railroading remains a significant factor
in the economic life of Venice and to-
gether with powerplants and retail busi-
ness makes Venice an important com-
munity in the area.

There have been 10 mayors of the city
of Venice, including Dr. John E. Lee, who
has served as mayor since 1957, Dr. Lee's
father, Dr. John E. Lee, Sr.,, saw long
service at city hall as mayor from 1911
to 1915 and again from 1917 to 1944. Citi-
zens of Venice can be proud of and grate-
ful for this fine tradition of municipal
leadership.

Mr. Speaker, as Venice celebrates her
centennial, let us congratulate its citi-
zens, saluting not only the city’s past role
in the development of early river com-
merce, but also its present participation
in the great industrial and commercial
activity of the metropolitan area.

NO AID FOR IDLED WORKERS IN
PRESIDENT'S TRADE BILL

(Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp.)

Mr, RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr,
Speaker, the late Tallulah Bankhead,
daughter of a former Speaker of this
body, is credited with coining the com-
ment, in judgment of a new broadway
play, that “there is less here than meets
the eye.”

This phrase accurately describes the
so-called reform of the adjustment as-
sistance program for workers displaced
by imports proposed in the administra-
tion’s trade bill now before the House
Ways and Means Committee,

The present adjustment assistance
program has been small comfort and
little help to those workers thrown out
of jobs by foreign imports. In its 10 years
of existence since 1962, the program was
all but inoperative up to 1969. Of all the
petitions for adjustment assistance by
workers, companies, and industries pre-
sented to the Tariff Commission, every
one was denied—because, it was said, the
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language of the law was considered an
“insurmountable barrier.”

Since 1969, the barrier seems to have
been overcome. But of the 189 worker
adjustment assistance cases processed
since then, only 44—as of May—received
a positive finding by the Tariff Commis-
sion; 33 more were determined by the
President. Of the 77 groups approved for
assistance, about 34,000 persons should
have received help; about 22,000 of these
were estimated by the Secretary to have
received it.

That is not much of a record.

The benefits of this program are not
great; the cash readjustment allowance
for certified workers is equal to 65 per-
cent of the worker’s former weekly aver-
age weekly wage, not to exceed 65 percent
of the national average weekly wage in
manufacturing. The maximum weekly
benefit for this year is $101. Duration of
payments usually is limited to 52 weeks.

When the President sent his proposed
trade legislation to Congress in April,
there were high-sounding words in his
message about the need to meet the
needs of the worker thrown out of jobs
by imports.

He proposed that the old adjustment
assistance be thrown out because it was
“ineffective,” and that a new one be put
in its place.

And some new program it is. What it
amounts to, in effect, is that those work-
ers which are determined to have been
displaced by imports would be drawing
less in benefits than they are now. In-
stead of drawing 65 percent of their
former earnings, these workers would
now get only 50 percent.

Mr. Speaker, this sort of program is a
cruel hoax on the American worker
which is not worthy of the Congress’ seri-
ous consideration. This is not any an-
swer to the plight of those hundreds of
thousands of workers who continue to be
thrown out of jobs by the deluge of im-
ports coming into this country; it is an
insult.

OPPOSITION TO AUTHORITY FOR
THE PRESIDENT TO IMPOSE EX-
PORT CONTROLS ON AGRICUL-
TURAL COMMODITIES

(Mr. SMITH of Iowa asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, this
morning the Rules Committee held hear-
ings on a hill to enlarge upon the exist-
ing authority to impose export controls.
The Rules Committee heard the propon-
ents and me and then decided to delay
the hearing until a later date. I think this
is a very important matter upon which
the Members should become fully in-
formed. My remarks before the Rules
Committee explain the reasons for this
opinion. It is as follows:

STATEMENT BY NEAL SMITH, DEMOCRAT OF
IowA, BEFORE THE RULES COMMITTEE OF THE
HoUusE OF REPRESENTATIVES IN OPPOSITION
TO AUTHORITY FOR THE PRESIDENT TOo IM-
POSE EXPORT CONTROLS ON AGRICULTURAL
COMMODITIES, JUNE 28, 1973.

Mr. Chalrman and Members of the Com-
mittee: I appeal to you to prevent the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee from taking
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another bill to the House floor which would
result in further shortages of food in the
grocery stores. By bringing & bill before you
to authorize the imposition of export con-
trols, the Committee is living up to its per-
fect record of the past several months of
proposing exactly the wrong medicine for the
problems which exist. Shortages of some
kinds of food are almost certain to occur in
the next several weeks. The meat boycott in
April, the attempt by the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee to pass a bill to roll back
prices of food products and the ceiling which
has been imposed at the retail level, have
all contributed heavily toward these short-
ages. Obviously, the need was for a greater
supply but all of these actions had the oppo-
site effect. Many producers were so puzzled by
the combination of events that they decided
it was not worth the risk to increase produc-
tion and many of them have taken steps to
reduce their risk and also the production in-
volved. Now instead of learning a lesson from
those activities and taking steps to encour-
age more production, some people are propos-
ing to Impose export controls and thereby
further discourage production.

Seventeen percent less beef was marketed
in April than in the same month a year ago.
Twelve percent less was marketed in May
than a year ago. Beef marketed in April was
at lighter weights than a year ago. Many pro-
ducers puzzled by this whole thing decided
to feed their animals a lower nutrient ra-
tion and stretch out the period of time re-
quired to finish the product hoping that after
a few months the situation would be more
stable and they could better predict what to
do. Less pigs are being produced and this
will have an effect next winter. The effect of
price ceilings on beef not only reduces total
supply but it also prohibits seasonal adjust-
ments from one kind of meat to another.

The whole broiler chicken industry has
been thrown into a situation where they
cannot recover costs on normal production,
let alone having any incentive to produce
more. The cost of transportation, gas, labor
and almost everything that goes into poultry
production has increased but the price freeze
prohibits normal adjustments. In addition to
destroying eggs that were in incubators and
not setting as many eggs, producers have
been selling broilers at lighter weights. One
producer I know of found that by selling his
broilers which he had in the pens at the time
at 215, pounds instead of the normal 3%
pounds, he would reduce his losses to $30,000
instead of $50,000 so naturally he sold them
at a lighter welght. This means that not
only a lesser number of broilers will be
available but also a far lesser tonnage of
poultry meat will be available.

In the case of vegetables, the cost of har-
vesting and transporting has increased so
much that under price freezes, some of them
have simply chosen to leave them in the field
or fall to plant any more. In some cases,
using one week the first of June as the period
for determining prices ignores the impor-
tance of normal adjustments in price from
week to week and month to month and also
ignores the fact that sometimes vegetables
of a different quality come to market during
one week compared to another. Those who
were selling lower quality vegetables the first
week of June at a lower price have now
been eliminated from the market.

When there are less vegetables, retailers
who can pay the most will get them and the
retailers who can pay the most will be the
ones who raised prices the most. Thus, the
penalty is upon the wrong merchants. It is
the kind of government action that convinces
more merchants that they should raise prices
as soon as 1t is legally possible so as to be
ready if there is another freeze. Talk of boy-
cotts, roll backs and ceiling prices has already
resulted in substantial price Increases and
the new ceiling based on one week in June
rewards those who raised their prices.
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As if they had not already made enough
mistakes, the same people who promoted the
price ceilings and causes of the food short-
age are now promoting this bill for export
controls on food products. They may say it
will be on a selective basis but the provi-
sions of the bill are somewhat unimportant
because the psychological damage will be
tremendous regardless of how the bill is writ-
ten. It convinces producers that if they do
increase supplies, the government may pre-
vent recovering increased costs for chemicals,
fuel, taxes and other inputs. This is just an-
other wrong move and the sooner it is aban-
doned, the better for those who want to see
the food supply situation improved.

As far as beef is concerned, export controls
would be of no benefit to consumers in the
United States even on a short-term basis. We
import 30 times as much beef as we export
and any reduction in exports would obviously
mean that those countries receiving those
exports from the United States would simply
buy some of the supply which we would nor-
mally be importing. So as far as beef is con-
cerned, it not only has an adverse psychologi-
cal impact which results in less increase in
production in the United States on a long-
term basis, but it also provides no supply
advantage on a short-term basis.

Export controls are not only stupid eco-
nomically but they are also downright un-
American, It seems strange that as we are
preparing for the Bicentennial of the Amer-
ican Revolution, people in high places in
this country would actually be advocating
the same kind of action which the mother
country took against the colonies in order to
force them to sell their products at less than
their world market value. To force some
Americans who produce food to sell their
product at less than it 1s worth in other
countries would be a form of economic slav-
ery. American processors already have a
tremendous advantage because the product

is here and they do mot have to pay trans-

rtation costs for overseas shipments. If &
gl?nduct is selling so cheaply that foreign
purchasers can buy it in the United States
and also pay the extra transportation costs
cheaper than they can produce it, then that
is the very product which we should be
selling and the producers of that product are
the very ones who must be the least respon-
sible for inflation. To try to hold producers
of these kinds of products to prices lower
than their world market value, while most
other things in the United States are pro-
tected by tariffs and selling at more than
world market value, is bound to create the
same feeling of desperation in the American
farmers of the 1970’s that it created in the
colonial farmers in the 1770's. It is exactly
the wrong thing to do and not only pe-
nalizes the wrong people but also will not
obtain the results which its proponents de-
sire.

Iet. is time to realize that price ceilings,
talk of price rollbacks, export control pro-
posals and boycotts and other activities
which discourage greater production are ex-
actly the opposite to what is needed and
those who promote these very things are the
ones who must take most of the blame for
the shortages which will occur in the near
future. Although the situation is already so
far out of kilter, it will be difficult to get it
back to where some food supplies are avail-
able in sufficient quantities, any further de-
lay will make it worse. It is time to start
thinking of terms of encouraging adequate
supplies instead of paying so much atten-
tion to those who propose easy solutions
such as price freezes and threats of exporf
controls which have the opposite effect on
production and distribution of food prod-
ucts.

In the name of common sense, I ask Mem-
bers of this Committee to put the brakes on
the Export Control bill.
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TRIBUTE TO HON. DANIEL J. FLOOD
AND APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOM-
MITTEE ON THE LABOR-HEW AP-
PROPRIATIONS BILL

(Mr. PERKINS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, 2 days
ago I spoke on this floor of my high re-
gard for the fine work done by Chairman
DanieL J. Froop and his Appropriations
Subcommittee on the Labor-HEW appro-
priations bill.

That brief mention scarcely did justice
to the enormous dedication and the legis-
lative skill of Dan Froob.

When I speak of education in this
country, I am talking about more than
institutions and establishments. I am
talking about people—specifically young-
sters. And it is youngsters I mean when
I say that education in the United States
owes an enormous debt to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Dan Froop asks the hard questions
about educational finance, and he de-
mands hard answers. This House knows
that, and that is why it relies so much
on his judgment and on the legislation
he brings to this floor.

The appropriation for education con-
tained in the Labor-HEW bill is a very
complicated thing. Few Members of this
House have time to familiarize them-
selves with it in its entirety. Dan Froop
is not satisfied with superficial knowl-
edge, and has made himself the master
of this complicated subject.

I take to the floor today merely to ex-
pand the compliment I tried to pay to
Chairman Froop and his subcommittee
at the time the Labor-HEW bill was be-
fore the House a few days ago.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mrs. Hansen of Washington, for part
of June 28, June 29, 30, 1973, on account
of official business.

Mr. WxatT (at the request of Mr. GERr-
ALD R. Forp), for the remainder of this
week, on account of official business.

Mr. DanieLsoN (at the request of Mr.
O’NEe1LL), for today, on account of illness
in family.

Mr. Rem, for Thursday afternoon and
evening, June 28, 1973, in order to attend
the funeral of Mrs. Carol Bishop, the
wife of the Reverend Joseph Bishop, the
minister of the Rye Presbyterian Church,
of which I am an elder,

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Lorr) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. VEysEY, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Epwarps of Alabama, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. SteeLMAN, for 5 minutes, today.
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Mr. Don H. Crausen, for 10 minutes,
today.

Mr. FinpLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SHRIVER, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. MicHEL, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Hocan, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Kemp, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Wirriams, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Camp, for 1 hour, Wednesday, July
11, 1973.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DENHOLM) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous material:)

Mr. Burke of Massachusetts, for 5
minutes today.

Mr. GonNzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Leaman, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Axnunzio, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. Aszvuc, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr, Stark, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. WiLrLiam D. Forp, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. ALEXANDER, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. BrapEmMas, for 5 minutes, today.

Miss HorrzMman, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. Sikes, to include tables and other
extraneous material with his remarks in
the debate on the Public Works Appro-
priation Bill.

Mr, Younc of Florida, to revise and
extend his remarks immediately follow-
ing the remarks of Mr. PIke before the
vote on the Dependents Assistance Act.

Mr. Younc of Texas to revise and ex-
tend remarks in connection with state-
ment made today by Mr. PICKLE.

Mr. Derroms following debate on the
amendment offered by Mr. McCLOSKEY
on H.R. 8947.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LorT) and to include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. MinsHALL of Ohio.

Mr. STEELMAN.

Mr. PrrTcHARD in 10 instances.

Mr. HosMEeR in three instances.

Mr. WymMan in two instances.

Mr. HUBER.

Mr. ConTE in two instances.

Mr. CoLLIER in five instances.

Mr. STEELE.

Mr. Stercer of Wisconsin in three in-
stances.

Mr. Bos WILsoN in two instances.

Mr. KEmP in four instances.

Mr. RaiLssack in four instances,

Mr. HoGaN.

Mr. SHRIVER in two instances.

Mr. MicHEL in two instances.

Mr. KEATING in two instances.

Mr. v PonT in two instances.

Mr. VEYSEY in two instances.

Mr. LANDGREBE.

(The following Members (at the re-
guest of Mr. DennoLM) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. O'NEILL.

Mr. WiLriam D, Forbp.

Mr. GoNzZALEZ in three instances.

Mr. RARICK in three instances.

Mr. BoLLING in two instances.

Mr. MatH1s of Georgia.

Mr. RoE in two instances.

Mr. HARRINGTON.

Mr. ReEs in three instances.
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Mr, WALDIE.

Mr, GAYDOS.

Mr. BRADEMAS,

Mr. GIBBONS.

Mr, LiTTON.

Mr. BurgE of Massachusetts.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

8. 1862, An act to require loadlines on U.S.
vessels engaged in foreign voyages and for-
eign vessels within the jurisdiction of the
United States, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

5, 1410. An act to amend section 14(b) of
the Federal Reserve Act, as amended, to ex-
tend for one year the authority of Federal
Reserve banks to purchase U.S. obligations
directly from the Treasury; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

S. 1615. An act for the relief of August P.
Walz; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

S. 1618. An act to name the headguarters
bullding in the Geologleal Burvey National
Center under construction in Reston, Va.,
as the “John Wesley Powell Federal Build-
ing”; to the Committee on Public Works.

5. 1901. An act to amend the act of August
20, 1963, as amended, relating to the con-
struction of mint bulldings; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled bills of the House of the follow-
ing titles, which were thereupon signed
by the Speaker:

H.R. 6330. An act to amend section 8 of
the Public Buildings Act of 1959, relating to
the District of Columbia; and

H.R. 7200. An act to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937 and the Railroad Re-
tirement Tax Act to revise certain eligibility
conditions for annuities; to change the rail-
road retirement tax rates; and to amend the
Interstate Commerce Act in order to improve
the procedures pertaining to certain rate ad-
justments for carriers subject to part I of the
act, and for other purposzs.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on this day present to the
President, for his approval, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 6330. An act to amend section 8 of the
Public Buildings Act of 1959, relating to the
Distrlct of Columbia.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DENHOLM, Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 8 o'clock and 27 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
jowrned until tomorrow, Friday, June 29,
1973, at 11 o’clock a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’'s table and referred as follows:
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1087. A letter from the Chalirman, Emerg-
ency Loan Guarantee Board, transmitting
the special report with respect to the need
to continue the guarantee program beyond
December 31, 1973, pursuant to section 12
of Public Law 92-70; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency,

1088, A letter from the Assistant Legal
Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting coples of international
agreements with the Union of Sovlet Social-
istic Republics, entered into during the pe-
riod June 19-23, 1973, pursuant to section
112(b), Public Law 92-403; to the Commlt-
tee on Foreign Affairs,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr, BRADEMAS: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 462. Resolu-
tion providing for the printing of additional
coples of the House report entitled “Reform
of Our Correctional Systems”; (Rept. No. 93—
338) . Ordered to be printed.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Concurrent Resolution
185. Concurrent resolution to provide for the
printing of inaugural addresses from Presi-
dent George Washington to President Richard
M. Nixon; with amendment (Rept. No, 83-
3390) . Ordered to be printed.

Mr. BRADEMAS: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Concurrent Resolution
218. Concurrent resolution providing for ad-
ditional copies of “The Federal Clvilian Em-
ployee Loyalty Program”, House Report No.
92-1637, 92d Congress, second session; (Rept.
No. 93-340) . Ordered to be printed.

Mr. BRADEMAS: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Concurrent Resolution
233. Concurrent resolution providing for the
printing of committee hearings establishing
a Natlonal Institute of Education; (Rept.
No, 93-341). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. BRADEMAS: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Concurrent Resolution
256. Concurrent resolution to provide for the
printing as a House document, a revised edi-
tion of the House document “Our American
Government. What Is It? How Does It
Work?"; (Rept. No. 93-342). Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. BRADEMAS: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Concurrent Resolution
257. Concurrent resolution providing for the
printing of additional coples of the House
report entitled *“Street Crime: Reduction
Through Positive Criminal Justice Re-
sponses”; (Rept. No. 93-343). Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. BRADEMAS: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Concurrent Resolution
2568. Concurrent resolution providing for the
printing of additional coples of the House
report entitled “Drugs in Our Schools”; with
amendment; (Rept. No. 93-344). Ordered to
be printed.

Mr. BRADEMAS: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. Senate Concurrent Resolution
29. Concurrent resolution authorizing the
printing of additional copies of Senate hear-
ings on illegal, improper, or unethical activi-
ties during the Presidential election of 1972;
(Rept. No. 93-345), Ordered to be printed.

Mr. BRADEMAS: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 457. Resolu-
tion to provide for the printing as a House
document the booklet entitled ‘““The History
and Operation of the House Majority Whip
Organization”; (Rept. No. 93-3846). Ordered
to be printed.

Mr. BRADEMAS: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 463. Resolu-
tion providing for the printing of additional
coples of the House report entitled “Orga-
nized Criminal Influence in Horse Raecing";
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with amendment; (Rept. No. 93-347). Or-
dered to be printed.

Mr. DORN: Committee on Veterans’ Ad-
ministration. HR. 8049. A bill to amend title
38 of the United States Code relating to basic
provisions of the loan guaranty program for
veterans; (Rept. No. 93-348) . Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas: Commitiee on
Ways and Means. HR. 8219. A bill to amend
the International Organizations Immunities
Act to authorize the President to extend
certain privileges and immunities to the Or-
ganization of African Unity; (Rept. No. 93—
349) . Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MAHON: Commlittee on Appropriations.
H.R. 9055. A bill making supplemental appro-
priations for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
93-350). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MADDEN: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 477. Resolution providing for the
consideration of H.R. 8480. A bill to require
the President to notify the Congress when-
ever he impounds funds, to provide a proce-
dure under which the House of Representa-
tives or the Senate may disapprove the
President's action and require him to cease
such impounding, and to establish for the
fiscal year 1974 a ceiling on total Federal ex-
penditures (Rept. No. 93-351). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. SISK: Commitiee on Rules, House Res-
olution 478. Resolution providing for the
consideration of H.R. 8860. A bill to extend
and amend the Agricultural Act of 1970 for
the purpose of assuring consumers of plenti-
ful supplies of food and fiber at reasonable
prices (Rept. No. 93-352). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr, BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 479. Resolution waving points of
order against the bill HR. 9055. A bill mak-

ing supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 93-354). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas: Committee on con-

ference. Conference report on H.R. 7528
(Rept. No. 93-353). Ordered to be printed.
Mr, MILLS of Arkansas: Committee of con-
ference. Conference report on H.R. 8410
(Rept. No. 93-355). 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. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself, Mr. Bern, Mr, Fisa, Mr.
McCroskey, and Mr. MrrcHELL of
New York) :

H.R. 9028. A bill to improve the conduct
and regulation of Federal election campaign
activities and to provide public financing for
such campaigns; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself and Mr. McCLOSKEY) :

HR. 9020. A bill to authorize the con-
struction of transmission facilities for de-
livery to the continental United States of
petroleum reserves located on the North
Slope of Alaska, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs,

By Mr. ESCH:

H.R. 9030. A bill to amend the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor,

H.R. 9031. A bill to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to require that radio
and television recelvers meet certain techni-
cal standards for filtering out interference;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,
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H.R. 9032. A bill relating to the income tax
treatment of charitable contributions of in-
ventory and certain other ordinary income
property; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

H.R. 9033. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to increase from 22 to 24
the age until which child’s insurance bene-
fits may be pald on the basis of full-time
student status, and the age before which a
child must have become disabled in order
to qualify for such benefits on the basls of
disability; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr, BENITEZ (for himself, Mr, pE
Lugo, and Mr, Woxn Par) :

H.R. 9034. A bill to extend to residents of
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam,
the social security benefits normally provided
for aged, blind, and disabled persons, under
the Supplemental Security Income program;
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr. CoL~-
LINs of Texas, Mr. BRown of Cali-
fornia, Mr., Brasco, Mr. Nepzi, Mr.
Pixe, Mr. DuncaN, Mr. GAayDos, Mr.
pE Luco, Mr. MoAaKLEY, Mr, O'BRIEN,
Mr. BURGENER, Mr, HUBER, Mrs, GREEN
of Oregon, Mrs. HaANSEN of Washing-
ton, Mr. CoNvLaN, Mr, MurPHY of New
York, Mr, CHARLES WiLson of Texas,
Mr. LuJsaN, Mr, Graimmo, and Mr.
ToweLL of Nevada):

H.R. 9035. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to provide a system for the redress of law
enforcement officers’ grievances and to estab-
lish a law enforcement officers’ bill of rights
in each of the several States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R. 9036. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide income tax
simplification, reform, and rellef for small
business; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr, CONTE:

H.R. 9037. A bill to improve the conduct
and regulation of Federal election campaign
actlivities and to provide public financing for
such campaigns; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr, DULSKI:

H.R. 9038. A bill to authorize a program
for the improvement and restoration of the
Buffalo metropolitan area, New York; to the
Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. DUNCAN:

H.R. 9039. A bill to limit certain legal rem-
edies involving the involuntary busing of
schoolchildren; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 9040. A Dbill to prohibit most-favored-
nation treatment and commercial and guar-
antee agreements with respect to any non-
market economy country which denies to its
citizens the right to emigrate or which im-
poses more than nominal fees upon its
citizens as a condition to emigration; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. EDWARDS of California:

H.R. 9041. A bill to amend section 505 of
title 10, United States Code, to establish uni-
form original enlistment gqualifications for
male and female persons; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD (for him-
self, Mr. HAwkKINs, Mr. MEeeps, Mr.
O'HArA, Mr., Cray, Mrs. CHISHOLM,
Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. THOMPSON of
New Jersey, and Mr. FRASER) :

H.ER. 9042. A bill to amend the Juvenile
Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of
1968 to meet the needs of runaway youths
and facilitate their return to their families
without resort to the law enforcement struc-
ture; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr,
Dices, Mr, Van DeEerLIN, Mr. MINISH,
and Mr. MACDONALD) :

H.R. 9043. A bill to amend the United Na-
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tions Participation Act of 1945 to halt the
importation of Rhodesian chrome and to re-
store the United States to its position as a
law-abiding member of the international
community; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. GUNTER:

H.R. 9044. A bill to limit Federal court
jurisdiction to order busing; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HARRINGTON:

H.R. 9045. A bill to require the President to
include in the budget transmitted to Con-
gress additional information showing the re-
gional impact of budget proposals by State
and congressional districts, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. PODELL:

H.R. 9046. A bill to create a National His-
toric Records Commission, to establish a
program for preserving and making accessible
documentary resources throughout the Na-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Government Operations,

By Mr. ROYBAL:

H.R. 9047. A bill to prohibit use of the
mails to effect the sale or other delivery of
mailing lists for purposes of commercial or
other solicitation, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice.

By Mr. SATTERFIELD (for himself,
Mr. DorN, Mr. TEAGUE of Texas, Mr.
HavLey, Mr. DuLskr, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr
HersToski, Mr. Epwarps of Califor-
nia, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. CARNEY
of Ohio, Mr. DANIELSON, Mrs. GrAsso,
Mr. WorFF, Mr. BRINKLEY, Mr
CHARLES Wimson of Texas, Mr.
HamMERSCHMIDT, Mr. SaAYLOR, Mr.
TeAGUE of California, Mrs. HECKLER
of Massachusetts, Mr. ZwacH, Mr.
WyLIE, Mr. HrLL1s, Mr. MarAZITI, Mr.
AspNoOR, and Mr. WALSH) :

H.R. 9048. A bill to amend title 38 of ‘the
United States Code to provide improved medi-
cal care to veterans; to provide hospital and
medical care to certain dependents and sur-
vivors of veterans; to improve recruitment
and retention of career personnel in the De-
partment of Medicine and Surgery; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. SKUBITZ (for himself, Mr.
SHRIVER, Mr. WINN, Mr, SEBELIUS,
and Mr. Roxy) :

H.R. 9049. A bill to authorize the President
of the United States to allocate crude oil and
refined petroleum products to deal with exist-
ing or imminent shortages and dislocations
in the national distribution system which
jeopardize the public health, safety, or wel-
fare; to provide for the delegation of author-
ity to the Secretary of the Interior; and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. STEELE:

H.R. 9050. A bill to amend section 14 of the
Alrport and Airway Development Act of 1970
to prohibit certain expenditures from the
Airport and Airway Trust Funds in connec-
tion with certain projects involving the loca-
tion of an airport unless the legislature of
each State in or near which such project
is located has approved such project; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. STEELMAN:

H.R. 9051. A bill to establish the Big
Thicket National Biological Reserve in Texas;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs,

By Mr. VANDER JAGT:

H.R. 9052. A bill to amend section 1951,
title 18, United States Code, act of July 3,
1946; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WYATT:

H.R. 98053. A bill to improve the conduct
and regulation of Federal election campaign
activities and to provide public financing for
such campaigns; to the Committee on House
Administration.




22168

By Mr. YOUNG of South Carolina:*

H.R. 9054. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An Act to authorize the Secretary of Agri-
culture to execute a subordination agreement
with respect to certain lands in Lee County,
5.C.,; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MAHON:

H.R. 9055. A bill making supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1973, and for other purposes.

By Mr. ADAMS (for himself, Mr,
Di1ces, Mr, FRASER, Mr, FAUNTROY, and
Mr. HOWARD) :

H.R. 9056. A bill to reorganize the govern-
mental structure of the District of Columbia,
to provide a charter for local government in
the District of Columbia subject to accept-
ance by a majority of the registered gualified
electors in the District of Columbia, to dele-
gate certaln legislative powers to the local
government, to implement certain recom-
mendations of the Commission on the Or-
ganization of the Government of the District
of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. FAUNTROY:

H.R. 9057. A bill to assure the availability
of certain public records in the District of
Columbia; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia,

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Ms, Aszue,
Mr. CoNTE, Mr, CONYERS, Mr. CovGH-
LIN, Mr. DurLskr, Mr. EILBERG, Mr,
Hawgins, Mr. Hunt, Mr. JoHNSON
of California, Mr. KEmp, Mr. RAILS-
BACKE, Mr. RANGEL, Mr, RIEGLE, Mr.
SToKES, Mr. TarLcorr, Mr. WIDNALL,
and Mr. CHarLES H. WiLsoN of Cali-
fornia) :

H.R. 9058. A bill to amend the Voeational
Rehabilitation Act to provide a more equita-
ble method of alloting funds for vocational
rehabilitation services among the States; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. HOLIFIELD (for himself and
Mr. HorTON) @

H.R. 9059. A bill to create an Office of Fed-
eral Procurement Policy within the Execu-
tive Office of the President, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

H.R. 9060. A bill to distinguish Pederal pro-
curement and grant-type assistance trans-
actions, standardize use of legal instruments
for procurement and grant-type assistance
transactions, and authorize use of a procure-
ment or grant-type instrument, as appropri-
ate, under existing authorizations to enter
into contracts, grants or similar transactions;
to the Committee on Government Operations.

H.R. 9061. A bill to provide policles and
procedures for the procurement of property
and services by Federal agencies; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 9062. A bill to provide for the resolu-
tion of claims and disputes relating to Gov-
ernment contracts awarded by executive
agencies; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LEGGETT:

H.R. 9063, A bill to designate certain lands
in the Mendocino Natlonal Forest, Calif., as
the “Snow Mountain Wilderness” for inclu-
slon in the national wilderness preservation
system; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mrs. MINK :

HR. 9064. A bill to provide for Federal
grants and loans to small business concerns
which are adversely affected by transporta-
tion disputes; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mrs. SULLIVAN:

H.R. 9065. A bill to amend the act of Oc-
tober 12, 1968, to increase from #$5 million
to #7.5 million the amount authorized for
grants to Elsenhower College, Seneca Falls,
N.Y., and to provide authorization for grants
to the Samuel Rayburn Library, Bonham,
Tex., for establishment and maintenance of
a Dwight D. Eisenhower Study Center; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. HARVEY :

H.J. Res. 647. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.J. Res. 648. Joint resolution to extend
the authority for the flexible regulation of
interest rates on deposits and share ac-
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counts by financial institutions for 60 days;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.
By Mr. MADDEN:

H. Res. 475. Resolution amending clause 5
of rule I of the Rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives; to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. MONTGOMERY :

H. Res. 476. Resolution providing that
clause 5 of rule I of the Rules of the House
of Representatives be amended; to the Com-
mittee on Rules,

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

267. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of California,
relative to providing adequate protection for
the coastal fisheries against excessive foreign
fishing; to the Committee on Merchant Ma~-
rine and Fisheries.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BURTON:

H.R.9066. A bill for the relief of Robert

Dona; to the Committee on the Judicliary.
By Mr. GUDE:

H.R. 9067. A Dbill for the relief of James A,
Horkan; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.9068. A bill for the relief of Morris
and Lenke Gelb; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

248. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
Thomas J. Garvey, Philadelphia, Pa. and
others, relative to protection for law enforce-
ment officers against nuisance suits; to the
Committee on the Judiciary,

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

JUNE DAIRY MONTH

HON. WILLIAM A. STEIGER

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, June 27, 1973

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr.
Speaker, the rise of prices for needed
commodities has been a concern of
American consumers since our country
was born. In recent years, we have seen
prices make especially large increases,
and consumers have grown more vocal
in expressing their grievances.

Earlier this yeer, there was a meat
boycott, as thousands of Americans gave
up meat for a time in an effort to drive
prices down. In addition, the President
imposed a ceiling on meat prices.

All of this has made it appear that
farmers are key figures in creating the
price spiral. In fact, they are victims
of that spiral.

Few people realize that farm prices are
up only 6 percent over 20 years ago. The
House Agriculture Committee reported
recently that farmers have just now
raised themselves to the economic level
of 20 years ago.

Too many have forgotten that when

it comes to food commodities, partic-
ularly meat, the law of supply and de-
mand is of critical importance. No gov-
ernmental policy can increase beef pro-
duction faster than cows can produce
calves and farmers can feed them so they
can be marketed.

America’s farmers have done a re-
markable job of supplying sufficient food
not only for our country, but for others
throughout the world. Even while meet-
ing these fantastic demands, they have
enabled U.S. families to spend far less of
their family budget for food than fami-
lies in any other country in the world.

We, in Wisconsin, pride ourselves as
being residents of ‘“America’s Dairyland.”
Each year we celebrate June Dairy
Month in recognition of the dairy indus-
try which means so much to our State.

An editorial which appeared in the
June 7 Chilton Times-Journal presents
an excellent discussion of some of the
thoughts we need to consider during
dairy month. I now insert that editorial
in the RECORD:

JUNE “DAmy MonNTH"

June Dairy Month 1973 ean, and should,
take on a double meaning for Wisconsin
residents.

Traditionally, the month-long dairy in-
dustry and dalry product promotional cele-

bration will renew Interest In consumer pur-
chases of nature’s most nearly perfect food.
Most of us, although living in America’s
Dairyland and close to this great industry,
need the annual reminder that milk and
dairy foods are at the top of the list of en-
joyable and nutritious foods.

At least 50 Wisconsin county June Dairy
Month committees have taken this respon-
sibility every year and are prepared for the
1973 edition.

This year, however, JDM promotional com-
mitiees, have a second opportunity to ad-
vance the cause for their dairy food economy
in Wisconsin, It has to do with inflation,
the rising costs of all foods and the lack of
information reaching consumers as to the
position of dairy products as well as all foods
in the price increases during the recent years.

For instance, how many of the people real-
ize that, in the past five years, 1968 through
1972, the cost of living rose by 38 per cent,
yet retail costs of all foods increased by only
23.5 per cent. In the same period dairy pro-
duct prices advanced by 17.1 per cent.

Since the first of the year, retail meat
costs have gained the most attention, bring-
ing a "boycott” movement. The problem
there is that homemakers admit that if the
price of meat goes down, they will buy more.
But the sad fact is that there is not “more
meat"” to be had at the immediate time.

While meat prices were escalating in 1972,
the cost of milk and dairy products rose only
by 115 per cent, as all foods went up 5.1
per cent. Personal income, according to the
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