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on surface mining, and any other meas-
ures that have been cleared on the cal-
endar, and on as many conference re-
ports as can possibly be agreed to; and
the leadership would urge Senate com-
mittee chairmen who have measures
pending in conference with the House of
Representatives to act as expeditiously
as possible to wrap up conferences and
present conference reports to the Sen-
ate floor for action next week if at all
possible, before the aforementioned re-
cess begins.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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ADJOURNMENT TO 10 A.M.

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 adjournment until 10 a.m. to-
morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and at 6:57
p.m., the Senate adjourned until tomor-
row, Thursday, October 4, 1973, at 10
a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate October 3, 1973:
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION
Subject to qualifications provided by law,
the following for permanent appointment to
the grades indicated in the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration:
To be lieutenants
Joseph A. SBowers
Larry A. New
Andrew N. Bodnar, Jr.

October 3, 1973

To be lieutenants (junior grade)

Christopher B. Bobby J. Taylor

Lawrence Kenneth H. Under-
James E. Newcomer wood
Robert B. Zider Joseph M. KEunches
Larry L. Minter Steven J. Hollinshead
Frank B. Arbusto, Jr. Michael J. Eisenstat
Stephen D. Whitaker Robert E. Karlin
Stephen A. Young James A. Watkins
Bruce L. Crumley Steven R. Birkey
Richard P. Moore Cralg S. Nelson
Robert C. Hoge Stephen H. Manzo
Richard A. Alan J. Pickrell

Zachariason Cralg B. Christensen
James A. Wexler Dan E. Tracy
Charles L. Kureth Neil P. Gloler
Joseph D. Wilson Thomas W. Jackson I11
Patrick L. Wehling,

Jr. Bruce E. Shimano
Thomas W. Ruszala Hugh H. Sprunt, Jr.
Thomas R. Crane Eent J. Stong

To be ensigns

Charles D. Mason
Bryan K. Mezger
William D. Otto
Kenneth W, Perrin
Thomas G. Russel

David Pasciuti
Craig P. Berg
Francesca M. Cava
Donald A. Dossett
Joanne Gulley
Bruce B. Johnson

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, October 3, 1973

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

Trust ve in the Lord forever: for in the
Lord God is everlasting strength.—Isaiah
26: 4,

O Thou whose love will not let us go
and whose light follows us all our way,
make us responsive to Thy spirit as we
open our hearts unto Thee. Help us to
meet the challenge of these times with
courage, to carry our responsibilities with
confidence, and to solve our ever-present
problems with creative wisdom.

We pray for our President, our Vice
President, our Speaker, Members of Con-
gress and all who work with them. They
have pressures which tax their resources
to the limit, duties which demand their
attention and abort their time, criticisms
which often make their lives miserable.
Grant that our people may begin to think
of our leaders more and more with sym-
pathetic hearts and understanding minds
and less and less with provineial preju-
dice and fruitiess faultfinding.

Bowing before the altar of prayer give
to us all a greatness of spirit, a purity of
heart, and a willingness to serve Thee
and our country witk all our being.

In the spirit of Christ 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.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO URBAN
MASS TRANSPORTATION ASSIST-
ANCE ACT

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to alert my colleagues to the fact that
this afternoon I will be offering an
amendment to the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Assistance Act. The amend-
ment directs the Secretary of Transpor-
tation to conduct a full and complete
safety investigation of rail facilities in
New York that are supervised or leased
by the Metropolitan Transportation Au-
thority.

Over the summer, New York City has
experienced six major accidents on its
rail system. Local officials have called
upon Secretary Brinegar to conduct a
systemwide safety investigation in an
effort to prevent similar catastrophes
from occurring in the future. Because
the Secretary has declined to do such a
study, I will be offering my amendment
in the interests of protecting New York’s
4 million daily transit riders.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
PUBLIC WORKS TO FILE REPORT
ON H.R. 10203, WATER RESOURCES
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1973

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Public Works may have until mid-
night tonight to file a committee report
on H.R. 10203, the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1973.

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

There was no objection.

»

PROSPECTIVE WHEAT SHORTAGES

(Mr. JONES of Oklahoma asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extraneous
maftter.)

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
for the past 2 months I have conducted

a mobile congressional office which vis-
ited all parts of my congressional dis-
trict. One of the dominant and recurring
themes in my district is the shortage of
critical products and, in particular, the
shortage of wheat which may occur be-
cause of an increase in wheat exports in
the coming year.

The Department of Agriculture says
that we have a bumper crop of 1.8 billion
bushels of wheat, of which 1.1 billion
bushels are already committed to export
sales.

Because of the great interest in my
district, in early September I wrote to
Secretary of Agriculture Butz and asked
for an explanation of the shortage and
asked what the Department was doing
to insure a domestic supply in the com-
ing year. About 214 weeks later, I re-
ceived a response, not from the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, but from the Assist-
ant Sales Manager of the Commodity
Exports Division of the Export Market-
ing System of the USDA, who answers
to the Associate Sales Manager, who an-
swers to the Deputy Associate Secretary,
who answers to the Assistant Secretary
for International Affairs and Commod-
ities Programs.

None of the questions which I raised
was answered. It was a bunch of bureau-
cratic “bushwa” that simply could not
be explained or understood.

Mr. Speaker, this afternoon I am tak-
ing a special order to explore the pros-
pective shortage of wheat in the coming
year, and I encourage the other Mem-
bers of this body to join me in calling
the attention of the Nation to this crit-
ical problem. If there is one thing that
consumers in this country cannot under-
stand, it is that there is not enough
wheat to insure bread on the table at a
reasonable price in the coming year. It
is going to be a very serious situation
which we are all going to be called upon
to explain.
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INVESTIGATION OF THE VICE
PRESIDENT

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

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Speaker, it is now
common knowledge that the majority
leadership of this body has elected to
reject the request of the Vice President
that the House initiate an impeachment
investigation.

Are those of us who are committed to
country above party and justice above
partisanship to understand that the
majority party may, at a private meet-
ing, repeal a portion of the Constitution?
Does political convenience control the
application of this body to its duty? Are
there those who feel that article I, sec-
tion 2, clause 5 of the Constitution im-
poses a rule only when it is convenient?

Members have been free with hints
and rumors and leaks that threatened
just what the Vice President has de-
manded. It is now obvious that the leaks
meant not a lust for justice but a ploy
for political advantage.

We are now spectators at the comedy
of the courts being inappropriate in
January but untouchable in September.
Archibald Cox is unleashed without
legal sanction while the House must not
exercise even its constitutional man-
date. Will the public long credit the re-
spect for law, the need for justice or the
commitment of this House to either, if
a small coterie of House leaders from the
opposition party is permitted to amend
the Constitution unilaterally?

PROPOSED ELECTION REFORM

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

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speuker, this morning's
Post carries a story that was completely
out of thin air, and without any fabric
of truth in it at all. It relates to a young
lady who crudely invaded the private of-
fice of the chairman of the Committee
on House Administration, where we were
holding a conference trying to work out
some strategy to move the post card reg-
istration bill from the table where it had
been laid by the subcommittee, and to
move the reform hearings up a little.

In this young lady’s story she said
that she was booted out of the office, I
believe, by the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. Hays) and myself. Well, I do not
swing my feet and miss, so she was not
booted. But I want to say that it is
about time that we stand up to these
private-interest organizations that take
one little item of our agenda and ride it
to death.

Common Cause has only one common
cause, and that is to collect $20 from
250,000 people, and to report to them the
activities of the House. They do not re-
port anything except events and inci-
dents that can be twisted into a condem-
nation of House Members. I have never
heard anything from Common Cause on
any subject except election reform. Com-
mon Cause wrote the major part of the
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bill that is now on the books, which was
the base for the greatest election scan-
dal in the history of the United States.

I, for one, as chairman of the sub-
committee, am not going to be stampeded
into writing any piece of legislation in
this body that will compound the felony
as it were following Common Cause ap-
proved ceilings for spending sums of
money for campaigns for Congress that
are far beyond at least 85 percent of citi-
zens ability to put into a campaign.

We are going to write a reform
proposal, but it is the Congress that
will write it, and not Common Cause.

I hope it will do at least the fol-
lowing:

A. Limited expenditures based upon
a reasonable relationship between salary
and campaign costs.

B. A single reporting committee for
which the candidate is personally re-
sponsible.

C. Limit the amount an individual can
contribute.

D. Open reporting available upon re-
quest by any citizen.

E. Pre-empt Congressional reporting
with copies of Federal reports filed with
proper State and/or local government.

F. Will not raid the public treasury
and increase taxes to give candidates a
free ride to force TV time and other
items.

G. Will not deny any citizen the right
and priviledge to stand for election by
setting up unreasonable barriers to third
party or minority parties or individuals.

PROPOSED ELECTION REFORM

(Mr. HAYS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, in line with
what the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. DENT) said, may I say that the
committee is holding hearings on election
reform.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania is
exactly right. It was Common Cause and
some of their henchmen who tore up the
election reform bill that we had and
substituted their version, which made it
possible for Watergate to happen.

Common Cause exists, as far as I can
find out, only to promote the Presidential
aspirations of John Gardner, which is
probably the most ridiculous promotion
since P. T. Barnum tried to promote his
circus midget for that office.

John Gardner, as I have said before,
has won hands down the accolade of be-
ing the worst Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare the country ever
had—and he had no mean competition in
that contest, he was running against the
likes of Oveta Culp Hobby. And you
know, when you can beat her for being
the worst Secretary there is, you really
have to work at it.

If there are, as Common Cause alleges,
250,000 people in this afluent society who
are stupid enough to send John Gardner
20 bucks, that just goes to show that the
country is a lot more afluent than a lot
of us thought it was.
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APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 6768, PARTICIPATION BY THE
UNITELD STATES IN U.N. ENVIRON-
MENT PROGRAM

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 6768) to
provide for participation by the United
States in the U.N. environment program,
with a Senate amendment thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendment, and
request a conference with the Senate
thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesofta? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
FRrRASER, MORGAN, FASCELL, FRELINGHUY-
SEN, and Gross.

MICRONESIAN CLAIMS ACT OF
1971

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 6628) to
amend section 101(b) of the Micro-
nesian Claims Act of 1971 to enlarge
the class of persons eligible to receive
benefits under the claims program
established by that act, with a Senate
amendment thereto, and concur in the
Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Page 2, line 5, strike out “1974" and in-
sert 1947,

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

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1973

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on Rules,
I call up House Resolution 372 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 372

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 6452)
to amend the Urban Mass Transportation Act
of 1964 to provide a substantial increase in
the total amount authorized for assistance
thereunder, to increase the portion of project
cost which inay oe covered by a Federal grant,
to authorize assistance for operating ex-
penses, and for other purposes, and all points
of order against said bill for fallure to com-
Ply with the provisions of clause 4, rule XXI
are hereby walved. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed two hours, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Banking and Currency, the
bill shall be read for amendment under the
five minute rule. It shall be in order to con-
sider the amendment recommended by the
Committee on Banking and Currency now
printed on page 9, lines 1 through 17 of the
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bill notwithstanding the provision of clause
4, rule XXI. At the conclusion of the consid-
eration of the bill for amendment, the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and the previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to
recommit,

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

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 30 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. QUIL-
LEN), pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 372
provides for an open rule with 2 hours of
general debate on H.R. 6452, a bill to
amend the Urban Mass Transportation
Act of 1964 to provide an increase in the
amount authorized for assistance and to
increase the portion of project cost
which may be covered by a Federal
grant.

House Resolution 372 provides that all
points of order against the bill and the
committee amendment for failure to
comply with the provisions of clause 4,
rule XXI of the rules of the House—
prohibiting reappropriations in a legis-
lative bill—are waived.

House Resolution 372 also provides
that it shall be in order to consider the
amendment recommended by the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency now
printed on page 9, lines 1 through 17 of
the bill as an original bill for the pur-
poses of amendment.

H.R. 6452 directs the Secretary of
Transportation to allocate operating
subsidies under a formula based on three
factors: Population of the area served
by the mass transit system; the total
number of revenue passengers carried
by the system; and the total revenue
vehicle miles traveled by the system.
The bill prohibits the allocation of sub-
sidies unless the Secretary receives from
the State or local body a comprehensive
mass transportation service improvement
program.

The bill authorizes $400 million for
each of fiscal years 1974 and 1975 for the
operating subsidy program. Section 3 of
the bill provides for an increase in the
capital grant ratio from a two-thirds
Federal one-third local contribution to
an 80 percent Federal 20 percent local
contribution.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of House
Resolution 372 in order that we may dis-
cuss and debate H.R. 6452.

. L S —e—

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. 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:
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[Roll No. 490]

Gubser

Gude

Hanna

Harsha

Hébert
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala.
Eluczynskl
Leggett

Ashley
Barrett
Blatnik
Brown, Ohilo
Burke, Calif.
Chisholm
Clark

Clay
Conyers
Dingell Lott
Edwards, Ala. Melcher
Esch Mills, Ark,
Fraser Myers

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 396
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

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

Nichols
Peyser

Pike

Powell, Ohio
Reild
Rooney, N.X.
Rosenthal
Runnels
Sandman
Vander Jagt

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1973

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
QUILLEN) .

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Hor-
TON) .

(Mr. HORTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous material.)

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 6452, the Urban Mass
Transportation Assistance Act of 1973.
This legislation would extend Federal op-
erating assistance to the Nation’s mass
transit systems at a modest authoriza-
tion level of $800 million for fiscal year
1974 and fiscal year 1975.

While our communities contemplate
drastic steps to curtail the use of the
private automobile and to comply with
air quality standards, this year’s budget
would make only 6 cents of each trans-
portation dollar available for mass
transit, compared to 574 cents for high-
ways. Better mass transit is the key to
mobile, less polluted and less congested
cities, but we will not succeed as long
as rising fares send riders back to their
cars.

Congress began responding to these
realities earlier this year when we fi-
nally succeeded in freeing a portion of
highway trust fund money for the capital
needs of mass transit systems. Our ac-
tion on the bill before us today will sig-
nal whether we want to progress further
toward an enlightened transportation
policy.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to use my
time to commend the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee for including in HR.
6452 specific provisions to aid the elderly
and the handicapped, provisions which
are absent from the measure passed by
the Senate. H.R. 6452 requires that any
transportation system receiving operat-
ing subsidies must provide the handi-
capped and the elderly—age 62 and
over—half-fares or less during nonpeak
hours.

The transportation needs of our Na-
tion’s elderly were brought to my atten-
tion through a major conference on
senior mobility held in my district. That
conference centered on a simple point.
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While much needs to be done to improve
mass transit routes and accessibility,
those improvements will be futile if the
elderly individual cannot afford the fare.
It is for this reason that the White House
Conference on Aging, the National
Council of Senior Citizens, the National
Counci. on Aging, and the American As-
sociation of Retired Persons have all
called for the Federal Government to im-
prove senior citizen mobility through
Federal operating subsidies. HR. 6452
not only accomplishes that goal but
makes such support contingent upon re-
duced fares for the elderly.

The importance of H.R. 6452 to our
handicapped and senior citizens is evi-
dent in the communications I have re-
ceived from the National Rehabilitation
Association and the American Associa-
tion of Retired Persons. I include at this
point the comments of those associations
for the review of my colleagues:

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED
PERSONS,
Nationan RETIRED TEACHERS AsSso-
CIATION,
Washington, D.C., October 2, 1973.
Hon. FRANK HORTON,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEeaR CONGRESSMAN HorTON: The American
Association of Retired Persons and the Na-
tional Retired Teachers Association urge your
support for HR. 6452, authorizing operating
subsidies for urban mass transit systems.

Transportation problems experienced by
older persons fall into three major categor-
fes: design, economics and avallability. In
an analysis made by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, transportation ranked as one of
the largest expenditures In the average re-
tired couple’s budget. It accounted for 8.9
cents out of every dollar. The only categories
with larger expenditures were food, housing
and medical care. However, the true impor-
tance of the transportation role is mot its
relative cost but the dependence of many
other activities on transportation services.
Without adequate transportation a tremen-
dous obstacle is imposed on the elderly,
making it difficult for them to confront the
simple tasks of living which they previously
had taken for granted. Because of the serious
lack of adequate intercity transportation,
the elderly frequently abandon shopping,
seeilng physiclans, visiting relatives, going
to senlor citizen centers, or attending other
social activities.

Confronting the issue of transportation,
the 1871 White House Conference on Aging
declared that it should be federal policy to
increase transportation services for the
elderly. The delegates to this aging forum
urged the federal government to provide fi-
nanclal support for operating subsidies to
maintain and develop mass transit systems
and declared that such support should be
contingent upon efforts to reduce transit
fares for the elderly. Both of these priority
recommendations are encompassed In
HR. 6452,

Our Associations, with a combined mem-
bership of over 61, million older Americans
strongly favor any step aimed at improving
public transportation, and we believe HE.
6452 establishes the basic framework for a
realistic program of upgrading our inter-
city transportation systems, thereby
them more available and accessible to older
Americans.

Sincerely,
CyrIL F. BRICKFIELD,
Legislative Counsel.
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NATIONAL REHABILITATION ASSOCIA-
TION,
Washington, D.C., October 2, 1973.
Hon. FRANK HORTON,
Member of House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR CONGRESSMAN HorToN: The National
Rehabilitation Association strongly supports
H.R. 6452 entitled “Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Assistance Act of 1973".

The National Rehabilitation Association re-
gards the legislation as basically sound. It is
especially interested, however, in that sec-
tion that has to do with benefits that may
accrue to elderly people and handicapped
individuals by ensuring that they will have
reduced fares during nonpeak hours. As you
know, one of the most difficult problems
severely handicapped people have is getting
to and from work with reasonable facility
and at reasonable cost. In addition, there are
great difficulties in conducting the normal
affairs of life outside of the work situation.
We recognize that some jurisdictions have
already tried experiments along the line you
are suggesting in this legislation, and they
have been found to be quite productive. I am
sure that many thousands of handicapped
individuals and elderly persons will be able
to benefit substantially from this legislation.
You are to be congratulated upon sponsoring
it.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely yours,
E. B. WHITTEN,
Ezrecutive Director.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 372 is
the rule for the consideration of HR.
6452, the Urban Mass Transit Assistance
Act of 1973. This rule is an open rule with
2 hours of general dekate. It also waives
points of order against the bill for failure
to comply with clause 4, rule XXTI, which
is appropriation in a legislative bill. Ad-
ditionally, the same waiver of points of
order is included against the committee
amendment on page 9.

Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to the pas-
sage of this rule. It makes in order a
bill which will merely cause us to go over
much of the same ground that we have
already covered in our consideration of
the Federal-Aid Highway Act. The High-
way Act authorized an additional $3 bil-
lion exclusively for mass transit capi-
tal grants and also a sum of $2.5 billion
for urban transportation programs which
can be used for highway construction
or mass transit investments. For the first
time, it permitted transit projects to be
substituted for controversial interstate
routes. In addition, the Highway Act in-
cluded a provision calling for the Secre-
tary of Transportation to evaluate that
portion of the 1972 National Transporta-
tion Report pertaining to public mass
transportation. Among other things the
evaluation must include an analysis of
the funding capabilities of Federal, State,
and local governments for meeting mass
transit needs. It makes no sense to spend
additional large sums without waiting
for the results of this evaluation.

The administration is strongly op-
posed to the enactment of this bill, at a
time when it is essential to control Fed-
eral spending. If inflation is to be con-
trolled, we cannot continue to increase

Federal spending.
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Mr. Speaker, in order that the House
may not waste its time fighting over
again the battles that were recently
fought on the Federal aid to highway
bill, I will ask for a no vote on passage
of this rule. Let us defeat this rule and
not waste our time plowing the same
ground twice.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Larta) a member of the Committee on
Rules.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, like the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. QUILLEN),
I am opposed to the passage of this rule
and the passage of this legislation.

The President recently signed into law
the Federal Aid to Highways Act of 1973,
this act authorized an additional $3 bil-
lion exclusively for mass transit capital
grants and also a sum of almost $2.5 bil-
lion for urban transportation programs
which can be used for highway construc-
tion or mass transit investments.

I do not know why we should now be
asked to pass this legislation for operat-
ing subsidies. I stress the words “op-
erating subsidies.”

I say, Mr. Speaker, how much more
do a few large cities want from the tax-
payers of this country? If we pass this
legislation, the bulk of this $800 million
is going to go to five or six of the largest
cities in the Nation.

I do not think this is fair to the other
taxpayers, Mr. Speaker. I do not think
this Congress ought to be considering
this legislation.

Certainly I agree with the gentleman
from Tennessee, this legislation is not
going to become law. The President is
not going to sign it. Why should we be
bothering with it today? We ought to be
dealing with necessary legislation which
can become law rather than taking up
the time of this House on legislation that
is not going to become law:.

So I urge that we defeat this rule and
get on with other business of this House
so that perhaps next month we can ad-
journ this Congress and save the tax-
payers of this country still more money.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr, WIDNALL).

Mr. WIDNALL, Mr. Speaker, in 1964,
I played a part in getting the first mass
transit act adopted. I have continued to
advocate mass transit legislation ever
since, supporting increased authoriza-
tions and appropriations for what I re-
gard as basic to the needs of our time
and this country.

While I am quite sure that what I
have done has had the backing of my
constituents and that of other citizens
of my native State of New Jersey, I also
believe that my activity has not been
narrow and parochial. I believe that the
transportation problems of my district
are common to all parts of the country
and are becoming even more trouble-
some as our population builds.

In expressing this firm conviction, I
am not without misgivings. Punds for
mass transit are essential. I have taken
this position again and again. Beyond
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that, I am searching for innovative ideas,
not just a larger slice of the mass transit
“pie” for the interests directly concerned.
My principal concern is for the people
who ride mass transit of necessity. They
should receive the best possible service,
?ndi?ot be charged an outrageous price
or 1t.

I mentioned, however, my misgivings.
I do not want to see us subsidize to the
point that the subsidized operations gain
an unfair advantage over the unsubsi-
dized. Neither do I want advisory bodies
that, coming from hundreds of com-
munities within the area served, bog
down in local, multivoiced, parochial dis-
putes that have only a peripheral rela-
tion, if any, to mass transit.

I will not bore you with a reitera-
tion of my objections, but I would like
to make one point. We are still short
of essential knowledge concerning mass
transit. The only solution offered in this
bill is the typical one of throwing money
at it in hopes the problems will go away.

The House has already defeated an
amendment offered to the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1973, which would have
put the Federal Government in the busi-
ness of paying operating subsidies for
mass transit systems. It seems wasteful
that we must now consider the same
provision in the form of a separate bill.

This is especially true when one re-
members that as part of the Federal-
Ald Highway Act of 1973 we included a
provision calling for the Secretary of
Transportation to evaluate that por-
tion of the 1972 national transportation
report pertaining to public mass trans-
portation. Among other things, the eval-
uation must include:

First. Analyzing the existing funding
capabilities of Federal, State, and local
governments for meeting mass transit
needs;

Second. Analyzing other funding ca-
pabilities of Federal, State, and local
governments for meeting such needs;

Third. Determining the operating and
maintenance costs relating to public
mass transit systems; and

Fourth. Determining and comparing
fare structures of all such systems.

Also included in the new law is a re-
quirement to study tax sources as reve-
nue mechanisms to assist mass transit.

Surely, it makes sense to await the re-
sults of the reports before embarking on
such an expensive and possibly never-
ending drain on the Federal Treasury.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. FRENZEL).

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, when the
decision was made 3 weeks ago to post-
pone consideration of this transit oper-
ating subsidies bill, I cheered, and hoped
we had seen the last of the bill. Un-
fortunately it is back again, so I believe
it is necessary to vote down the rule
today.

There are numerous objections to this
bill that I cannot detail in the limited
time available, but I can list some of the
worst features.

The worst flaw is that the concept of
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operating subsidies is inherently defi-
cient. Operating subsidies turn transit
spending priorities upside down. They
will perpetuate absolute systems. They
will divert limited transit dollars from
more needed and more promising capital
grant and research programs.

Worse, this bill will set an unwise
precedent of Federal liability for oper-
ating losses in all systems, even future
ones. If this bill passes, we will be ac-
cepting unfunded future liabilities
amounting to billions of dollars. And
how difficult will it be to get a capital
grant if DOT and OMB have to consider
also the operating loss cost of each new
system?

Not only is the $400 million squan-
dered on the wrong systems, but also
is spent in the wrong places. Under the
bill's allocation formula, a handful of
large cities, with traditional—and obso-
lete systems would get the lion’s share
of the money. DOT figures show that
five cities would receive over 40 percent
of the funds each year. New York alone
will receive nearly one quarter of the $400
million. The figures for the five largest
recipients are as follows:

Annual Percent

If, as it appears, our purpose is to bail
a few obsolete transit systems out of
serious difficulties, we ought to say so
rather than cloak that limited objective
in the garb of a national transportation
program.

The residents in my area already tax
themselves to overcome the transit losses
in their areas. So do other areas through-
out the country. Our transit system is
mostly in the planning stage now, but
we are prepared to support our system
with tax dollars. But I have a lot of trou-
ble explaining why my area should be
asked to support inefficient systems in
other cities which are not making similar
efforts.

We are far better advised to use our
limited transit dollars to continue the
essential business of developing new
technologies and helping cities to pay for
them. These programs offer the best hope
of reversing the continuing decline of
transit patronage. Operating subsidies
can only delay the development and de-
ployment of the kinds of systems that
people will want to ride.

So let us not waste scarce transit dol-
lars on obsolete systems; let us not accept
future liabilities of billions of dollars of
future transit operating losses; let us not
tolerate a big-city money grab; let us
put those scarce transit dollars where
they will do the most good. Let us vote
down this rule.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the dis-
tinguished minority leader, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Gerarp R.
Forp).

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
it is my intention, and I think it is the
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intention of many on this side of the
aisle, to fight the rule because it is evi-
dent that many are very sfrongly op-
posed to the enactment of H.R. 6452. We
believe that it would be an academic
exercise to pass the rule, consider the
bill, and perhaps pass the bill, because it
is inevitable that this legislation would
not get the approval of the administra-
tion.

I have in my hand here a letter dated
October 1, 1973, from the Secretary of
Transportation, the Honorable Claude S.
Brinegar, indicating that the adminis-
tration is unequivocally opposed to this
legislation. I will quote in part from that
letter:

The most important feature of HR. 6452
would be the establishment of a new cate-
gorical grant program making funds avail-
able exclusively for operating subsidles. This
bill would authorize $800 million for these
grants and distribute the money by formula
among only the largest urban centers.

On the basis of that fact alone the ad-
ministration has indicated without reser-
vation that it opposes this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I therefore urge that
we defeat the rule and, if unsuccessful,
defeat the legislation.

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

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. MINISH).

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, it has been
charged here that this is a “big city” bill.
Under any program that has been en-
acted into law by the Congress of the
United States, we apply whatever money
is appropriated where the need is.

I might say to the gentleman from
Minnesota, my good friend (Mr. FreN-
zeL), that when he talks about the “big
city,” he also ought to consider what a
State like New York pays in income taxes.
They happen to pay $30 billion. Where
the population is, that is where the prob-
lem is.

I do not know what the gentlemen
on the other side think about Secretary
Brinegar. I have great faith in him. I
have great faith that none of this money
will be wasted. We have safeguards in the
bill. I will read what section 2 says:

In order to receive these operating funds,
a mass transit system would be required to
submit to the Secretary of Transportation Zor
his approval a plan for comprehensive im-
provement of operations and services. The
required plan would set forth a program for
providing more efficient, economical, and
convenient mass transit service and for
placing mass transit operations on a sound
financial basis. The Secretary is further em-
powered by this section of the legislation to
issue such regulations as he deems neces-
sary to administer the operating assistance
program in an equitable manner, and to de-
velop criteria for evaluating applications for
assistance wunder this new program com-
parable to criteria presently employed by
the Department in the awarding of capital

nts.

Another safeguard in the bill is the form-
ula under which the funds would be dis-
tributed. The simple device of basing pay-
ments in part on the number of passengers
carried by a system provides a built in in-
centive to increase ridership by providing
better service.
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So what are we concerned about?

As President Nixon said in his 1973
Message on Transportation:

Nothing can do more to lift the face of our
cities and the spirit of our city dwellers, than
truly adequate systems of modern transpor-
tation . . . Good public transportation is
essential not only to assure adequate trans-
portation for all citizens, but to forward the
common goal of less congested, cleaner, and
safer communities . . . effective mass transit
systems that relieve urban congestion will
also reduce pollution and the waste of our
limited resources.

Mr. Speaker, that is all we are trying
to do.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BIAGGI).

Mr, BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, a statement
has been made by one of my colleagues
in opposition to the rule that this is a
“big city” grab. In my judgment, it is
just a response to a need that has been
universally recognized as critical. It may
seem parochial, but its span of concern
and impact is vast.

I have been in the Congress some 5%
years now, and during that period we
have dealt with many parochial events
and issues much more narrow in scope.
It was not too long ago we were consid-
ering legislation relative to eucalyptus
trees. Most people in America do not even
know what a eucalyptus tree is and yet
millions of dollars were involved in this
proposal.

The legislative agenda this week con-
tains an item concerning the Big Cyprus.
It has little or no effect on the 200 mil-
lion people in the cities in these United
States. I heard my friend, the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. Gross), make reference
a couple of years ago to the study of the
sex life of the tsetse fly. These matters
are not of general universal interest and
application.

In my opinion the adversaries of this
bill offer poor arguments. They say that
perhaps if we pass the rule and if we pass
the bill the President will veto it. We
should permit the President to review
the findings of the Congress and then if
he sees fit he will either sign or veto a bill
which we feel will provide a great deal of
assistance to millions of people in these
United States. I harbor a hope that he
will recognize the need and sign the bill
into law.

We have a crisis in the mass transpor-
tation area. We look to Government to
respond. The cities have tried and failed.
The States have tried similarly and have
not done as well, so we look to the ulti-
mate refuge, the Federal Government,
for the solution to a problem that con-
cerns millions of people and industry in
these United States.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BrRASCO).

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this rule. I have heard during
the course of the debate this afternoon
that this issue had been decided in the
passing of the highway trust fund bill.
All of us know that this issue had not
been decided because the “guts” of the
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bill that would come under this rule con-
cerns $800 million over 2 fiscal years to be
used for operating subsidies. Public
transportation services cannot depend
solely on the fare box revenue for their
support. Well over $400 million in local
taxes are now used to pay for part of
the operating costs of public transpor-
tation systems in some 123 cities. Never-
theless in the absence of sufficient
revenue, the fares necessarily rise, the
ridership concurrently decreases, and the
services decline. This is a vicious cycle in
the cities of this country which they
know too well.

I say to my friend who indicates that
this was a big money grab on the part
of the cities, that it is a known fact that
more than 70 percent of the population
of this country reside in the cities and
they pay most of the taxes. All they are
asking in this bill are some little crumbs
to operate mass transit facilities.

The condition we find in the cities
is a worsening situation. A recent study
by the special Commission on Financing
of Mass Transit found that in the period
1972 to 1985 the New York metropolitan
region will need $13.6 billion to finance
mass transit operating deficits. That is
approximately $100 million per year and
even that is underestimated.

Furthermore, these costs are com-

puted on the assumption of constant
ridership, which is unrealistic in the ab-
sence of Federal operating subsidies and
the resulting need for fare increases.
Keeping mass transit fares down must be
seen for what it is. It is an essential part
of our permanent policy aimed at bal-

ancing our urban transit systems; and,
although also it is not the sole culprit,
rising fares is a culprit in driving people
off mass transit into automobiles and
thus further crowding our streets and
polluting our air.

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

Mr. BRASCO. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. Mr. Speaker, I can
understand why our friend, the gentle-
man from New York, who has been an
ardent advocate of this bill would be
for the subsidies in this bill because so
much of the operating subsidies will go
to help bail out the New York system
and because all of his constituents travel
on that system. The New York system
has been in desperate trouble and it has
been mismanaged. I can understand why
he would be here in the well asking the
Federal Government to bail out the bad
system, but is it not a bad precedent
for this Congress to start bailing out
every single transportation system in the
Nation that cannot make a go of it be-
cause of bad management?

Mr. BRASCO. Let me say to my good
friend that New York City has been
helping itself. We have been putting up
millions of dollars to subsidize our mass
transit system and other cities across
the face of this land are doing the same.
But we can’t continue.

What I think my friend fails to under-
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stand is that when we build a highway,
repairs from time to time may occur, but
when we are talking about mass transit,
not only are we talking about the buses
and trains, but we are talking about the
repair shops the mechanics needed to
repair the equipment; the operators of
those systems; we are talking about con-
ductors, train stations, and bus stops
that must be maintained.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Are policemen in
on this subsidy?

Mr. BRASCO. No, but as part of op-
erating a transit system, they are in-
volved in the New York City Transit
Authority.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I want
to ask this question: Why should the rest
of the Nation’s taxpayers bail out New
York City because it has not been able
to manage its transportation system in
a responsible way?

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Speaker, I do not
believe we are bailing out New York City,
because every city in the Nation is faced
with the same problem. Up to date, we
put more than $50 billion into the high-
way system and we are only asking for
$800 million over 2 fiscal years for op-
erating subsidies. I suggest to my friend
and to all those who appeared in the well
and appeared on behalf of the highways,
they ought to remember the commit-
ments they made; that they would vote
to assist mass transit. I suggest this is
the only way we can help them.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, there
is $3 billion in the highway bill for mass
transportation. The gentleman still has
not answered my question. Why should
the taxpayers over the country bail out
New York City?

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

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 additional minute to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Speaker, I suggest
to my good friend that what we ought to
start is swimming together on all of our
diverse interests, or we are going to sink
separately.

Let me say what happens as a result
of fares going down. In San Diego, the
fare was reduced to 25 cents from a pre-
vious base of 40 cents, plus additional
fractions of a cent for additional zones.
Ridership increased by 46 percent in the
first month. Similar results have oc-
curred in Seattle, where there was a sub-
stantial increase in suburban and urban
ridership due solely to reduced fares. In
Atlanta, they have reduced their fare
and there was an increase in ridership.

Mr. Speaker, I fear we do not under-
stand what the problem is. This is not a
big city grab, but an effort on the part
of the cities of this Nation to make a
mass transit system work in conjunction
with other programs that are designed to
reduce air pollution, unclog our highways
and conserve energy.

I urge my friends to support this rule.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. EocH).

Mr. KOCH. Mr, Speaker, I would like
to take head-on this question of whether
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or not this is a big city bill, and also the
other question of whether or not the
Federal highway bill we passed disposed
of this problem.

With respect to the last question, it
did not dispose of it, because the Federal
highway transportation bill we passed
relates only to construction. It does not
relate in any way at all to operating
subsidies for the commuter lines, bus
lines, and subway lines, of the country.
Most important this bill relates to the
entire country, because every single mass
transit line, private or public, will be
eligible for assistance subject to a plan
submitted to DOT by the appropriate
agency in that State.

The Members ought to know this: That
almost every single transit line in this
country, whether it be private or public,
is operating in the red. They are not able
to make a go of it.

Going back now to the first question,
whether or not this is a big city bill, let
us be very honest in our discussion. This
bill will apply where the existing transit
lines are. It will not be providing an
operating subsidy to a transit system
that does not exist. Therefore, obviously,
where the subway riders are, or where
commuters are, or where bus riders are,
that is where the money will go.

Is that any different from what we
have done, for example, with highways?
There is no limitation as to where we
will put our highway money. It goes
where the highways are. The highways
are in the more rural and suburban parts
of our country.

I accept that principle, I accept it be-
cause it makes sense to put the money
where the need is.

Let us consider what we do in other
areas of need. We have title I, under
our education legislation. We do not have
a limit saying how much we shall give to
a particular area but rather we base the
appropriation upon the number of chil-
dren in that area in need. It is an alloca-
tion based on the number of needy chil-
dren. That is surely a reasoned rational
approach.

Let us consider another area of sub-
sidy legislation that everybody knows
about. In 1970 we spent $5.2 billion in
subsidies for farmers. I do not know any-
one who came here and said, “Let us
limit the amount per State.” I do not
know if New York or New Jersey or any
of the Northeastern States gets very
much out of that farm subsidy. The fact
is they do not. But the Congress made a
decision that we shall put the money
where the need is.

Now we have before us legislation to
help mass transit. Again I want to cau-
tion the Members that this is not just
for big city subways. This is for bus lines,
for bus lines in any town in this country,
and there is not a town that does not
have a bus line that I know of. They will
be eligible also.

I am urging the Members to look at
this not from a parochial point of view,
that is to object that the Northeast is
going to get a major share of the money,
or California is going to get a large
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amount, because this is after all one
country.

I know that Members from the heart
of our country, the Midwest, come be-
fore us in this very well and say, “We
have to assist the farmers.” They are
right. The farmers are citizens of this
country who deserves assistance.

When we in the more urban areas of
this country come in and say, “We have a
need: the need is to keep our cities great
because if our cities go down the rest of
the country will suffer,” we also should be
heard.

‘What I am urging all the Members to
do is to look at this from the point of
view of what is good for our country. Is
it good for this country that our sub-
ways, commuter lines and bus lines op-
erate in a way that more people will use
them? Who can dispute that?

In 1945, 23 billion people annually used
the commuter lines, subway lines and
bus lines. It is true that they used those
to a greater extent then because cars
were not available to the same degree as
today, but it is also true today that the
number has fallen to about 6.5 billion, or
one-quarter of the number use subways
and commuter lines and bus lines. We
must change that and revitalize mass
transit. This bill will do that.

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

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield the gentleman 1 addifional min-
ute.

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

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

Mr. REID. I commend the gentleman
in the well for his statement.

There is one additional point in terms
of thinking about the importance of this
legislation which I believe should be men-
tioned. That is, this legislation is crit-
ically important for our senior citizens
and our handicapped. As the American
Association of Retired Persons and the
National Retired Teachers Association
point out, the average retirement cou-
ple spends about 8.9 cents out of every
dollar on transportation. This may mean
the difference as to whether they are
able to visit a senior citizens center or to
see a doctor.

I believe in terms of the elderly and
the handicapped this is something crit-
ically important.

I urge passage of this bill to provide
and improve transportation ~facilities
throughout the Nation, including in New
York where high bus and subway fares
threaten reduced use of the lines and at
least indirectly impede construction of
new vitally needed ones. Operating sub-
sidies authorized in this bill would do
much to increase passenger use of the
lines and in the long run generate new
revenues.

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

Mr. KOCH. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. BLACKBURN. I appreciate the
gentleman vielding.

I believe the gentleman made the
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statement that the operating subsidies
would go to private firms as well as pub-
lic firms. Is that correct?

Mr. KOCH. That is correct, subject to
a plan——

Mr. BLACKBURN. The gentleman an-
swered my question.

Mr. KOCH. Let me answer more fully.
I control the time, and I would like to
answer more fully.

The response to that question is that it
is subject to plan approved by the local
agency having jurisdiction and further
approved by the DOT.

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, as a
representative from a large district which
has little need for urban mass transit
and great need for new highways, it
might seem unusual that I rise in support
of this rule. There is, however, an over-
riding concern which is felt in the agri-
cultural and rural district which I rep-
resent. That concern is whether we will
continue to have sufficient energy re-
sources to provide fuel for our tractors,
the drying and processing of grain, heat-
ing broiler houses, and other energy
needs which are vital to the health and
well-being of all our people.

For many years our Nation has sub-
sidized the most luxurious form of mass
transit which has yet been devised. That
is, of course, the system by which each
individual drives his own car over public
highways to his place of employment.
This system has been subsidized by in-
adequate recognition of real costs asso-
ciated with this form of transportation.
People little realize how much their Gov-
ernment pays for highways and the many
facilities which are required to handle
this volume of traffic. Many costs have
been understated. Motor fuels have been
priced as though the supply was inex-
haustible rather than limited. No provi-
sion has been made for the cost of re-
placing these fuels with alternate and
permanent energy sources.

Other very real costs have not been
considered at all. These include the cost
to all of us of maintaining acceptable
levels of clean air, and the cost to our
environment of massive urban traffic in-
terchanges, parking lots and acres of
concrete which make life less livable.
Nor has a computation been made of the
human costs of accidents and injuries
associated with our present luxurious
transit system.

Mr. Speaker, I am very concerned that
the program of mandatory allocations
of heating fuels which were announced
yvesterday may lead steadily to a destruc-
tion of the free market for energy to sup-
ply our Nation’s needs.

This step may call for another and an-
other, leading to a pervasive governmen-
tal control over energy resources. Such
controls would provide all the leverage
required to move our country toward a
completely planned society in which
everyone's use of energy is based upon
governmentally assigned priorities. Be-
cause I believe that such a soclety is most
undesirable, I believe that we have a re-
sponsibility to meet the energy problem
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by encouraging conservation of our re-
sources within a free market system.

The bill which is before us represents
an effort to do this. It may contain im-
perfections, but they should be debated
and resolved. It seems to me that we must
recognize a high national priority to de-
velop subsidized mass transit systems
which would conserve scarce fuels and
provide economical, if not free, trans-
portation for those who use such systems.

I urge each of my colleagues to join
with me in supporting this rule and in
further efforts to insure that we use
wisely the great resources with which
our country is blessed.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, as one who represents an urban
State in which the mass transportation
system of our largest city is in dire need
of operating assistance, and which will
soon face very stringent curbs on down-
town auto travel, I strongly believe that
some kind of Federal aid must be forth-
coming.

At the same time, I do not discount
for a moment the arguments we have
heard about the potential fiscal quick-
sand that the establishment of an op-
erating subsidy program could lead to.
However great the need for operating as-
sistance may be, this bill carries few
safeguards protecting the already over-
strained Federal budget and provides no
assurance that the funds made available
will encourage more efficient and im-
proved operation of the systems being
aided.

As has been stated a number of times
this afternoon, the basic fact about the
plight of mass transportation in our ur-
ban areas is this: Due to inefficient,
archaic management and unattractive
services, and the various incentives and
subsidies provided alternative modes of
travel, especially passenger autos, mass
transit in our urban areas is simply a
losing financial proposition. Therefore,
unless we provide some very strong in-
centives for modernized management of
these systems and a better balance of
Government policies between the com-
peting transportation modes, the enact-
ment of operating subsidies is indeed
tantamount to pouring money down a
rathole. I want no part of dissipating tax-
payer money on such a counterproduc-
tive endeavor.

To be sure, the authors of this legisla-
tion have included a requirement that
applicants develop a “comprehensive
service improvement plan” which is de-
signed to deal with the problems I have
just mentioned. But I think we have all
dealt with enough programs and legisla-
tion of this type to recognize that such
comprehensive plans will be just that:
reams of statistics, proposed improve-
ments, and projected blueprints which
will never be meaningfully implemented.

In my view, if the committee had been
serious about providing incentives and
requirements for service improvement
and operating efficiencies, it would have
put thess requirements in the distribu-
tion formula so they would have some
teeth. Therefore, I have prepared an




October 3, 1973

amendment which I believe would
correct a major defect in this legislation
as reported to us.

It earmarks one-fourth of the total
amount appropriated for the program
to be distributed among the eligible
areas solely on the basis of increases
in ridership. This increase in ridership
would be computed as the difference be-
tween revenue passengers in the last
calendar year and the average level for
the 5 years previous to that. In order
to balance out the formula, the three
factors now in the bill—population, pas-
sengers and vehicle miles—would each
be given one-fourth of the weight rather
than one-third as at present.

Mr. Speaker, I believe adoption of this
simple but important change in the dis-
tribution formula would go a long way
toward making this bill more acceptable.
Mass transit systems will never become
financially viable until we provide a
strong incentive for them to upgrade
their operations. The amendment that
I am offering would do far more than
anything else that has been proposed to
accomplish this objective.

Mr. Speaker, I include with these
remarks, a copy of the amendment which
I propose to offer if the opportunity to
do so arises during our consideration of
the bill.

AMENDMENT To BE OFFERED BY MR. ANDERSON
oF InriNois To HR. 6542

Page 3, line 22: Strike “one-third” and in-
sert in lieu thereof “one-fourth™

Page 4, line 3: Strike “one-third” and in-
sert in lieu thereof “one-fourth™

Page 4, line 11: Strike “one-third" and in-

sert in lleu thereof “one-fourth”

Page 4, line 18: After the word “States”
strike everything which follows and insert
in lieu thereof *; and"

Page 4, line 19: Between the end of Section
(c) as amended above and the beginning of
Section (d) insert a new subsection to read
as follows:

“(4) (a) one-fourth of the total amount
s0 allocated multiplied by a fraction the
numerator of which is the total number of
additional revenue passengers, computed
pursuant to subsection (b) below, carried by
mass transportation systems in urbanized
areas of eligible applicants in that particu-
lar State and the denominator of which is
the total number of such additional revenue
passengers, computed pursuant to subsection
(b) below, carried by mass transportation
systems in the urbanized areas of eligible ap-
plicants in all the States.

“(b) For the purposes of subsection (a)
of this section the term ‘additional’ passen-
gers means the number of revenue passen-
gers carried by mass transportation systems
in each eligible urbanized area that is certi-
fied by the Secretary to be equal to the differ-
ence between the average number of such
revenue passengers carrled in the ‘base
period’ and the number of such passengers
carried during the calendar year next previ-
ous to the current fiscal year.

“(c) for the purposes of subsection (b)
of this section ‘base period’ means the sec-
ond through the slxth calendar years next
previous to the current fiscal year.

“(d) in making the certification required
in subsection (b) of this section the Secre-
tary shall consider only those eligible urban-
ized areas In which the number of revenue
passengers carrled during the next previous
calendar year is greater than the average
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number of such passengers carried during

the base period.

“(e) In the case of an urbanized area
where there are not eligible applicants oper-
ating mass transportation systems during
part or all of the ‘base period’, the Secretary
may, at his discretion, reduce the amount
that would otherwise be available to such
area pursuant to subsection (d) by up to 50
percent if, in his judgement, such funds
could not be used effectively in such area.
Any allocation reduced subject to this sub-
section shall be reallocated among other eli-
gible urban areas by the Secretary pursuant
to subsection (d).

“(f) The sum allocated to any urbanized
area pursuant to subsection (4) shall not
exceed 100 percent of the amount allocated
to such area pursuant to subsections (1)
through (3) of this section. All such sums in
excess of 100 percent shall be reallocated by
the Secretary among the remaining eligible
urbanized areas pursuant to the provisions
of subsections (1) through (3).”

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker,
the concept of operating subsidies for
urban mass transportation is certainly
not a concept that is being contemplated
for the first time, here, in the 93d Con-
gress. It was advocated by many in both
Houses of Congress in the two Con-
gresses that have preceeded this one. Its
proponents warned that failure to act
on such a proposal would only lead to
higher transit costs and thus lower rider-
ship, a cycle once begun that is hard to
break. Those advocates of Federal inter-
vention warned that lower ridership
would only lead to further deterioration
of the center cities, cities that could not
tolerate a further exodus from their eco-
nomic cores.

If anything, the passing of time has
only shown how right they were. For, if
the cities had a certain need for Federal
support to mass transit 4 years ago, then
they have many times that need today.
I think it is time that Members of this
body accept the fact that transportation
systems are too vital a part of the con-
tinued healthy growth of urban centers
for their future operations to be gov-
erned solely by their ability to show a
profit. Return on investment cannot and
must not outweigh the social dividends
which all of our citizens receive from
good public transportation.

The passage of this bill is especially
important at this time, since any further
increase in transit fares or curtailment
of needed commuter services works un-
due hardships on citizens earning less
than $4,000 a year. As industry and
businesses move to the suburbs, the
tragic isolation of the inner-city ghetto
increases, resulting in the most pressing
need for low cost, efficient mass transit
systems to take the people to the jobs
they so desperately need to survive.

If existing commuter lines are allowed
to collapse from financial weakness, se-
vere hardships will result. The thousands
of commuters who depend on these serv-
ices to get them to and from work will
be left stranded. And, in addition, these
commuter lines will be far more costly
to rebuild in the future than they would
be to preserve today.

Finally, this is not a case where, be-
cause of urgent needs in cities like Chi-
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cago, urban dwellers are looking to the
Federal Government because their local
communities are not doing their part.
For, up until now, the burden of main-
taining these essential commuter serv-
ices has fallen entirely upon the State
and local government and their inade-
quate tax sources. The cities, already
pressed to financial limits, cannot afford
to carry the burden alone. I believe they
are now doing more than their fair share.

Mr. Speaker, the issues involved in
this legislation are too important to be
avoided by use of a parlimentary tactics.
Acceptance of the rule on H.R. 6452 will
allow us to consider legislation that has
for too long been kept from considera-
tion by the full House. The problems of
the cities are truly the prblems of the
Nation. I urge my colleagues to vote yes
on the resolution providing for debate on
this important bill.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MURPHY of Illineis. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days to
revise and extend their remarks at this
point in the REcorb.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ANNUNZIO) .

Mr. ANNUNZIO. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to point out
to the Members of the House that I do
not like the tone of the debate today on
the rule—ecities versus rural areas.

Mr. Speaker, I know that we already
have had two or three rules defeated
this session in this House. I believe we
are creating a bad precedent. I believe
we should vote for this rule. Let us give
the proponents of this legislation an op-
portunity to debate this legislation and
carry it to the floor of this House. This
is the only place where we can debate
the legislation: On the floor of this House.

This bill has passed the subcommittee
of the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, it has passed the full committee,
it has met with their approval, and I
think it would be tragic if the Members
of this House voted down this rule so
that we could not fully debate the merits
as to whether or not the people of our
cities should have operating subsidies
granted for mass transit.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. PARRIS) .

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to make a
few comments in support of the legisla-
gon which we now have under considera-

on.

The essence of the controversy sur-
rounding the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Assistance Act of 1973 concerns the
wisdom of providing Federal assistance
for local transit systems in the form of
operating subsidies. Much of what is
otherwise contained in the bill—particu-
larly the overall increase of $3 billion
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in new contract authority for UMTA’s
capital grant program—has already been
enacted into law through the vehicle of
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973.

As my colleagues know only too well,
urban mass transit systems across the
Nation have not in the past enjoyed what
is commonly termed a “booming busi-
ness.” Since the close of the Second
World War, the number of patrons utiliz-
ing local systems has steadily declined,
prices and wages have soared, and ac-
cordingly, more than 230 local systems
have been financially forced to cease
operations. Service in mauy large cities
has been maintained only because State
and local revenues have been allotted to
supplement patron fares.

With this in mind, it is extremely en-
couraging to review the recently issued
report of the American Transit Associa-
tion, which indicates that the long de-
cline of nationwide transit patronage
may be ending, and indeed may be ready
for an upswing. This is, of course, based
on the assumption that existing transit
system will continue to remain fully
operational, and has much to do with
State and local efforts to assist transit
systems both by subsidizing fares, and
in creating innovations such as exclusive
bus lanes to make mass transit more at-
tractive to the general public. I believe it
is imperative to foster this new ftrend,
and am certain that the operating sub-
sidies contained in H.R. 6452 will do
much to accomplish this purpose.

The total amount provided in H.R. 6452
for operating subsidies is $400 million for
fiscal years 1974 and 1975. Let me stress
that these funds are not a handout; on

the contrary, the moneys are intended as
an incentive for local systems to increase
patronage—and the only known ways to
accomplish that purpose are to keep
fares down and to improve transit serv-
ices.

We in northern Virginia, as in many

other major metropolitan areas, are
faced with critical problems of traffic
congestion and air pollution. Public
transit services can at best be termed
inadequate, although this year’s institu-
tion of the Metrobus service and the
promise of future fixed rail facilities does
brighten the picture somewhat for our
daily commuters and visitors to our Na-
tion’s Capital.

However, by 1975, we will be required
to comply with a stringent EPA trans-
portation control strategy, which may
although I oppose such requirements—
impose parking surcharges and elim-
inate on-street parking in the District
of Columbia. Without an established
convenient and economical mass transit
system, such a strategy will have a direct
financial impact upon those least likely
to afford it. Therefore, I believe it is im-
perative that we act now to assure our
citizens that fares will remain within
reason, and I believe the only way we
can do this is through Federal operating
subsidies to mass transit systems.

I urge my colleagues to join with me
in supporting H.R. 6452.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
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minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr., WILLIAMS) .

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of this rule and of this
legislation.

Let me call to the attention of the
Members the fact that this bill was re-
ferred to the committee on April 2, 1973,
and was reported out with amendments
in order to be printed on April 16, 1973.
This was before we ever considered the
Federal Highway Aid Act, so the money
for capital improvements in this bill,
which appears on page 5, is unnecessary.
That can be stricken from the bill dur-
ing the consideration of amendments.

Let me tell the Members this: I have
been listening to Members here today
talk about mass transit, who I am abso-
lutely certain have had no experience
with mass transit. I served on the South-
eastern Pennsylvania Transit Authority
from the time it was formed until the
time I came to Congress.

We improved systems, we built bigger
parking lots, we inaugurated an express
bus system for the suburbs directly into
the center city, and all of this was in-
effective because we could not get the
people out of their automobiles. They
want to stay behind that wheel where
they feel like a king.

Mr. Speaker, what we must do, after
we spend these billions of dollars in
building new transit systems, not just
trying to preserve broken down transit
systems, is to give to the new transit sys-
tem an operating subsidy so that they
can offer a lower fare and advertise and
get the people out of their cars and get
them into the mass transit system.

This bill provides for exactly that. The
bill is for a 2-year period only, and any
grants for mass transit subsidies must
be approved by the Secretary of Trans-
portation.

I can tell the Members that it is going
to be pretty embarrassing for any city or
State to build a mass transit system, or
build it in cooperation with each other,
and then find a brand new facility giving
gttcellent service and running with a defi-

We must give them help in getting the
people out of their automobiles and onto
the mass transit. I have seen the neces-
sity for this for a period of something
like 5 years.

So I urge that we pass this rule and
then debate the bill, first taking the cap-
ital improvement money out which has
already been provided for in the Federal
Highway Aid Act, and we can come up
with better mass transit systems.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 3
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. ConTE).

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I respect-
fully register my strong objections to this
legislation now before us. For a program
which was not in the budget, for a pro-
gram which was not in an appropriations
bill, $800 million in Federal operating
subsidies is too high a price to pay.

We are dealing here with the proposed
underwriting of an estimated 1,000 local
transit systems throughout the land.
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What a mind-boggling proposal it is to
now propose that the Secretary of Trans-
portation take it upon himself to get in-
volved directly in the local administra-
tion decisions of those systems, when the
responsibility ought to rest where it has
always been—with the local urban plan-
ners. I, for one, must opt for initiatives
on the part of State and community
agencies rather than see the direction of
these systems steered by Washington, as
would most certainly happen if we made
the Federal Government accountable for
moneys it would spend in this effort.

The champions of this bill would claim
that a dole on the part of the Federal
Government to subsidize local mass
transit operating deficits would neces-
sarily lower the fares and get the com-
muter out of his car and onto the bus. I
question. this logic and fail to see any
concrete evidence of a mass exodus from
the car to the bus as a result of lower
fares. Whether those fares are reduced
5 or 50 cents, we still miss the target if
we fail to address the problem of the
suburbanite who would rather use his
own personal conveyance rather than
risk the generally poor service of a mass
transit system. The only way we can
possibly get the automobile off the road,
rid ourselves of interminable traffic jams
and clean the air in the process, is to
make passenger service so attractive that
the commuter will want to take advan-
tage of it. Only a strong effort to combine
excellent transit service with local reg-
ulatory actions will alleviate our prob-
lems.

If improved service is then wanted and
needed, where do we go from here? Why
do we not give the funds now available in
the Federal Highway Act a chance?
Remember, there are $3 billion in new
transit capital assistance funds now
available plus a new flexible program for
the use of urban highway funds, Capital
improvements will get the automobile off
the road. There must come a time for
that commuter to be sitting in his car,
stacked up in a traffic jam, when along
comes & brand new bus, speeding past
him in a new exclusive express bus lane.
following a new route and schedule which
taken altogether spells nothing but con-
venience to him and his companion
commuters.

My distinguished colleagues, I am
frankly fearful that, should this measure
pass, we are going to lose sight of the
capital improvements goal. I am fearful
of the creation of a bottomless pit in sub-
sidies, one which would be constantly
pressured for increased aid to bail out the
local beleaguered transit systems which
are suffering under ever-increasing
deficits. Money cannot alone cure the ills
of operating deficits: It can, however, go
a long way toward making improvements
in transit service only if the local au-
thorities are permitted to take the lead
in overseeing specific measures tailor-
made for that community by that
community. Let us not make the grave
mistake of allowing these very special
needs and aspirations to be dictated
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through a set of national standards
promulgated in Washington.

We have billions in Federal subsidies—
subsidies for dead bees, subsidies for
farmers not to plant crops, and now sub-
sidies for inefficiency in operating mass
transit will be like pouring corn down a
rat hole. I say no.

Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. WYLIE) .

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to the rule on this bill. The bill
in its present form is not worthy of con-
sideration by this House. It really ought
to be referred to as the Fun City subsidy
bill, because much of the $800 million
provided for in operating subsidies one-
fourth to one-third could by the formula
in the bill be given to New York City.

Let us see what the formula provides.
It provides for a new categorical grant-
in-aid, and we are providing for a new
categorical grant-in-aid at a time when
we are trying to get out of the categorical
grant-in-aid business.

The formula is based on population,
passenger miles, and vehicular miles
traveled. It has no relationship to the
efficiency of the operation of the sys-
tem. It has no incentive in it to institute
good management practices. It will en-
courage the continuation of the same
inefficient practices now in effect and
which have caused many systems to op-
erate at a deficit.

There is also an obvious inconsistency
in the bill. There is an inconsistency in
that the distribution of operating sub-
sidies is based on a formula in one place
and in another place in the bill—I refer
to section 11. It says:

Bec. 11. The Secretary of Transportation
shall conduct a full and complete study and
investigation of the public transportation
needs of rural and other nonurban areas In
the United States, giving particular atten-
tion to the needs of cities, towns, and other
political subdivisions (outside urban areas)
having a population of 50,000 or less.

First, the bill provides that the money
shall be distributed on a formula basis
while, at the same time, providing stand-
ards which should be established by the
local subdivision, and not by Washington
in the first instance. So, which is it? Is
money to be distributed on a formal basis
g based on standards set by Washing-

n?

I think the rule should be defeated.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio, (Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON).

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, it is with regret that I rise in
opposition to H.R. 6452, the Urban Mass
Transportation Assistance Act of 1973.

I say it is with regret because this leg-
islation is the first official legislation of
the newly created Mass Transportation
Subcommittee of our Banking and Cur-
rency Committee. The members of this
subcommittee, under the excellent lead-
ership of Congressman MinisH of New
Jersey, have done their best to bring to
the House a bill that would help solve
the problems of mass transportation.
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All of us can agree that, indeed, there are
problems in this particular field.

However, Mr. Speaker, it is regrettable
that this bill goes far beyond what the
Federal Government can accomplish at
this time in history and also meet the
many other high priorities that we are
faced with this year and still act pru-
dently and fiscally sound in distributing
the amount of moneys available.

I find myself in full agreement with
the views expressed by Congressman
Wirriam B, WionALL in the committee
report. Congressman WIDNALL played a
vital part in getting the first Mass Tran-
sit Act adopted here in Congress in 1964.
I, too, voted for this first Mass Transit
Act and for all extensions thereto. How-
ever, H.R. 6452 presents more problems
than it solves.

I do not see how the Federal Govern-
ment can begin to subsidize some transit
systems to the point that the subsidized
operations gain an unfair advantage over
the unsubsidized systems. The present
formula proposed does more than favor
the few large transit systems in our coun-
try. It gives only minor encouragement
for improvement and expansion.

For example, the New York City Tran-
sit System operates with a deficit greater
than the combined deficits of Boston,
Philadelphia, and Chicago, the three
cities with the next largest deficits. Ap-
proximately one-third of the $400 mil-
lion per year authorized in this bill would
be required to satisfy last year’s deficit
for New York City alone.

There are two additional points about
this legislation that I would like to make.

First, if enacted into law with its pres-
ent provisions for subsidies, it welcomes
a sure Presidential veto. With this in
mind, I think the prudent solution would
be to return this legislation to the Sub-
committee on Mass Transportation with
the understanding that the subcommit-
tee will work with the Secretary of
Transportation to accomplish the goal
that we all want.

Those of us who support Government
grants for mass transit systems think
that the goal that we should attain is
better service and increased ridership at
equitable fares. These incentives must be
present.

Second, before the Federal Govern-
ment enters the subsidized field, stronger
support should be shown by local and
State governmental agencies in this
field. As recently as last week, the Gov-
ernor of our State of Ohio and a Member
of this body, explained the facts of life
to the leaders of the city of Cleveland.
Eighty percent Federal grants now avail-
able to the city transit system may be
lost because of the lack of local initiative
to provide 20 percent local funding. If
this turns out to be the case and local
governments and State governments do
not wish to participate in any matching
programs whatsoever, then I do not think
it is the full responsibility of the Federal
Government.

To subsidize some systems and not sub-
sidize others, seems morally wrong fo
me. Any legislation from the Federal
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level should encourage local governments
to adopt revenue raising measures.

H.R. 6452 fails to give these incentives.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire how much time I have remaining?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that the gentleman from Tennessee has
6 minutes remaining.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr, Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, but I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
may I inquire how much time I have
remaining?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that the gentleman from Illinois has 9
minutes remaining.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I would hope that the minority side
would use up their time so that we can
finish the debate.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, but I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
ABZUG).

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, as a mem-
ber of the Committee on Public Works
I would like to point out that the capital
grant money which is provided under
the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973
would provide new buses for many small
cities and small areas throughout the
country, as well as new buses and sub-
way cars for New York and other large
cities. That legislation was a transpor-
tation milestone for all of our people.

Many people, from small areas and
small cities, testified before our commit-
tee that they needed more buses for their
mass transit systems, but that their sys-
tems are in financial trouble. In this re-
gard, they were no different than the
city of New York, whose mass transit
system, like those of other large cities,
are running at a deficit. We think that if
we fail to recognize and understand this,
mass transit will just be going to the
poorhouse in a newer bus.

I do not think that any Member of
the House would want to overlook the
very important fact that under the sub-
sidy program people all over this Nation
will greatly benefit—the small areas in
upstate New York, the large urban areas,
the suburbs and the more rurally ori-
ented small cities.

There are also some very important
overriding national questions to be con-
sidered. When we talk about mass trans-
portation by bus, subway, rail or other-
wise, we are speaking of the ways in
which we can find solutions to some im-
portant national problems—the prob-
lems of pollution, the fuel crisis and the
unclogging of our suburban and rural
highways and highway interconnections,
as well as the highways and streets of
urban America.

We are talking about mobility for the
handicapped, the poor and the elderly.
We are talking about bringing the sub-
urban matron back to see the downtown
merchant, and both of them watching
new faces and activity in the central
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business districts. For too many years,
businesses in the central business dis-
tricts throughout the country have lost
customers to suburban shopping centers.
This situation has led to severe deterio-
rations of center cities as many estab-
lishments were forced out of business,
leaving empty stores and fewer people
entering the areas. Adequate mass trans-
portation can help to reverse this situa-
tion and improve the economic condi-
tions of our cities, both large and small.

We are also talking about alleviating
the energy crisis by getting people out of
their cars and onto mass transit and at
the same time relieving the very serious
automobile caused noise and air pol-
lution which affects every single part of
our country—urban, suburban, and rural.
It is preposterous to think that we can
clean up our environment without ad-
dressing ourselves to the problem of the
overuse of the auto and its concomitant
ill effects. Recent Environmental Protec-
tion Agency decisions, implementing
the Clean Air Act, would ban cars from
central business districts of a number of
our major cities. This situation is fur-
ther exacerbated by the fuel crisis and
our need to conserve our energy supplies.
Unless we act quickly to decrease our fuel
consumption we may find ourselves at
the mercy of some Middle Eastern dicta-
tor. Mass transportation is the most logi-
cal step in resolving these problems.

So when we speak about granting sub-
sidies, it is not just for the guy or gal who
goes into the subway in New York; it is a
subsidy for all the American people with
some hope for the future that we can
create a decent society, economically as
well as environmentally. That is what is
inherent in this kind of subsidy bill.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that we pass the
rule and support the measure.

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

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Califernia (Mr.
ROUSSELOT) .

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, the
main provision of this bill would author-
ize Federal grants to subsidize operating
expenses of urban mass transit systems.
This would be done on a formula basis
regardless of the financial condition of
the applicant. It would thus appear that
the dominant need factor so commonly
looked for in determining the extent of
a subsidy in the various programs is
conspicuously absent here.

It is often claimed that only the Fed-
eral Government can fund this program.
Local governments no longer have any
resources left to do so. However, during
the hearings on this bill, witnesses ad-
mitted that referendums to aid mass
transit systems were voted down in their
States. They claimed the referendums
were rejected because too much of the
money was earmarked for highway proj-
ects rather than mass transit. In their
opinion, bond issues relating primarily to
mass transit, would be approved.

If what they say is true, the answer
is simple; limit the referendums and
eliminate the need for this legislation.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

If they are in error, we must then ask
why Federal taxpayers should have to
pay for programs local taxpayers have
rejected? The people in Atlanta have im-
posed a 1 cent sales tax upon themselves
to provide for reduced fares and im-
proved equipment. San Diego has sought
to correct its problems with State aid. It
is obvious that these citizens are willing
and capable of solving their transit prob-
lems at the State or local level which is
the government closest to the problem.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to express my
concern over the Federal supervision and
control created by this proposal. The
urban mass transit administrator, Frank
C. Herringer, noted that this bill re-
quires:

“The Secretary to make a determination
that the local plan provides ‘efficient, eco-
nomieal, and convenient mass tramportation
service’ and that it would place mass transit
operations on a ‘sound financial basis'". He
also acknowledged that *“to carry out this
charge could immerse the Federal Govern-
ment in myrlad local issues relstlng to such
matters as fare levels and structures, main-
tenance standards, management practices,
labor work rules and practices, and the like.”

In summation he outlined the depart-
ments dilemma in this way. He said:

The paradox we are faced with is that on
the one hand for the Federal Government
to allocate operating subsidies without
setting standards and controls would pro-
vide absolutely no assurance that the moneys
were belng used effectively—while on the
other hand to establish controls and stand-
ards at the Federal level would require that
we involve ourselves in making local deci-
slons that we are not competent to make.

It appears to me, that providing for
the Federal Government to subsidize the
operations of virtually every mass transit
system in the country will drain tre-
mendous amounts of Federal revenue
without assuring a corresponding bene-
fit to the taxpayers.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SARASIN) .

Mr. SARASIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise at
this time to voice my support of the rule
and H.R. 6452, the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Assistance Act of 1973, with
certain amendments.

The need for this legislation, which
would provide funds to communities for
assistance in implementing mass transit
system, is becoming more obvious daily.

Reports of increasing deficits by the
companies engaged in mass transit, the
effects of automobile emissions on the
quality of the air we breathe, the un-
availability of adequate parking in our
major cities, and the gasoline shortage,
make congressional support of mass
transit programs imperative.

The day of total dependence on the
individual automobile, frequently using
300 to 400 horsepower to move one per-
son, is no longer practical, particularly
in urbanized areas such as my district
in Connecticut. My own questionnaire,
representing the views of thousands of
my constituents, demonstrates a growing
interest in improved mass transit.

To the question “Would you use mass
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transportation to travel to and from work
if it were convenient and economical?”
An overwhelming three out of four re-
spondents answered in the affirmative.
This bill before us would be a first step
toward making ‘“convenient and eco-
nomical” mass transit available for these
people who desire it.

Another factor that is directly related
to this is the fallacy that one must be
either for mass transit or for highways
and the automobile and that there is
no shared ground. This is patently false
and another look at the preferences re-
ported by my constituents makes this
clear.

If we provide mass transit for those
desiring it and willing to use it regularly,
we will automatically improve our high-
way transportation system by removing
from the road a significant share of the
traffic. Obviously, this would improve the
efficiency, convenience, and pleasure of
highway use for those preferring this
form of movement.

The ultimate result would be to allevi-
ate the congestion and pollution of our
cities, conserve our rapid diminishing
sources of energy and remove traffic
from our overcrowded highways for the
benefit of the motorist. With all these ad-
vantages, we should not fail to adopt this
legislation.

I fully agree with those who would
amend this measure to gradually reduce
the Federal commitment and encourage
and require local initiative. These amend-
ments will encourage higher levels of
operating efficiency and safety, for the
benefit of all concerned.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BLAckBURN) 1 minute.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, dur-
ing the debate reference has been made
to the experience of the city of Atlanta
which has enjoyed a considerable in-
crease in ridership due to a reduction in
fares. I think that the experience in At-
lanta is one of the strongest arguments
against this bill, because the people in
the area served by the mass transit
systems voted voluntarily to assume an
additional 1 percent sales tax on every-
thing they bought in order to subsidize
the operation of their local mass transit
system.

The suggestion that the people in my
district should tax themselves to sub-
sidize their own mass transit system,
while at the same time they should be
taxed to subsidize mass transit systems
all over the United States is grossly in-
consistent and contrary to commonsense,

There is one other aspect of this mat-
ter that has not really been fully ex-
plored. I believe the gentleman from New
York (Mr. KocH), touched upon it. That
is the question of whether or not private
firms can obtain this subsidy.

Am I right in understanding that?

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

Mr., BLACKBURN. I am against it.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from California (Mr. Doxn
H. CLAUSEN) .
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Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
there is one point that ought to be made
in this discussion inasmuch as the Com-
mittee on Public Works has been referred
to by previous Members. By advancing or
adopting the operating subsidies concept
included in this bill, we would find our-
selves in direct competition with the
funds already authorized in the Federal-
aid highway and mass transit legisla-
tion, to meet the contract obligation
requirements for construction of the mass
transit systems. With the fiscal and
budgetary limitation we have, this must
be taken into consideration if we are to
move toward accelerating the construc-
tion timetable of our mass transit sys-
tem. Also, we should move in the direc-
ticn of creating a third trust fund, an
Urban Mass Transportation Trust Fund,
that would help the communities develop
a more positive and dependable method
of finance. In this way, we can coordi-
nate, integrate, and balance our total
transportation systems by coordinating
the Urban Mass Transportation Trust
Fund with the Highway Trust Fund and
the Airport-Airways Trust Fund.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, but I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr, MURPHY of Illinois. Mr, Speaker,
at this time I yield to the distinguished
majority leader, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. O’'NEILL) .

Mr. O’'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I recall
when the Congress was a great debating
society. We had not reached the system
we have now, where I believe this year
10 rules have been defeated by Members
getting up on the floor and saying, “I am
opposed to the bill, and I want to extend
my remarks,” and then sitting down, and
later putting something in the REecorp
for home consumption. We have already
seen that happen about 10 or 12 times
today.

Yet the members of the Banking and
Currency Committee voted 22 fo 3 to
favorably report out this bill. They are
the ones that know the merits of the
bill.

The gentleman from Atlanta (Mr.
BrackBURN) has asked two or three times
if private firms get any money from this
bill.

Let us go into the debate of the bill and
argue its merits. Then we will learn
whether private firms get any money or
do not get any money, or whether they
are entitled to the money or are not en-
titled to it.

I have been in this Congress many
yvears and I can remember one or two
people getting up on the floor ridiculing
and degrading the farm program or the
soil bank program or the conservation
program or the water system program.
But there was a greater sense of fairness
in the House in those days. Instead of
voting down the rule we would listen to
the arguments. We admired and re-
spected the men on the committee who
had spent 2 or 3 months faithfully at-
tending to their duties and reporting out
the legislation.

In 1972, the Department of Transpor-
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tation’s national transportation report
supported the concept of operating sub-
sidies to State and local governments—I
think 39 of these governments are in
favor of this concept—but do we want to
shut off the debate by voting down the
rule? I do not think it is fair to the
Banking and Currency Committee or to
Mr. MinisH's subcommittee which
worked so hard on this bill.

When a gentleman gets up and says we
know the arguments and we know it is
bad legislation, I have to reply I do not
know whether it is bad legislation nor
does the gentleman, because we have not
heard the arguments and we do not
know the merits. The opponents claim
that only the large cities will get the
money from the urban mass transit bill.
Let me say if it were not for the tax-
payers of the large cities there would be
no cities with middle-sized populations
and with these large beautiful highways
running through and around them, so I
think it is only fair that we should con-
sider the work and the research the
committee has done, and I think it is
high time for this rule to be adopted so
we can listen to the debate on the legisla-
tion itself.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the
rule.

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

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Iowa (Mr, GROSS).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, with respect
to the unusual number of rules that have
been defeated in the House thus far in
this session of the Congress, and I hope
this will be another the House spoke its
will on those rules. A majority of the
Members of the House said that the
Rules Committee was wrong in bringing
those rules and the bills they made in
order to the House floor. There is noth-
ing wrong with that. That is the demo-
cratic process at work on the floor of
the House.

This legislation represents a special-
privilege bill for a few large cities, and
especially the city of New York which it
has been stated will get a quarter of
the hundreds of millions of dollars to
be authorized by this bill. It ought to be
defeated.

I suggest that if the bill is approved we
should take the torch from the hand of
the Statue of Liberty and replace it with
a tin cup.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, in closing
the debate on this side I would like to
say that this bill was reported out of
the fine House Committee on Banking
and Currency prior to the action on
this floor on the Federal aid to highways
bill. When the proponents brought this
bill to the Rules Committee for a rule, I
remember distinetly the conversations of
some of the Members stating that this
bill would not be necessary if mass
transit was included in the Federal aid
to highways bill.

So, Mr. Speaker, we ought to vote down
this rule. It is a bad bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr, Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. MADDEN) .

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
afternoon I left Washington to go out to
spe:_ak al a banquet convention of the
savings and loans in my Indiana con-
gressional district. This morning, I tried
to get a 9 o'clock plane, and I had to
drive through Chicago. I could not drive
through the so-called big freeway, the
Dan Ryan, because it was congested with
trucks and automobiles, bumper ' to
bumper on the main streets and city free-
ways on the north side of Chicago. It is
the same way on all the streets of Chi-
cago. Similar congestion existed on the
streets and highways in the industrial
Calumet region of Indiana.

In my district, there are employees in
the industries—steel mills, oil refineries,
and about 100 other industries—who ar-
rive late to work in the morning and
home in the evening on account of con-
gested traffic. That traffic is caused by
people locally and people driving trans-
continentally through that Chicago area.

Seventy-one percent of the population
of this country live in urban areas. We
are going to hear from some of these peo-
p}e in urban areas if this mass transit
bill is defeated. We will hear from them
at the election in November 1974. Traffic
congestion in San Francisco, Los Angeles,
Chicago, Des Moines, Indianapolis,
Miami, Seattle, New Orleans, New York,
Washington and other urban areas is one
of the great problems that we are facing
in ghegs country today.

ieve me, my colleagues, f
out in this bill should ha.gve beegIl t.dr?p?:tg
or quadrupled to help urban centers’
transportation problems.

Drastic traffic conditions exist in
every metropolitan city in this country,
so it is time for the Federal Government
‘t:,gusaig gitités where this condition is

e y transcontinen
local traffic. b o

Some Member over there threaten
a veto if this small subsidy is pass:g
to help relieve this situation. When I was
home during the August recess I spent
many days in my district offices listen-
ing to people coming in and complaining
about Presidential vetoes over the last 4
years. I attended a hospital gathering
where there were 30 people representing
all the local hospitals. They were cuss-
ing the vetoes, the vetoes of hospital ex-
pansion bills back in 1970 and 1971. They
were criticizing the President for those
vetoes and for the impoundments.

‘We defeated the highway bill here be-
fore we adjourned last November. Had
that passed, we would be on our way
probably to relieving this traffic conges-
tion situation.

But, bear this in mind: Some of the
people opposing this bill have been vot-
ing for years for a $31% billion bonanza
subsidy for the farming area, and we
discovered that about 90 percent of the
$31% billion going in six figures to about
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400 or 50C large farm operations; and
they will not spend $400 million a year
for 2 years to help the cities to relieve
the congestion in the traffic.

Why, my good friend, Congressman
Gross of Iowa just spoke against this
mass transit bill. Two years ago I drove
from Chicago out to Omaha, and I went
through Congressman Gross’ area, and
congressional district. You can shoot
a cannon down any highway out there
and it would be a miracle if you hit an
automobile or a truck.

We in the traffic congested area of the
Nation need this small subsidy to get
at least some help on our transportation
troubles.

I hope this mass transit rule is passed
by a large majority.

Mr. MURPHY of Ilinois. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

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

Mr. MINISH. 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—ayes 282, noes 131,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 491]
AYES—282

Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Danliel, Dan
Danlels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Diggs
Donohue
Downing
Drinan
Duiski
du Pont
Eckhardt

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Il
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett

Haley
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanrahan
Harrington
Harvey
Hawkins

Hays

Hechler. W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks

Hogan
Holifleld
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Ichord

Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Blester

Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Breckinridge
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Callf.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass,

Burlison, Mo.

Burton
Butler
Byron
Carey, N.¥X.
Carney, Ohio
Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark

Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Collier
Collins, Ill.
Corman

Edwards, Callf.

Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Gialmo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez

Grasso

Tay
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gunter

Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Eemp

Eoch

Kyros
Lehman
Lent

Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott
MeClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McKay
McKinney
MeSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Msahon
Mallliard
Mann
Marazitl
Martin, N.C.

Mathias, Calif.,
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Minish

Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, Il1.
Murphy, N.¥.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzl
Nichols

Nix

Obey

O'Hara
O’'Neill
Owens
Parris
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser

Pickle

Pike

Poage

Podell

Preyer

Price, Ill.
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Railsback

Abdnor
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Arends
Ashbrook
Bafalls
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Blackburn
Bowen
Bray
Breaux
Brinkley
Broomfield
Broyhill, N.C.
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Camp
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cohen
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Crane
Daniel, Robert

oy JT.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Findley

Randall
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncallo, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y,
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roybal
Ruppe
Ryan
St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Selberling
Shipley
Shriver
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
BSlack
Smith, JTowa
Smith, N.Y.
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.,
Stark
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton

NOES—131

Flowers
Flynt
Ford, Gerald R.
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Guyer
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Hastings
Hillis
Hinshaw
Holt
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Eeating
Ketchum
King
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lujan
McEwen
Madigan
Mallary

Nelsen
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Stubblefield
Btuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Teazue, Tex.

Thompson, N.J.

Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Treen

Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
Whitehurst
Wiggins
Williams

Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Ill.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

O'Brien
Passman
Pettis
Powell, Ohlo
Quie
Quillen
Rarick
Regula
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥.
Rousselot
Ruth
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebellus
Shoup
Shuster
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Stelger, Ariz.
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Callf.
Thomson, Wis.
Towell, Nev.
Veysey
Waggonner
Whitten
Widnall
Wrylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fia.
Young, 5.C.
Zion
Zwach

NOT VOTING—21

Blatnik
Conyers
Dent
Dingell
Esch
Gude
Hanna

Hansen, Wash.
Hébert
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala.
Kluczynski
Leggett
Melcher

Miils, Ark.
Roy
Runnels
Sandman
Stokes
Vander Jagt
‘White
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Dent with Mr. Conyers.

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Mills of Arkansas.

Mr. Dingell with Mr, Roy.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr.
White.

Mr Blatnik with Mr. Jones of Alabama.
Mr. Esch with Mr. Runnels.

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Vander Jagt

Mr, Eluczynskl with Mr. Melcher.

Mr. Leggett with Mr, Stokes.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

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 (H.R. 6452) to amend the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964
to provide a substantial increase in the
total amount authorized for assistance
thereunder, to increase the portion of
project cost which may be covered by a
Federal grant, to authorize assistance
for operating expenses, 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 con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 6452, with
Mr. McFaLL 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 1 hour, and the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. BRown)
will be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PATMAN).

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

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6452, the Urban
Mass Transportation Assistance Act of
1973, represents the effort on the part
of the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency to provide the much needed assist-
ance for our urban mass transportation
systems if this Nation is going to meet
its commitments to provide the adequate
transportation for its citizens who live
in our urban communities. In all our past
mass transportation legislation, we have
always cited the need for the Congress to
provide the financial assistance to permit
urban mass transportation to meet its
capital requirements in order to purchase
new rolling stock, transportation rights
of way, and other new equipment and
funds for new research and demonstra-
tion of new transportation techniques.
We were, in most cases, providing the
financial assistance to modernize and up-
date the urban mass transportation
needs of mainly our larger cities. Now,
Mr. Chairman, the situation has
changed. Most smaller medium-sized
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cities face a public transportation crisis
today. Private bus companies are fast
becoming few and far between and the
smaller medium-sized cities are being
forced to run these bus companies by
their own means. Private companies
could not afford continuing deficits
which result in the decline of ridership
and the managerial neglect of the vari-
ous companies. We are now faced with
a greater problem with the emerging
energy crisis and the strict Environmen-
tal Protection Agency air quality guide-
lines which in many of our cities are
either forcing the private automobile out
of use or will severely curtail the use of
the private automobile in many of our
cities. H.R. 6452 in particular would re-
dress the problems that are emerging
from the energy crisis and the EPA air
quality guidelines. This bill would pro-
vide, for the first time, operating assist-
ance to the urban mass transportation
systems. It would authorize $800 million
over the next 2 fiscal years to urban
mass transportation systems. These
grants would be made on a formula based
on the system’s population, revenue pas-
sengers carried and vehicle miles trav-
elled in relation to the overall population
of the country, revenue passengers car-
ried by the mass transportation systems
and vehicle miles travelled by the mass
transportation systems. This proposal to
provide operating assistance has been be-
fore the Congress for the past 3 years and
has not been considered on the floor of
the House until this moment. It is ur-
gently needed.

I am sure that most Members have
heard from their districts and the various
communities served by urban mass trans-
portation systems on the need for a Fed-
eral operating subsidy.

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of
other provisions in this bill, some of
which were contained in the Federal Aid
to Highways Act, and a number of pro-
visions that will be explained by the
distinguished chairman of the Urban
Mass Transportation Subcommittee, Mr.
MinisH of New Jersey.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all Members to
support this bill and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. Min1sH) such time
as he may consume.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, the per-
centage of Americans living in large
cities and their surrounding suburbs has
grown dramatically in recent years to the
point where today more than 70 percent
of our citizens reside in urban areas.

Despite this continually growing ur-
banization of our society, mass transit
patronage today is less than a third what
it was 25 years ago, and the mass transit
industry serves 10 billion fewer riders
annually than it did 20 years ago. Bus
ridership in my own State, the most
densely populated of all our States, is
down 25 percent in the last 10 years.

These passengers are not lost. Rather,
they are riding in cars, most one to a
car.
They must be attracted to mass tran-
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sit if we are to have any hope of dealing
effectively with the problems of pollu-
tion, land use, congestion, and the energy
crisis. They can be attracted to mass
transit if the Federal Government will
assume a partnership role with the States
and localities in working for convenient,
cheap, attractive mass transportation.

Fortunately, the one-man one-car con-
cept of transportation is now recognized
by all reasonable persons as the most
expensive and the most environmentally
damaging means of moving people to
and from their homes, places of employ-
ment, and the marketplace. Yet in spite
of the tremendous cost and the social
damage, billions of dollars have been
spent to facilitate auto traffic, while a
relative handful of dollars have been di-
rected to meaningful alternative systems
of transport.

While it is true that the Federal com-
mitment to mass transit has increased in
recent years and under the recently en-
acted highway law will increase further
in the future, it is also true that even
under this year’s budget only 6 cents of
each transportation dollar would go to
mass transit, while 5671 cents would be
spent for highways. Keep in mind also
that all the mass transit money, includ-
ing that which will be freed from the
trust fund in the future, is for capital
needs, not for operating assistance.

We must recognize here in the Con-
gress, as so many of our mayors, coun-
cils, Governors, and State legislatures
have, that the age of the farebox paying
for the total operating costs of public
transportation has passed.

We must come to see transit as a vital
public need and we must support it in
the same manner as we support educa-
tion, police, fire, and other essential pub-
lic services.

The heart of the legislation we bring
before you today is section 2, Federal
operating assistance for mass transit.
The Congress recognized the possibility
of Federal operating subsidies for mass
transit when, in the Urban Mass Transit
Act of 1970, it directed a study of the
matter by the Department of Trans-
portation.

The Secretary of Transportation in
the 1972 National Transportation Re-
port stated that—

The Department supports making funds
avallable to States and local governments
for general public purposes or for general
transportation purposes, including operat-
ing subsidies, so that a State or local gov-
ernment could determine locally how the
funds would be used.

H.R. 6452 authorizes $400 million in
each of the next 2 fiscal years for oper-
ating assistance grants to the Nation’s
mass transit systems.

In order to receive *these operating
funds, a mass transit system would be
required to submit to the Secretary of
Transportation for his arproval a plan
for comprehensive improvement of
operations and services.

The required plan would set forth a
program for providing more efficient,
economical, and convenient mass tran-
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sit service and for placing mass transit
operations on a sound financial basis.
The Secretary is further empowered by
this section of the legislation to issue
such regulations as he deems necessary
to administer the operating assistance
program in an equitable manner, and
to develop criteria for evaluating ap-
plications for assistance under this new
program comparable to criteria pres-
ently employed by the Department in
the awarding of capital grants.

In addition, in order to receive an
operating grant, a mass transit system
would have to provide half fares for the
elderly and the handicapped during off-
peak hours.

Operating assistance would be distrib-
uted according to a formula with the
following three criteria assigned equal
weight: population of the area in which
the mass transit system operates, the
number of passengers carried by the
system, and the number of miles covered
by the system. The formula is designed
to serve all transit systems and all areas
of the country in an equitable manner.
It would prevent the undue concentra-
tion of operating funds in any one sec-
tion, State, or urban area.

The simple device of basing payments
for operating assistance partially on the
number of revenue passengers carried by
a mass transit system provides an incen-
tive that would help insure improved
management and improved service to
patrons.

The funding authorization in H.R.
6452 is at an extremely reasonable, even
modest, level in view of the demon-
strated need for assistance to this coun-
try’s mass transit systems, The bill, as I
stated, authorizes $400 million for each
of two fiscal years, 1974 and 1975, for
operating aid to mass transit systems.
However, last year in the United States
mass transit accumulated a total deficit
of some $513 million and it is estimated
that this year’'s operating deficit will run
to perhaps $650 million.

Some may disagree with my descrip-
tion of the money authorized in this leg-
islation as prudent. But, I cannot em-
phasize too strongly that these costs are
as nothing compared to the heavy eco-
nomic and social costs of continued over-
reliance on the automobile and continued
neglect of mass transit.

Moreover, the Federal funds author-
ized to be appropriated under this legis~
lation represent an investment which
will be returned many times over in
energy savings, pollution elimination,
and the easing of traffic congestion.

Mr. Chairman, to meet the recently
issued clean air standards, a great num-
ber of metropolitan areas throughout the
country will be compelled to restrict, in
various ways, automobile travel. In a very
real sense, the Environmental Protection
Agency’s pollution control regulations
present mass transit systems with a
unique opportunity to improve and fto
expand their operations. However, with-
out substantially greater government aid,
including Federal operating subsidies,
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mass transit will be unable to take ad-
vantage of this opportunity.

Nationwide, cars contribute 50 percent
of all air pollution, with the figure going
as high as 90 percent in some cities. The
health effects of this pollution have been
demonstrated. Persons with heart dis-
ease and respiratory ailments are affect-
ed most severely, but even the healthiest
of individuals suffer some ill effects from
air poliution.

In my own State of New Jersey, there
exists one of the most serious problems
of air pollution in the country. New Jersey
is home to 7 million people and over 3
million ecars, making it the most densely
populated State for both categories. The
auto causes almost 70 percent of our
State’s pollution problem.

Consequently, the EPA plan for New
Jeisey calls for a reduction of up to 68
percent in private auto travel by 19717
to meet the national ambient air stand-
ards saot by the Clean Air Act. To make
these demands on motorists in New Jer-
sey and other areas, a viable alternative
means of transportation must be made
available to them.

Compared to the automobile, mass
transit enjoys an enormous advantage
in terms of pollution levels. When the
various pollutants emitted are scaled ac-
cording to volume and toxicity, the diesel
bus enjoys a 25 to 1 advantage over the
auto, while for electric transit cars the
advantage is nearly 40 to 1.

Improved transit therefore is, as it
must be, a major component of the air
quality plans prepared to meet the Clean
Air Aet Standards.

In fact, improved mass transit service
is vitally needed if the required reduc-
tion in private auto traffic is not to re-
sult in a breakdown of mobility in our
urban areas—a breakdown which would
have severe economic consequences for
the Nation as a whole.

As Mr. John Quarles, Acting Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, stated in an appearance before
the Mass Transit Subcommittee on July
30 of this year:

If we are going to maintain our economic
and social well-being, we are golng to need
relatively non-polluting alternative modes of
transportation to provide us mobility com-
parable to what the automobile has offered
us. In this regard, mass transit is the ideal
surrogate.

It is significant to note that EPA rep-
resentatives, in a number of recent cases,
have formally opposed requests for fare
inereases by mass transit operators. They
have been saying, correctly I believe, that
our national goal of cleaner air demands
that mass transit fares not rise to the
point where ridership declines. It seems
to me, however, that the Federal Gov-
ernment in this instance has a moral re-
sponsibility to do more than simply tell
mass transit “do not raise the fare.” We
must be willing to back up this rhetoric
with Federal operating subsidies to help
mass transit stabilize and even lower
fares in order to attract people out of
their cars and on to mass transit.

The American Transit Association has
determined that, in order to comply with
EPA standards, 9,015 additional buses
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and 500 rail vehicles will be required by
1975 at a cost of $509 million. In addi-
tion, it has been estimated that the EPA
pollution standards will result in an in-
crease in operating costs of $347 million
annually. These figures, I should point
out, do not include the projected impact
for New York City or Chicago which were
not available when the survey was com-
pleted.

When you take into account that the
transit operating deficit was $513 million
in 1972, that it is projected to be close to
$650 million in 1973, it becomes evident
that compliance with EPA standards will
push the mass transit operating deficit
well over the three quarters of a billion
dollar mark each year.

In terms of energy consumption, mass
transit once again is greatly preferable
to the private auto. Buses, for example,
are four times more energy eflicient,
based on passenger miles per gallon,
than cars. Today, about 75 percent of
all gasoline is consumed by the auto-
mobile. Yet the average occupancy of
cars during rush hours is less than 1%
passengers per car. In some urban areas
the private auto is responsible for 83 per-
cent of all transportation energy require-
ments.

Overall, passenger cars today use
nearly 4.3 million barrels of oil daily or
30 percent of our total consumption. By
1985, if present trends continue, auto-
mobiles will consume 7.4 million bar-
rels of oil daily.

Bear in mind that cars effectively
utilize only a small percentage of the
potential energy from the fuel they
burn—the rest is wasted. Rather than
continue this waste of energy, we should
offer commuters and other travelers an
efficient, safe, and economical alterna-
tive to the automobile.

Fuel is the second largest component
of mass transit operating costs, consti-
tuting approximately 3 to 4 percent of
total operating costs. Mr. Frank Her-
ringer, Urban Mass Transit Administra-
tor, conceded in testimony before the
Mass Transit Subcommittee on July 26,
1973 that:

It can be sald that the net effect of the
fuel supply problem is that higher prices

must be paid for diesel fuel when contracts
are negotiated.

According to the National League of
Cities—United States Conference of
Mayors:

Cities and their transit authorities have
been refused bids on diesel fuel contracts,
have had deliveries curtalled or cut off and
have had to enter contracts at a dramatic
increase in price. Some cities have been
unable to contract for an assured supply,
quantity, or price for their fuel needs. The
irony of the situation is that mass transit is
faced with a crisis situation already, yet
cities are now being called upon to provide
additional alternatives to the automobile.

Beyond the energy and environmental
issues, mass transit improvements
through the extension of Federal operat-
ing aid will have beneficial results in
reducing congestion, contributing to
more efficient land-use patterns, and
meeting the mobility needs of all ele-
ments of our society.
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With regard to land utilization, already
some of our cities have had half their
land area concreted over for roads and
parking lots. We are losing nearly 130,000
acres annually to new highways and air-
ports. Mass transit can alleviate this
situation by eliminating some of the need
for additional roads and parking facili-
ties and by checking the sprawl which
has developed around so many of our
cities.

In this connection, I should mention
section 6 of our bill which authorizes fi-
nancial assistance under the Urban Mass
Transportation Act for the establish-
ment of public or quasi public transit
corridor development corporations and
expands the definition of facilities and
equipment eligible for financial assist-
ance to include the area within the en-
tire zone affected by the construction and
operation of transit improvements in-
cluding station sites.

The purpose of this section is to en-
courage more socially, economically, and
environmentally sound patterns of land
use in the areas immediately adjacent
to transit corridors and station sites. This
section, I believe, will help to prevent
hodgepodge development and environ-
mentally unsound land speculation along
transit corridors and near stations.

Mr. Chairman, we should not overlook
the faet that, for millions of Americans,
mass transit is not an alternative mode
of transportation—it is the only mode.
High fares caused by high operating def-
icits work the greatest hardship on per-
sons with low and moderate incomes—
the very persons who are most dependent
on public transportation to get to work
and back home again.

Lack of mobility is an especially criti-
cal problem for the elderly and the
handicapped who too often live a life of
solitary confinement, segregated from
their family and friends, community ac-
tivities, and employment opportunities.

I am pleased therefore that H.R. 6452
contains a provision requiring any urban
mass transportation system receiving as-
sistance under the operating subsidy pro-
gram to provide the elderly and the
handicapped with half fares during non-
peak hours. For the purposes of this
provision elderly are defined as individ-
uals 62 years of age or over.

Contrary to the popular belief that
subsidies would put the public purse in
severe danger of falling into a “bottom-
less pit,” experience shows that subsidies
in fact can produce increased ridership,
lower fares, stable or declining deficits,
and improved service.

Atlanta passed a regional sales tax to
subsidize mass transit.

Fares were lowered from 40 cents to 15
cents and patronage increased by 30 per-
cent. More than 32,000 former auto
drivers and passengers in the Atlanta
area are now riding public transit each
workday.

Tulsa’s transit system, with a subsidy
from the city, reduced its transit fares
this year from 55 cents to 25 cents and
;fidership has increased by 13 percent so

ar.

Flor several years, the city of S8an Diego
has subsidized their bus company from
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levy on the property tax. When the State
of California enacted a mass transit op-
erating subsidy, the city reduced its fare
from 40 cents to 25 cents, resulting in a
72 percent increase in patronage.

As a dramatic example of how sub-
sidies may be successfully employed, we
would point to the Shirley Highway proj-
ect right here in the Washington area.
This exclusive busway provides an aver-
age travel time of 14 minutes by bus in
comparison with a 37-minute auto travel
time on the normal lanes. As a result of
this higher quality of service, the mar-
ket share of bus passengers has increased
from 20 percent of all passengers before
the exclusive busway to over 50 percent
at the present time. There has been a
decline of about 5,000 cars each week-
day on the road, mostly during rush
hours.

At this point, Mr. Chairman, let me
briefly outline the other provisions of
H.R. 6452 which I have not yet touched
upon.

First, I should point out that certain
sections of H.R. 6452 were enacted into
law as part of the highway bill Public
Law 93-87. Therefore, I shall move to
strike these sections from the bill in the
Committee of the Whole.

Section 5 requires an applicant for
Federal mass transit assistance to estab-
lish a Mass Transportation Advisory
Council.

I am opposed to this section because it
will result in needless delay in the de-
livery of vital mass transit aid. I ex-
pect that an amendment will be offered
to delete section 5.

Section 7 requires model cities transit
programs to comply with the labor pro-
visions of the mass transit law.

Section 10 would strike the existing
loan provision in the capital grant pro-
gram of the Urban Mass Transportation
Act. This is merely an effort to “clean
up” the law as the loan provision has
fallen into almost complete disuse in re-
cent years. In the few cases where loans
have been extended, they have been sub-
sequently paid off with a grant.

Section 11 requires the Secretary of
Transportation to conduct a full and
complete study of the public transit
needs of rural and other nonurban areas
of the United States. The Secretary is
directed to give particular attention to
the needs of communities of 50,000 or
less in population.

In connection with section 11, it must
be emphasized that the crisis in mass
transit today extends beyond the borders
of big cities and large metropolitan areas.
In recent years, there has been an al-
most total breakdown of private bus
companies in small and medium size
communities. These small localities, in
many cases, do not have the financial
ability to purchase and run a bus com-
pany.

Those which have assumed the opera-
tions of the private transportation sys-
tem simply are unable to meet the in-
creasing cost of subsidizing operating
deficits.

Although deficits are greatest in large
cities, it is in the small and medium size

cities where the problem is greatest. The
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number of these smaller cities trying to
continue to operate a public transporta-
tion system with no future assurance of
the needed local funds to continue sub-
sidizing public transit systems is grow-
ing. The issue of Federal operating as-
sistance, therefore, is most critical for
these communities. While the deficits of
cities like New York are indeed large the
operating aid provisions of H.R. 6452
would by no means meet that city’s total
deficit.

On the other hand, smaller cities
would have much of their total annual
deficits covered by operating grants.

State and local governments have, in
recent years, strongly indicated their
willingness to meet the costs necessary
to build, improve, and operate mass
transit.

During the past decade, voters in At-
lanta, Des Moines, New Orleans, Colum-
bus, Salt Lake City, Duluth, San Diego,
Oakland, Dayton, Miami, and other cities
have approved proposals for self-taxa-
tion to meet both the capital and the op-
erating costs of mass transit. All told,
over 140 communities are already pro-
viding operating assistance enabling
transit systems to continue their opera-
tions.

It is apparent, however, that this pres-
ent contribution by already overtaxed
localities in no way guarantees a stem-
ming of the tide of financial difficulties
besetting transit operations.

States and local governments are pro-
viding to their maximum financial ca-
pacity the money necessary to subsidize
transit operating deficits. They cannot
be expected to bear the burden of mass
transit operating aid alone. The Federal
Government must assume a partnership
role with the other levels of government
if we are to achieve a quality, low-cost
system of mass transit in the United
States.

As President Nixon said in his 1973
message on transportation:

Nothing can do more to lift the face of
our cities and the spirit of our city dwellers,
than truly adequate systems of modern trans-
portation. . . Good public transportation 1s
essential not only to assure adequate trans-
portation for all citizens, but to forward the
common goal of less congested, cleaner, and
safer communities . . . effective mass transit
systems that relleve urban congestion will
also reduce pollution and the waste of our
limited resources.

Mr. Chairman, transportation systems
are too vital a part of the continued
healthy growth of urban centers for their
future to be governed solely by balance
sheet considerations.

We should face the faet that good
urban transit service is a matter of pub-
lic responsibility like education or police
protection which provides benefits not
just to the individual consumer, but to
the well-being of the entire economy.

A realistic appraisal of our Nation’s
current transit needs leads inevitably to
the conclusions that the farebox alone
cannot support the operation of transit,
that the States and localities are already
doing their part to subsidize these opera-
tions, that improved public transport is
essential to deal with the national prob-
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lems of congestion, pollution, land use,
and the energy crisis.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, in view of the debate
that has been held on the rule, I question
whether any great purpose would be
served by using the full 2 hours of gen-
eral debate. I likewise would suggest, and
I am sure most would agree, that prob-
ably the minds of most have already
been made up on the whole question of
operating subsidies. By and large Mem-
bers are either 100 percent for or 100
percent against the whole concept of
operating subsidies.

The administration is opposed to an-
other grant-in-aid category program of
operational subsidies.

I will be offering, when we commence
reading the bill for amendment, an
amendment which I think cuts a fairly
decent balance and which requires local
communities if they are to receive Fed-
eral assistance to make an effort on their
own to subsidize the operations of their
mass transit systems. It will incorporate
some other changes.

I think probably an approach such as
I will suggest in my amendment has a
better chance of receiving the necessary
Executive approval, should the legisla-
tion pass, than the bill as it is presently
drafted.

Without belaboring the whole question
of operating subsidies, since that is the
real meat of this bill, any further, I yield
at this time 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. McEKINNEY) .

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I do
not think after the debate we have had
on the rule that there is much time that
has to be spent discussing the need for
mass transportation.

This bill and the whole concept of
foundation for mass transportation is an
argumentative issue. We have heard
from both sides, that this would open a
tremendous Pandora's Box that we would
be continually filling with larger and
larger appropriations as time goes by.
But, I would suggest that in this day and
age of an energy crisis, with a purported
200,000 gallon shortfall of fuel each day
this winter; with the pollution problems
we are faced with across the country, we
do have to face up to the problem of
mass transportation and the equally diffi-
cult problem of getting the American out
of his car and into some mass transpor-
tation method.

Therefore, when this bill comes before
us and is read, I will offer two amend-
ments. The first amendment will take
the subsidy program and put it into the
form of a declining subsidy. My reason
for doing this is very simple. I think we
suffer in mass transportation from a
“chicken and egg concept”. In other
words, we cannot get people to ride buses
if the buses are no good. We cannot get
them to ride trains if they are still the
trains we were riding in 1925. We can-
not get them to ride buses if they remain
stuck in the same traffic their cars were.

When the Shirley Highway experiment
was authorized by the Department of
Transportation running from Virginia to
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this city, a declining subsidy basis was
used by this very administration, under
the basis that the product had to be
there and the load or the financial prob-
lems of the product had to be taken care
of until such time that enough people
would decide it paid them to ride the
bus rather than drive their cars.

The other part of my amendment will
demand local participation, but local
participation in a very specific way. Local
participation that cannot take into ac-
count any local money, State or local,
that is already appropriated; nor can it
take into account any revenue that is
now presently received from the fare box.

In other words, it will require a match-
ing local contribution from new sources
that will grow from one-ninth of the
Federal allocation in the first year, to
one-third of the Federal allocation in
the second year, to one-half of it in
the third year and three times the alloca-
tion in the fourth year. That will be the
end of the Federal allocation of operat-
ing subsidies.

This would give the hard-pressed
cities, in particular, the chance to take
advantage of what Federal funds there
are for capital equipment to start their
runs; to be helped with the financial
burden until such time as the ridership
should come along and support it on its
own merits, and the communities will be
able to then carry on with their part of
the bargain from that point.

The second amendment I am going to
offer somewhat disturbs me. This would
be an amendment to strike the clause
in the bill on the advisory councils. This
seems a little strange for me to be putting
in this amendment, because I was the
sponsor of the advisory council amend-
ment in the State of Connecticut for the
Connecticut Transport Authority, to
which I belong. But it seems to me that
in this particular bill what we are prob-
lematically setting up within any com-
munity, particularly in the case of the
departments that run transit districts,
is a tremendously argumentative local
process.

We are going to end up in a continual
argumentative process as to whether a
bus runs down Broad Street, down Sea-
view Avenue, or out Stratford Avenue, a
continual process of local argumenta-
tions where local citizens come up to fight
basically on a subject about which we,
and particularly they, know little about.

We already require full participation
under Federal law and in this bill,
through distribution of money specifical-
ly. Within 4 years the localities are going
to have to support the system themselves.
It seems to me that they are far better
qualified and in far better position to set
forth through any type of a mayor's
council or transportation organization
that the State may have, the type of
routes that are in a position to sustain
a bus system that will not only not cost
the Federal taxpayer unnecessary
money, but which they realize they will
have to support upon their own within a
period of 4 years.

I believe we are way past the point of
where we can further confuse the mass
transportation system.
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Even where we have roads, should we
have gasoline to drive down them, our
roads, particularly in the erowded North-
east, do not work properly. It is getting
to the point now that it almost takes as
long as it took 20 years ago to get from
point “a” to point “b” in our crowded
cities.

It seems to me we have to help our
cities by a declining subsidy program.
This is a program which will give them
an incentive to get started, but will phase
down to the point of zero in 4 years; they
will have to come forward with a reason-
able plan, a positive plan of approach,
because they will know the city or gov-
ernmental unit will have the burden of
the entire project in a period of 4 years.

In other words, the Federal Govern-
ment will be doing what it so often does,
which is helping to get a project started
by saying to the community, “If you
really want the money, if you really want
the project, design it so that it can be-
come self-sustaining and so that you can
afford it yourselves in the future.”

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Bagr-
RETT) .

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the bill, HR. 6452, the Ur-
ban Mass Transportation Assistance Act
of 1973. This bill represents an effort by
the Committee on Banking and Currency
to assist urban mass transportation by
providing for the first time operating as-
sistance so that our urban mass trans-
portation systems around the country
may obtain much needed Federal finan-
cial assistance to meet their operating
deficits. Similar provisions were con-
tained in last year’s housing and urban
development bill which failed to get a
rule last October. Operating assistance
was needed last year and is now needed
by our cities today more than ever.

Mr. Chairman, the issue that the House
must resolve today is the question
whether the Federal Government for the
first time should provide a subsidy for
the operations of urban mass transporta-
tion. Urban mass transportation today
is no longer an alternative means of
transportation in most of our communi-
ties, but the only real means of trans-
portation in most of our communities.
Urban mass transportation is today a
public utility for all practicable purposes.
The day of the private mass transporta-
tion companies have long since gone. Ur-
ban mass transportation today is a pub-
licly run and publicly financed operation.
If our communities are to continue to
provide public transportation and if they
are to meet the air quality standards
that the Congress set forth in 1970, then
it is my opinion that the Federal Govern-
ment must provide the subsidies so that
public transportation may be permitted
to continue and to expand.

Last year I traveled to a number of
European countries studying the urban
mass transportation systems in those
countries, and in every city and country
that I visited I found that the national
governments have been for many years
providing direct subsidy for the opera-
tion of their mass transit systems. It is
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a simple decision for me today in sup-
porting this bill. If we do not have some
kind of subsidy for mass transportation
then we will be unable to continue public
transportation in most of our communi-
ties throughout the country, we will not
be able to meet the air quality standards,
and we will only further the fuel crisis
that confronts this country today.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Members of
this House to pass this bill.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. YOoUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I should like to speak to the sug-
gestions made by my colleague from
Connecticut, in regard to the Citizens
Advisory Councils.

We have in Atlanta, as my colleague
from the other county has said, a very
good rapid transit system, but it took
us 2 additional years and some $600,000
in law suits to get it. The reason why it
took that length of time was, essentially,
a group of businessmen and engineers
who rightly should construct a rapid
transit system made the decisions with-
out considering the needs of the com-
munity.

In any city now, anywhere we put new
lines, we are faced with tremendous en-
vironmental considerations, and prob-
lems of relocation.

The intent of this amendment is to
give citizens an opportunity to partici-
pate as the decisions are being made,
and it is an effort to facilitate the proc-
ess rather than to slow it down.

Whether we like it or not, I believe the
whole concept of citizen participation is
here to stay, and citizens are going to
participate in their Government whether
it be disruptively or through legal means
and injunctions or through proper chan-
nels that we provide.

From the gentleman's own State of
Connecticut there is a striking exam-
ple of the effectiveness of local and
independent participation in rapid
transit routes, because for several months
the buses in the New Haven area were
on strike. One of the amazing things that
occurred in the State was that the small,
independent neighborhood bus services
were able to operate on a profit. They
were able to do that because they were
much more in touch with the needs of
those communities than perhaps the
larger central planning bodies.

So the whole purpose of the Citizens
Advisory Council, I would think, is to
make it possible for people to participate
and for things to move as smoothly as
possible toward meeting some of our
transportation needs.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yieid 8 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. CRANE).

Mr. CRANE. Mr, Chairman, when the
House and the Senate took the action in

their respective committees on this ques-
tion of providing subsidy money, this

marked a radical departure from pre-
vious urban mass transportation fund-
ing, as every Member in this body is well
aware. Since the Federal Government
became involved in this field with the
passage of the Urban Mass Transit Act
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of 1964, Federal money has been chan-
neled into four areas.

The first of thase is capital grants.

Capital grants were designed to enable
transit systems to build new lines or pur-
chase new equipment. The Dan Ryan
and Kennedy rapid transit extensions of
the Chicago Transit Authority were
funded with two-thirds Federal partici-
pation under this program. Likewise, the
new cars for operating these lines were
similarly financed.

Currently, the CTA is seeking Federal
help for the purchase of more than 500
new buses, and has a long-range capital
grant application for a variety of proj-
ects—including elevated system modern-
ization—for many millions of dollars.

The second category was Research,
Development, and Demonstrations.
Work on new technology or new transit
concepts is carried out through this pro-
gram. The Skokie Swift, in my former
district, was funded under this title.
More recent R.D. & D. projects have been
100 percent federally funded, whereas
the Swift had some local participation.

The third category is technical studies.
This is money invested in transportation
planning.

And, finally, university grants. This
money is to enable universities to sponsor
transit-oriented programs for credit.

These four parte of the Urban Mass
Transit program will cost in the neigh-
borhood of $1 billion at the present time.

The Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1970 made it possible for private carriers,
with the cooperation of Government
agencies, to receive transit aid for equip-
ment. Prior to that time Federal money
went only to publicly owned carriers. In
the Chicago area, the Illinois Central
Railroad put up the local matching funds
for its new bi-level electric commuter
cars, but the actual transaction was
handled by a transit diz‘rict which is a
paper organization set up just to handle
grants of this sort. The paper district re-
ceived the Federal money and the money
from the Illinois Central, purchased the
cars, and now “leases” them to the rail-
road.

In any case, up to this poirt, no Fed-
eral money has been used for operating
subsidies. Indeed, the original legisla-
tion specifically prohibited such use.

The money for operating subsidies dif-
fers in several ways from money for
equipment. Equipment costs can be ac-
curately predictea, whereas operating
costs are not predictable. Equipment
once purchased may be used for many
years. Some elevated cars built in 1926
are still used on the Linden Avenue line
during rush hour. That is the route from
Wilmette and Evanston in the northern
suburbs of Chicago to the Loop.

The CTA is only now applying to re-
place buses which are more than 20 years
old. Operating costs, and especially defi-
cits, recur every year, and the experience
since the end of World War II has shown
that these costs have been increasing
year by year without exception.

The operating subsidies may be op-
posed on purely philosophical grounds
as well.
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There are, however, several technical
arguments which may be made against
the bill, some of which may be persua-
sive in dealing with Members in this
Chamber unimpressed with philosophi-
cal arguments.

First, the measure as drafted sets no
formula for disbursing the operating
subsidies that is equitable and which
could be provided by the Secretary of
Transportation in any way so as to guar-
antee that all areas with mass transit
problems would receive their fair share.
Second, the Congress is oncc again ab-
dicating its responsibilities in the legis-
lative field to the executive branch with
such language as that inserted in this
bill, to wit:

The Secretary is also authorized, on such
terms and conditions as he may prescribe, to
make grants to assist States and local public
bodies and agencies thereof in the payment
of operating expenses incurred in connec-
tion with the provision of mass transporta-
tion service in urban areas.

We have heard a great deal of discus-
sion not only in this Chamber but in the
other body on the so-called constitution-
al crisis, and once more I would suggest
that anyone who truly believes there is
some kind of constitutional crisis be-
tween the executive and the legislative
branch ought to reexamine the merits
of conferring this degree of further
power transfer from the legislative
branch to the executive branch.

Third, a formula will be very dif-
ficult to devise in such a way as to treat
all areas of the Nation equitably. In New
York, a transit vehicle operator may
earn $7 per hour. The same kind of oper-
ator, driving the same kind of bus in
Pueblo, Colo., may earn $2.50. In Chi-
cago the fare is 50 cents with transfers
costing 10 cents, and travel outside the
city limits costing more than the 50
cents base fare. In New Orleans, the fare
is 20 cents and transfers are free. In one
city, a bus company may carry 20,000
riders per day and run a deficit of $100,-
000 per year. In another city of the same
size, tne bus company may carry 5,000
passengers per day, but because of school
bus and charter contracts, the company
may earn $50,000.

All of these points raise the difficulty
of writing a formula which takes into
account fares, labor costs, type of service
offered by the transit company, route
and passenger miles served, and so
forth.

At the present time, the Department
of Transportation if forced to devise the
formula, is leaning toward a formula
based on the number of passengers car-
ried. In that case, New York, Phila-
delphia and Boston will be eligible for
most of the funds, and small cities where
the continuation of bus service may be
just as vital, may be eligible for virtually
nothing.

Some proponents of transit operating
subsidies contend that the Federal Gov-
ernment should absorb the deficits of
major transit operations. Of course, large
properties in the East account for over
60 percent of all deficits of all transit
companies in the United States. So the
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bill would again benefit the cities at
the expense of many of the suburbs and
less populated areas. More importantly,
the Federal Government, by subsidizing
deficit-ridden operations would be en-
couraging the operations with the worst
efficiency. In Boston, with all due respect
to my colleagues from that area, for ex-
ample, the deficit is due, in part, to the
large number of patronage—and use-
less—employees inflicted on the system.
This has been an accepted fact up there
for years. It is one thing for the citizens
of Boston to pick up the tab for their
political patronage, but it becomes quite
another thing when the Federal Govern-
ment pays the bill, thus permitting more
and more of this sort of political patron-
age.

In New York, the subway fare has
always been kept artificially low for
political reasons. The city and State of
New York annually make up the deficit
caused by this artificially low fare struc-
ture. The operating subsidies, then,
would amount to a reelection fund for
the incumbent mayor. He could pass off
the additional cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment, while promising to keep the
subway fare at present levels.

I might note, parenthetically, that
there is nothing partisan about this ob-
servation, because both parties have en-
gaged in this practice in New York City.

Many local communities are in the
process of deciding what kind of rapid
transit system should be built for their
area. The Federal Government, even
with its limited program of capital grant
subsidies, is putting subtle pressure on
local communities attempting to influ-
ence them to choose busways over rail
rapid transit. With the leverage given to
the Federal Government through oper-
ating subsidies, the local communities
will, for all practical purposes, be dic-
tated to by the Fedcral Government con-
cerning what kind of transportation
system they should choose—a decision
which can only be practically made at
the local level, taking into account local
conditions and preferences.

As indicated before, this program will
be open-ended. One of the grave consid-
erations facing Members of Congress to-
day is the fact that 70 percent of our Fed-
eral budget is in the area of uncontrolled
spending, and that percentage is a stead-
ily increasing figure.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman 4 additional
minutes.

Mr. CRANE. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

As I mentioned, 70 percent of our
budget at the present time is in the cate-
gory of uncontrolled spending, and this
category of uncontrolled spending is in-
creasing at a faster rate than the GNP in
our society. If this trend is not reversed—
and clearly this bill will not reverse the
trend but, rather, will aggravate it—we
can anticipate at some point in the not-
too-distant future when those of us who
are concerned about economy in Govern-
ment are going to be coming down to
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Congress and finding that we are locked
into ever-increasing deficit spending with
no ability to be responsive to our con-
stituents in trying to stop that spending.

Once a formula is drawn, DOT will
of necessity be back asking for supple-
mental appropriations because the $400
million will never cover all transit sys-
tems in the United States. Further, tran-
sit deficits are growing at a fast rate. The
deficit in Boston was $30 million in 1967,
but is estimated at $71 million for fiscal
year 1973.

Further, since Federal money will be
involved, local transit operations will be
subject to equal protection arguments
which can lead to complete disruption
of local operations. The Federal Govern-
ment can be expected to put pressure on
cities to operate service for certain spe-
cial groups.

We already have that now in the bill,
as the Members know, to the extent that
the Secretary of Transportation shall not
provide operating subsidy assistance te
local communities unless the rates
charged to elderly and handicapped per-
sons during the nonpeak hours will not
exceed one-half of the rates charged to
other persons. But it need not stop there,
and probably will not.

Let us look at some examples where
such special provisions have been tried.

In Baltimore, bus runs to poverty areas
were running every day with no passen-
gers with the expense being picked up by
the Federal taxpayer under a ‘“‘demon-
stration grant.” Enough money was spent
on the Watts poverty area bus demon-
stration in Los Angles that each passen-
ger could have been given a used Volks-
wagen to drive for the amount of money
spent to pay the deficit. And the Watts
project was considered the most success-
ful project of its kind by the Government.

In short, the Federal Government will
be telling Chicago to lower its fare, or
New Orleans to raise its fare. It may
compel the CTA to cut off service on
Diversey Avenue after 9 p.m. because the
bus route passes too many hospitals or
homes for the elderly. In any case, we
can expect Federal dictation on every
facet of transit operation. And if the
Federal Government will restrain itself,
OEO-funded “representatives of the
poor” certainly will try to force service
changes, and can do so easier when there
is Federal money involved.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to read a
letter that I received from Mr. Frank
C. Herringer, the Director of the Urban
Mass Transportation Administration, on
this particular subject, in which he said:

We are strongly opposed to enactment of
any program of Federal operating assistance
for mass transit. No one can question the
seriousness of the status of the Natlon's
urban transportation systems as they strug-
gle to cope with rising operating costs, falling
ridership, and other ills. This is a problem
that must be dealt with, both on the Federal
and local level. However, we do not believe
that the proper Federal role is to provide

operating subsidies.

The dilemma we are faced with is that on
the one hand for the Federal Government
to allocate operating subsidies without set-
ting standards and controls would provide
absolutely no assurance that the monies were

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

being used eflectively—while on the other
hand, to establish controls and standards at
the Federal level would require that we in-
volve ourselves in making local decisions
that we are not competent to make.

The determination of fares, routes, wages,
and other characteristics of the transit sys-
tem can best be made at the local level,
where local knowledge and responsibility
exists. Introducing a new factor—Federal
subsldies—into this local equation will not
provide answers. In fact, it may allow local
authorities to avoid taking tough, non-mone-
tary steps, such as traffic regulation, pricing
of parking facilities, and the like, Instead,
what we would probably be faced with is a
continually accelerating demand for greater
and greater subsidies, while the basic prob-
lems remained untouched.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 additional minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the addi-
tional time.

There is one final observation that I
would like to make that came out of the
hearings. We had testimony by Repre-
sentatives from the States of New York
and New Jersey, two of the chief bene-
ficiaries of the proposed legislation be-
fore us, and I asked those gentlemen
when they were testifying before our
committee if they had not contemplated
the possibility of submitting referendums
in their respective States to raise money
to cover the operating deficits coming
out of the Newark and New York City
transit operations. In both instances
these gentlemen answered that yes, in-
deed, they had submitted referendums to
the taxpayers to cover the operating def-
icits, but they were voted down in both
States.

I asked them why they thought they
were voted down, and they both said
because there was money in there for
highway construction as well as operat-
ing subsidies.

I asked them if they were to remove
the provision for highway moneys and
go back to the people and ask them to
support the operating subsidies would
they be approved? Both of them indi-
cated that they were convinced they
would.

In the State of Illinois the Chicago
Transit Authority ran a $19 million def-
icit last year, and the Illinois State
Legislature voted on a 70-30 matching
basis to raise 70 percent of the Chicago
Transit Authority's operating deficit
statewide if the city of Chicago would
produce the other 30 percent.

Since in the State of Illinois we pay
out approximately $2 of our tax money
to get a Federal dollar back in our State,
I have no desire to bail out the polities
and inefficiencies of such States as
New Jersey and New York at the
expense of Illinois taxpayers. We in
Illinois are willing to deal with our
problems at home whereas the voters
in New York and New Jersey either are
not, or are attempting to deliver a mes-
sage to the managers of their local mass
transit systems that they feel their ad-
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ministration of those systems must be
reformed before they will have popular
support by the taxpayers in those States.

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

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

Mr. BRASCO. Mr, Chairman, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 6452, the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1973. This
legislation, which has now passed the
Senate a total of five times, is vitally
needed if the cities of our country and the
people are not to strangle in traffic and
choke on polluted air.

I should point out that I am proud to
be a member of the newly created Mass
Transit Subcommittee of the Banking
and Currency Committee which devel-
oped this far-sighted legislation. I want
to commend the chairman of our sub-
committee, JoE MinisH of New Jersey, for
his outstanding leadership in shepherd-
ing the bill through the subcommittee
and the full committee.

Since a number of the provisions of the
legislation before us today were already
enacted into law as part of the Highway
Act, the major part of the bill and the
most significant part remaining has to do
with Federal operating assistance to mass
transit systems.

Basically, the legislation authorizes
$400 million in each of the next 2 fiscal
years for Federal grants to mass transit
to cover operating costs. The extension
of these grants would be contingent upon
a mass transit system meeting two re-
quirements. First, the system would have
to provide half fares for the elderly and
the handicapped during offpeak hours.
Second, the applicant for a grant would
be required to submit a comprehensive
plan for improved transit service to the
Secretary of Transportation for his ap-
proval.

The funds would be distributed accord-
ing to a formula based upon three cri-
teria: the population of the metropoli-
tan area in which the transit system
operates; the number of passengers
which the system carries; and the num-
ber of miles which the system covers.
The second of these factors, that is, the
number of passengers, will provide a
built-in incentive for the transit system
to improve its service because the more
passengers a system carries the more
Federal operating assistance it will
receive.

Mr. Chairman, it is true that the Fed-
eral Government provides some assist-
ance to mass transit and that the level
of this assistance has increased some-
what in recent years. But all of the Fed-
eral dollars now going to transit and
scheduled to go to transit in the future
under the recently enacted highway law
are for capital needs and for capital
needs only.

The most immediate need of transit
in the United States is for operating as-
sistance. It does a transit system no good
if it can purchase a beautiful modern bus
through the capital grants program and
then cannot afford to pay the busdriver
or to buy gas to power the bus.
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Mr. Chairman, this Nation should do
no less for mass transit than it did for
highways over the past 20 years. We have
invested more than $50 billion dollars in
our highway system, yet we come here to-
day asking for less than a billion for mass
transit. Perscnally, I would have liked to
see more money in this bill, but I do rec-
ognize this legislation as a start toward
redressing the balance in this country
between what we in the Congress have
done for highways and what we have
done for transit.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PATTEN).

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1973, and I applaud my col-
league from New Jersey (Mr. MiInisH)
for the time and effort that he and his
subcommittee have committed to the de-
velopment of this sound legislation.

H.R. 6452 has as its major thrust the
authorization of operating subsidies that
would provide urgently needed help to
transit systems. This is not a giveaway
bill. In order to qualify for these funds,
the transit systems would have to sub-
mit details of an improvement plan of
the systems’ operation and services.

Now, we might hear, “Congress re-
cently passed mass transit funding in
the form of the Federal Aid Highway
Act, so why authorize more?” Mr.
Chairman, what we did by including mass
transit provisions in the highway bill was
to buy the carriage; but the carriage is
not going to move without the horse.

The bill before us provides operating
assistance; and this assistance has
proven itself worthwhile in a number of
systems throughout this country. The
fine new buses that were purchased with
highway money are nice, but they might
remain idle without the funds to oper-
ate them. HR. 6452 would complement
the highway act by making a sound ef-
fort to assist and improve mass transit
systems.

Mr. Chairman, New Jersey is the Na-
tion’s most urbanized State situated be-
tween major metropolitan areas. It is also
a patchwork quilt of highways and rail-
road tracks which serve to transport peo-
ple from city to city and State to State.
New Jersey’s citizens depend greatly upon
bus and rail systems to get them where
they want to go. During the past decades,
I have witnessed railroads die and bus
lines disappear. It is no wonder that auto-
mobiles have clogged our highways. It is
about time that the Congress of the
United States takes action to assist our
ailing transit systems. Along with the as-
sistance is the incentive for systems to
improve themselves and to develop into
efficient and inexpensive avenues of tran-
21‘1:521 urge the Members to support H.R.

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

Mr. KEOCH. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
chairman of the committee for yielding
this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I should first like to pay
my respects to the chairman of the sub-
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committee, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MinisH), who has worked so
hard with the subcommittee and who has
brought us to this point where I hope we
are going to pass a mass transit operating
subsidy bill within the next hour or two.

I should also like to pay the same
compliment and respect to the leadership
of this House who have worked so hard
with so many Members to point out the
need for this bill.

Mr. Chairman, the bill we are consider-
ing today is important to mass transpor-
tation systems, large and small, urban
and rural. It provides a means for break-
ing the cycle of deteriorating service and
declining ridership in which public trans-
portation has been spinning for the past
3 decades.

In 1945, the peak year for transit rider-
ship in this country, mass transit carried
23 billion passengers. Ever since then, de-
spite the increased urbanization of our
country, transit ridership has declined
annually to the 1972 low of 6% billion
passengers. This is an astounding reduc-
tion, but one which suggests the poten-
tial of mass transit as a means of trans-
portation for millions of people in all
parts of the counfry.

Some argue that if a mass transporta-
tion operating assistance program is en-
acted, the demands for funding will only
grow. But this is in fact what would not
happen. Indeed, the committee sees this
bill as providing emergency assistance to
stem the tide of deficits now plaguing
most systems. In the long run, the bill
should save money at all levels of gov-
ernment.

H.R. 6452 is designed to salvage and
revive existing transit systems, make bet-
ter use of transit capital resources, and
return systems to a more sound financial
basis. Just as this country subsidized
trunkline airline operations for a number
of years until they were able to operate
independently, we now need to invest
money in transit service so that it can be
updated to better meet today’s needs and
become more financially viable. This can-
not be done through capital grants alone.

The alternative is to increase fares
and/or allow further reduction in service.
Statistics have shown that as fares for
an average subway or bus ride rise be-
yvond the 35-cent level, a precipitous de-
cline in ridership results. This is some-
thing we do not want, particularly today
when our cities are struggling to improve
their air quality, as mandated by the
1970 Clean Air Act. Most States, in de-
veloping air pollution control strategies,
are turning to increased transit use and
reduced automobile traffic.

Subsidies that have reduced transit
fares have been shown to increase rider-
ship. With a subsidy, Atlanta reduced its
fare from 40 cents fo 14 cents and pa-
tronage increased by approximately 11
million passengers. In San Diego, a sub-
sidy has lowered fares from 40 cents to
25 cents and ridership has surged 72
percent.

The mayor of San Diego came before
our subcommittee. I asked him, not
knowing that he was a Republican, what
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his party affiliation was, and he said he
was a Republican. And then I asked
why it is that the Republican leadership
in Congress and the Republican admin-
istration are opposed to operating sub-
sidies for mass transit. He said he did
not know. He thought they were wrong
and he said he would do what he could
to make them change, because he pointed
to the fact that in San Diego as a result
of the reduction in fare the ridership in
one year went up by 72 percent.

Why should the concept of mass tran-
sit operating subsidies be so untenable
for some?

We subsidize the operations of Am-
trak. Why should it be more reasonable
to subsidize the operations of railroads
carryving people between cities than mass
transit transporting men and women to
and from work in our cities? The purpose
of Amtrak is to save and modernize rail-
roads in our country and enable them
to fill their proper role in the country’s
total transportation system. The purpose
of H.R. 6452 is similar: to update mass
transit and make it more viable so it can
fulfill its proper role in the transporta-
tion of people in this country.

This country also authorizes subsidies
for the maintenance and operation of
the U.S. merchant marine. In 1972 we
subsidized the operation of U.S. flagships
with $224 million, in addition to the $238
million subsidy for the construction of
new ships, to be operated by private
owners, in U.S. shipyards. We do this so
we will continue to have a U.S.-flag-fly-
ing fleet. Similarly, we need mass transit
operating subsidies so we can be assured
that we will have the capability of mov-
ing large concentrations of people at an
efficient pace within our cities. Further-
more, we need it to ensure that the poor
and the elderly who do not have cars
have a means of getting around and get-
ting to jobs at a reasonable cost.

Some argue that the money author-
ized under this bill will go only to the
large cities. But, this is not true. One of
the things that recommends this bill
over others that have been introduced is
that every transit system—oprivate and
public, urban and rural—can get assist-
ance through H.R. 6452. The Secretary
is directed to allocate funds on the basis
of a formula prescribed by the bill. The
formula assures every transit system of
some assistance upon submission, and ap-
proval by the Secretary, of a comprehen-
sive transit service improvement plan. In
short, the Secretary of Transportation
has not been left the discretion of pick-
ing and choosing what systems he will
assist.

Some complain that a lot of the money
will go to the large cities. But, is this so
unreasonable that because transit sys-
tems and transit passengers are concen-
trated in certain parts of the country,
these areas will get large portions of the
funding? This bill is designed to revive
existing transit systems. Thus, the money
has to go where the systems, the pas-
sengers, and the potential passengers are.
We have other programs that help the
farmers. In 1970 we spent $5.2 billion in
agriculture subsidies. $1.6 billion of this
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went to farmers to stabilize feed grain
production. Necessarily, a large per-
centage of the $5.2 billion and the $1.6
billion went to the farm States.

Finally, just this year our country
subsidized the wheat deal with the Soviet
Union to the tune of over $300 million.
If we can reduce the price of bread for
the citizens of the Soviet Union, is it so
untenable to subsidize transit fares for
our own citizens so they can get to work
at a reasonable cost?—So we can get
more people to ride buses and sub-
ways?—transit systems that can move
people more efficiently and with less toll
on the environment than the automo-
bile?—So we can reduce air pollution and
make our cities mobile once again?

Yes, the large cities will get large sums
of money, but all systems will get some
assistance, whereas they aren't getting
any operating assistance from the Fed-
eral Government now—and most transit
systems, large and small are in a state
of financial crisis. The assistance ren-
dered under H.R. 6452 will be in propor-
tion to the systems’ needs. In fact, it has
been shown that the bill will more closely
meet the deficits of the smaller systems
than the larger systems.

Mass transit is the lifeblood of many
of our cities. Its success affects millions
of people. An infusion of Federal assist-
ance now will be less costly in the Iong
run than building new systems tomorrow
because we have let today’s systems die.
It will also be less costly than rebuilding
city blocks destroyed by those rioting, as
they did in Watts, because they were
locked in the ghetto with no way to get
jobs in other parts of the city.

There are few Members in this body
that do not have at least one transit sys-
tem in their district—and most of these
systems are probably in the need of fi-
nancial help. H.R. 6452 will provide this
emergency aid.

The transit erisis is a crisis of national
proportions affecting all of us. I urge our
colleagues to support HR. 6452 which is
designed to turn mass transit systems
around so as to reduce the long-term
need for operating assistance from the
Federal, State and local governments.

Finally, I would submit that this is not
only a mass transit bill, it is also a pollu-
tion abatement bill, an energy conserva-
tion bill, and a workingman’s bill. It
should be enacted into law.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. B1AGeI).

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this legislation and hope that
my colleagues will share my view and
support this bill. With the approval of
the use of a portion of the highway trust
fund for mass transit purposes that was
approved during the summer, this Con-
gress has at its door the opportunity to
go down in history as the starting point
of a new era in American transportation.

Mass transit services in America has
been the sorry dog of our transportation
system. Other nations have elaborate
systems of rail and bus transportation
that attract thousands upon thousands
of their citizens every year. But America
has driven away its citizens from mass
transit through neglect and abuse. Most
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systems are so dilapidated and antiquat-
ed that users enter them at their own
risk. Others are new and models of effi-
ciency and are finding increased pas-
senger usage and profits.

Mass transit can work, but it needs
help; and help must come in the form
of money. The problem is twofold: in-
creasing fares have decreased ridership.

Decreasing revenues have led to less and

less investment in new capital equipment.
The Urban Mass Transportation Act is
providing a new infusion of funds infto
the Nation’s existing mass transit sys-
tems and helping build new ones. Amtrak
is developing greater use of intercity rail
travel. Using highway trust fund money
for mass transit capital improvements—
particularly for the purchase of buses—
will further expand our commitment to
mass transit facilities.

Now today, we have the opportunity
to provide the infusion in our systems to
help reverse the trend of higher transit
fares. Let us make no mistake about it;
the billions of dollars poured into high-
ways and related facilities by the Fed-
eral, State, and local governments do not
come from user taxes exclusively. There
are sizable amounts for maintenance re-
pair, ancillary facilities, traffic control
systems, highway personnel, police pa-
trols, and so on, that are not covered by
user taxes.

What we will do here today is put mass
transit service—the service that so many
Americans, particularly our elderly, our
poor, and our handicapped must rely
on—on an equal footing with highway
services. The operating subsidies section
will benefit many millions of Americans.
For the New York mass transit systems,
some $84 million would be available to
keep the transit fare at its current 35-
cent level. With these new moneys, it
may be possible to eliminate the need
for a massive bond issue in New York
State that could be ruinous to our State’s
fiscal position. Other States face similar
unfavorable options.

The course of American population is
changing. More and more people are
moving into urban areas. The time is now
to change our focus from a rural, farm
nation to an urban nation. The Congress
must react to the needs of the people
where they are—not where we might like
them to be.

The challenge of the seventies and the
eighties will be in the urban corridors of
this Nation. Let us move the Congress
forward with the people. Passage of this
bill will help bring about the balanced
transportation system this country needs
to serve the people of the world's greatest
nation. I urge my colleagues to support
it wholeheartedly and defeat any crip-
pling amendments.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri (Mrs. SULLIVAN) .,

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, when
we first began working on mass transit
legislation in the Housing subcommittee
more than 10 years ago, we recognized
that we were dealing with a vital public
resource which was rapidly being de-
stroyed by a recurring cycle of rising
operating costs requiring rising fares

October 3, 1973

which led to reduced patronage and
poorer service. We tried in every way
short of operating subsidies to help the
urban mass transit systems to survive,
but it has become clear that without
operating subsidies this is a losing battle.

In my city of St. Louis, we have en-
countered one crisis after another in
keeping our mass transit system from
being abandoned. The Missouri legis-
lature and our St. Louis Board of Alder-
men have recently enacted a !5 percent
increase in our sales tax, applying in the
metropolitan area served by our mass
transit system, with this money ear-
marked entirely for mass transit.

But the urban systems do need and
must also have operating subsidies from
the Federal Government. The entire Na-
tion has a real stake in the guality of
urban environment, and must share in
the cost of keeping our mass transit sys-
tems going.

We are not going to get the choking
mass of automobiles off our city streets
until we have better urban transit fa-
cilities for the public to use, and at fares
that will encourage people to take the
bus instead of the family car.

This issue has been studied for enough
years for us to know that unless we act
with courage to meet this problem now,
we will face a far greater problem in the
future.

OFF-PEAK-HOUR FARE REDUCTIONS FOR HANDI-
CAPPED AND ELDERLY

One of the important provisions of H.R.
6452 requires that mass transit systems
receiving operating subsidies must pro-
vide half-fare arrangements for the
elderly and the handicapped during off-
peak hours of operation. Many of our
urban transit systems are already pro-
viding special fare arrangements for the
elderly and the handicapped during
hours of the day when facilities are not
heavily used, and this provision of the
bill will spread the same plan to all sys-
tems which want to participate in the
subsidy program.

Not only will this encourage wider use
of equipment during the off-peak hours
but, more importantly, will make it far
easier for citizens getting along on so-
cial security or disability benefits to par-
ticipate more actively in the affairs of
the community, in the enjoyment of rec-
creational facilities, and in the use of
health clinics set up for their benefit.

BILL DESERVES SUPPORT

Mr. Chairman, it is true that Federal
funds alone cannot solve every problem,
but it is also true that the problems of
maintaining adequate and effective pub-
lic transportation systems in our cities
cannot be solved without Federal funds,
including operating funds,

Considering some of the ways in which
Federal funds have been used in huge
amounts for limited purposes benefiting
comparatively few people or industries,
the rescue of our mass transit systems
from further deterioration and eventual
abandonment is a high priority need
which fully justifies the comparatively
moderate amount provided for in this
bill for operating subsidies.

Those of us on the Housing Subcom-
mittee who were responsible for initiat-
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ing and developing over the past dozen
years the legislation which authorized
the present program of Federal assist-
ance to mass transit turned over this
legislative responsibility at the start of
the 93d Congress to a newly created Sub-
committee on Urban Mass Transporta-
tion, on which none of the Democratic
members of the Housing Subcommittee
serve. Nevertheless, after long exposure
to the problems of mass transit, I think
all of the majority members of the Hous-
ing Subcommittee recognize fully the
urgency of passing H.R. 6452 with its
provisions for operating subsidies. I hope
our colleagues on the Republican side
who worked with us in the past on transit
legislation in the Housing Subcommit-
tee will remember the many, many hours
we devoted to this issue and the exten-
sive information we developed on this
matter—all of which points to the need
for Federal operating subsidies.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr, Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 6452, the Urban
Mass Transportation Act.

This measure represents the second
step in the Federal Government's belated
but very welcome recognition of the criti-
cal importance of urban mass transit.
The Federal-Aid Highway Act opened
up the highway trust fund for use in mass
transit construction projects, making
available approximately $800 million for
such purposes. This bill provides $400
million for actual operating subsidies,
and as such, serves as the logical com-
panion measure to the House action lib-
erating the trust fund.

In the past, Federal neglect has con-
demned mass transportation to a vicious
cycle. Fares had to be kept low to attract
riders, and did not meet operating costs
for labor, equipment, maintenance, and
improvement of existing facilities. Low
revenues also caused the system to be-
come neglected in such areas as station
and equipment maintenance. The result-
ing inefficiency led to even less ridership
and compounded financial problems.

With the aid of trust fund revenues
and this act, we have begun the process
of reversing the declining cycle, and the
prospects for future economic stability
are much brighter.

Another crucial product of this bill
and of improved urban transportation in
general is the set of benefits that will be
made available to urban residents. City
dwellers, especially those with low in-
comes, would have the mobility to en-
able them to take advantage of the em-
ployment opportunities outside the cen-
tral city in the suburban locations. For
these citizens, bus and rail alternatives
are needed desperately.

In general, it seems to me that the an-
swer to the traffic congestion problem
and its related effects does not lie in the
expansion of existing highways, but
rather in an increased emphasis on urban
mass transit, both surface and under-
ground, which will provide an efficient
and convenient means of transportation.
Urban automobile traffic will always be
heavier because of the constant move-
ment of goods and services through our
cities. If, however, urban mass transit
is made as appealing as possible, the
transportation problems in the city can
be alleviated.
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The act provides critically needed help
in yet another regard—the pollution of
air in the cities, which reduces the qual-
ity of urban life and, even more seriously,
threatens the health of city inhabitants
over the long term. The Clean Air Act of
1970 was enacted by Congress to curb the
pollution problem, but goes no further
than setting the standards for decent
air. The Urban Mass Transit Act provides
the cities with the means for meeting the
standards—money for low-polluting mass
transit systems.

In Boston, alternative means for meet-
ing the Clean Air Act standards by 1975,
the statutory deadline, have triggered
considerable objection and opposition.
Boosting the cost of downtown parking,
curtailing the number of available park-
ing spaces, and installing extremely ex-
pensive antipollution devices may very
well be reasonable prices to pay to reduce
air pollution within the next 2 years, but
mass transit is a long-term solution
which is also more compatible with the
need to preserve and enhance the eco-
nomic viability of the city.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, this act is
a major step forward in focusing na-
tional resources and attention on the en-
tire complex of problems generated by
our present outmoded transportation
policies in the cities. I urge the House
to give the act its support.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to express my vigorous support for H.R.
6452, which is the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Assistance Act of 1973. I con-
sider this urgent, almost emergency, leg-
islation which must be enacted without
delay.

For mass transit, the period since the
close of World War IT marks one of the
grimmest chapters of our economic, and
I might add, social history. It is a history
of steady decline in one of our most vital
guhlic services—urban mass transporta-

on.

Back in 1950, well after the Second
World War had ended, the transit lines
of the United States carried a total of
13.8 billion revenue passengers. By 1960
this total had dropped to 7.5 billion, and
in 1970 it was reported at 5.9 billion. The
1972 total will be a further drop to about
5.3 billion.

This trend is clearly reflected in the
profit and loss data. The American
Transit Association reported that the
operating income for U.S. transit compa-
nies, after taxes, in 1950 amounted to
$66.4 million. By 1960 this had dropped
by more than half to $30.7 million. The
vear 1962 was the last year that the tran-
sit industry operated in the black, earn-
ing $19.7 million. This meager surplus
turned into a deficit in 1963 of $880,000.
By 1965, the deficit was $10.6 million,
and by 1970 it was $288 million.

To indicate how it is escalating, the
deficit has nearly doubled in just 2 years
to $513 million. Let me reemphasize—
that is a $513 million deficit for the Na-
tion's transit industry, or what is left
of it. In many of our urban centers,
transit service has ceased to exist.

The Urban Mass Transportation As-
sistance Act of 1970 was enacted to help
relieve this growing problem of trans-
portation in our cities. However, the
1970 act provided $3.1 billion to fill a
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$10 billion need—obviously an inade-
quate amount.

The bill before us, HR. 6452, will go
a long way in strengthening our present
program. Perhaps its most outstanding
feature is its provision for Federal finan-
cial assistance at the transit operating
level—which is where help is needed
most in my estimation. It authorizes $400
million in grants for each of the two sub-
sequent fiscal years in specific operating
subsidies. This, of course, marks a de-
parture from past practice, but it is es-
sential if we are to preserve our remain-
ing transit systems.

Incidentally, HR. 6452, requires that
in order to take advantage of the op-
erating assistance program, the respec-
tive transit system must permit reduced
fares during off-peak hours for the aged
and handicapped. This feature has my
strong support, and it is with pride that
I bring to the attention of my colleagues
the fact that the Chicago Transit Au-
thority has set a national example
with its reduced fares for older citizens
on a 24-hour basis.

As a member of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, where this bill origi-
nated last year, I was successful in add-
ing an amendment to the housing bill
which would have lowered fares on pub-
lic transportation for senior citizens, an
amendment to provide Federal operat-
ing subsidies to mass transit, as well as
one to authorize $3 billion in new capi-
tal grant funds to local systems.

Although the bill was favorably re-
ported by the Banking and Currency
Committee, it died in the Rules Com-
mittee during the rush toward adjourn-
ment. However, some parts of the bill
were salvaged, such as the capital grant
provision, which was included in the
highway bill and was signed into law sev-
eral weeks ago. Now the bill before us
today includes some of the other provi-
sions from last year’s bill—operating
subsidies as well as the vitally needed
provision for the elderly and the handi-
capped.

This measure also provides for a safe-
guard in that it requires that State or
local governments establish a Mass
Transportation Advisory Council in or-
der to continue to participate in the
Federal assistance program. Members of
the Council are to be drawn from the
general public, business, labor, and com-
munity organizations, plus the State or
local government. Its responsibilities
would include policymaking, planning,
contracting, purchasing, hiring, and
training, and location of routes and sta-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, these are the essen-
tials of H.R. 6452. They are badly needed
and long overdue. I support this bill
wholeheartedly and urge my fellow Con-
gressmen to act favorably on it.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
express my full support for H.R. 6452,
which is intended to help relieve one of
our worst transportation problems—
mass transit for our urban populations.
Without a doubt, urban transportation
is a sector of our everyday life which
reflects a degree of inadequacy not
equalled in any other field.

The bill, HR. 6452, gets right to the
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heart of the problem. Section 2 of the
proposal provides for payment of grants
to States and local authorities for op-
erating expenses of transit systems. After
all, it is at the fare box where we have
been losing the battle to retain viable
transportation systems in our urban
centers. It must be accepted as a well-
demonstrated fact of life that fare levels
cannot keep pace with constantly rising
costs, and still retain load factors suffi-
cient to meet all costs.

The bill places an authorized annual
limit of $400 million, and a time limit of
2 years, for operating assistance. The
amounts appropriated, however, are to
remain available until spent.

The bill has other provisions worthy
of mention, which have long been
needed. One is a provision that in order
to participate in the operating grant pro-
gram, the transit system must permit the
elderly and handicapped to travel at half
fare during nonpeak hours of service.
Another worthwhile provision is the one
which raises the ratio in the existing pro-
gram from the present two-thirds Fed-
eral, one third local share to a level of
80 percent Federal, 20 percent local.

The $3.1 billion authorization for the
existing program is strengthened by an
additional $3 billion.

All of these provisions are of enormous
importance to our metropolitan trans-
portation systems. Certainly this is true
of my own district in New York City. New
York has one of the most substantial
movements of people in the world every
work day. Its a tremendous operation,
and it will not lessen. Rather it will con-
tinue to grow. So, New York, like other
cities, needs, and will increasingly need,
all the financial help it can get.

Operating assistance is a case in point.
It has been estimated that the New York
metropolitan transit system might get
financial aid, of about $130 million if the
program is adopted and placed on a pas-
senger volume basis.

While I fully acknowledge that the
emphasis of my concern in speaking for
this legislation comes from the plight of
my immediate constituents in wurban
mass transit, there is a broader public
benefit at work here as well. More than
perhaps any other city, New York has an
enormous flow of transient visitors from
all over the United States—and indeed
the world. Upgrading the mass transit
system for New York City will markedly
ease the problem of the millions of visi-
tors who annually struggle to get around
this great city of the world.

The point which I make is that New
York and other cities need help for their
transit problems, and H.R. 6452 will go
a long way toward supplying that help.
I urge my colleagues in the House to
approve this legislation without delay.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I can think of no better ex-
ample of what a major city would be like
if there were no urban mass transporta-
tion than Washington a few weeks ago.
The wildeat strike which crippled North-
ern Virginia’s commuting residents also
created a tremendous hardship for the
entire city of Washington. Since the Dis-
trict is a commuter city in which most
people work but do not reside. the added
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influx of private automobiles to the al-
ready crowded and congested streets
just made a poor situation worse. Com-
muting time from the Northern Virginia
area more than doubled in most cases as
traffic stretched for miles and moved at
a rate of less than a snail’s pace, and
parking in the District, which is normally
hard to find, was almeost nonexistant.
Gentlemen, this is an extreme example I
know, yet this is a vision of what could—
and does—happen to a city when its pub-
lic transportation fails.

Before us today is the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1973, H.R. 6452,
whose sponsors call for passage to help
alleviate a national problem, which can
only compound in the next few years
without solution. At another time a far-
sighted Congress saw the growth of the
automobile as necessary to our society
and they aided its growth by mandating
the Interstate Highway System. Today it
is time again for another, hopefully, more
farsighted House to approve aid to tran-
sit systems which will serve as alterna-
tives to the automobile with its attendant
problems of pollution, noise, congestion,
and land requirements.

In the mid-1950's when Congress ini-
tiated the interstate highway project
America was primarily a rural, small-
town country and the idea of Congress
was to connect major cities by the most
advanced road network at the time. To-
day with that vision almost complete the
emphasis should be upon improving mass
transportation within the urban and sub-
urban areas because today more than 70
percent of our population live in these
urban-suburban areas. America is no
longer the rural society it once was, gen-
tlemen.

With the greater shift toward this ur-
ban lifestyle the need for a strong public
mass transportation system has grown
and the local and State governments
have responded with operating subsidies
to floundering transit systems. It is time
now for the Federal Government to as-
sume a partnership role with its sister
governments and make a major commit-
ment to mass transit.

Hopefully, HR. 6452 is the beginning
of a major commitment. The sum of $400
million will be authorized for fiscal year
1974 and fiscal year 1975 in the bill, yet
mass transit deficits for this year alone
approach the $650 million level with
State and local governments subsidizing
some of this deficit. Most of the Federal
money already allotted for mass transit,
including the trust fund money, is for
capital expenditures—not operating sub-
sidies.

Operating subsidies are necessary for
the remaining transit companies to im-
prove their service and operate on a
sound financial basis. Yet, contained
within H.R. 6452 are safeguards to just
throwing money into what some people
call a bottomless pit.

Before a mass transit system could re-
ceive any operating funds, it would be re-
quired to submit a comprehensive plan
for improvement of operations and serv-
ices to the Secretary of Transportation
for approval. Such a plan would neces-
sarily include a provision providing half-
fare rates for the elderly and the handi-
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capped during nonpeak hours, at the
least, and, hopefully, during all hours of
operation. These people, especially, and
the poor are the ones to whom safe, de-
pendable, and efficient mass transporta-
tion is essential. Either physically or eco-
nomically unable to own or drive their
own automobile, these citizens are de-
pendent upon mass transit for their mo-
bility.

Assistance to any mass transit system
would be based on a formula which incor-
porates: First, the population of the area
served by the system; second, the total
number of the revenue population carried
by the system and third, the total vehicle
miles traveled by the system. This for-
mula is based in part on the number of
riders because it is felt that this would
provide an ongoing incentive for the
transit systems to improve service and
attract new passengers and, thereby, re-
ceive greater Federal assistance in the
future.

The time has come for the Federal
Government to mandate these operating
subsidies. Already we have given impetus
to mass transit improvement by man-
dating stronger EPA pollution regula-
tions which directly and severely restrict
automobile use in the downtown areas of
our cities. And with reduced automobile
use comes the need for the greater im-
plementation of wider bus service with
its added expenses.

Increased ridership and reduced fares
alone will not pay the increased operat-
ing expenses engendered by broader sery-
ice. If the Federal Government will alter
travel patterns for millions, it must also
be willing and able to subsidize the op-
erating expenses for efficient, economical,
and convenient transit systems, which
will be the alternatives in the future to
the automobile.

Local and State authorities already
have granted operating subsidies with
success measured by dramatic fare re-
ductions, increased ridership, and broad-
er service in such places as San Diego,
Atlanta, and even here in northern Vir-
ginia, with the Shirley highway bus
project.

In my own State, Boston’s Massachu-
setts Bay Transit Authority has been im-
proving its service and facilities with the
aid of Federal capital grants. The grants
have been used to renovate the old and
purchase new rolling stock, and to up-
grade its safety, maintenance, and elec-
trification equipment.

With the newer, more efficient, and
more attractive cars the MBTA is at-
tempting to substantially increase daily
ridership. The authority has even im-
plemented an elderly reduced fare card
which can be used between 10 a.m. and
2 p.m. by the senior citizen. Also, the
“dime time” innovation has made use of
the MBTA more attractive to commuters
with the result being that many more
use the system than had previously.

No longer is urban mass transportation
a local problem. Instead it now is na-
tional in scope, and Congress must deal
with the problem directly—in the form of
operating subsidies.

The House must pass this bill. It is
generally agreed that inevitably there
will be an overall forced reduction of
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auto usage in metropolitan regions. This
will result in severe economic conse-
quences due to breakdown of mobility in
the cities. If there is a viable alterna-
tive—a clean, convenient, efficient urban
mass transit system, which can be
brought about by Federal operating sub-
sidies, then the transition will not be as
as bleak as I have painted it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, 1 year
ago this House voted against allowing
cities like Boston to choose how best to
spend its share of highway trust fund
money. At that same time, September 21,
1972, as a candidate in Massachusetts’
Ninth Congressional District, I pledqu
that if elected to Congress, my first pri-
ority would be to try to change your
mind.

Boston, as you know, wants to spend
Federal money on rail transit. If you
give Boston the green light on rail tran-
sit, over 5 billion transportation and
transportation-related dollars will be
generated in metropolitan Boston during
the next decade—and most of that
money will be spent in my district.

Governor Sargent’s plans call for $1.5
billion in transportation expenditures in
metropolitan Boston. The economic mul-
tiplier effect is threefold. Add in infla-
tion, and $5 billion is just the beginning.
Besides being prejudiced, I am also des-
perate.

With all due respect, regardless of
your decision, the odds are great that
no more highways will ever be built in
Boston. One good lawyer could keep away
the cement frucks from Boston for at
least 15 years.

All the roadbuilders in America would
not stand a chance against one Boston
lawyer clad in the armor of the Depart-
ment of Transportation Act, The Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act, and
the Clean Air Act.

Mr. Chairman, I could testify about a
Boston-wide epidemic of carsickness; I
could tell you how, in the metropolitan
Boston area, 160,000 cars now vie for
28,000 offstreet parking spaces, how over
56 percent of the city of Boston is now
devoted to servicing, parking, and driving
cars; how half of all Bostonians over 65,
half of all Boston blacks, and 67 percent
of Bostonians with incomes under $3,000
do not have cars; I could tell you about
rush-hour parking lots, drive-in streets,
and whole neighborhoods that are only
a drawing board away from being paved
over by concrete and painted over with
soot.

The choice before the House today is
whether to allow mass transit systems
like those we have in Boston to have the
necessary Federal funds that are so
urgently needed to provide for operating
assistance. The citizens of Boston and
its surrounding communities have been
subsidizing the operations of the metro-
politan transit authority for many years
now out of real estate taxes. Mass transit
needs of our area are so great that we are
asking the Federal Government to help
us operate our mass transit systems.
Capital grant funds alone cannot help
our mass transit system survive, and if
the Boston area does not have a func-
tional and operational mass transit sys-
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tem, then the whole community will be
in danger.

Rail transit is 23 times safer than
autos, uses 7 times less fuel, gives off no
pollutants, and can move up to 50,000
people an hour compared to 4,000 an hour
for the auto. A double-tracked rail tran-
sit line can carry as many commuters as
20 lanes of freeway at existing average
rates of passengers per vehicle.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
and the city of Boston have already made
the commitment that all future trans-
portation needs of the State and the city
will be devoted to urban mass transpor-
tation. Having made that decision and
having provided some of our resources
the funds to subsidize the operations of
our mass transit systems, we have
reached the point where we need Federal
subsidy assistance since our communi-
ties can no longer bear the full cost of
operating subsidies.

Let me warn the Members of this
House that many of our communities
will in the near future face the same
pressing need we in Massachusetts are
currently facing. Most of you can dis-
miss operating subsidies at this time as
wasteful use of Federal funds, but in the
foreseeable future most of you will come
to the realization that I have, that there
is a vital necessity for this Federal sub-
sidy assistance. Our experience in my
State shows that operating assistance is
not a wasteful use of ta:payer funds,
but an important use of our tax re-
sources to keep public transportation
systems functioning.

Give us in Boston this necessary op-
erating assistance and we can meet the
clean air standards by 1985 that the Con-
gress set forth in the 1970 Clean Air Act.

Mr. Chairman, by providing our Na-
tion’s transit systems with operating
subsidies most of our American cities will
be able to meet the clean air standards.
Mass transit can assist America’s worst
polluted cities in meeting its clean air
standards, if not by the deadlines set by
the Environmental Protection Agency.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Members to
vote favorably on this rule so that we
might have the opportunity to discuss
and vote on the issues raised in this bill.

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of the Urban Mass Transportation
Assistance Act of 1973 (H.R. 6452) now
before us and particularly the operating
subsidies provisions of this legislation.

As a member of the Public Works Com-
mittee and active participant in the com-
mittee’s public hearings on the Federal
Aid to Highway Act signed into law on
August 13, 1973, I am compelled to speak
on behalf of the many responsible wit-
nesses and highly reputable representa-
tives of the public and private sectors
throughout our Nation who took the time
to come to Washington and share their
views and experience with us on the
enormity of the problems and the chal-
lenge of the solutions in order to provide
an adequate coordinated mass transpor-
tation system for the people of our
Nation.

There were several poignant and suc-
cinet facts that evolved from these hear-
ings substantiated by the findings and
results of feasibility studies, planning,
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constructing and operating some of the
most sophisticated mass transit systems
in the world. One basic conclusion that
was unanimous in our deliberations is
that a national commitment for the de-
velopment of a coordinated integrated
mass transportation system is absolutely
essential. Priority considerations that un-
folded during our discussions were that
Wwe musi use the tools of the 21st century,
dispense with the archaic paste and glue
methods of aiding crisis situations in the
mass fransit industry and make a sub-
stantive national investment to cure the
ills of the present haphazard, makeshift
operation of the rail and bus line services
throughout our Nation.

We can keep pouring money into cap-
ital improvements but if we do not aid
these transportation lines at the fare-
box to permit mass transportation for
our citizens at a reasonable cost to their
irdividual pocketbooks we are not going
to get the people out of the convenience
of their automobiles and at the rail gate
and bus stops in sufficient numbers fo
secure an adequate return on our capi-
tal investments and provide a self-sus-
taining mass transportation system for
the people of America.

During our Public Works Committee
hearings Mr. B. R. Stokes, general man-
ager of BART, the rapid rail system in
the San Francisco bay area which be-
gan its operations in September 1972,
testified that the people voted for a gen-
eral obligation bond issue of $792 mil-
lion; these funds plus the use of $180
million in bay bridge tolls plus the sale
of revenue bonds for the purchase of roll-
ing stock for a total of approximately $1
billion were necessary to help build this
first phase of the BART rapid rail transit
system in this nine-county area.

He advised that it has taken since 1953
to arrive at the point they are today.
Their master plan calls for an additional
210 miles of the BART system by 1990
and they have capital costs for the next
15 years of at least $2 or $3 billion—but
when the question was asked what they
would do if farebox revenues were not
adequate to pay for the maintenance and
operation—what reserves or projections
have been made to accommodate such
a situation? They said that they had not
made any provisions or projections on
this issue because they had no way to as-
certain the continuing operating and
maintenance costs.

The expensive burden of peripheral
services alone—for example, they had to
have a 105-man police force because they
could not get the cities and counties to
provide security for BART patrons—and
so-called start-up costs of operating a
system cannot be met by the farebox per
se. They require additional financial sup-
port to do the job properly. So, if we are
trying to get people out of cars and into
mass transit, there simply is just not
enough revenue available from the fare-
box to liquidate capital bond redemp-
tions and meet the ever-increasing main-
tenance and operating costs without
pricing mass transit out of the market.

Dr. Willilam J. Ronan, vice chairman
of the Port Authority of New York and
New Jersey testified that the State of
New Jersey and the State of New York
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are now putting in at least $60 million
or more a year to keep the railroads
that serve the port's area of responsibil-
ity operating. In a recent communique I
received from New Jersey Gov. Bill
Cahill on the crisis proportions of the
bankrupt railroads serving our State, he
advised me that the State has struggled
within the limits of its financial and con-
stitutional capacities to seek solutions
but the dimension to today’s crisis in
mass transportation now goes far beyond
the fiscal resources of our State—and
for that matter, any State—to cope with.
Federal assistance is a must.

You cannot solve the air pollution
problem unless we do something on mass
transit in this country. It has gotten to
the point where it appears that the ad-
ministration is going in a direction that
in order to solve our environmental
problems the Environmental Protection
Agency is literally considering and has
recommended a plan for different urban
areas of our country which would pro-
hibit and limit the use of the private
passenger car in these. urban centers.
Will they soon be regulating—because of
air pollution, et cetera—that a person
will be relegated to having one car for
riding in the city and another car for
riding in the country? This assuredly
is fuzzy thinking at best and it seems
to me that in today’s era of time and
space when the wonders of man’s great-
est achievements are still on the draw-
ing board—and not a fait accompli that
we certainly ought to be capable of re-
solving our people’s transportation di-
lemma. The straightout truth of the
matter is that the present administra-
tion and, yes, the Congress refuses to
establish a national transportation sys-
tem as a major national goal.

When we talked about the realities of
the new BART system in San Francisco,
we talked about and debated the point
of view of operating subsidies. The min-
ute you mention subsidy everybody runs
and hides. But everybody testified to the
point that the States simply cannot carry
the cost of the mass transportation sys-
tem themselves. They have to have addi-
tional financial aid, particularly until
they reach a revenue-producing level
from fares collected. We must evolve a
system that is going to work without the
continual bankruptcy situations that
are taking place throughout our coun-
try and, most particularly at present, the
crisis facing the Northeastern region of
our country, including my State of New
Jersey. If we do not do something right
now in this Congress to make the invest-
ment in mass transportation, the need
for which is so obvious, we literally are
courting economic disaster.

Have we deteriorated to a point in this
country where we refuse to make the in-
vestment that is needed, not out of emo-
tion, but out of essential necessity? The
whole economy, the flow of capital, the
environment, people’s jobs, all of the
factors we are talking about that make
America great, are intertwined and
based upon decisions we make today.
Let us not resort to running for paste
and glue and fighting with the fact that
we have to deal with this issue. There is
no question in my mind that we cannot
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continue to rely on the private automo-
bile alone for our transportation needs.

We must face up to the fundamental
basic problem and essential need to es-
tablish an integrated transportation
system throughout our country, and par-
ticularly to provide the desperately
needed adquate Federal funds to be able
to achieve this goal, which includes sub-
sidization of operating and maintenance
costs of rail and bus lines which is vital
to the solution of the problem.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, today the House is faced with
an important choice regarding our Na-
tion’s future urban transportation sys-
tems. H.R. 6452 represents an important
step forward in improving the quality of
mass transit in our country with the re-
sulting benefits of cleaner air, less high-
way congestion, and decreased energy
consumption.

The main innovation contained in this
bill is the first authorization ever of op-
erating subsidies to public bodies which
run transit systems. Contrary to what
many people believe, such subsidies will
not bankrupt the public treasury but
will increase ridership and revenues be-
cause of lower fares and improved serv-
ice.

Another very important provision
of the bill increases the Federal share of
the mass transit capital grants program.
This increase, from two-thirds to 80
percent, will greatly aid many transit
systems by helping them purchase more
of the necessary equipment to further
improve their service.

Both of these provisions will undoubt-
edly help the transit agencies in my own
distriet. The Santa Clara County Transit
District with a $4.9 million Federal grant
is purchasing 90 new buses and in other
ways vastly improving service while
keeping the average fare at a very low
23 cents. The Bay Area Rapid Transit
District is building up an extensive net-
work of rapid rail transit for the entire
Bay area, including southern Alameda
County. With the help of a comparatively
modest amount of Federal funds BART
has created an innovative example to
other regions of how our vast urban
transit problems can be solved. The in-
creased capital grants and operating sub-
sidies provided by this bill will be of
great assistance to these agencies and
others in providing the Bay area with
one of the best transit systems in the
Nation.

I would like to commend my col-
leagues on the Banking and Currency
Committee for the tremendous amount
of effort they have put into this subject
and the fine bill they have reported out.
I urge my colleagues to support this bill
and help mass transit in our country
provide the viable alternative to the au-
tomobile that is so desperately needed.

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr.
Chairman, urban transportation repre-
sents one of the most troubled areas of
our national economy and every day life.
It is beset by numerous problems, so
universal in their occurrence as to be of
national concern.

Seventy percent of America lives in
urban areas with the conecentration be-
coming greater each decade. The effec-

October 3, 1973

tive metropolitan areas of cities are
being extended farther and farther, and,
as a result of the auto, in every direction
as people move to the suburbs. These
great and growing masses of people have
correspondingly large demands for
intraurban transportation for travel to
and from work, for the conduct of busi-
ness and commerce, for shopping, and
for recreation and other special needs.

However, the large and growing
demands for transportation have not
been matched with the overall means of
providing such services. Mass transit,
which should be expected to provide most
of the transportation, has in the past
two decades been victim of a vicious
cycle of increasing costs, declining prof-
its, declining patronage, decreasing
quality; increasing fare levels and
further declining patronage.

Between World War II and 1971 aver-
age fares have tripled, going from 8
cents to 24 cents; total passengers have
dropped from 23 billion to 8 billion; and
annual operating income of $149 million
has reversed to a deficit of $130 million.
This relentless spiral has seen the demise
of over 100 transit companies during this
period, and has placed many others in a
position of near insolvency.

Mass transit as a national policy is
obviously far more desireable than the
current mess on the highways, in the
tunnels and over the bridges. Moreover,
it is cheaper for each of us as consumers
as well as taxpayers.

It costs taxpayers far less to construct
necessary mass transit facilities to pro-
vide fast transportation to and from
work than it does to construct massive
lanes of highways, tunnels and bridges.
Consumers could probably do without or
use less a second car, saving money on
gasoline, taxes, insurance and upkeep.
In addition, there would be fuel savings
in an era of scarcity.

There is no question but that the auto-
mobile is the cause of massive pollution
in urban areas. In addition to causing
severe lung problems, a study in Wash-
ington, D.C. suggests that auto traffic
is the cause of abnormally high lead
levels in the blood and is associated with
brain damage over a period of years.

The long and nerve-racking drive to
work, the health and pollution problems,
the massive amounts of fuel consumed
merely in the New York—New Jersey
metropolitan area, and wasteful costs
are the benchmarks of our failure to
move people from home to work and
back.

We cannot afford as a national policy
to perceive mass transit as a luxury or
even as a mere alternative. It is in fact
an absolute economic necessity around
which all other transportation policy

must revolve. In an hour, a lane of high-
way can accommodate only 1,200 cars

provided they maintain an average speed
of 70 miles per hour, which they cannot.
Even if every auto carried five passen-
gers, which they do not, only 6,000 per-
sons an hour could move over a single
lane.

Mass transit can carry 8 times as
many people in the same time period, 120
50-seat buses can carry 6,720 riders one
way each hour. On special bus lanes they
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can almost guarantee a speed of 70 miles
per hour. Merely 40 rapid transit cars
can accommodate as many as 48,000
patrons. Even the old 3-car streetcar
units could carry 14,400 passengers one
way.

To carry the same number of people as
mass transit is capable of carrying in an
hour, we would have to design 21 one-
way highway lanes that could accom-
modate 32,000 automobiles every 60 min-
utes.

It is absolutely essential that there be
a national policy favoring mass transit
over the private automobile as the pre-
dominant means of regular commuter
traffic. This does not mean that the pri-
vate automobile has no place in our lives.
But its use should be confined to filling
in the gaps in our ability to move about
from one central area to another, as a
means of converging from outlying areas,
or for recreation.

Mr. Chairman, this country needs the
new breakthrough in transportation that
this bill offers in the form of operating
subsidies. Our urban areas are at a stand-
still. Each new commuter highway we
build becomes a rush hour parking lot.
On the other hand, in every city that has
experimented with subsidized transpor-
tation, the number of mass-transit users
as well as total public acceptance has in-
creased along with service and efficiency.

In Atlanta, the decline in mass tran-
sit use was reduced when the private
transit company was purchased by the
local government, fares were cut, and
service and equipment improved. More-
over, pollution decreased and those per-
sons who actually required the use of an
automobile were able to get around with-
out traffic jams. The number of passen-
gers increased among the very group that
had earlier abandoned mass transit as a
means of getting to and from work—
businessmen with incomes over $20,000.

Similarly in Iowa City, Iowa; Com-
merce, Calif.; Rome, Italy and Tor-
onto, Canada, experiments with free and
subsidized transit have proven that if
service is inexpensive, efficient, and com-
fortable, ridership will show a substan-
tial increase and everyone will get about
easier and faster.

While this bill doesn’t go that far,
many transportation experts advocate
no-fare transit systems. They view urban
transportation as any other public serv-
ice such as police, fire and education.
The Atlanta transportation chief likened
urban transportation to elevator service:

In an office bullding elevators are provided
regardless of cost so people can get to the
upper floors. Public transit must be consid-
ered & horizontal elevator (providing) the
fifth freedom:

I think we ought to stop thinking about
public transportation as a local business
—as a department store or a grocery. We
do not expect to pay the police every
time they answer a cry for help, the fire
department when they put out a fire, or
teachers for each lesson. A community
depends upon its transportation system
to maintain its economic and social life.
Where people, ideas, and products can
converge and move about freely, there
will be economic well being. Where they
cannot there will be stagnation, mistrust,
and deprivation.
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Mr. Chairman, transportation has
value only to the extent that it con-
tributes to the quality of the human life
it serves. The automobile was acclaimed
as a new means of extending freedom of
mobility. We mistakenly placed our total
reliance on it, and we ended up deprived
of that mobility. Whatever value the
automobile once promised, has been lost
by poor planning and imbalanced priori-
ties. This legislation would serve as a
beginning of those new priorities.

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
express my opposition to the utilization
of Federal funds to subsidize operating
expenses of mass transit systems.

Historically, the role of the Federal
Government has been confined to assist
State and local governments in funding
capital expenditures associated with
mass transportation facilities. Section 2
of the bill before us will alter this role
and authorize the Secretary of Trans-
portation to provide operating subsidies
for State and local governments accord-
ing to a formula based on total popula-
tion, number of passengers, and total
vehicle miles.

The central question before us is not
the level of authorizations for such sub-
sidies or the fairness of the formula but
whether the Federal Government should
venture into this uncharted area. I
strongly oppose such subsidies for sev-
eral reasons. First, there is no question
in my mind that the provision of oper-
ating subsidies will eventually lead to
complete control of local fransit systems
by the Department of Transportation.
Second, the costs of this proposal will
continually skyrocket and reduce the in-
centive or need for local governments to
run an efficient system. And, finally, this
proposal would result in all of the tax-
payers being forced to contribute to the
mass transit systems of a few large, ur-
ban areas.

Mr. Chairman, America needs more
mass transit facilities and I support a
continuing Federal commitment to meet-
ing this need. However, I see few bene-
fits and many problems associated with
Federal aid to cover operating deficits
of these systems.

I strongly urge my colleagues to reject
these subsidies and stick to programs
which will solve rather than compound
transportation problems.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, as a
citizen and Representative from the
great city of New York I know the im-
portance of urban mass transportation
systems. New York could not exist with-
out its subways and its buslines. It
barely survives with them. Yet increas-
ingly New York is being forced to sub-
sidize by itself its mass transportation
system while other important citywide
services continue to be under funded.
Why should New York City alone pay
for a mass transportation system that
serves 1 out of every 12 Americans? Such
massive financial burdens should not fall
on only our city. Just as the benefits are
regional and national, the responsibility
is a regional and national one. A city is
not the appropriate unit to have to pro-
vide such subsidies, even if it could raise
the necessary revenues.

In 1972, New York’s mass transporta-
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tion cost over $1 billion to operate while
fare box revenues amounted to only $640
million. The operation cost deficit will
continue fo increase but the city’s heavy
subsidy to the system can not.

Fare increases are not the answer to
the problems of subsidizing urban mass
transit. Along with every fare increase
comes a substantial decline in ridership.
This pattern is being experienced
throughout the Nation. Declining rider-
ship leads to the familiar cycle of greater
automobile use, falling revenues, and de-
teriorating service. With the greater use
of cars, a city experiences increasing air
and noise pollution, traffic congestion,
and pressures for land use planning to
take care of the greater usage of cars.

In order to maintain a cheap and ef- -
ficient mass transportation system out-
side help is needed now. And the answer
is not a revenue sharing provision which
would in effect deprive or tieup desper-
ately needed funds for New York’s sys-
tem.

Neither are grants that force the city
to match a certain percentage of Fed-
eral funds practical. It is ridiculous to
have cities matching Federal grants
when cities cannot even pay for their
own safety, sanitary, and maintenance
Services.

What we have before us in this bill is
a very reasonable and fair set of solu-
tions to the many problems that plague
mass transportation. Operating subsi-
dies in the form of non-matching grants
would enable transportation authorities
to maintain or possibly even lower cur-
rent fares while increasing the number
of services that could be provided by the
system.

This bill does not solve only city prob-
lems, but regional ones as well. By
strongly emphasizing regional transport-
ation systems and agencies, Federal op-
erating grants serve the outlying suburbs
by subsidizing cheap and efficient means
o_tt getting into and out of the central
city.

The establishment of the Mass
Transportation Advisory Councils takes
care of all planning functions and helps
coordinate policy between city, State
and Federal agencies.

There must be some form of assistance
for mass transit in our cities. Fair and
adequate assistance can only come from
the Federal Government—specifically in
the form of H.R. 6452.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, every
Member of this body is aware of the
need for less reliance on automobiles in
urban transportation. The need to di-
minish our dependence on automobiles
is obvious to us each day—in a continu-
ing gasoline crisis, in smog and air pol-
lution levels unprecedented in our ex-
perience, in sorrowful traffic fatality
rates, in urban congestion that makes
our cities nearly impassable and con-
sumes valuable space in superhighways
and parking lots. Congestion encourages
the flight of jobs and businesses to other
places; the final result is urban decay.

The bill H.R. 6452, which amends the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964,
helps us to offer alternatives to our un-
fortunate addiction to automobiles, It

helps sustain the beginning of what I
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believe must be a growing Federal in-
volvement in the problems of American
transportation and its related issues of
pollution, energy consumption, and ex-
cessive land use.

The benefits of urban mass transit
in a typical major American city can be
seen in a study released this summer for
use in transportation planning in north-
east Ohio. Prepared for the Urban
Transportation Task Force five-county
transist study and entitled “Interim
Report: Five-Year Transit Development
Program,” the study provides some use-
ful insight into urban transit problems
and needs in a highly urbanized area.
In one part of the study, it was found
that the net benefits of the present
Greater Cleveland area public transit
systems were $6.15 million annually. The
report noted that:

One way of describing [the benefits] is
to say that one might justify expending up
to that amount annually in subsidy pay-
ments if they were needed at present fare
levels and it was desired to retaln these
benefits for their present recipients,

The benefits are broken down as fol-
lows:
TasLE IT-2
Summary of economic benefits of present
transit services—ite d ch method
Benefits to
existing users
No system change
(In millions)

2.70
. Additional vehicle ownership sav-
ings
. Accident cost savings.

3.32
2.73

Total annual economic bene-
6. 16

The reason for the very large benefits
from urban mass transit and the impor-
tance of the system in the Cleveland area
can be seen from the following quote
from the five county study:

“As a result of this concentration, public
transportation serves an area transport func-
tion far more important than the number
of trips served would suggest. On an annual
basis, only about four percent of person-trips
in the study area are made by means of pub-
lic transportation. Over half of all transit
trips, however, are made during the weekday
peak periods, and two-thirds of peak period
trips are to or from the central business dis-
trict of Cleveland. The use of transit is so
much concentrated in this way that over 40
percent of the Cleveland CBD labor force
travel to and from work via bus or rapid. At
peak rates, transit riders generated an esti-
mated 200,000 person-miles of travel, mostly
over congested radial routes near the center
of the region. This is equivalent to about
150,000 vehicle-miles, which would require
road capacity of 100 to 150 lane miles. Thus
the public transportation system, even at its
current much-reduced scale, provides valu-
able and substantial transport capacity that
would be difficult or impossible to provide by
expansion of the highway system, particu-
larly when the requirements for added park-
ing and circulatory facilities are included.”

Despite the tremendous benefits from
mass transit systems, both public and
private transit systems are currently dy-
ing a slow death all over the United
States. Rising fares necessary to pay
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operating costs unfortunately result in a
downward spiral of decreasing ridership
levels and continuing decreasing revenue
as well. Often, once those riders are lost,
they will never return; they seek jobs
away from the city or resort to autos
further clogging the city streets. This
pattern has certainly proven true in
Cleveland. In 1967, the base fare on the
Cleveland Transit System was 25 cents.
By April of 1973, it had increased to 50
cents, certainly one of the highest in the
Nation at that time. This 100-percent in-
crease in fare is a particularly severe
hardshir on a major proportion of the
system’s ridership, many of whom are
on fixed or low incomes. Naturally, this
has led to reduced ridership—with the
result that there has been further down-
ward pressure on passenger revenue.

But despite a poor record recently,
municipal trains and buses and rapids
have a tremendous potential for alleviat-
ing the problems of auto transportation.
A single bus, for example, can displace
from 30 to 60 automobiles at al-
most twice the energy efficiency of a car
per passenger mile. Of course, municipal
rail transit can be even more efficient
than bus transport.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before the
House today, which provides operating
and equipment purchase assistance, is
vital if the decline of our urban trans-
portation systems is to be reversed. It
is important to note that it is simply not
good enough to freeze the service of our
present bus and transit systems at their
present level. Ridership has been de-
clining not only because of increased
fares but because of poor, uneven, and
slow service. Service has to be improved,
not just restored. Innovative, imagina-
tive, creative thinking must be employed
to provide truly fast, efficient and con-
venient systems. Only then will we find
ridership returning; only then will we
receive the full beneficial potential of
urban mass transportation systems. The
Five County Report made the following
observations concerning a “freeze
policy:”

“Four causes of ridership loss were identi-
fled. These are auto ownership growth,
spreading land use patterns, fare increases,
and transit service cuts. The two causes that
are of transit origin, fare increases and serv-
ice cuts, could be avolded if public funds
were used to subsidize operating costs, so that
both fares and service could be held con-
stant year by year. The probable results of
this “freeze service and fares"” policy are
examined in this section.

“Because two of the four causes of rider-
ship loss would be unaffected by this “freeze’,
a projection of transit riders for the five-
year period shows an annual loss, although
the rate of decline would be much less than
under the “do nothing” assumptions. An-
nual ridership is projected to decline from
61.2 million in 1973 to 51.1 million in 1978,
a drop of 16 percent.

“During the same period, the escalation
of operating cost rates would cause total
operating cost to increase rapidly, from $34.7
million in 1973 to $45.2 million in 1978,
despite a projected five percent drop in serv-
ice from 1973 until the assumed “freeze”
would begin in 1974.

“While operating costs would rise each
year, fare revenues would drop due to the
annual shrinkage of ridership. Fare revenues
would fall from $34.6 millilon in 1973 to $28.6
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million in 1878. Consequently the operating
deficit, paid by subsidy, would grow rapidly
from a near break-even position in 1973 to a
loss of $16.7 million in 1978. Over the five
forecast years, 1974 through 1978, operating
losses would total $45.9 million or an aver-
age of $8.2 million per year,

“In addition to operating subsidies, equip-
ment replacement costs would be incurred.
Replacement of over-age buses and rail
transit cars would require local matching
funds of $6.5 million, or an average of $1.3
million per year through 1978.”

PROJECTED RESULTS OF A “FREEZE SERVICE AND FARES’
POLICY FOR PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION

Projacted annual amounts !
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978

Riders2.______..._.._ 61.2 57.5 559 54.3
Operating cost

(dollars)3___ -- 347 345 36.8 3.2
Fare revenue

346 32.2 31.3 30.4 29.4

(dollars 1 23 &5 88 125
Local share, capital

[ Ty J OO LS OO L B 5 SRR T L

Total local costs
(doltars) 1028 4% %2 130

52.6
41.9

51.1
45.2
28.5
16.7

2.1
18.8

Operating subsidy
I

1 All amounts are in millions annually.

* Person-trips rather than transit rides.

1 Based on rfeezing service at 28,700,000 bus and rail vehicle
miles annually (projected 1974 level).

¢+ Based on freezing fares at present and anticipated 1974
level (average 56 cents per trip). ; 3

& Based on replacing all over-age vehicles. A regional replace-
{;}e‘gl program started in mid-1974 would see first deliveries in

Of course, the cost—both to individ-
uals and to society as a whole—would be
much more severe if we provide no as-
sistance, if we “do nothing.”

As the five-county study concluded:

“The results shown, however, are indica-
tive of the problem that is faced if a
permanent solution to public transportation
service is to be found. Even a “freeze” on
service and fares will produce ever increas-
ing operating subsidies but still not arrest
the decline in ridership. If both the amount
of service provided and the number of frips
served are to be stabilized or made to grow,
substantial public transportation improve-
ment must be achieved.”

Only by providing Federal assistance,
through the bill before the House today
and through an opening up of the high-
way trust fund, can we provide our Na-
tion’s mass transit systems with the fi-
nancial breathing room to recover and
restore service to a level that can really
serve to counteract our urban problems
of congestion, pollution, and energy con-
sumption.

In addition, the funds provided by this
bill could—with local suppori—result
in significant expansions of mass and
rapid transit systems. The communities
which I represent in the eastern,Cuya-
hoga County, Lake County, and Geauga
County, Ohio, offer a remarkabls example
of areas in which rapid and mass transit
lines could be extended. The Five County
Study described at least three major ex-
tensions in this area that could service
tens of thousands of commuters each
day. For example, while there is some
debate on the priority of an extension of
the Shaker Heights Transit System, the
Five County Study concluded that it has
a high priority and is justified in light
of:

The opportunity for improved economic
viability of transit;
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The growing need for trafic relief in the
corridor;

Removal of the Clark Freeway from high-
way plans, placing increased emphasis on
transit improvement;

Ease and low cost of construction;

Tendency to balance passenger loadings
between the two Shaker branches,

Review of ridership potential for this alter-
native shows plainly that little gain can be
achieved unless park-ride connections with
I-271 are provided. The extension would little
expand walk-to-transit potential due to the
low residential densities, and surface street
access already is adeguate to the Green Road
park-ride facility, which is not quite fully
utilized. Direct linkage with the freeway, on
the other hand, would provide convenient
access from points near or beyond the next
interchanges in each direction and permit
attraction of significant new ridership.

While the connection between rapid and
I-271 is seen as vital to the extension, it also
is recognized that local area residents, par-
ticularly those living west of I-271 along
Shaker Boulevard, may oppose establishment
of a general traffic interchange between the
freeway and Shaker Boulevard. Such a high-
way traffic interchange is by no means re-
quired as part of the transit facility; conse-
quently this alternative is shown in the pre-
liminary engineering, which follows, as a
plan providing ramps connecting only to
transit parking.

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING

An extension of the Shaker Helghts Rapid
Transit, Shaker Boulevard Branch, easterly to
I-271 will enable transit riders to reach
& station directly from I-271.

Under this proposal, marked E-1 on the
drawings, the Shaker Branch will be extended
in the median of Shaker Boulevard from the
existing terminal at Green Road, to a station
and 1,500-space parking area located within
the median of Shaker Boulevard, immedi-
ately west of 1-271.

Ramps will be provided to allow both
northbound and southbound I-271 fraffic
to exit directly into the parking facility
and permit motorists to return to either
northbound or southbound I-271.

With this interchange configuration,
motorists could enter and exit into the
transit parking facility only; the inter-
change would not serve Shaker Boule-
vard. A possible plan for the interchange-
station area would relocate the eastbound
Shaker Boulevard roadway past the site,
as shown on the drawings.

A station, without parking, will also be
provided between Sulgrave Road and
Shakercrest Road, providing access to
both

Further possible extensions of the
transit line from I-271 could be located
along Gates Mills Boulevard, north or
south along I-271, or into future develop-
ments in the vicinity of I-271 and Shaker
Boulevard.

In addition to the right-of-way and
construction, $3,600,000 for additional
rolling stock is required. Thus total capi-
tal cost is approximately $12.9 million.

An extension of the Cleveland Transit
System East Side Rapid Transit line
through Euclid and toward Lake County
is described by the five-county study as
follows:

The present east side terminal of the CTS
rapid, at Windermere, Is well inside the ex-
tent of peak-hour congestion and not an
attractive site for park-ride or other major
access. Easterly extension could provide ex-
panded park-rtde capaclty. Improvad travel
times and direct no-transfer service to addi-
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tional significant destinations. Extension as
far as I-80 would offer potentially excellent
intermodal exchange. Assumption of termi-
nation there would permit uniform evalua-
tion in comparison with the Lakeland Free-
way Busway alternative. Further extension
may be warranted.

Right-of-way for such an extension ap-
pears readily available, and construction
problems should be sufficiently minimal as
to permit completion within the five-year
TDP period.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to com-
mend the committee for its action in
including provisions in this legislation
for “quasipublic development corpora-
tions.” As the committee report indi-
cates, this section seeks to encourage—

More socially, economically, and environ-
mentally sound patterns of land use in the
areas immediately adjacent to transit cor-
ridors and station sites. Your committee be-
lieves this section will help prevent hodge-
podge development and environmentally un-
sound land speculation along transit corri-
dors and near transit stations.

In 1970, I testified before the commit-
tee on the need to tie our transit de-
velopment plans to our plans for rural
development. A rapid transit route, care-
fully planned and supported by adequate
land use zoning, would be the best way
to insure orderly industrial, commercial,
and residential development of our ex-
panding suburbs, while also guarantee-
ing the preservation of necessary green
space and recreation land. I am hopeful
that numerous communities take advan-
tage of this provision incorporated in
this urban mass transit bill, so as to
bring about a greater degree of rational
urban development.

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 6452, the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1973.

We must use foresight in passing this
legislation today if we are to avoid the
accelerating problems we face tomorrow
in terms of growth of population, con-
gestion, pollution, a looming energy
shortage, and increasing deaths by auto-
mobiles.

The district which I represent is a mi-
crocosm of all these problems and more.
It will not be too long before my dis-
trict has the highest density of popula-
tion in the country, comparable only to
Hong Kong. Many communities across
the United States are in a similar po-
sition, and it is therefore necessary that
Congress enacts legislation which will
provide our citizens with alternative
forms of mass transit facilities.

In many areas, work has already be-
gun in attacking the problem. In the
southern part of my State, for example,
the Lindenwold-Philadelphia high-
speed line has proven a huge success,
and has demonstrated the fact that if
people are offered an alternate form of
transportation, they will make use of it.
Southern New Jersey commuters can
drive to the high-speed line, park their
cars and ride quickly and comfortably
to Philadelphia. They save themselves
time and money, as well as wear and
tear on their cars. By comparison, the
city of Philadelphia is relieved of addi-
tional congestion, pollution, and a strain
on limited parking facilities.

When the metro subway is completed
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in Washington and surrounding areas,
the situation will be similar. Maryland
and Virginia commuters will find it
more advantageous to leave their cars
at home and take the subway. The San
Francisco Bay area has recently in-
augurated a high-speed line to encour-
age commuters to leave their autos at
home.

I want to add that the Europeans, and
most particularly the Japanese, have
long ago begun providing mass transit
facilities for their people. We can do no
less for our own citizens.

I want to compliment the House
Banking and Currency Committee, and
the work of Congressman JosepPH
MinisH, for including a provision that
the handicapped and the elderly will
pay half fares or less during nonpeak
hours. The needs of these citizens are
oftentimes neglected, and this provision
will assure not only the assistance they
need, but help to defray operating costs
during nonpeak hours.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to pass the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1973. To delay this
legislation any longer will present us
with insurmountable problems in the
very near future.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in enthusiastic support for the Urban
Mass Transportation Assistance Act of
1973 (H.R. 6452). This legislation and a
similar Senate measure demonstrate
congressional recognition of the need for
a balanced transportation policy and the
importance of the Federal Government
in encouraging that balance. Up until
now our Federal transportation policies
have favored auto use through massive
aid for highways and tax breaks for auto
owners not available to mass transit
riders. These tax breaks alone cost the
Federal Government an estimated $1.4
billion in lost revenue in 1973. This en-
couragement for auto transportation has
been immensely successful, except for the
fact that we now find ourselves facing
three resulting crises; pollution, energy,
and urban transportation.

With the enactment of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 and its 1970
amendments, Congress indicated its
awareness of the need to assist our Na-
tion’s mass transit systems. As in the
past when Congress recognizes its respon-
sibility to support and encourage the
healthy development of an industry
which is so vital to the public good.
Funds were committed in these acts for
capital improvements, research, and
planning in mass transit, but at a rela-
tively low level compared to highway aid.

Since I first came to Congress in 1965,
I have been working vigorously to help
redress this imbalance through opening
up the Highway Trust Fund for mass
transit purposes at local option. Finally
this year, Congress enacted legislation
accepting this approach in principle but
phasing it in slowing over the next 3
fiscal years and limiting the aid to capi-
tal improvements only. Unfortunately,
it did not go as far as I had proposed,
but its adoption represents an important
victory in the cause of balancing high-
way needs against mass transit require-
ments.
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Despite this past and promised Fed-
eral assistance, mass transit systems in
large and small cities across the Nation
are in dire financial difficulty. This is an
industry with a serious problem: Those
who use its services are those who can
least afford to pay through the fare box
the kinds of increasing operating costs
which the industry is experiencing. Many
persons on medicare have a similar prob-
lem in regard to their premiums and the
Government’s answer is to subsidize such
health care costs. But the Federal Gov-
ernment up until now has resisted op-
erating subsidies for mass transit thus
leaving it up to State and local govern-
ments to fill the void in order to keep
transit fares at reasonable levels.

The alternatives for these governments
are not attractive: Raise fares, decrease
service and safety, which result in di-
minishing financial returns as more and
more riders opt for automobile transpor-
tation. Cities facing a deadline for com-
pliance with air quality standards, gaso-
line shortages, and traffic tieups can ill
afford such results. State and local gov-
ernment operating subsidies for mass
transit in 150 communities reached $513
million last year. Of these cities, those
which have provided funds to lower fares
and thereby encourage people to use
the transit facilities have been rewarded
by massive increases in ridership and a
certain financial stability in their
systems.

This is what happened in Atlanta
which dropped its fares from 40 cents
to 15 cents and increased patronage by
approximately 11 million passengers. San
Diego had a similar experience. Its sub-
sidy dropped fares from 40 cents to 25
cents which resulted in a 36-percent in-
crease in ridership. However, State and
local governments are reaching the limit
of their ability to take over and sub-
sidize their mass transit systems. The
problem is especially critical in small
communities where private transit com-
panies are failing at an alarming rate.
While in large urban areas like New York
City, part of which I represent, the de-
terioration of the existing mass transit
system, and the specter of a 50-t0-55-
cent fare in spite of a State-city com-
mitment of millions in operating sub-
sidies are indications of a growing crisis
with severe national consequences which
mandate Federal cooperation and sup-
port to save this public service industry.

So I believe Federal help in the form
of operating subsidies as provided in
H.R. 6453 is clearly necessary and justi-
fied. If we can accept the responsibility
of assisting mass transit for the good of
the Nation as a whole and redressing the
imbalance of our transportation policies
which have existed for years, then how
can we reject the most necessary kind
of aid—operating subsidies? One Member
of Congress noted that our present policy
of providing capital and planning assist-
ance without operating aid is like helping
someone buy a car but leaving him with-
out the necessary funds to pay for gas. A
relatively small Federal investment in
the operation of mass transit systems will
bring a large return, as Atlanta and San
Diego have discovered, in stabilizing an
industry which is a cornerstone of the
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solutions to our energy, pollution and
transportation problems.

H.R. 6452 as reported by the House
Banking and Currency Committee for the
first time offers Federal operating assist-
ance, but at a modest level of $400 mil-
lion in 1974 and a like amount in 1975.
Capital assistance and planning pro-
grams are also provided for in this legis-
lation, but they have already been en-
acted into law with my vigorous support
in the Federal Aid to Highway Act of
1973—Public Law 93-83. There are safe-
guards in H.R. 6452 designed to insure
that this subsidy money will produce the
desired results: A healthy mass transit
industry as well as service for the public
good. To see to it that all communities in
need receive their fair share of subsidy
money, the allocation of grants is based
on & three-part formula: Population of
the area served, number of passengers
carried, and total revenue vehicle miles
traveled.

The formula, the committee has noted,
will encourage progressive and responsi-
ble management since improving service
and increasing ridership will bring grant-
ees more Federal aid. State and local
bodies eligible for grants under this pro-
gram would be required to submit to the
Secretary of Transportation a compre-
hensive mass transportation service im-
provement program designed to enhance
service, and place the grantees operations
on & sound business and financial basis.
They would also be encouraged to in-
clude plans to provide disincentives for
the use of the automobile in heavily con-
gested urban centers. Thus HR. 6452
seeks to work hand in hand with the
Clear Air Act of 1970.

To further emphasize the Government
interest in the public service aspect of
this industry, grantees must allow the
elderly—those 62 and over—and the
handicapped to travel on half-fares dur-
ing nonpeak hours. This requirement is
of immense importance to our urban
elderly and disabled poor.

H.R. 6452 also recognizes the need for
participation by the public and interested
local parties in mass transit planning.
The bill provides for the establishment
of mass transportation advisory councils
made up of representatives of the gen-
eral public, the business and professional
community, the labor force, community
organizations, and affected local govern-
ments. These councils will review mass
transit policies and decisions and pro-
vide a vitally necessary input into trans-
portation planning.

In conclusion, H.R. 6452 offers an in-
telligent approach to a critical problem
and deserves the support of all of us
who are concerned about maintaining
the health of our urban areas, fighting
pollution, relieving the energy crisis, and
insuring the mobility of our society, espe-
cially the poor, the old, and the handi-
capped. I urge passage of HR. 6452 as a
vital step toward a balanced Federal
transportation policy.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
register my enthusiastic support of the
Urban Mass Transportation Assistance
Act of 1973 and to urge my colleagues to
resist attempts to limit or weaken this
vital and long-overdue legislation.
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It is significant that today marks the
first occasion on which the House has
had an opportunity to vote on legislation
specifically designed to provide operating
assistance for urban mass transportation.
Just this week, the Senate for the fifth
time in the last 4 years voted approval
of such a program. Further delay or in-
action by this body would be deplorable.

In its report last February, the Joint
Economic Committee asserted:

The arguments for restricting direct mass
transportation aid to capital expenses are
without basis. Furthermore, a grant to sub-
sldize capital but not operating expenses en-
courages wasteful, premature replacement,
overcapitalization of technology and inade-

quate maintenance, which are likely to be
extremely costly.

No one argues the fact that more and
more bus and rail transit systems
throughout the Nation are threatened
with bankruptcy. As these systems go
under, more and more automobiles are
added to the steady stream that is al-
ready choking our cities. Those systems
which remain in operation are forced to
raise their fares time and again, result-
ing in a decline in total riders and higher
daily transportation costs for lower in-
come workers, who already are being
cruelly hit with the penalties of inflation.

Opponents of this legislation argue,
however, that the plight of urban mass
transportation is a local problem that
must be met with local resources. That
is tantamount to saying that the Fed-
eral Government has no obligation to
help save the Nation’s cities and I reject
that assertion totally.

Modern, safe, convenient, and eco-
nomical mass transit is the lifeline of our
urban centers. A viable metropolitan
economy depends on it. No effort to im-
prove the quality of our air can succeed
without it. And the costs involved just
are too great for the States and locali-
ties to bear alone.

The funding levels authorized in the
bill before us are modest, perhaps too
modest, and I will support efforts to in-
crease them. At the same time, I realize
that the political situation is such that
the figures contained in the bill—$400
million in each fiscal year 1974 and fiscal
year 1975—may be the best we can
achieve. The key accomplishment, in my
judegment, is to ret the principle of Fed-
eral support for operating expenses en-
acted into law.

This legislation will provide valuable
and timely assistance to New York City,
which is faced with raising its transit
fares just to maintain the admittedly
inadequate levels of mass transit service.
The voters of New York are also being
asked to approve a State $3.5 billion
transportation bond issue, which in-
cludes mass transit funds. The bill before
us today represents just one element in
what must be a total commitment in-
volving government at all levels and if
the administration believes in its own
rhetoric about forging new partnerships
with the States and localities, it should
be behind this bill.

At the appropriate time, Mr. Chairman,
I intend to offer amendments to add
emphasis on safety to the criteria for
local mass transit plans as required by
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this legislation. I urge support for those
amendments and for the bill.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I in-
tend to support and I very earnestly hope
that this pending bill, H.R. 6452, the
Urban Mass Transit Assistance Act of
1973, is overwhelmingly adopted, in the
public interest, by the House this
afternoon.

The basic purpose of this measure is to
attempt to deal, as effectively as possible
with the very critical problems of pollu-
tion, congestion, and the energy crisis.

This purpose is to be achieved by ex-
tending Federal assistance to our Na-
tion’s mass transit systems for the oper-

“ation of these systems and not for their
capital needs. The evidence presented
here today emphatically shows that the
crisis in mass transit extends beyond the
borders of big cities and large metro-
politan areas into smaller and more me-
dium size cities, like my own home com-
munity in Worcester, Mass. In these
comparatively smaller cities, the operat-
ing deficits are greatest and the transit
problem is therefore the more urgent.

It is quite clear, from all the available
facts and testimony, that improved mass
transit is absolutely essential to the ac-
complishment of our local and country-
wide objective of reducing private auto
traffic and its accompanying congesticn
and pollution. If that objective is not
attained, it is obvious that there will
result the most severe economic conse-
quences for the Nation as a whole.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is very per-
tinent, in our deliberations here, to point
out that experience and the record dem-
onstrate that operating aid to mass
transit systems does, in fact, result in
increased ridership, lower fares, stable
or declining deficits, and improved serv-
ice. Many examples of the success of
transit operating subsidies, such as those
in San Diego, Tulsa, Aflanta, and other
places have been recited here this
afternoon.

It should also be noted, Mr. Chair-
man, that this bill contains provisions of
safeguard against any misuse of this
Federal aid because of the formula that
is involved and the performance require-
ments of increased ridership, improved
scheduling, equipment upgrading, and
substantially improved service.

Another very important feature of
this measure is the section that responds
to the 1971 White House Conference on
Aging declaration that it should be Fed-
eral policy to increase transportation
services for the elderly and the handi-
capped. Because of the serious lack of
currently adequate intercity transporta-
tion, the elderly and the handicapped are
too often practically forced to forgo
necessary shopping, seeing their doctors,
visiting relatives, going to senior citi-
zen centers, and attending other social
activities that enlarge and enrich their
later years.

Therefore, by the adoption of this bill,
with its provision of reduced rates cur-
ing nonpeak hours, very great numbers
of elderly and handicapped persons in
this country will be substantially bene-
fited and enabled to more fully partici-
pate in the activities and programs that
make their special time of life more
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bearable and productive, as it ought to
be

In substance, Mr. Chairman, the pro-
posed funding in this bill is modest, in-
deed, in view of its objectives and the
urgency involved is imperative. The pro-
jected plan will undoubtedly provide
more efficient, economical, and conven-
ient mass transit service and eventually
it will place mass transit on a stable
financial basis. Therefore, I most earn-
estly urge the House to resoundingly ap-
prove this bill in the national interest.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman,
there are several major problems with
H.R. 6452, the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Assistance Act of 1973. First, why
should taxpayers of the 17th Congres-
sional District of Ohio help subsidize the
staggering urban mass transit deficits of
New York, Boston, and Philadelphia?
This bill would do just that. New York
City would need one-third of the bill's
authorization of $400 million for operat-
ing subsidies to cover last year's deficit
alone. I 'can see this program easily
mushrooming into a billion-dollar-a-
vear program. We cannot afford pro-
grams like these if we are serious about
cutting Government spending and
putting a stop to inflation.

Second, is this the best way to help
develop better urban mass transporta-
tion systems? This bill would appear to
benefit the huge cities such as New York
and Chicago while smaller municipali-
ties would not benefit proportionately.
Additionally, the bill would give more
power and responsibility to Washington
by giving the Secretary of Transporta-
tion powers to design criteria for evalu-
ating local transportation systems. Many
of the problems that a local transporta-
tion system faces are unique to that sys-
tem. A more sensible approach to al-
leviating the mass transportation prob-
lem may be to return some of the Fed-
eral Government's taxing power to the
States in order that they may find their
own solutions. Sending a problem to
Washington, D.C., often leads to further
problems, more bureaucracy, and higher
taxes.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Assistance Act of 1973. As one who
has actively worked on similar legisla-
tion to provide Federal support for ur-
ban transit facilities, I sincerely appre-
ciate the work of the committee in get-
ting this legislation onto the floor for a
vote.

As a New Yorker, I am vitally aware
of the importance of this legislation to
our Nation’s cities. For some time, many
of us in the Congress have been trying
to get through legislation like this to
provide Federal operating subsidies for
mass transit facilities on the grounds
that improved mass transportation will
benefit all the people, not only transit
users. Fortunately, more and more peo-
ple in and out of Congress are beginning
to realize that an effective mass transit
system will help to combat some of the
problems that beset all of our people,
problems like pollution, the energy crisis,
and congestion and accidents on our
highways.
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The Urban Mass Transit Act which we
are considering authorizes $800 million
over a 2-year period in transit operat-
ing subsidies. This provision represents
a breakthrough which will unquestion-
ably help to lower transit fares, improve
services, and thus encourage expanded
use of transit facilities, Since 1950, there
has been a steady decline in virtually
every American city in transit ridership.
If this decline continues—and I feel it
will without Federal operating subsi-
dies—our cities are headed for real dis-
aster, not only environmentally, but in
terms of meeting their everyday needs
through an effective intraurban trans-
portation mode. For a very long time, we
have been concerned with moving goods
and people between urban and rural
areas, and our present transportation
systems effectively deal with this need.
However, we have seriously neglected a
problem equally as important, and that
is, moving goods and people within our
urban and suburban areas, where the
majority of our populace now resides.
It is time that we revised our transporta-
tion policies to recognize this need, and
I feel that the bill we are considering to-
day makes a significant step forward in
that direction.

Over the past months, we have all been
made acutely aware of the energy crisis
that exists in our country today. Unde-
niably, our energy shortage has been ag-
gravated by the enormous amounts of
fuel wasted by the overuse of the auto-
mobile. Encouraged use of mass transit
facilities, made possible by the operating
subsidies in this bill, will help us to cut
down on gasoline consumption and con-
serve energy for other pressing demands,
like heating our homes this winter. This
is a concern which faces not only urban
areas, but the country as a whole.

I would like to stress that the operating
subsidies in this bill are not a mere hand-
out. They represent an incentive for sys-
tems to increase their patronage; grants
would be made available only if a sys-
tem produces a comprehensive plan for
improved service.

It is imperative that the House pass
this measure by a margin significant
enough to convince the President that a
veto would be overridden. It is no secret
that the administration opposes this hill
and would like to fall back on its own
1974 budget proposals for funding mass
transit. It should be noted, however, that
the administration’s proposal would allo-
cate only 6 cents of every transportation
dollar for mass transit, with 571 cents
going to our highways. In view of our
current energy, environmental, and
highway congestion problems, the Con-
gress must act to reorder our transporta-
tion priorities. I urge my colleagues to
join with me in supporting the Urban
Mass Transportation Assistance Act of
1973 if we are to truly balance our trans-
portation policy and meet this country’s
transportation needs.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Assistance Act (H.R. 6452). I be-
lieve the authorization of $400 million in
each of the next 2 fiscal years for oper-
ating assistance grants to State and local
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public transportation bodies and agencies
tc be in the best interests of our cities
and our Nation.

The operating subsidy provision of this
bill will be made available to applicants
who have submitted to the Sec_retary of
Transportation a comprehensive mass
transportation service improvement
plan. These 100 percent grants would be
awarded according to a formula based on
a population of the area served by the
mass transit system, the number of rev-
enue passengers carried, and the num-
ber of revenue vehicle miles traveled.
The Banking and Currency Committee
report points out that dwindling revenues
in passengers, coupled with rising costs
and fares have made “the public transit
crisis national in scope.”

Particularly important in this bill is an
fnerease in the special mass transit serv-
ices available to the elderly and handi-
capped. The bill will require that mass
transit systems receiving funds provide
half-fares for such persons during non-
peak hours. The American Association
of Retired Persons and the National Re-
tired Teachers Association support this
legislation. They cite an analysis pre-
pared by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
ranking transportation as one of the
largest expenditures in the average re-
tired couple’s budget, accounting for 8.9
cents out of every dollar. The only cate-
gories with larger expenditures were food,
housing, and medical care. Transporta-
tion, however, is important not only be-
cause of its expense, but also because of
the dependence of so many other activi-
ties on transportation services. The el-
derly, in particular, are faced with the
great burden of inadequate intercity
transportation.

Mass transportation in urban areas
can provide relief from the energy crisis,
from automobile-caused air pollution,
and from the congestion of the cities.
Automobiles, whose manufacture and
operation account for more than a fifth
of all the energy consumed in the United
States, are a luxury we can no longer af-
ford. The Highway Action Coalition
states that if we could shift one-fourth
of urban travel in major mertopolitan
areas from private automobiles to public
transportation, we could expect to save
nearly a million barrels of petroleum a
day by 1980.

Automobile-caused air pollution has
become a major health hazard in many
cities. The Environmental Protection
Agency issued a report stating that in
order to meet the Federal Clean Air Act
air quality standards by 1977 at least 26
metropolitan areas in 22 States would
have to reduce automobile usage in order
to meet the minimum standards re-
quired under the law and for human
health.

This is not the time to defer the vig-
orous pursuit of an effective public trans-
portation system. Accordingly, I urge my
colleagues to support this important
measure.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in wholehearted support of H.R.
6452—a bill that would provide Federal
subsidies to help to defray the operating
costs of mass transit systems.
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There is no question that this bill
would be of enormous assistance to New
York City and would provide us approxi-
mately $100,000 for the next 2 years. We
have a desperate need in our city for im-
proved subway services—a need felt not
only by those who have to contend daily
with hot, crowded, and inconvenient
service, but those who have to contend
with the effects of car use prompted by
poor subway service. Reducing traffic
would cut down on air pollution and noise
pollution and the cost of keeping our
roads and highways in good repair.

The significance of this bill is not,
however, restricted to New York City
alone. It is clear that we as a nation
must make a commitment to mass transit
and this bill is the first substantial step
in that regard.

We cannot seriously deal with the
energy crisis affecting us as a country
unless we can substantially reduce the
use of cars—and the only way to do this
is to provide as an alternative convenient,
prompt, and pleasant mass transit facili-
ties. Our failure to make such a national
commitment to mass transit would be in
effect to bury our heads in the sand and
ignore the disastrous consequences that
will follow from the failure to reduce
the use of gasoline and oil and the gen-
eration of air pollution by automobiles.

In addition, we as a nation must make
a commitment to the well-being of our
city. Over 70 percent of our population
resides in urban areas. Failure to ad-
dress the needs of our urban population
would lead to a deterioration of these
areas. I hardly need to remind my col-
leagues of the tax dollars contributed by
the largest cities of this country and
other urban areas, and the very small
return that they receive in the national
budget. This bill is not a money grab by
cities, but simply a recognition of the
national need to support mass transit as
well as fairness to the taxpayers of the
cities of this Nation.

I do, however, have a minor reserva-
tion about H.R. 6452. It makes no provi-
sion for public hearings by mass transit
agencies or local governments when they
seek to change routes or mass transit
service in such a way as to affect sub-
stantially the users of the facilities. We
have recognized the importance of public
hearings in the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1964 as well as in the Fed-
eral Highway Act. Congress has under-
stood in those acts that the public is en-
titled a voice in decisions affecting them
directly. Clearly those people who use
mass transit facilities on a daily basis
would be affected by fare increases and
major changes in routes or service. I re-
gret indeed that there is no provision in
this bill that takes this matter into ac-
count. In every other respect, however,
it is an exceedingly important bill and
I urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for time.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, we have
no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN., Pursuant to the rule,
the Clerk will now read the bill by sec-
tions.

The Clerk read as follows:
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act
may be cited as the “Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Assistance Act of 1973".

ASSISTANCE FOR OPERATING EXPENSES

SEc. 2. (a) Section 3(a) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 is amended by
inserting Immediately after the second
sentence the following new sentence: “The
Secretary is also authorized, on such terms
and conditions as he may prescribe, to make
grants to assist States and local public bodies
and agencies thereof in the payment of oper=-
ating expenses incurred in connection with
the provision of mass transportation service
in urban areas, allocating any funds made
available for assistance under this sentence-
among the varlous State and local public
bodies and agencies thereof in the manner
provided in subsection (g): Provided, That
no assistance shall be provided under this
sentence to any State or local public body
or agency thereof unless the applicant agrees
and gives satisfactory assurances, in such
manner and form as may be required by the
Becretary and in accordance with such terms
and conditions as the Secretary may pre=-
scribe, that the rates charged elderly and
handicapped persons during nonpeak hours
for transportation utilizing or involving the
facilities and equipment financed with such
assistance will not exceed one-half of the
rates generally applicable to other persons,
whether the operation of such facilities and
equipment is by the applicant or is by
another entity under lease or otherwise.”

(b) SBection 3(c)(2) of such Act is amend-
ed by Inserting “(including grants for pay-
ment of operating expenses)' after “project
grants”.

(c) Section 3 of such Act is futher amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsections:

“(f) No financial assistance shall be pro-
vided to any State or local public body or
agency thereof for payment of operating
expenses incurred in connection with the
provision of mass transportation service
unless the applicant State or public body or
agency has submitted to the Secretary a
comprehensive mass transportation service
improvement plan which is approved by him
and which sets forth a program meeting cri-
teris established by the Secretary for capital
or service improvements to be undertaken
for the purpose of providing more efficient,
economical, and convenient mass transpor-
tation service in the urban area or areas
involved, and for placing mass transporta-
tions operations In such area or areas on a
sound financial basis.

“{g) The funds made available for assist-
ance in the payment of operating expenses
under the third sentence of subsection (a)
for any fiscal year shall be allocated by the
Becretary among the various BStates and
local public bodies and agencies thereof
{(without regard to sectlon 15) on the basis
of a formula under which the urbanized
areas of eligible applicants in any State will
be entitled to receive an amount equal to
the sum of—

“(1) one-third of the total amount so
allocated multiplied by a fraction the nu-
merator of which is the total population
of the urbanized areas of eligible applicants
in that particular State, and the denomi-
nator of which is the total population of the
urbanized areas of eligible applicants in all
the States;

“(2) one-third of the total amount so
allocated multiplied by a fraction the nu-
merator of which is the total number of
revenue passengers carried by mass trans-
portation systems in the urbanized areas
of eligible applicants in that particular
State and the denominator of which is the
total number of such passengers carried by
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mass transportation systems in the urban-
ized areas of eligible applicants In all the
States: and

**(3) one-third of the total amount s0
allocated multiplied by a fraction the nu-
merator of which is the total mass trans-
portation revenue vehicle miles traveled in
the urbanized areas of eligible applicants
in that particular State and the denomi-
nator of which is the total mass transpor-
tation revenue vehicle miles traveled in the
urbanized areas of eligible applicants In all
the States.”

(d) (1) Section 4 of such Act s amended
by redesignating subsection (d) as subsec-
tion (e), and by inserting after subsection
(c) the following new subsection:

“(d) To finance grants to assist States
and local public bodles and agencies thereof
in the payment of operating expenses under
the third sentence of sectlon 3(a), there is
authorized to ) e appropriated not to exceed
$400,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1974, and $400,000,000 for the flscal year
ending June 30, 1975. Any amount so appro-
priated shall remain avallable until ex-
pended; and any amount authorized but
not appropriated for either such fiscal year
may be appropriated for any succeeding fis-
cal year.”

(2) The first sentence of section 4(c) of
such Act is amended by Iinserting after
“under sections 3, 7(b), and 9 of this Act”
the following: “(other than grants made
under the third sentence of section 3(a))™.

(e) Section 12 of such Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(f) The provision of assistance for the
payment of operating expenses under the
third sentence of section 3(a) shall not be
construed as bringing within the applica-
tion of chapter 15 of title 5, United States
Code, any nonsupervisory employee of an
urban mass transportation system (or of
any other agency or entity performing re-
lated functions) to whom such chapter is
otherwise inapplicable.”

Mr. PATMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that section 2 of the bill be considered as
read, printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WYLIE

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WyrLie: Page 1,
strike out line 5 and all that follows there-
after through page 5, line 18.

Redesignate the succeeding sections ac-
cordingly.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is obvious on the face of it,
and I think we have probably debated it
sufficiently during the debate on the rule
so that I do not believe I will need to take
the full 5 minutes.

What my amendment would do, of
course, is to strike the section dealing
with operating subsidies. It is not fair to
say that there is not any money provided
for urban mass transportation over and
beyond operating subsidies. It is not ac-
curate to suggest that if the operating
subsidies section is knocked out, there
will be nothing left for urban mass trans-
portation.

There will still be Federal assistance
for urban mass transportation for cap-
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ital grants. The amount of subsidy for
urban mass transportation other than
for operating subsidies is increased from
$3.1 billion to $6.1 billion. That is a sub-
stantial amount of money. By the same
token, there is added to this bill an oper-
ating subsidies provision which would
provide another $800 million in subsidies
to local subdivisions. There is some in-
consistency in that we have already pro-
vided an additional $3.1 billion for cap-
ital grants and now we add an additional
$800 million for operating subsidies.

I think the amendments are counter-
productive because the money for each
program will be coming out of the same
pocket: the general revenue fund, and
there is only so much to go around.

I think what we need to do is provide
the system first and then say to cifies
and municipalities, “It is up to you to
operate it efficiently. We will try to help
you with your capital grant program,
since this will be your first major out-
lay as far as urban mass transportation
is concerned.” Besides, the $800 million
has never been budgeted.

I pointed out during the course of the
debate on the rule that there is an in-
consistency as to how the operating sub-
sidy money is going to be distributed. It
is allocated according to a formula in
one place, and then in the last section
of the bill there is a suggestion that the
Secretary of Transportation provide
some sort of criterion on his own with
only a general suggestion as to how that
criterion is to be established.

The fact is that the Government ought
to be getting out of the categorical grant-
in-aid program and there have been
moves in that direction, which is another
reason why we should not have another
categorical grant-in-aid program
through the urban mass transportation
bill.

As I said earlier, I am a strong sup-
porter of urban mass transportation, and
I supported the increase in the capital
grant program to 80 percent Federal
money and 20 percent local contribution.
I believe this is the right approach to
the problem, and I favored opening
highway trust funds for that purpose.

By the formula in this bill we are en-
couraging inefficiency of operation, it
seems to me, of urban mass transporta-
tion systems. We will not be saying, “It
is up to you to provide some sort of ef-
ficient method of operating your transit
system. If people need to provide funds
at the local level they will more likely
provide that they be used more effi-
ciently.”

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BrLAackBURN) mentioned Atlanta and the
fact that the local citizens voted a levy
for operating subsidies. We did the same
thing in Columbus, Ohio. We provided
a local tax levy, which the people voted
on themselves for the purchase of the
Columbus Transit System and for the
operation of that system.

I believe that by section 2 we would
penalize cities which have gone ahead
on their own to try to provide their own
operating subsidies. I would respectfully
suggest that Members should support
this amendment I have offered as a re-
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sponsible vote with reference to operat-
ing subsidies.

Mr. YOUNG of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WYLIE. I am glad to yield to the
genteman from Georgia.

Mr. YOUNG of Georgia. I should like
to read very briefly from a telegram I
received from the Metropolitan Atlanta
Rapid Transit Authority, which says:

We understand that the House of Repre-
sentatives will consider later this week a
transit operating ald bill designed to pro-
vide operating funds to transit agencies in-
curring an operating deficit. Under the for-
mula in the bill as introduced, over the 2-
year life of the bill, MARTA would receive ap-
proximately $3.9 million per year or a total
of $7.8 million, which could be applied
against the annual deficit of $12 million.

The telegram goes on. I just use this
to illustrate that in spite of the fact that
we voted in a 1-cent sales tax and in
spite of the fact that there has been a
tremendous increase in ridership there is
still a need for some kind of Federal
operating subsidy.

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

This amendment plainly would gut
the bill. We went through this during
the debate on the rule.

The amendment would strike out the
operating subsidy and there would be
nothing left in the bill.

Let me say that it seems the people on
this side of the aisle have more faith
in the administration than the Members
on the other side. There are plenty of
safeguards in the bill. The Secretary of
Transportation has the authority to deal
with subsidies any way he wants. If tran-
sit systems do not measure up to what he
thinks ought to be done they will not
get any money. So it is a fallacy to say
that this money is going to be wasted.

I hope the amendment will be defeated.

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

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

Mr. WYLIE. The gentleman indicates
in his opinion this amendment would
completely gut the bill. There is a provi-
sion in the bill for $6.1 billion in sub-
sidies for capital grants, is there not?

Mr. MINISH. That has been taken care
of in the highway bill.

Mr. WYLIE. I do not understand. What
does the gentleman mean when he says
that has been taken care of in the high-
way bill? Is this in lieu of what has al-
ready been authorized in the highway
bill?

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield so that I may ask the
gentleman from Texas another question?

Mr. MINISH. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I was re-
ferring to page 6 of this bill which says:

INCREASE IN BASIC ASSISTANCE
AUTHORITY

The Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1064 is amended by striking out £3,100,000,-
000" * * * and inserting in Ilieu thereof
*$6,100,000,000.”

What is authorized by that language?
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, if I may
be recognized to respond to the question,
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that already has been done in the high-
way bill enacted by this House. That basic
authorization for UMTA was increased
in that highway bill by $3 billion, as
mentioned by the gentleman.

Mr. WYLIE. Then why is this section
in this bill? Is the gentleman going to
offer an amendment to strike it out?

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, this bill
was reported out before the highway bill
was completed. The gentleman is on the
subcommittee.

Mr. WYLIE. Is the gentleman going to
offer an amendment to strike the $6.1
billion language on page 6?

Mr. MINISH. The gentleman is correct.

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

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to make a couple of observations be-
yvond my earlier remarks in connection
with the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Ohio.

It has been argued that the question
of capital grants or assistance for capi-
tal improvements of mass transit sys-
tems has been provided for in the high-
way trust fund bill. I voted against the
diversion of the highway trust fund
moneys on the grounds that in my esti-
mation it was an inappropriate way to
provide assistance to communities that
were suffering escalating costs under
their various urban mass transit pro-

grams.

Under the highway trust fund bill, it
struck me that we created that trust fund
with moneys raised from the users for a
clearly stated objective and that the word
“trust” meant what I was brought up to

believe it meant. If there were surplus
moneys there, the taxes should have been
reduced.

To contemplate subsidizing the defi-
cits in our mass transit systems by di-
verting money from the highway trust
fund seems to me to place a dispropor-
tionate burden of taxation on many
people who can ill afford it, including
many people who are dependent upon
the utilization of their automobiles to
get to and from work.

I believe that since we cannot raise
moneys for our urban mass transit sys-
tems through the user tax approach,
then the appropriate alternative is to
contemplate raising those moneys from
general revenue, and in that connection
I submitted to the Subcommittee on
Mass Transit of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency a bill entitled HR.
6432, which would have done exactlv
that.

Mr. Chairman, I believe anyone at the
local level who has had any experience
in dealing with the Federal Government
will readily testify to the fact that they
would like to be free from many of the
regulations, guidelines, and controls that
go with the acceptance of many of our
Federal programs in the categorical
grants-in-aid category.

I believe, in addition to that, that they
will tell us that the idea of block grants
for capital improvements is something
which they can live with and, in fact,
would prefer themselves, at least most of
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them. Major exceptions are those pecu-
liar areas touched upon earlier in debate,
where they are running major deficits
through inefficiencies, political consider-
ations, or to preserve patronage havens.

Under these circumstances, I would
urge my colleagues to join in support of
the responsible amendment offered by
the gentleman from Ohio.

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

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on Tran-
sit indicated that the bill had some safe-
guards in it. I wonder if the gentleman
would answer a question concerning the
bill.

Can the gentleman tell me what those
safeguards are or what discretion we can
give to the Secretary of Transportation
with respect to paying the $400 million
in operating subsidies?

At the top of page 3 it states:

{f) No financial assistance shall be pro-
vided to any State or local public body or
agency thereof for payment of operating
expenses incurred in connection with the
provision of mass transportation service un-
less the applicant State or public bedy or
agency has submitted to the Secretary a com-
prehensive mass transportation service im-

provement plan which is approved by
nms. ..

I can go on, but I think the gentleman
can read it. It sets forth the criteria quite
clearly, and I think it is a proper safe-
guard.

So your position is that the submis-
sion of a plan is some sort of guarantee
of good service?

Mr. MINISH. Well, it is up to the Sec-
retary of Transportation to decide
whether it is good service or not. He
would make the final decision.

Mr. FRENZEL. Is the gentleman aware
that the Secretary said that this was a
fairly difficult thing for him to do and
that he was on record before our sub-
committee and in writing and to other
Members that this placed a burden on
him that seemed to be difficult.

Mr. MINISH. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FRENZEL. I do yield.

Mr. MINISH. I am not privy to con-
versations with the Secretary that the
gentleman may have; but let me say this
for myself, I have complete faith in the
Secretary, and I am sure he can handle
the problem.

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

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from New York (Mr.
WOLFF) .

Mr. WOLFF. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

According to the statement the gentle-
man made, the Secretary says that he is
unable to handle this work himself. I
think we ought to get a Secretary who
can.

Mr. YOUNG of Georgia. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. FRENZEL. I will be glad to yield
to the distinguished gentleman from
Georgia.

Mr. YOUNG of Georgia. In yesterday’s
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Wall Street Journal there was an article
on the growing clamor for transit sub-
sidies which says:

It is understood that the new Secretary,
Claude S. Brinegar and other department
officials recently sought White House back-
ing for some kind of transit aid program,
too, but without success.

What we are getting here is political
considerations and not those of the De-
partment of Transportation or of the
needs of the American people.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle-
man for his contribution.

Mr. Chairman, I think the point I am
trying to make is we are loading onto
the Administrator of the UMTA, and ul-
timately the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Transportation, a determination
as to whether our local transit plans are
all right or not all right. That, of course,
is counter to the theory of the advisory
council.

There is nothing in the operating sub-
sidy portion that guarantees that service
will be improved one bit and that routes
will be improved 1 inch.

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

Mr. FRENZEL. I will not yield. I have
yielded all afternoon.

I support the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Ohio, because the
operating subsidy obviously gives noth-
ing. If we want something for our tran-
sit dollar, we ought to improve the fa-
cilities through the capital grant pro-
gram or we ought to spend more money
on research and develop viable alterna-
tives which the public will choose in a
clear choice against the other alterna-
tives. This section does nothing except
subsidize systems which are losers today
and which are obsolete in their facil-
ities and which are likely to be losers
tomorrow.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, earlier in
this season the Democrats were bleed-
ing all over the House floor in protest
to the delegation of congressional pow-
ers to the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment. Now you are castigating execu-
tive branch officials because they do not
want to make interpretations and take
actions that are not clear under the
law. You want to pile on the executive
branch of the Government the power to
do anything. When are you Democrats
going to stop bleeding at every pore over
delegations of power to the executive
branch and erosion of powers of Con-
gress? You cannot have it both ways.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from Iowa for his
contribution.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Wyrie) and because I
believe, as the distinguished subcom-
mittee chairman says, it does gut the
bill and I believe the bill richly deserves
to be gutted.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
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and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr, WYLIE).

Mr. Chairman, there may have been
some understandable confusion with
respect to this bill and the extent to
which it does or does not duplicate mat-
ters already contained in the Highway
Act which Congress passed earlier this
year.

Like the gentleman from Illinois, I
opposed any large diversions from the
highway trust fund for the purpose of
subsidizing mass ftransit operations. I
did so for a very simple reason. I do not
believe that there are sufficient moneys
in the highway trust fund to care ade-
quately for both our highway needs and
our mass transit needs. And yet I sup-
ported mass transit assistance. We in-
cluded in that highway legislation a
provision of $3 billion in additional au-
thorization out of the general revenues
to assist in matching grants for mass
transit capital investments. We did not
include in that legislation any provision
for operating subsidies. And if operat-
ing subsidies were to be stricken from
this bill, as the gentleman from Ohio
proposes in his amendment, then it does
seem to me that this bill would be ren-
dered meaningless. So that is the ques-
tion to decide.

It occurs to me that we can decide it
right now with regard to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Ohio.

I oppose that amendment, Mr. Chair-
man, for several reasons which I con-
sider very valid. First of all, because of
the energy shortage in this country.
There are known domestic petroleum
reserves to last us for less than 20 years
in the United States, at our present rate
of consumption. And that rate is in-
creasing daily. We practically double
our energy consumption in the United
States every 10 years. The private auto-
mobile is among the most conspicuous
reasons. One generation ago, less than
half of America’s families owned auto-
mobiles. Today more than half own two
or more. Our 200 million people today
possess 114 million automobile vehicles.
That is more than one for each two
Americans.

Unless we provide some viable and at-
tractive alternative to induce people in
the larger cities to leave their automo-
biles at home and utilize public trans-
portation, we face a severe energy crisis
which within a very few years may place
this country at the economic mercy of
the governments of the Middle East.

The second reason which I think au-
gers very strongly for our enactment of
this bill, and against the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ohio, is
that, unless we do provide some attrac-
tive alternative to induce and entice the
American city dweller to utilize mass
transit facilities, not only the ambient
air quality of our cities but the quality of
life itself in our cities will continue to
deteriorate very rapidly.

So, as one who supported the highway
bill, and as one who opposed the diver-
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sion of highway trust funds for mass
transit, I just want to go on record as
saying that I think we do need to support
mass transit. We face the necessity, if
public transportation is to be viable, of
finding some way to assist in making
its rates attractive enough for people
to ride it. Obviously, it cannot pay for it-
self on the basis of the present ridership
in most American cities. Apparently it
will not in the future unless we make
service more attractive and/or reduce
rates. Evidently we cannot do that unless
there is some sort of operating subsidy
from some source.

Every major nation in Europe subsi-
dizes public mass transportation in its
large cities. I know of only one big
metropolitan system on the North Amer-
ican continent that is reported to be
paying for itself on its current opera-
tions out of the fare box, and that is
the one in Montreal.

The magnificent system that has been
created in the bay area of California
is providing excellent service, but it is
not paying for itself.

Now, if this is a national need and if
there is a national imperative to try to
attract people to utilize public transpor-
tation in the cities to relieve those cities
of the glut, the fumes, and the noise of
traffic, and the debilitation to human
life that occurs therefrom, then I sup-
pose we should just as well face up to it
today and support this bill. And if the
Members have a tendency to support the
bill then it occurs to me that the Mem-
bers must vote against the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ohio. If
that amendment should be adopted, then
there would be little, if anything, left in
the bill in the way of new initiative.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I
include a copy of a letter which I have
received from the National League of
Cities and the U.S. Conference of May-
ors which further elaborates upon these
facts:

NatioNaL LEAGUE oF CITIES,
U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS,
Washington, D.C., October 2, 1873.
Hon. James C. WRIGHT,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAR CONGRESSMAN WRIGHT: The Natlonal
League of Cities and the U.8S. Conference of
Mayors, on behalf of more than 15,000 mu-
nicipalities throughout the nation, commend
your continued support for an immediate
program of federal operating assistance for
mass transit. As you know, state and local
governments are subsidizing mass transit
systems by more than $500 million annually.

The financial crisis In operating costs comes
at a time when cities are now confronted with
significant new demands for expanded and
improved mass transit service. For example,
the proposed EPA regulations mandating
transportation controls in 36 metropolitan
areas will force major reductions in automo-
bile usage. Because these controls are aimed
at commuters, this will increase peak hour
demand. Capital and operating costs will rise,
as cities bear the burden of meeting the fed-
eral clean alr requirements. The energy crisis
is another factor leading to greater demands
for mass transit. One-half of every barrel of
domestic crude oll goes for gasoline to power
autos and trucks. Each conventional bus can
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carry enough passengers to replace twenty or
more automobiles.

The demands for mass transit will increase,
and the resultant operating costs will soar.
Federal operating assistance is needed imme-
diately to assure that mass transit, an essen-
tial public service, will be able to meet the
demands and assist in the achievement of
the national goals of energy conservation and
& quality environment.

We agree with you that federal operating
assistance 1s absolutely necessary to attain
these objectives. Cities cannot continue to
meet these responsibilities alone. We hope
that your support of operating subsidies will
serve as an example to other Members, and
that the Congress will adopt, and the Presi-
dent sign, a program of federal operating as-
sistance for mass transit.

Sincerely,
JoHN J. GUNTHER,
Ezxecutive Director.
ALLEN E. PrITCHARD, Jr.,
Ezecutive Vice President.

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

The Committee will rise informally in
order that the House may receive a
message.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER resumed the chair.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will receive
a message.

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Marks, one of
his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on October 2, 1973, the Presi-
dent approved and signed a joint resolu-
tion of the House of the following title:

H.J. Res. T19. Joint resolution to extend the
authority of the Becretary of Housing and
Urban Development with respect to the in-
surance of loans and mortgages, to extend
authorizations under laws relating to housing
and urban development, and for other pur-
poses.

The SPEAEKER. The Committee will
resume its sitting.

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1973

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN., The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from New York.

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

Mr. Chairman, I should like to take a
few moments to ask my good friend and
colleague on the full committee, the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. FREN-
zEL), whether he might respond fo a
question.

I know, having discussed this with the
gentleman from Minnesota in the past,
that he supported mass transit operating
subsidies for Amtrak. I heard the gentle-
man a few moments ago make a very
eloquent speech about why we ought not
to have subsidies for buses and subways
and commuter lines, and because I know
the gentleman is a very reasonable, logi-
cal person, I should like to have him
share with me the reasons that permit
himto vote subsidies for Amtrak and no
subsidies for buses and subways and com-
muter lines.




32814

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

Mr. KOCH. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I do not think that that is some kind
of terrible inconsistency. I think I have
tried to explain in my debate on the rule
that we have a fixed number of dollars
to employ in each of these areas. They
are scarce dollars. In my judgment, the
subsidies should go to capital and re-
search. I have said that as many times
as I can. I have been on the floor plead-
ing for a doubling and a tripling of our
research and development and for our
capital drain, and this bill is drawing
away money from those worthy sub-
sidies.

Mr., KOCH. Let me interrupt the gen-
tleman, if I may. Last year when the
gentleman voted $170 million for sub-
sidies for Amtrak, did he think we were
throwing away the money, and if he did,
why did he vote for it?

Mr. FRENZEL. I thought that it was
a good vote, that it was useful, and that
it was something that was needed. I did
not have any alternative. I had a “yes”
or “no.” On this we have an alternative.
We have two other ways that we can
stimulate transit development and em-
ployment in this country, and the gen-
tleman from New York is taking the
wrong one if he votes for a subsidy.

Mr. KOCH. I thank the gentleman,
but I do not think it is a very logical re-
sponse to the question, although the
gentleman is usually very logical and
reasonable.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentleman.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum
is not present. The call will be taken by
elsctronic device.

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

[Roll No. 492]
Fraser

Gray

Gude

Hanna
Heckler, Mass.
Holifield
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala.

Kastenmeier
Kluczynski
Landrum

Alexander
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Calif.
Clark
Conyers
Coughlin

de la Garza
Diggs
Dingell
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Esch

Moorhead, Calif
Morgan
Pepper
Railsback
Rosenthal
Runnels
Sandman
Taylor, N.C.
Vander Jagt
White
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

Leggett
Ford, Melcher
Willlam D, Mills, Ark.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. McFaLL, 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. 6452, and finding itself without
a quorum, he had directed the Members
to record their presence by electronic
device, whereupon 396 Members recorded
their presence, a quorum, and he sub-
mitted herewith the names of thé ab-
sentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

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

Mr. Chairman, I made the point
during the debate on the rule that it
is most difficult to get Americans com-
muting in their automobiles out of
their automobiles and into mass transit.
I have had personal experience with this,
because I was one of the original mem-
bers of the board of directors of the
Southeastern Pennsylvania Transit Au-
thority.

We took over the Philadelphia Trans-
portation Co., the Philadelphia Suburban
Transportation Co. and worked out
leases with the railroads, and then we
improved service, built bigger parking
lots, and inaugurated an express bus op-
erating on a link of the interstate route
right into Philadelphia.

Let me talk just for a moment about
this express bus traveling from the Phila-
delphia suburbs into Philadelphia.

When we started that service, we
thought it was going to be a great suc-
cess. The fact of the matter is that dur-
ing the rush hours, the peak hours, the
buses were running at about 50 percent
capacity.

We lowered the fares and advertised
and finally got the buses filled to a point
where there was standing room only
at peak traffic hours, and during the day
women were taking the bus into town to
do their shopping. The fares were then
raised, and this became a profitable
operation.

Now, right here in Washington, D.C.,
in this entire area, we are spending bil-
lions of dollars on the Metro system,
and I believe we will all have pretty red
faces if we get sections of this system
finished and then we find we cannot get
enough people to ride on those sections,
so that we have to subsidize Metro.

Mr. Chairman, I am not in favor of
simply subsidizing an outmoded transit
system, but I am in favor of doing what
in effect would be “priming the pump”
to get people to use the mass transit
facilities which we are now building and
upon which we are spending billions of
dollars. To simply say that operating
subsidies are totally unnecessary is not
in keeping with the facts. Anything that
is new has to get off the ground, and it
must be properly operated and give good
service, and it has to get enough money
so it is not operating at a loss.

For a temporary periocd of time in
order to build up the ridership, as a
result you are going to have less conges-
tion on our highways, fewer accidents,
and more people riding mass transit.

I do not know any other way one
could do it except giving that mass tran-
sit system an operating subsidy for a
limited period of time.

S0 I would hope that the amendment
would be defeated.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, we have
had some pretty full debates on this
amendment. I wonder if we could not
have a vote by now.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio.
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The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. WyrLie) there
were—ayes 79, noes 62.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 206, noes 203,
not voting 26, as follows:

Abdnor
Alexander
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Archer
Arends

Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bennett
Bevill
Blackburn
Bowen
Bray
Breaux
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
Ww.,Jr.
Dayvis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Dennlis
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Findley

Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo

[Roll No. 493]

AYES—206

Ford, Gerald R.

Fountain
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fuqua
Goodling
Griffiths
Gross
Gubser
Guyer
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt

Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha

Farvey
Hastings
Hays

Heinz

Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Eeating
Eemp
Keotchum

ng
Kuykendall
Landgrebe

MceSpadden
Madigan
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Michel
Milford
Miller
Mitchell, N.Y.
Meoellohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols

NOES—203
Barrett
Bell
Bergland
Blaggi
Blester
Bin
Blatnik

Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco

O'Brien
O’'Hara
Passman
Pettis

Pickle

Poage
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Rarick
Regula
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rogers
Rousselot
Roy

Ruppe

Ruth

Ryan
Satterfield
Baylor
Scherle
Schneebell

Bteiger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Towell, Nev.
Treen

Veysey
Waggonner
‘Wampler
‘Ware
‘Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Il
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Hungate
Hunt
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Earth
Kastenmeier
. Kazen
Eoch
Eyros
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
McCloskey
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Maraziti
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Ford, Meeds
William D. Metcalfe
Forsythe M
Fraser Minish
Frelinghuysen
Gaydos
Gettys
Gialmo
Gibbons
Gilman

Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roybal

St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Selberling
Bhipley

Sisk

Edwards, Calif.
Fascell

Flood

Foley

Mink

Minshall, Ohio Sullivan
Mitchell, Md. Symington
Moakley Thompson, N.J.
Moorhead, Pa. Thornton
Mosher Tiernan

Moss Udall

Murphy, Ill. Ullman

Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso

Gray

Green, Oreg.

Murphy, N.¥. Van Deerlin
Nedzi Vanik

Vigorito
Waldle
Walsh

Nix
Obey
O'Neill
Owens
Parris
Patman
Patten
Perkins

Peyser
Pike
Podell
. Price, Il
Pritchard
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Reld
Reuss Young, Tex.
Riegle Zablocki

-NOT VOTING—26

Hanna Pepner
Johnson, Colo. Rallsback
Runnels
Sandman
Skubitz
Taylor, N.C.
Vander Jagt
White

Burke, Calif.
Conyers
Dingell Jones, Ala.
Eilberg Kluczynski
Esch Le

geett
Evins, Tenn. Melcher
Fulton

Mills, Ark.
Goldwater Mizell
Gude Morgan

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, the action just taken by the Com-
mittee in adopting the amendment of
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr, WYLIE),
the amendment which I had proposed to
offer cannot now be offered. Since I be-
lieve the issues raised and better re-
solved by my amendment should be be-
fore the Committee for its consideration
despite its inability to receive formai
action, I wish to offer the remarks I
would have made on my amendment and
submit a copy of the amendment for the
RECORD.

Let me say at the outset, Mr. Chair-
man, that I am not fully persuaded as to
the wisdom of operating subsidies for
urban mass transportation systems.
However, if it should be the judgment of
this body, as it was the judgment of the
Banking and Currency Committee, that
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operating assistance is to come to pass,
then I would urge a more reasonable
approach to the concept than that con-
tained in the committee bill, The pro-
posal incorporated in the committee bill,
that is, 100 percent Federal subsidy, I
would point out has already been acted
upon and defeated by the House when
it considered the highway bill.

The amendment that I have offered
would make the following constructive
changes in the provisions for operating
assistance. First, my substitute will
change the allocation formula for dis-
tribution of the funds appropriated for
operating assistance. The committee for-
mula would allocate the moneys on the
basis of three factors, evenly weighted:
Population of an area, the number of rev-
enue passengers carried by a system,
and the number of mass transportation
revenue vehicle miles traveled in an ur-
banized area.

This allocation formula gives a clear,
and in my opinion, unwarranted, advan-
tage to those urban areas which have
existing and well developed mass transit
systems. My amendment would change
that formula so that the population of
an area would be assigned a weight of
50 percent, and vehicle miles and revenue
passengers 25 percent each. This modifi-
cation would, I think, provide for a more
equitable distribution of the money and
give a larger share to those urban areas
which have relatively undeveloped mass
transit systems, and yet have a pressing
need for operating assistance.

Second, my amendment would add the
requirement that any Federal funds re-
ceived for operating assistance be
matched on a dollar-for-dollar basis with
locally derived funds. I think that in this
area especially, with all the controversy
that exists over the question of subsidiz- 5
ing the operation of local transit systems,
any solution must be undertaken on a
partnership basis with the local units of
government—100 percent Federal fund-
ing could well result in disincentives to
the units of urban government to im-
prove operations so that their mass
transportation systems can become self-
supporting. Testimony was received by
the subcommittee that substantial effort
in this direction has been expended by
local governments. A Federal program of
operating assistance on a 50-50 basis
should keep the pressure to perform on
the local units of government, without
smothering taxpayers with additional
burdens.

In addition, to insure that real local
effort takes place, the source of local
share could not, under the language of
my amendment, be derived either from
the current revenues of urban mass
transportation systems or from funds
used to provide the local matching share
for any other Federal grant.

Third, consistent with the emphasis on
local initiative that the cost-sharing pro-
vision of my amendment would provide,
my amendment would permit localities
to expend moneys received under this
section for equipment needs as well as
for operating assistance. There is no com-
pelling reason to require that this money

32815

be spent solely for operating assistance,
and the local unit of government should
be given flexibility in this area.

Fourth, my amendment would directly
encourage the development of regional
authorities to direct the operations of
mass transit systems. It would do this by
providing that operating assistance would
not be distributed as a matter of right
to a locality unless a governmental entity
had adequate powers of control over mass
transit projects and activities for juris-
dictions containing at least 75 percent of
the population of an urbanized area.

If no such regional authority existed,
the funds shall be retained by the Gover-
nor of each State to be used in accord-
ance with the general purposes of the
act. Such a requirement would, in my
opinion, cure one of the administration’s
objections to operating assistance—
namely that under this program it would
be distributing money to over 1,000 local
transit systems and would, consequently,
become involved in a multitude of strictly
local matters. By encouraging consolida-
tion and “regionalization” of mass tran-
sit systems, the number of systems with
which the Federal Government would be
even arguably involved would be sub-
stantially reduced. In addition, by di-
recting the remainder of the money to
the Governors of the respective States,
the feared burden of local payment in-
volvement is virtually eliminated.

Finally, the amendment I am offering
would extend the time period for com-
pletion of the comprehensive urban
transportation studies authorized in the
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973 from
July 1, 1974, until July 1, 1975. That date
will coincide with the expiration of the
authorization for operating assistance
contained in this bill, and will permit
the Department of Transportation to col-
lect and evaluate the experience under
this program.

What better way to develop meaning-
ful data on mass transportation needs
and possible methods of meeting those
needs—information which at this point
we do not have—than to consider this
2-year program of operating subsidies
as a “test” program, the results of which
can be evaluated so that rational deci-
sions as to the necessity of such assist-
ance in the future can be made.

A final word regarding a problem
which some of my colleagues have found
with existing section 2 concerning the
possibility of operating assistance being
given to privately owned transportation
companies.

The language of the amendment that
I am proposing expressly avoids this pos-
sibility. First, assistance under my
amendment would be limited to expenses
incurred “in connection with the provi-
sion of mass transportation service pro-
vided directly by the State or local pub-
lic body or agency thereof.” Second, the
revised funding formula employed in the
language of the amendment limits the
data of revenue vehicle miles and reve-
nue passengers to those “of the eligible
applicant”—that is, of the State or local
public body or agency thereof, It is the
intent of this language to limit operat-
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ing assistance provided under this pro-
gram to mass transportation systems
that are both owned and operated by the
“eligible applicant.”

Thus, the possibility of a private sub-
sidy is eliminated with the amendment I
am offering.

In conclusion, just let me say that if
we are to have operating subsidies, the
amendment I am here proposing offers
both less risk to the Federal Government
and a more flexible program of assist-
ance to more communities than does the
committee bill. I urge its favorable con-
sideration.

The amendment follows:

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 6452

Beginning on Page 1, Line 5, strike out
all that appears through Page 5, Line 18, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“Additional Assistance for Project Grants
and Operating Expenses”.

SEc. 2. (a) Section 3(a) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 is amended by
inserting immediately after the second sen-
tence the following new sentence “The Sec-
retary is also authorized, on such terms and
conditions as he may prescribe, to make
grants to further assist States and Local pub-
lic bodies and agencies thereof in financing
the activities described in the first sentence
of this subsection, or to assist them in the
payment of operating expenses incurred in
connection with the provision of mass trans-
portation service, provided directly by the
State or Local public body or agency thereof,
or both, in urbanized areas as designated
by the Bureau of the Census, allocating any
funds made available for assistance under
this sentence among the Governors of the
various States In the manner provided in
subsection (g): Provided, That no assistance
shall be provided under this sentence with
respect to any State or local public body or
agency thereof unless the applicant agrees
and glves satisfactory assurances, in such
manner and form as may be required by the
Secretary and in accordance with such terms
and conditions as the Secretary may pre-
scribe, that the rates charged elderly and
handicapped persons during nonpeak hours
for transportation utilizing or involving the
facilities and equipment financed with such
assistance will not exceed one-half of the
rates generally applicable to other persons,
whether the operation of such facilities and
equipment is by the applicant or is by an-
other entity under lease or otherwise.”

(b) Section 3(c) (2) of such Act is amended
by inserting “(including grants for payment
of operating expenses)' after “Project
grants”.

(e) Bection 3 of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsections:

“(f) No financial assistance shall be pro-
vided with respect to any State or local
public body or agency thereof under the third
sentence of subsection (a) unless the ap-
plicant has submitted to the Secretary a
comprehensive mass transportation service
improvement plan which is approved by him
and which sets forth a program meeting cri-
teria established by the Becretary for capital
or service improvements to be undertaken
for the purpose of providing more efficient,
economical, and convenlent mass transporta-
tion service in the urban area or areas in-
volved (including the exercise of such gov-
ernmental powers by appropriate State and
local jurisdictions as may be necessary to
assure that maximum benefits will be
achieved from the assistance so provided),
and for placing mass transportation opera-
tions in such area or areas on a sound finan-
cial basls.

“(g) The funds made avallable for assist-
ance under the third sentence of subsection
(a) for any fiscal year shall be allocated by
the Secretary among the Governors of the
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various States (without regard to section 15)
on the basis of a formula under which the
urbanized areas of eligible applicants in any
State will be entitled to receive an amount
equal to the sum of—

**(1) one-half of the total amount so allo-
cated multiplied by a fraction the numerator
of which is the total population of the
urbanized areas (or parts thereof) of eligible
applicants in that particular State and the
denominator of which is the total population
of the urbanized areas of eligible applicants
in all the States;

“(2) one-fourth of the total amount so
allocated multiplied by a fraction the nu-
merator of which is the total number of
revenue passengers carried by mass trans-
portation systems of the eligible applicant
in the urbanized areas (or parts thereof)
served by such eligible applicants in that
particular State and the denominator of
which is the total number of such passengers
carried by mass transportation systems of
eligible applicants in the urbanized areas
served by such eligible applicants in all the
States; and

“(3) one-fourth of the total amount so
allocated multiplied by a fraction the nu-
merator of which is the total mass trans-
portation revenue vehicle miles of eligible
applicants traveled in the urbanized areas or
parts thereof served by such eligible appli-
cants in that particular State and the de-
nominator of which is the total mass trans-
portation revenue vehicle miles of eligible
applicants traveled in the urbanized areas of
eligible applicants in all the States.

If a governmental entity having adequate

powers and capacity to plan and cause to be
implemented wurban mass transportation
projects and activities for jurisdictions con-
falning at least 75 per centum of the popula-
tion of an urbinized area in any State exists,
the Governor of such State shall make avail-
able to that entity, for its use in providing
assistance In that urbanized area as author-
ized by the third sentence of subsection (a),
the funds allocated to him pursuant to this
subsection which are attributable to that
urbanized area. All other funds allocated
st0 & Governor pursuant to this subsection
shall be retained by him for use as authorized
by the third sentence of subsection (a) In
the urbanized areas to which such funds are
attributable. The amount of any assistance
recelved In an urbanized area in a year pur-
suant to this subsection shall not exceed the
amount of financial assistance provided in
that year from non-Federal sourres other
than (A) current revenues of urban mass
transportation systems, and (B) funds used
to provide the local matching share for any
other Federal grant. The Federal Govern-
ment shall not be contractually obligated to
pay to a State (or to any public body or
agency within a State) the funds allocated
to the Governor of such State pursuant to
this subsection until the Secretary has deter-
mined that all requirements of law and any
other applicable terms and conditions estab-
lished by him have been satisfactorily com-
plied with.”

(d) (1) Section 4 of such Act is amended
by redesignating subsection (d) as subsec-
tlon (e), and by inserting after subsection
(¢) the following new subsection:

“(d) To finance grants under the third
sentence of section 3(a), there is authorized
to be appropriated not to exceed $400,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
$400,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1975. Any amount so appropriated shall
remain available until expended; and any
amount authorized but not appropriated for
elther such fiscal year may be appropriated
for any succeeding fiscal year.”

(2) The first sentence of section 4(c) of
such Act is amended by inserting after “un-
der sections 3, 7(b), and 9 of this Act” the
following: “(other than grants made under
the third sentence of section 3(a))”.
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(e) Section 12 of such Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(f) The provision of assistance under the
third sentence of section 3(a) shall not be
construed as bringing within the applica-
tion of chapter 15 of title 5, United States
Code, any nonsupervisory employee of an
urban mass transportation system (or of any
other agency or entity performing related
functions) to whom such chapter is other-
wise inapplicable.”

“(g) The Congress hereby gives its con-
sent to the States to enter into such agree-
ments as may be necessary to realize the full
benefits of this section.”

Strike out “July 1, 174" in section 138(a)
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973,
P.L. 93-87, and. insert in lieu thereof: “July
1, 1975". i

Strike out “by no later than the 180th day
after the date of enactment of this section,”
in section 138(b) of the Federal-Aid High-
way Act of 1973, P.L. 93-87, and insert in lleu
thereof: “no later than July 1, 1875.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
INCREASE IN GRANT RATIO

Sec. 3. (a) The fifth sentence of section
4(a) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act
of 1964 is amended to read as follows: “The
Federal grant for any such project to be
assisted under section 3 (other than a proj-
ect for payment of operating expenses) shall
be in an amount equal to 80 per centum of
the net project cost.”

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply only with respect to projects
which were not subject to administrative
reservation on or before July 1, 1873.

INCREASE IN BASIC ASSISTANCE AUTHORITY

SEc. 4. (a) Section 4(e) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 is amended—

(1) by striking out *“$3,100,000,000" in the
first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
$6,100,000,000™; and

(2) by striking out all that follows “which
amount may be increased” in the third sen-
tence and inserting in lieu thereof “to not to
exceed an aggregate of £310,000,000 prior to
July 1, 1972, not to exceed an aggregate of
$1,000,000,000 prior to July 1, 1873, not to
exceed an aggregate of $3,000,000,000 prior to
July 1, 1974, not to exceed an aggregate of
$3,000,000,000 prior to July 1, 1975, not to ex-
ceed an aggregate of $4,500,000,000 prior to
July 1, 1976, not to exceed an aggregate of
$5,500,000,000 prior to July 1, 1977, and not
to exceed an aggregate of §6,100,000,000
thereafter.”

(b) The first sentence of section 4(c) of
such Act is amended by inserting immedi-
ately before the perlod at the end thereof the
follo ¥ing: “to the extent that such amounts
are or were appropriated to finance such
grants and loans and have not been reserved
or made available for any other purpose”.

STATE AND LOCAL MASS TRANSPORTATION
ADVISORY COUNCILS

Sec. 5. (a) Section 4 of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 (as amended by
the preceding provisions of this Act) is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new subsection:

“(£)(1) No financial assistance shall be
provided under this Act to any State or local
body or agency thereof, with respect to any
project, unless (A) there has been estab-
lished by the State or locality involved, as
provided in paragraph (2), a Mass Trans-
portation Advisory Council to advise and as-
sist such State or local public body or agency
as provided in paragraph (3), and (B) the
application for such assistance has been re-
viewed by such Counecil.

“(2) The Mass Transportation Advisory
Council established with respect to any State
or local public body or agency thereof shall
include one or more members representing
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each of the political subdivisions to be served
by the project; and each such member shall
be elected, or appointed by the chief execu-
tive officer of the locality involved, unless
applicable State or local law specifically pro-
vides another method for the selectlon or
designation of such member. The Council
shall consist of representatives of the gen-
eral public in the area to be served by the
project and representatives of the business
and professional community, the labor force,
community organizations, and local govern-
ment in such area; but in any event the
membership of the Council shall reasonably
reflect the composition of the ridership of the
mass transportation facilities to be included
in the project.

“(3) It shall be the function of the Mass
Transportation Advisory Council established
with respect to any State or local public body
or agency thereof to advise and assist such
State or local public body or agency in the
establishment of policies and the making of
decisions involving mass transportation serv-
ice in the area involved. All policles and de-
cisions affecting the provision of such service
in that area shall be subject to the review of
the Council, specifically including policles
and decisions with respect to planning, de-
sign, and architecture; construction con-
tracts and subcontracts; the purchase of
equipment and supplies; maintenance; re-
lated services (such as concessions); hiring
and training (managerial, technical, and
professional) by local agencies having re-
sponsibility for mass transportation service
in the area and their contractors and sub-
contractors; the location of routes and sta-
tions; and fares.”

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) of this section shall apply with respect
to any project not yet approved for assistance
(under the Urban Mass Transportation Act
.:I :964) on the date of the enactment of this

ct.

COORDINATION OF URBAN MASS TRANSIT PRO-
GRAMS WITH MODEL CITIES PROGRAMS

SEc. 6. Section 103(a) of the Demonstra-
tion Cities and Metropolitan Development
Act of 1966 is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and
{51153 paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively,
an

(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) the
following new paragraph:

“(4) any program which includes a trans-
portation component as a project or activity
to be undertaken meets the requirements of
section 3(e) of the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1964;".

GRANTS FOR TECHNICAL STUDIES

SEec. 7. Section 9 of the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1964 is amended—

(1) by striking out “to make grants" in the
first sentence and Inserting in lieu thereof
“to contract for and make grants";

(2) by striking out “and designing” in the
first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
“deslgning, and evaluation”;

(3) by striking out “and (3)" in the second
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof “(3)
evaluation of previously funded projects; and
(4)";

(4) by inserting “or contract” after “A
grant” in the third sentence; and

(5) by striking out all that follows “Sec-
retary” in the third sentence and inserting
in lieu thereof a period.

LIMITATION ON MASS TRANSIT FUNDING RE-

LATED TO PUPIL TRANSPORTATION

Sec. B. (a) Section 3(e) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 Is amended—

(1) by inserting “(1)" after “(e)";

(2) by redesignating clauses (1) through
(4) as clauses (A) through (D), respectively;
and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(2) No financial assistance shall be pro-
vided under this section to any State or local
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public body or agency thereof which engages
directly or indirectly in the transporting of
schoolchildren and school personnel to and
from school and school-authorized functions,
or proposes to expand present routes, sched-
ules, service, or facilities for the purpose of
providing transportation for schoolchildren
and school personnel to and from school and
school-authorized functions, in competition
with or supplementary to the service cur-
rently provided by a private transportation
company, or other person, engaged in so
transporting such schoolchildren and school
personnel; except that this paragraph shall
not apply with respect to any State or local
public body or agency thereof if it (or a direct
predecessor in interest from which it ac-
quired the function of so transporting such
schoolchildren and school personnel along
with facilitles to be used therefor) was so
engaged at any time during the twelve-
month pericd immediately prior to the date
of the enactment of this paragraph.”

(b) Section 12(e) of such Act is amended
by inserting before the period at the end
thereof the following: *, or from enforcing
the limitation described in section 3(e) (2)".
ELIMINATION OF ASSISTANCE IN FORM OF LOANS

Sec. 9, (a) Section 3(a) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 (as amended by
section 2(a) of this Act) is amended—

(1) by striking out “or loans (directly,
through the purchase of securities or equip-
ment trust certificates, or otherwise)” in the
first sentence;

(2) by striking out *“or loan” in the fourth
sentence;

(3) by striking out the fifth sentence; and

(4) by striking out “or loan” in the sixth
sentence.

(b) Section 3(b) of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out the first six sentences;

(2) by striking out “the loan then out-
standing” in the seventh sentence and in-
serting in lieu thereof “any loan then out-
standing (under the provisions of this sec-
tion as in effect before the enactment of the
Urban Mass Transportation Assistance Act
of 1973)"; and

(3) by striking out the eighth and ninth
sentences.

(c¢) Section 3(c) of such Act is repealed.

(d) Section 3(d) of such Act is amended
by striking out “or loan”.

(e) Sectlon 4(c) of such Act is amended
by striking out “and loans” in the first
sentence.

(f) Section 12(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “loan or".

(g) Section 13(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out “loans or” and “loan or”.

(h) Section 16(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “and loans” each place it
appears, and by striking out *“or loan”.

STUDY OF RUBAL TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

Bec. 10. The Becretary of Transportation
shall conduct a full and complete study and
investigation of the public transportation
needs of rural and other nonurban areas in
the United States, giving particular atten-
tion to the needs of citles, towns, and other
political subdivisions (outside urban areas)
having a population of 50,000 or less, and of
any changes in the Federal law which would
be required in order to meet such needs.
The Secretary shall report his findings and
recommendations to the Congress within one
year after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

Mr. PATMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the remainder of the bill be consid-
ered as read, printed in the Recorp, and
open to amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection
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COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report
the first committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 6, line 3,
strike out “1972" and insert in lieu thereof
“1973".

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.
The committee amendment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee Amendment:

Page 9, line 1, insert the following new
section:

ELIGIBILITY OF QUASI-PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT

CORPORATIONS

Sec. 6. (a) The first sentence of section 3
(a) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964 is amended by inserting *(1)" after
“financing”, and by inserting before the pe-
riod at the end thereof the following: ”, and
(2) the establishment and organization of
public or quasi-public transit corridor devel-
opment corporations or entities”.

(b) The second sentence of section 3(a) of
such Act is amended to read as follows:
“Eligible facilities and equipment may in-
clude personal property including buses and
other rolling stock and real property includ-
ing land (but not public highways), within
the entire zone affected by the construction
and operation of transit improvements, in-
cluding station sites, needed for an efficlent
and coordinated mass transportation system
which is compatible with socially, economi-
cally, and environmentally sound patterns of
land use.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.
The committee amendment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Committes amendment: Page 9, line 20,
strike out “Seec. 6,” and insert in lieu thereof
“Sec. 7.".

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.
The committee amendment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 10, line 8,
strike out "Sec. 7." and insert in lieu thereof
“Sec. 8.".

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the commmittee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed
to

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report
the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 10, line 24,
strike out “Sec. 8" and insert in lieu thereof
“Sec. 9.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The CHATIRMAN. The Clerk will report
the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 12, strike out
line 3 and all that follows down through page
13, line 9, and insert in lieu thereof the
following:
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ELIMINATION OF ASSISTANCE IN FOERM OF
PROJECT LOANS

Sec. 10. (a) Section 3(a) of the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1964 (as amended
by section 2(a) of this Act) is amended—

(1) by striking out “or loans (directly,
through the purchase of securities or equip-
ment trust certificates, or otherwise)” in the
first sentence;

(2) by striking out “or loan” in the fourth
sentence; and

(3) by striking out “The Secretary may
make” in the fifth sentence and inserting
in lleu thereof “The Secretary is also au-
thorized to make”.

(b) Section 3(c) of such Act (as amended
by section 2(b) of this Act) is amended by
striking out “No loans"” in the first sentence
and all that follows down through *‘this sec-
tion” in the second sentence, and insert in
lieu thereof “Interest on loans made under
subsection (b)".

(c) Section 3(d) of such Act is amended
by striking out “or loan".

(d) Section 12(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “loan or”.

(e) Section 13(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out “loans or"” and “loan or”.

(f) Section 16(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “and loans” each place it
appears, and by striking out “or loans”.

And on page 14, line 13, strike out “Sec.
10."” and insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 11.”.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, MINISH TO THE
COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the committee amend-
ment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MinisH to the
committee amendment: Page 14, strike “and”
in line 10 and all that follows down through
“loans" in line 11.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, this is a
technical amendment to the committee
amendment. This amendment would
strike a provision, since it is already
taken care of in the Federal Aid to High-
ways Act, 93 to 87.

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

Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the
author of the amendment a question.

Would this take out the $6.1 billion to
be found on page 6 of the bill?

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. MINISH. I am going to offer that
in the next series of amendments.

Mr. GROSS. What does this amend-
ment do?

Mr. MINISH. This is a provision that
is taken care of in the highway bill. This
section already appears in the Federal
Highway Act.

Mr. GROSS. What page and what line?

Mr. MINISH. Page 14, section ().

Mr. GROSS. Page 14 of the bill?

Mr. MINISH. Section (f).

Mr. GROSS. What line?

Mr, MINISH. Lines 9 to 11.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. MiwnisH) to the
committee amendment.
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The amendment to the
amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment, as amended.

The committee amendment, as
amended was agreed to.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. MINISH

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I have a
series of technical and conforming
amendments, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that they be considered en bloc.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. MiNisH: Page
5, line 12, strike out “(f)" and insert in lieu
thereof “(g)".

Page 6, strike out lines 7 through 11 and
insert in lleu thereof the following:

(1) by striking out all that follows “which
amount may be increased” in the third sen-
tence; and

(2) by inserting

Page 10, strike out lines 6 through 21;
and redesignate the succeeding sections ac-
cordingly. -

Page 14, strike out “, and” in line 10
and all that follows down through “loans'™
in line 11.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, these
amendments would conform the provi-
sions of the bill under consideration,
H.R. 6452, with the provisions of the
Federal Aid to Highways Act (Public
Law 93-87). As the Members will recall,
there were a number of provisions con-
tained in the Federal Aid to Highways
Act that were added during the consider-
ation of that bill that amend the Urban
Mass Transportation Act. Some of these
mass transit provisions in the highway
bill are contained in H.R. 6452 and these
amendments would simply strike the pro-
visions in this bill which are already
law.

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

What is now left of the bill, besides the
Advisory Board?

Mr. MINISH. I would have to agree
with my friend. There is not much left
to this bill.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for informing the House that there is
not much left to this bill as it presently
stands. Apparently it can safely be voted
against.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. MINISH).

The amendments were agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BRASCO

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Brasco: Page 7,
after line 2, insert the following new section
(and redesignate the succeeding sections
accordingly) :

PROHIBITION AGAINST CHARGING OF EXTRA FARES
ON ASSISTED TRANSIT FACILITIES

8ec. 5. Section 3 of the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1964 (as amended by sec-
tion 2(c) of this Act) is further amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

committee
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“(h) No financial assistance shall be pro-
vided under this Act to any State or local
public body or agency thereof unless the
applicant agrees and gives satisfactory as-
surances, in such manner and form as may
be required by the Secretary and in accord-
ance with such terms and conditions as the
Secretary may prescribe, that the rates
charged for transportation utilizing or in-
volving the facilitles and equipment fi-
nanced with such assistance will be uni-
form (subject to any reasonable charges
which may be made for transfers), and will
not vary on the basis of length of route or
distance traveled except in accordance with
a zone system or other uniform system
which is in effect throughout the area served
by such facilities and equipment, whether
the operation of such facilities and equip-
ment is by the applicant or is by another
entity under lease or otherwise.”

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, the
language of the amendment is rather
long, as the Members have heard it read,
but it really is a very simple amendment.
The reason why the language is so
lengthy is because I did not want to
interfere with any other system of
charging fares in the country.

What the amendment says, very sim-
ply, is that in order for any local body
to qualify for assistance under this act,
it would have to charge a uniform set
of fares for all of the people in a region.

I do not know how many people face
the problem that I face in a particular
section in my own district, but, very sim-
ply, we have a situation where in 19586,
the purchase of the Rockaway Division
of the Long Island Railroad was ef-
fected by the New York City Transit
Authority, and they concluded that a
higher fare was necessary on this line.
This was based on studies and, sup-
posedly, opinion that revenue passengers
would account for less than what the
operational cost would be for this route.
So in 1956, when the fare in New York
City for the New York City Rapid Lines
was 15 cents for everybody else in the
city, it was 30 cents for the people of
Rockaway and Broad Channel, an area
that I represent.

Today people are paying 35 cents. For
those people find only those people in
the city of New York, it is 70 cents,
which means that a working man and
woman have to pay $1.40 a day or $7 a
week to go from Rockaway or Broad
Channel to Manhattan or downtown
Brooklyn, to get to and from work.

Mr. Chairman, this is highly discrimi-
natory. There is no reason why it should
exist.

Dr. Ronan, who is the head of the
MTA of the city, said that it is uncon-
scionable that we would think of raising
the fare from 35 cents to 70 cents. Yet
these people now are paying 70 cents.

Mr. Chairman, I have discussed this
amendment with the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. Min-
1sH) and the ranking minority member,
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BrownN), and I would hope that since
I have discussed it with them personally
and discussed it with them in commit-

tee, it would be accepted. I do not seek
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to tamper with any other system in the
country, but I would only direct myself
to the discriminatory tactics I have
described.

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

Mr. BRASCO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, we have
discussed the amendment offered by the
gentleman with members of the subcom-
mittee and other committee members,
and we are willing to accept the amend-
ment on this side.

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

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

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, do I un-
derstand that this amendment would
provide for a situation where a person
is charged two fares for one ride to Rock-
away Hills in your district? ]

Mr. BRASCO. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. WYLIE. From Rockaway to New
York and nothing else?

Mr. BRASCO. That is right, nothing
else.

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

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

Mr., BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I am
not sure I heard accurately what the
gentleman said, but it seems to me, as
the gentleman described this, that the
rates that are set up for old people and
disabled persons on the bus system
might be ruled out. By this amendment
we might rule out the possibility of hav-
ing different rates for old or disabled
persons.

Mr. BRASCO. No.

Mr. BENNETT. It would not rule that
out?

Mr. BRASCO. This does not touch
that in any way.

Mr. BENNETT. Thank you.

Mr. BRASCO. I yield to my good
friend from Michigan (Mr. BROWN) .

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I concur with the gentleman. He has
discussed this with us on this side of the
aisle, and we have no objection to the
amendment.

Mr. BRASCO. I thank the gentleman,

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

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MS. HOLTZMAN

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
have several amendments that I offer
and ask unanimous consent that they
may be considered en bloc.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Ms. HOLTZMAN:
Page 8, line 16, after “architecture;” insert
“safety measures;”.

Page 14, after line 22, add the following
new section:

INVESTIGATION OF SAFETY HAZARDS IN URBAN
MASS TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

Sec. 12. The Secretary of Transportation
shall investigate unsafe conditions in any
facility, equipment, or manner of operation
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financed under this Act which creates a seri-
ous hazard of death or injury for the pur-
pose of determining its nature and extent
and the means which might best be employed
to eliminate or correct it., If the Secretary
determines that such facility, equipment, or
manner of operation is unsafe, he shall re-
quire the State or local public body or agency
to submit to the Secretary a plan for cor-
recting the unsafe facllity, equipment, or
manner of opertaion, and the Secretary may
withhold further financial assistance to the
applicant until such plan is approved or
implemented.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentilewoman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, these
amendments concern safety of mass
transit facilities. They are being offered
by me and by my distinguished col-
leagues from New York: Representatives
BapiLro, Biacer, and Worrr. They reflect
a joint effort by the four of us.

These amendments to the Urban Mass
Transit Act of 1973 would help insure
the safety of federally supported mass
transit systems.

All of us would certainly agree that
Federal funds should not be spent on un-
safe mass transit equipment or facilities
hazardous to the lives or limbs of those
who use them. These amendments sim-
ply and effectively address the problem.

These amendments would require the
Secretary of Transportation to investi-
gate hazardous conditions on federally
supported mass transit facilities. If the
Secretary finds an unsafe condition, he
can then require the State, locality, or
relevant agency to submit a plan to cor-
rect the hazardous condition. The Secre-
tary, if he deems it appropriate, may in-
sure prompt corrective action by the
State or locality by withholding further
Federal funds until appropriate correc-
tive action is undertaken.

These amendments apply not only to
new forms of assistance provided under
this year’'s act but to assistance provided
pursuant to the terms of the 1964 Mass
Transit Act. The amendments also re-
quire mass transit advisory councils to
review and consider safety factors.

All of us are well aware of the tragedies
that have resulted in various parts of
the country as a result of hazardous mass
transit facilities.

Just over a month ago, in New York
City, we saw a tragic subway accident
attributable to inadequate safety precau-
tions. As a result of the collapse of an
archiac duct structure, 1 man died and
over 1,000 passengers were frapped in
heavy smoke and 115-degree heat for
over an hour. This was the latest of five
similar accidents this year.

In Boston earlier this year, another
subway nightmare occurred when a fire
between stops trapped 400 riders in dark-
ness and smoke until they were led out
by rescue workers. Serious accidents
have also occurred in San Francisco and
Chicago.

Fortunately, many of the other mass
transit accidents that have occurred
have not resulted in substantial injury.
But I do not think we can afford to wait
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for another tragedy before we take ac-
tion. Good planning and adequate safety
inspection can alleviate most hazardous
situations. But we need enforcement
power as well, which these amendments
would accomplish.

These amendments are important for
another reason. Despite the multiplicity
of accidents on the New York City sub-
ways, the Secretary of the Department
of Transportation has refused to make
any investigation. This amendment
would mandate his investigation of the
safety of the New York situation.

My colleagues and I initially intended
to require planning for safety as a con-
dition for obtaining operating subsidies.
Unfortunately, because section 2 of the
act dealing with planning was stricken,
we were prevented from improving the
act in that regard.

I wish to compliment and thank my
colleagues from New York—HERMAN Ba-
DILLO, MaRIO Bracar, and LESTER WoOLFF—
for their diligent efforts and coopera-
tion in offering these amendments.

Safety, I am told, ranks with apple
pie among noncontroversial issues. We
must not allow it to become so noncon-
troversial that it is ignored.

I urge the adoption of these amend-
ments.

Mr. MINISH. Will the gentlewoman
yield ?

Ms. HOLTZMAN. I would be happy
to yield.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, there is
no objection on this side of the aisle.

Ms. HOLTZMAN. I understand also
that there are no objections to these
amendments from the Republican side
with whom the amendments have previ-
ously been discussed.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I urge my
colleagues to support the Biaggi-Holtz-
man-Wolff-Badillo amendments on safe-
ty being offered en bloc by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. HOLTZMAN) .
Since the amendments that we originally
planned to offer independently are so
closely related, we felt it would be better
to offer them together for consideration
jointly by the committee.

The existing legislation says nothing
about building and supporting safe sys-
tems. New York has seen numerous acei-
dents in the past year and the situation
is deteriorating fast. I do not see any
reason to pour millions of dollars into
transit systems unless the people can
use them safely.

The amendments will require the Sec-
retary of Transportation to investigate
unsafe conditions in these systems and
require the State or local public body or
agency fto submit a plan for correcting
any deficiencies. What happened in New
York is that the Department of Trans-
portation refused to undertake such a
study recently. This is wrong. These
studies should be automatic if dictated
by evidence of unsafe conditions such as
was the case in my city. They will not be
carried out, however, unless mandated
by law.

They will also call upon the State or
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local government to submit to the newly
established mass transportation advi-
sory councils plans for improvement of
mass transit facilities, including specific
safety measures.

1 cannot emphasize enough the impor-
tance of these amendments. Americans
today enter many of our transit systems
at their own peril. So many of the mass
transit users are elderly or handicapped
people who must rely on public transpor-
tation because they cannot afford or are
unable to operate a car. They deserve to
know they are using a safe system.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to add that
I am pleased that my colleagues and I
were able to get together and offer this
joint package of amendments. We did not
want to give the impression that these
amendments are aimed at solving a prob-
lem peculiar to New York. Just as we are
concerned about the efficiency of a trans-
portation system, so too should we be
concerned about its safety. I urge adop-
tion of these amendments.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I am
happy to join my colleagues in offering
this amendment to the Urban Mass
Transportation Aci of 1973. There is no
question in my mind that safety con-
siderations must be an integral part in
both the planning and continued opera-
tion of rail facilities, and that the Secre-
tary of Transportation must take the ini-
tiative for insuring that the highest safe-
ty standards are maintained by local of-
ficials responsible for supervising local
rail systems.

As you may be aware, since the begin-
ning of this summer, there have been six
major accidents on New York City’s rail
system—two derailments, two fires, a col-
lision, and the collapse of a subway tun-
nel entrapping a thousand persons for
more than an hour. Many New Yorkers
were injured as a result of these acci-
dents, one man died and there were in-
supportable resulting delays to com-
muters.

Secretary Brinegar has been contacted
by local officials and urged to conduct a
systemwide safety investigation on be-
half of New York's millions of subway
and train riders with a view toward pre-
venting similar catastrophes from occur-
ing in the future. The Secretary has de-
clined to conduct such an investigation
on the grounds that these were unrelated
accidents. However, I would like to point
out to my colleagues that each of these
six major accidents occurred on rail
facilities supervised or leased by the
Metropolitan Transportation Authority;
in addition, the very fact that these were
widespread incidents occurring on lines
throughout the city, and not concen-
trated in one specific area or on one line,
seem to indicate that there are safety
problems connected with the entire rail
systems as a whole.

While the amendment we are offering
seeks to insure safety considerations
with regard to every rail facility in the
country, I would like to make clear, that
in offering the amendment with my col-
leagues, it is my intent that the amend-
ment would require a systemwide safety

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

investigation by the Secretary of Trans-
portation of New York’'s rail facilities in
particular. The amendment in part di-
rects the Secretary to investigate any un-
safe condition which creates a hazard of
injury or death; as evidenced by the rash
of accidents this summer, unsafe condi-
tions decidedly obtain with regard to
New York’s rail system and an investi-
gation by the Secretary of Transporta-
tion is therefore mandated under this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure there are
many rail systems across the country
which do not operate at a safety level
adequate to minimize the hazard of in-
jury or death to their riders. I do not
want tu see the safety and well-being of
this Nation’s millions of subway riders
placed in jeopardy because the Secretary
of Transportation is currently not re-
quired by law to investigate safety fea-
tures of the rail systems on which they
are dependent. I urge my colleagues to
act favorably on our amendment in order
to insure the American people the safe
transportation to which they are entitled
as taxpayers and fare-paying commuters.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ments.

Mr. Chairman, I shall not take the 5
minutes. I just want to point out that
with respect to the second amendment of
the amendments offered en bloc the Sec-
retary presently has the authority under
the Motor Carrier Safety Act, the Motor
Vehicle Safety Act and the Federal Rail
Act to do that which the amendment
proposes. I do not think it is a mischie-
vous or harmful amendment, but I think
it is unnecessary.

The CHAIRMAN. The guestion is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. HOLTZMAN) .

The amendments were agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. M'KINNEY

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McEINNEY:
Page T, line 3, strike section 56 and redesig-
nate the succeeding sections accordingly.

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, sec-
tion 6 of this bill requires that a Mass
Transportation Advisory Council be
established to oversee policies and serv-
ices of the transit system before such
system would be eligible for assistance.

This provision is cumbersome and un-
realistic. It asks more questions than it
answers, and ties a millstone about the
neck of transit systems—which accord-
ing to proponents of this bill—are
drowning in a sea of red ink. They al-
ready are in so much difficulty that they
feel they must seek federal operating
subsidies.

Specifically, section 5 provides that no
financial assistance shall be provided
unless a Mass Transportation Advisory
Council has been established and that
Council must review each application for
assistance made by the transit system.
It further states that each Council shall
consist of one or more members repre-
senting each of the political subdivisions
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served. It does not say whether such
representation is to be proportional on
the basis of the population of the subdi-
vision, investment in the system, pas-
senger use or miles traveled, or whether
one representative from each subdivision
will suffice regardless of other factors.

The section also adds a requirement
that representatives of the general pub-
lic, plus virtually all other interested
groups be a part of the Council. It also
insists that the membership “reflect the
composition of the ridership” of the fa-
cilities, whatever that means. Mr. Chair-
man, the imposition of such an ill-de-
fined and massive counseling body will
inevitably delay, confuse, hamper and
constrain the constructive improvement
of transit systems. And, we all know that,
as far as Washington, D.C,, is concerned,
George Allen would never let them meet
in RFK Stadium during football season.

The Council will be expected to “ad-
vise and assist” in all policies and de-
cisions which will then be subject to re-
view of the Council. This review spe-
cifically includes:

Planning, design and architecture;
construction contracts and subcontracts;
the purchase of equipment and supplies;
maintenance; related services such as
concessions; hiring and training—man-
agerial, technical, and professional—by
local agencies having responsibility for
mass transportation service in the area
and their contractors and subcon-
tractors; the location of routes and sta-
tions; and fares.

I submit that these functions are
tantamount to full management of oper-
ations.

Possibly, if other more realistic safe-
guards of community interests were not
present, it would make sense to try and
establish a form of advisory council. But,
even & cursory review of the statutes per-
taining to Federal assistance for mass
transportation activities shows there are
ample safeguards available.

Surely we do not need the mass trans-
portation advisory council.

First, all applications of Federal as-
sistance must be submitted for review of
an areawide planning organization
which is composed of representatives of
a unit of areawide government or gen-
eral local governments, Demonstration
Cities and Metropolitan Develepment
Act, 1966; and

Second, all viewpoints—national, reg-
ional, State, and local are required to be
considered and taken into account for
all federally assisted development pro-
grams and projects—Intergovernmental
Cooperation Act 1968.

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

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

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

I would say to the gentleman from
Connecticut that we on this side are will-
ing to accept the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Connecticut in view
of the fact that the section is super-
fluous, and duplicative of an
existing function, and would further de-
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lay, through the creation of additional
redtape, the delivery of much-needed
mass transportation.

Mr, McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
for supporting my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. McKINNEY).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BRADEMAS

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BRapEMAs: Page
14, line 23, add a new Section 12: “SBEcTION
12. Section 3(a) of the Urban Mass Transpor-
tation Act of 1964 is further amended by
adding after the word “expenses”, and be-
fore the period in the fifth sentence, the
following: *“, nor shall any grant or loan
funds be used to support sole source pro-
curements (except in unusual, justifiable
circumstances) or procurements utilizing ex-
clusionary or discriminatory specifications”.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of my amendment is to insure
that Federal funds made available to
local mass transit agencies for capital
acquisitions be expended in a manner
that is fair, and gives the Federal tax-
payer the greatest return for his dollar.

With enactment of the highway aid
bill earlier this summer, the Federal share
in mass transit projects has been in-
creased to 80 percent.

Under present law, however, Federal

grantees under the mass transit program
are not bound by the competitive re-
quirements of Federal procurement regu-
lations. This view has been upheld by the
Federal courts, notably the U.S. District
Court for the Eastern District of Penn-
sylvania which held in Pullman, Inc.
against Volpe that Federal procurement
regulations do not apply with respect to
procurements by local agencies receiving
aid under the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1964. In the same case the
court further held that the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 itself—
Does not establish standards for competitive
bidding procedures which must be satisfled
before a grant may be awarded toward a
contract for transportation equipment.

I should note that my amendment does
not attempt to apply the full panoply of
Federal procurement regulations to these
purchases. Rather, the amendment sim-
ply requires that the spirit of the Fed-
eral regulations—fairness and economy
in making purchases—be made applica-
ble to these transactions.

This is not a novel idea. In requiring
that the rule of competition govern these
contracts, the amendment is analogous
to the policy Congress adopted in the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972, where grantee
agencies were prohibited from utilizing
proprietary, exclusionary, and discretion-
ary specifications in construction con-
tracts.

I think the same principles—fairness
and economy in spending Federal tax
dollars—should apply here, and hope the
amendment will be accepted.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the distin-
guished chairman.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, we have
discussed the amendment on this side of
the aisle, and are willing to accept the
amendment.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr, Chairman, I am
grateful for the support of my amend-
ment by the distinguished chairman, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PATMAN).
FREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. FRENZEL

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a preferential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. FreNzZEL moves that the Committee do
now rise and report the bill back to the
House with the recommendation that the
enacting clause be stricken out.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, by ac-
tion of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union today
we have stricken from this bill section
2 and section 5, and that almost guts the
bill. As a matter of fact, when we dis-
cussed the amendment which ultimately
eliminated section 2, the chairman of the
subcommittee, the distinguished gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. MiNisH) in-
dicated that that amendment in itself
gutted the bill.

Later on when the gentleman was
queried by the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. Gross) the gentleman indicated
that there was not much left in the bill.

Subsequent to that statement we re-
moved section 5 which took out the ad-
visory councils. Because of the action of
the Highway Conference Report which
extended and expanded the capital grant
authority and increased the proportion
of the Federal share of the capital grant,
and made other provisions for mass
transit assistance, it seems to me that
there is no longer eny reason for us to
be dealing with the piece of legislation
in front of us.

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

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the Chair-
man.

Mr. PATMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. Supposing a separate vote
is taken on the amendment to strike out
section 2 and the vote is the other way;
would the gentleman still insist on strik-
ing out the enacting clause?

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, if my
motion is adopted, we will not need to
have a separate vote and we will be able
to dispatch this bill.

Mr. PATMAN. Does the gentleman not
think that in fairness anyone should
have a right to ask for a separate vote
on any amendment and leave it up to the
House?

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I have
no way of rewriting the rules. All I
should like to do is get a vote on my
preferential motion, and I think the
House has already spoken on this sub-
ject. I believe the issue is quite clear. We
have really a skeleton before us which
has little meaning. We can congratulate
the Committee on Public Works for its
work on the highway bill.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that we
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would adopt this motion to strike the
enacting clause, and then the transit
subcommittee can go back to work and
fry to produce something that makes a
little more sense to all the Members.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the proposal just made.

Mr. Chairman, during the debate on
the rule, I carefully pointed out today
that this bill was referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency
and the Mass Transit Subcommittee on
April 2, 1973. The committee did have
hearings and finally reported out by a
vote of 22 to 3 this bill on April 16, 1973.
The Committee on Public Works did
bring out the Federal Highway Act, and
much of what they had in their Federal
Highway Act was duplicated in this bill.

If anybody tries to tell us we have only
a skeleton left, that is not true. This bill
should have been considered long before
the recess. It should have been considered
before the Federal Highway Aid Act. In-
stead of that, it was put off, taken off the
calendar once in order to meet a recess
schedule, I believe, and finally taken up
by the Committee on Rules most re-
cently.

The only thing that has been taken
out of this bill is that which is dupli-
cated in the Federal Highway Act which
was acted upon long after this bill was
reported out by the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency. There are some ex-
tremely important features in this bill
that are important to mass transit, and
to strike the enacting clause and put
this whole bill down the drain would be a
total mistake.

I mentioned awhile back that I was
one of the original members of the board
of directors of the Southeastern Penn-
sylvania Transit Authority. That Au-
thority took in five counties: the County
of Philadelphia and the Counties of Del-
aware, Montgomery, Bucks, and Chester.
Living in that area are approximately 25
percent of the people of Pennsylvania, so
I was not talking from any provincial
standpoint.

What remains in this bill is good, and
we should have it, and if anybody says
all we have left is a skeleton, he fails to
point out to the Members that all we
have taken out is what was really passed
into law by the Federal Highway Act
which was reported out long after this
bill was reported out.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the preferential motion offered by the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. Fren-
ZEL) .

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 143, noes 268,
not voting 23, as follows:
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Abdnor
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Bauman
Beard

Bevill
Blackburn
Bray

Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler

Camp

Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, Robert

W., Jr.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Fisher
Flowers
Flynt

Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, IIl.
Andrews, N.C.

Broomfleld
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burleson, Tex.
Burton
Byron

Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohlo
Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark

[Roll No. 494]

AYES—143

Ford, Gerald R.

Fountain
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Goodling
Gross
Guyer
Hammer-
schmidt

Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Hastings
Hébert
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hosmer
Huber
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Keating
Eetchum
King
Landgrebe
Latta

Lott

Lujan
MeCollister

Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mayne
Michel
Miller
Mitchell, N.Y.
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Myers
Nichols
O'Brien
Passman

NOES—268

Clay
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Ill.
Conable
Conte

Danilels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Diggs
Donochue
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Flood
Foley
Ford,
Willlam D.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Glaimo
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Pettis
Powell, Ohilo
Price, Tex.
Quie

Quillen
Rarick
Regula
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rousselot
Ruth
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Steiger, Ariz.
Stuckey
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Towell, Nev.
Treen

Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler
Ware
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, 8.C.
Zion

Zwach

Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gunter
Haley
Hamilton

Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harvey
Hawkins

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helnz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks

Hogan
Holifield

Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan

Earth
Kastenmeier
Eazen

Eemp

Eoch
EKuykendall
Eyros

Landrum
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
Long. Md.
McClory
McCloskey
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McEay
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Malflliard
Mann
Marazitl
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Milford

Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle

Pike

Poage

Podell
Preyer

Price, I11.
Pritchard
Randall
Rangel

Rees

Reid

Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, N.Y.

Stanton,
J. Wlilliam
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Studds
Sullivan
Symington

Thompson, N.J.

Thornton
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vanik
Waldie
Walsh
Whalen
Whitehurst

Minish

Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi

Nix

Obey

O’Hara
O'Neill
Owens

Parris

Rooney, Pa.
Raose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Ruppe

Ryan

St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Selberling
Shipley

Sikes

Sisk

Slack

Smith, Iowa
NOT VOTING—23

Eluczynski Runnels
Leggett Sandman
Melcher Skubitz
Mills, Ark. Taylor, N.C.
Mizell vander Jagt
Morgan Vigorito
Johnson, Colo. Nelsen White
Jones, Ala. Railsback

So the preferential motion was
rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BRADEMAS).

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R.
6452, the Urban Mass Transportation
Act of 1963.

Passage of this legislation is vital if
we are to deal effectively with the criti-
cal problems of pollution, urban conges-
tion, and the energy crisis. Dwindling
revenues and passengers coupled with
rising costs and fares have brought about
a crisis in the mass transit field. In many
of our larger cities, transit fares are
threatening to rise to 50 cents. Yet sta-
tistics show that as fares rise above 35
cents, revenue drops and people again
turn to the automobile.

A single mass transit vehicle can take
30 to 60 automobiles off our crowded
roads. Mass transit must become a viable
commuter alternative if we are not to
aggravate our pollution and congestion
problems. I am particularly concerned
about the chaos that could result from
the implementation of air quality plans

Whitten
Widnall
Williams
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, I1l.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

Burke, Calif.
Conyers
Dingell

Esch

Gude
Hanna
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under the Clean Air Act without ade-
quate alternatives for persons now com-
muting in the Trenton-Philadelphia
metropolitan area by auto. Environmen-
tal Protection Agency plans call for in-
creases in the cost of downtown parking,
outright prohibition of vehicles from
downtown areas, prohibitions on con-
struction of parking areas and imposi-
tion of auto-use taxes.

In light of the severe operating prob-
lems of mass transit as outlined in the
committee’s report, I strongly support
the Federal operating assistance provi-
sions of H.R. 6452. It provides $400 mil-
lion for each of the fiscal years 1974 and
1975 to help State and local public trans-
portation bodies meet operating ex-
penses. Only about 6 cents of each trans-
portation dollar in this year's budget
will go to mass transit, and all of this
Federal money is for capitai needs—not
operating expenses.

A major cause of the crisis in urban
transportation today lies in the break-
down of private bus companies in small
cities, like my home city of Trenton in
Mercer County. Studies by the Commit-
tee show that more than 100 bus com-
panies have ceased operations in small
cities. Local governments, in most cases,
do not have the financial and taxing
ability to purchase and run a bus com-
pany. Those, like Mercer County, which
have assumed the operation of the pri-
vate transportation system are simply
unable to meet the increasing cost of
subsidized operating deficits.

Under a provision of this year's Fed-
eral aid to highway act, local govern-
ments are barred from receiving Federal
funds for buying buses or other transit
equipment if they nperate charter buses
in competition with private operators.
This seriously affects Mercer County,
whose Mercer County metro bus system
operates 10 charter buses and wants to
replace them with new vehicles and add
five more to expand service. Charter op-
erations are the only part of the metro
operation which operates at a profit. The
net revenues from these charter buses
have enabled the local bus system to re-
duce the annual deficit by approximately
$175,000. The Mercer County improve-
ment authority, which operates the
metro system, estimates that a 15-bus
operation could raise $313,000 in the first
year. Without charter operations, the
total operating deficit—which was about
$800,000 last year—would be much
higher and would have to be made up by
the taxpayers.

Private charter operators are unwill-
ing and unable to provide the money-
losing but essential everyday service
which Mercer Metro provides. It is un-
fair that the Federal Government should
suddenly cut off local transit company
charter rights without providing any re-
placement for the lost revenues. Local
transportation authorities are being
asked to decide between continuing their
charter operations and sacrificing fu-
ture Federal aid for capital purchases or
giving up charters and trying to find new
revenue sources to make up deficits. For
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most local governments, this is an im-
possible situation.

H.R. 6452 would provide the assistance
for operating subsidies that is critically
needed by smaller cities and towns as
well as large metropolitan areas. The bill
would base distribution of funds, in part,
on the number of passengers carried.
This is a sensible approach that would
encourage operators to improve patron-
age by stabilizing fares and improving
service. It would benefit systems like
Mercer Metro, which has shown a steady
increase in patronage. The passage of
H.R. 6452 will signify the Federal Gov-
ernment’s commitment to mass transpor-
tation as an answer to the growing prob-
lems of air pollution, congestion, and
gasoline scarcity. I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MATSUNAGA

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MATSUNAGA: On
page 14 add & new section, appropriately
numbered, to read as follows:

“Nothing contained in this Act shall re-
quire the charging of fares to elderly and
handicapped persons.”

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment which I offer is in effect an
amendment which I had proposed to
offer to section 2, which was stricken
in toto by the Wylie amendment. In the
event that on a separate vote in the
House, section 2 is restored, this amend-
ment will take the place of the amend-
ment which I was proscribed from offer-
ing by the parliamentary situation. Both
the majority and the minority members
of the committee have agreed to accept
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment which
I offer is simple and straightforward. It
contains the provision in the bill which
will require any system receiving assist-
ance under the bill’s provisions to permit
elderly and disabled persons to ride for no
more than half fare during nonpeak
hours.

That is a commendable provision, and
the committee is to be congratulated on
its inclusion. My amendment would
merely assure that the committee’s in-
tent would be carried out in certain un-
usual cases.

In Honolulu, Hawaii, elderly residents,
65 years and older, may ride city buses
free of charge at any time of the day.
Under this policy nearly 4 million free
bus rides were taken by elderly citizens
in Honolulu during 1972, a dramatic in-
crease over earlier figures. In a typical
month in 1971, when elderly passengers
could ride free only between 9 a.m. and
2 p.m., about 8,000 free riders used Hono-
lulu’s buses. In October of last year, after
the elderly were permitted to ride without
charge at any time of day, 330,000 riders
took advantage of the service. My amend-
ment would simply clarify the language
in section 2 of H.R. 6452, to assure that
the bus transit systems in Honolulu and
elsewhere will not be required to begin
charging their elderly passengers up to
half fare where none is now charged.
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Also, since the bill bases its apportion-
ment of funds in part on the number of
revenue passengers and revenue passen-
ger miles provided by the system, doubt
might exist over whether the systems
would receive full credit for free rides
provided to the elderly or handicapped.
Coupled with language in the committee
report, my amendment would erase any
such doubt. To do otherwise would be to
penalize those systems which respond
most faithfully to the committee’s man-
date to make public transportation more
accessible to the elderly and disabled.

The important feature of my amend-
ment, Mr. Chairman, is its limited scope.
The present language might well require
charging the elderly and handicapped
fares which “will not exceed one-half”
of the normal fare. My amendment would
merely make it clear that that provi-
sion is intended to lower fares for the
elderly and handicapped, not to increase
them or initiate them where none is now
charged.

Mr. Chairman, I trust that my col-
leagues will support my amendment, and
I urge its adoption.

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

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, we are
acquainted with the amendment on this
side, and we are willing to accept it on
our part.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan., Mr, Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yielding.

The gentleman has discussed this
amendment with the Members on this
side of the aisle, and the amendment is
acceptable to us.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I thank both the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PATMAN) and
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BrROWN) .

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Hawaii.

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr. McFaLL, 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. 6452) to amend the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 to provide a
substantial increase in the total amount
authorized for assistance thereunder, to
increase the portion of project cost
which may be covered by a Federal grant,
to authorize assistance for operating ex-
penses, and for other purposes, pursuant
to House Resolution 372, he reported the
bill back to the House with sundry
amendments adopted by the Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment?
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Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a separate vote on the so-called Wylie
amendment.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote
demanded on any other amendment? If
not, the Chair will put them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the amendment on which a separate vote
has been demanded.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment: Page 1, strike out line 5 and
all that follows thereafter through page 5,
line 18.

Redeslgnate the succeeding sections ac-
cordingly.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
amendment.

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

Mr. WYLIE. 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 205, nays 210,
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 495]
YEAS—205

Erlenborn
Alexander Eshleman
Andrews, Evans, Colo.
N. Dak. Findley
Archer Fish
Arends Fisher
Armstrong Flowers
Ashbrook Flynt
Bafalis Ford, Gerald R.
Baker Fountain
Bauman Frenzel
Beard Prey
Bennett Froehlich
Bevill Puqua

Abdnor Mayne
Michel
Miller
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Myers
Natcher «
Nichols
O'Brien
O’Hara
Passman

Blackburn
Bowen
Bray
Breaux
Erinkiey
Brooks
Broomfleld
Brotzman
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Crane
Danlel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W.,Jr.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.

Hansen, Idaho
Harsha

Harvey
Hastings
Hays
Heinz
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman

Johnson, Calif.

Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Keating
Eemp
Ketchum
King
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum

Latta

Lott

Lujan
McClory
MeCollister
McEwen
McEay
Madigan
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.

Pettis
Pickle
Poage
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Rarick
Regula
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rogers
Rousselot
Roy

Ruppe
Ruth

Ryan
Batterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Bikes

Slack
Smith, N.¥.

Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.

Towell, Nev.
Tree:

n
Veysey
Waggonner
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‘Wampler

Ware
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins

Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio

Clark

Clay
Collins, II1.
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danlelson
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Dent
Diggs
Donohue
Drinan
Dulskl
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg

Frelinghuysen
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Glaimo
Gibbons
Gllman

‘Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wylie

Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.

NAYS—210

Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso

Gray

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gunter
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hawkins
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks
Holifield
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Hunt

Jordan

Karth
Kastenmeler

Long, Md.
MeCloskey
MeCormack
McDade
McFall
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Mahon
Mailliard
Marazitl
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Milford
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, I
Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzi

Nix

Obey
O'Neill
Owens
Parris
Patman
Patten
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Young, Il
Young, 8.C.
Zion

Zwach

Pepper
Perkins
Peyser

Pike

Podell

Price, I11.
Pritchard
Randall
Rangel

Rees

Reld

Reuss

Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino

Roe

Roncallo, Wyo.
Ronecallo, N.Y.
Rooney, N.X.

St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Selberling
Shipley
Bisk

Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steele
Steelman
Stephens
Stokes
Btratton
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Thornton
Tiernan
Udall

Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Walsh
‘Whalen
Wwilliams
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Callf.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl

NOT VOTING—20

Conyers
Dingell

Johnson, Colo.

Eluczynski
Leggett
Mills, Ark.
Mizell
Morgan
Nelsen

Runnels
Sandman
Skubitz
Taylor, N.C.
Vander Jagt
White

Mr. Hanna with Mr, Conyers.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Vander
Jagt.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Rallsback.

Mr. Leggett with Mr. Nelsen.

Mr. Morgan with Mr. White.

Mr, Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Runnels.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

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

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. 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 219, nays 195,
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 496]
YEAS—219

Glaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gunter
Haley
Hamilton
Hanl

ey
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington

Hawkins
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl

Hogan
Holifield

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

‘WiHson,
Charles, Tex.

Abdnor
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Archer
Arends

Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Bennett

Broyhill, N.C.
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler

Byron

Camp

Carter
Cederberg

Cham]
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran

Cohen
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Crane
Daniel, Dan
el, RO

Evins, Tenn.
Conyers
Dingell
Esch

Gude

Hanna,
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala.

So the bill
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Wolft

Wyatt
Wydler
Yates
Yatron

NAYS—195
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flowers

Eing
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta

Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
MeClory
McCollister
McEwen
McKay

was passed.

Young, Ga.

Mitchell, N.Y.

Montgomery

Moorhead,
Calif.

. Myers

Nichols
O'Brien
Passman

Pettis
Pickle

Poage
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.

Quie
Quillen
Rarick
Regula
Rhodes

Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥.
Rousselot
Ruppe

Ruth

Ryan
Satterfield

Baylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Bebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Smith, N.¥.
Snyder

Stanton,

J. William
Stelger, Arizs.
Steiger, Wis.
Stubblefield

Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Calif.

Taylor, N.C.
Vander Jagt
White

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Morgan for, with Mr. Taylor of North
Carolina against.
Mr. Esch for, with Mr. Mizell against.

Mr. Sandman for, with Mr. Skubitz against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Eluczgynski with Mr. Runnels.

Mr. Conyers with Mr. Hanna.

Mr. Leggett with Mr. White.

Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Vander Jagt.
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Nelsen.

Jones, Ala. Rallsback

So the amendment was rejected.
The Clerk announced the following

rs:
On this vote:
Mr. Taylor of North Carolina for, with Mr.
Dingell against.
Mr. Skubitz for, with Mr. Esch against.
Mr. Mizell for, with Mr. Gude agalnst.

Until further notice:
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

8. 2335. An act to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, and for other purposes.
AUTHORIZING CLERK TO MAEKE CORRECTIONS IN

H.R, 8452

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of the bill just passed, the Clerk
shall have authority to make any neces-
sary corrections in punctuation and sec-
tion numbers, including cross references.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent for the immediate

consideration of the Senate bill (S. 386)

to amend the Urban Mass Transportation

Act of 1964 to authorize certain grants

to assure adequate commuter service in

urban areas, and for other purposes.
The Clerk read the title of the Senate

ill

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill as fol-
lows:

S. 386

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

TITLE I—EMERGENCY COMMUTER
RELIEF

FINDINGS

SEc. 101. The Congress finds—

(1) that over 70 per centum of the Nation's
population lives in urban areas;

(2) that transportation is the lifeblood of
an urbanized society and the health and
welfare of that society depends upon the pro-
vision of efficient economical and convenient
transportation within and between its urban
areas;

(3) that for many years the mass transpor-
tation industry satisfied the transportation
needs of the urban areas of the country capa-
bly and profitably;

(4) that in recent years the maintenance of
even minimal mass transportation service in
urban areas has become so financially bur-
densome as to threaten the continuation of
this essential public service;

(5) that the termination of such service
or the continued increase in its cost to the
user is undesirable, and may have a particu-
larly serious adverse effect upon the welfare
of a substantial number of lower income
persons;

(6) that some urban areas are now engaged
in developing preliminary plans for, or are
actually carrying out, comprehensive projects
to revitalize thelr mass transportation oper-
ations; and

{7) that immediate substantial Federal as-
sistance is needed to enable many mass
transportation systems to continue to provide
vital service.

Sec. 102. (a) Section 3 of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 1s amended—

(1) by striking out “No” in the fifth sen-
tence of subsection (a) and inserting in lieu
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thereof “Except as provided in subsection
(f), no”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof a new
subsection as follows:

“(f) The Secretary is also authorized, on
such terms and conditions as he may pre-
scribe, to make grants or loans to any State
or local public body to enable it to assist any
mass transportation system which maintains
mass transportation service in an urban area
to pay operating expenses incurred as a re-
sult of providing such service. No financial
assistance shall be provided under this sub-
section unless (1) the Secretary determines
that the mass transportation services pro-
vided by the system involved are needed to
carry out a program referred to in section
4(a), and (2) the applicant State or public
body has submitted to the Secretary a com-
prehensive mass transportation service im-
provement plan which is approved by him and
which sets forth a program, meeting criteria
established by the Secretary, for capital or
service improvements to be undertaken for
the purpose of providing more efficlent, eco-
nomical, and convenient mass transportation
service in an urban area, and for placing the
mass transportation operations of such sys-
tem on a sound financial basis (including &
reasonable fare structure), and (3) the Sec-
retary determines that the mass transporta-
tion service provided by each system in-
volved is being provided by an efficient op-
eration of such system in accordance with
regulations promulgated by the Secretary.

“Notwithstanding the provisions of the
fifth sentence of section 4(a), the amount
of any grant under this subsection to a State
or local public body to enable it to assist
any mass transportation system to pay oper-
ating expenses shall not exceed twice the
amount of financial assistance provided from
State or local sources for that purpose. The
Becretary shall issue such regulations as he
deems necessary to administer this subsec-
tion in an equitable manner. Such regula-
tions shall include appropriate definitions of
(A) operating expenses, and (B) the sources
or types of State or local financial assistance
which may be considered in computing the
maximum allowable Federal grant.

“The Secretary shall require, as a condi-
tion of assistance under this subsection, each
State or local public body to submit an an-
nual report describing the implementation
of its mass transportation service improve-
ment plan. If the Secretary finds, after re-
ceiving any such report and after oppor-
tunity for a hearing on the record, that a
State or local public body receiving assist-
ance under this subsection has not made
reasonable progress in the implementation of
its plan, he shall suspend further assistance
under this subsection until such time as he
determines that reasonable progress is being

(b) The fourth sentence of section 4(a)
of such Act is amended by striking out “sec-
tion 3" and inserting in lieu thereof “section
3 (other than subsection (f))".

(c) Section 4(c) of such Act is amended—

(1) by inserting “(1)" after “(c)™;

(2) by striking out “sections 3, T(b), and
9" and inserting in Heu thereof “sectlon 3
(except subsection (f)), and sections 7(b)
and 9”;

(3) by striking out “this subsection"”
wherever it appears and inserting in leu
thereof “this paragraph”; and

(4) by adding at the end thereof a new
paragraph as follows:

“(2) To finance grants and loans under
section 3(f) of this Act, the BSecretary is
authorized to incur obligations on behalf of
the United States in the form of grant agree-
ments or otherwise In amounts aggregating
not to exceed $800,000,000. This amount shall
become available for obligation upon the
date of enactment of this paragraph and
shall remain available until obligated. There
are authorized to be appropriated for liqui-
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dation of the obligations incurred under this
paragraph not to exceed $400,000,000 prior to
July 1, 1974, which amount may be in-
creased to not to exceed an aggregate of
$800,000,000 prior to July 1, 1975. Sums so
appropriated shall remain available until ex-
pended.”

(d) (1) Sectlon 12(c)
amended— .

(A) by striking out “and” at the end of
paragraph (4);

(B) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (5) and inserting in lieu there-
of *; and”;

(C) by adding after paragraph (5) a new
paragraph as follows:

“(6) the term ‘mass transportation sys-
tem' means any private company or public
authority or agency providing mass trans-
portation service.”.

(2) Section 12 of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(f) The provision of assistance for the
payment of operating expenses under section
3(f) shall not be construed as bringing
within the application of chapter 15 of title
5, United States Code, any nonsupervisory
employee of an urban mass transportation
system (or of any other agency or entity per-
forming related functions) to whom such
chapter is otherwise inapplicable.

TITLE II—FARE-FREE MASS TRANSPOR-
TATION DEMONSTRATIONS

Bec. 201. The Secretary of Transportation
(hereinafter referred to as the “‘Secretary™)
shall enter into such contracts or other ar-
rangements as may be necessary for research
and the development, establishment, and
operation of demonstration projects to de-
termine the feasibility of fare-free urban
mass transportation systems.

BSec. 202. Federal grants or payments for
the purpose of assisting such projects shall
cover not to exceed 80 per centum of the
cost of the project involved, including op-
erating costs and the amortization of capital
costs for any fiscal year for which such con-
tract or other arrangement is in effect.

Sec. 208. The Secretary shzall select citles
or metropolitan areas for such projects In
accordance with the following:

(1) to the extent practicable, such cities
or metropolitan areas shall have a failing or
nonexistent or marginally profitable transit
system, a decaying central city, automobile-
caused air pollution problems, and an im-
mobile central city population;

(2) several projects should be selected
from citles or metropolitan areas of differing
sizes and populations;

(3) & high level of innovative service must
be provided including the provisions of cross-
town and other transportation service to the
extent necessary for central city residents
and others to reach employment, shopping,
and recreation; and

(4) to the extent practicable, projects
utilizing different modes of mass transporta-
tion shall be approved.

Sec. 204. The Becretary shall study fare-
free systems assisted pursuant to this title,
and other financially assisted urban mass
transportation systems providing reduced
fares for the purpose of determining the fol-
lowing:

{1) the effects of such systems on (1) vehi-
cle traffic and attendant air pollution, con-
gestion, and nolse, (i) the mobility of urban
residents, and (iil) the economic viability
of central city business;

(2) the mode of mass transportation that
can best meet the desired objectives;

(3) the extent to which frivolous rider-
ship increases as a result of reduced fare or
fare-free systems;

(4) the extent to which the need for urban
highways might be reduced as a result of
reduced fare or fare-free systems; and

(6) the best means of financing reduced

of such Act 18
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fare or fare-free transportation. on & con-
tinuing basis.

Sec. 205. The Secretary shall make annual
reports to the Congress on the information
gathered pursuant to section 204 of this title
and shall make & final report of his findings,
including any recommendations he might
have to implement such findings, not later
than June 30, 1975, .,

Sec. 2068, In carrying out the provisions of
this title, the Secretary shall provide advisory
participation by interested State and local
government authorities, mass transportation
systems management personnel, employee
representatives, mass transportation riders,
and any other persons that he may deem
necessary or appropriate.

Sec, 207. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated not to exceed $20,000,000 for
each of the fiscal years ending on June 30,
1974, and June 30, 1975, respectively, to carry
out the provisions of this title.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, PATMAN

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. ParmaN moves to strike out all after
the enacting clause of 8. 386 and insert in
lieu thereof the provisions of H.R. 6452 as
passed, as follows:

That this Act may be cited as the “Urban
Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1873".
ASSISTANCE FOR OPERATING EXPENSES

Sec. 2. (a) Section 8(a) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 is amended by in-
serting immediately after the second sen-
tence the following new sentence: “The Sec-
retary is also authorized, on such terms and
conditions as he may prescribe, to make
grants to assist States and local public bodies
and agencies thereof in the payment of op-
erating expenses incurred in connection with
the provision of mass transportation service
in urban areas, allocating any funds made
available for assistance under this sentence
among the various State and local public
bodies and agencies thereof in the manner
provided in subsection (g): Provided, That
no assistance shall be provided under this
sentence to any State or local public body
or agency thereof unless the applicant agrees
and gives satisfactory assurances, in such
manner and form as may be required by the
Secretary and in accordance with such terms
and conditions as the Secretary may pre-
scribe, that the rates charged elderly and
handicapped persons during nonpeak hours
for transportation utilizing or involving the
facilities and equipment financed with such
assistance will not exceed one-half of the
rates generally applicable to other persons,
whether the operation of such facilities and
equipment is by the applicant or is by an-
other entity under lease or otherwise.”

(b) Section 3(c)(2) of such Act 1is
amended by inserting *(including grants for
payment of operating expenses)™ after “proj-
ect grants”.

(c) Bection 3 of such Act 1s further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsections:

“(1) No financlal assistance shall be pro-
vided to any State or local public body or
agency thereof for payment of operating
expenses incurred in connection with the
provision of mass transportation service un-
less the applicant State or public body or
agency has submitted to the Secretary a
comprehensive mass transportation service
improvement plan which is approved by him
and which sets forth a program meeting
criteria established by the BSecretary for
capital or service improvements to be under-
taken for the purpose of providing more
efficilent, economical, and convenient mass
transportation service in the urban area or
areas Involved, and for placing mass trans-
portation operations in such area or areas
on a sound financial basis,

“(g) The funds made avallable for as-
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sistance in the payment of operating ex-
penses under the third sentence of subsec-
tion (a) for any fiscal year shall be allocated
by the Secretary among the various States
and local public bodies and agencies thereof
(without regard to section 15) on the basis
of a formula under which the urbanized
areas of eligible applicants in any State will
be entitled to receive an amount equal to
the sum of—

(1) one~third of the total amount so allo-
cated multiplied by a fraction the numerator
of which is the total population of the
urbanized areas of eligible applicants in that
particular State, and the denominator of
which is the total population of the urban-
ized areas of eligible applicants in all the
States;

“(2) one-third of the total amount so allo-
cated multiplied by a fraction the numerator
of which is the total number of revenue
passengers carrled by mass transportation
systems In the urbanized areas of eligible
applicants in that particular State and the
denominator of which is the total number
of such passengers carried by mass trans-
portation systems in the urbanized areas of
eligible applicants in all the States; and

“(3) one-third of the total amount so allo-
cated multiplied by a fraction the numerator
of which is the total mass transportation
revenue vehicle miles traveled in the urban-
ized areas of eligible applicants in that par-
ficular State and the denominator of which
is the total mass transportation revenue ve-
hicle miles traveled in the urbanized areas
of eligible applicants in all the States.”

(d) (1) Sectlon 4 of such Act is amended
by redesignating subsection (d) as subsec-
tion (e), and by inserting after subsection
(c) the following new subsection:

‘“(d) To finance grants to assist States and
local public bodies and agencies thereof in
the payment of operating expenses under the
third sentence of section 3(a), there is au-
thorized to be appropriated not to exceed
$400,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, and $400,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1975. Any amount so
appropriated shall remain available until ex-
pended; and any amount authorized but not
appropriated for elther such fiscal year may
be appropriated for any succeeding fiscal
year,™

(2) The first sentence of sectlion 4(c) of
such Act is amended by inserting after “un-
der sections 3, T(b), and 9 of this Act” the
following: *(other than grants made under
the third sentence of section 3(a))".

(e) Section 12 of such Act is amended by
aedding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(f) The provision of assistance for the
payment of operating expenses under the
third sentence of section 3(a) shall not be
construed as bringing within the application
of chapter 15 of title 5, United States Code,
any nonsupervisory employee of an urban
mass transportation system (or of any other
agency or entity performing related func-
tions) to whom such chapter 1s otherwise
inapplicable.”

INCREASE IN GRANT RATIO

Sec. 3. (a) The fifth sentence of section
4(a) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act
of 1964 is amended to read as follows: “The
Federal grant for any such project to be as-
sisted under section 3 (other than a project
for payment of operating expenses) shall be
in an amount equal to 80 per centum of the
net project cost.”

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply only with respect to projects
which were not subject to administrative
reesrvation on or before July 1, 1973.

INCREASE IN BASIC ASSISTANCE AUTHORITY

BEC. 4. (a) Section 4(c) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 Is amended—

(1) by striking out all that follows “which
amount may be increased"” in the third sen-
tence; and
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{2) by inserting in lieu thereof “to not to
exceed an aggregate of $310,000,000 prior to
July 1, 1972, not to exceed an aggregate of
$1,000,000,000 prior to July 1, 1973, not to ex=
ceed an aggregate of $2,000,000,000 prior to
July 1, 1974, not to exceed an aggregate of
$3,000,000,000 prior to July 1, 1975, not to ex-
ceed an aggregate of $4,500,000,000 prior to
July 1, 1976, not to exceed an aggregate of
$5,500,000,000 prior to July 1, 1877, and not
to exceed an aggregate of $6,100,000,000 there-
after.”

(b) The first sentence of section 4(c¢c) of
such Act is amended by inserting immedi-
ately before the period at the end thereof
the following: “to the extent that such
amounts are or were appropriated to finance
such.grants and loans and have not been
reserved or made avallable for any other pur-
pose'’.

PROHIBITION AGAINST CHARGING OF EXTRA FARES
ON ASSISTED TRANSIT FACILITIES

SEc. 5. Section 3 of the Urban Nass Trans-
portation Act of 1964 (as amended by sec-
tion 2(c) of this Act) is further amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(h) No financial assistance shall be pro-
vided under this Act to any State or local
public body or agency thereof unless the
applicant agrees and gives satisfactory assur-
ances, in such manner and form as may be
required by the Secretary and in accordance
with such terms and conditions as the Secre-
tary may prescribe, that the rates charged
for transportation utilizing or involving the
facilities and equipment financed with such
assistance will be uniform (subject to any
reasonable charges which may be made for
transfers), and will not vary on the basis of
length of route or distance traveled except in
accordance with a zZone system or other uni-
form system which is in effect throughout
the area served by such facilities and equip-
ment, whether the operation of such facili-
ties and equipment is by *he applicant or is
by another entity under lease or otherwise.”

ELIGIBILITY OF QUASI-PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT

CORPORATIONS

Sec. 6. (a) The first sentence of section
3(a) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act
of 1964 is amended by inserting “(1)™ after
“financing’”, and by inserting before the pe-
riod at the end thereof the following: *, and
(2) the establishment and organization of
public or quasi-public transit corridor de-
velopment corporations or entities”.

(b) The second sentence of section 3(a) of
such Act i5 amended to read as follows:
“Eligible facilities and equipment may in-
clude personal property including buses and
other rolling stock and real property includ-
ing land (but not public highways), within
the entire zone affected by the construction
and operation of transit improvements, in-
cluding station sites, needed for an efficient
and coordinated mass transportation system
which is compatible with socially, economi-
caly, and environmentally sound patterns of
land use."

COORDINATION OF URBAN MASS TRANSIT PRO-
GRAMS WITH MODEL CITIES PROGRAMS

Sec. 7. Sectlon 103(a) of the Demonstra-
tion Citles and Metropolitan Development
Act of 1966 is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and
(5) as paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively,
and i

(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) the
following new paragraph:

“(4) any program which includes a trans-
portation component as a project or activity
to be undertaken meets the requirements of
section 3(e) of the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1964;".

LIMITATION ON MASS TRANSIT FUNDING RELATED
TO PUPIL TRANSPORTATION

Bec. 8. (a) Bectlon 3(e) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 is amended—

(1) by inserting *(1)" after “(e)”;
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(2) by redesignating clauses (1) through
(4) as clauses (A) through (D), respectively;

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(2) No financial assistance shall be pro-
vided under this section to any State or local
public body or agency thereof which engages
directly or indirectly in the transporting of
schoolchildren and school personnel to and
from school and school-authorized functions,
or proposes to expand present routes, sched-
ules, service, or facilities for the purpose of
providing transportation for schoolchildren
and school personnel to and from school and
school-authorized functigns, in competition
with or supplementary to the service cur-
rently provided by a private transportation
company, or other person, engaged in so
transporting such schoolchildren and school
personnel; except that this paragraph shall
not apply with respect to any State or local
public body or agency thereof if it (or a
direct predecessor in interest from which it
acquired the function of so transporting such
schoolchildren and school personnel along
with facilities to be used therefor) was S0
engaged at any time during the twelve-
month period immediately prior to the date
of the enactment of this paragraph.”

(b) Section 12(e) of such Act is amended
by inserting before the period at the end
thereof the following: “, or from enforcing
the limitation described in section 3(e) (2)".

ELIMINATION OF ASSISTANCE IN FORM OF

PROJECT LOANS

Sec, 9. (a) Section 3(a) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 (as amended by
section 2(a) of this Act) is amended—

(1) by striking out "or loans (directly,
through the purchase of securities or equip-
ment trust certificates, or otherwise)™ in the
first sentence;

(2) by striking out “or loan” in the fourth
sentence; and

(3) by striking out “The Secretary may
make” in the fifth sentence and inserting
in leu thereof *“The Secretary is also au-
thorized to make".

(b) Section 3(c) of such Act (as amended
by section 2(b) of this Act) is amended by
striking out “No loans” in the first sentence
and all that follows down through “this
section” in the second sentence, and insert
in lleu thereof “Interest on loans made under
subsection (b)".

(e) Section 3(d) of such Act is amended
by striking out “or loan".

(d) Section 12(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “loan or".

(e) Section 13(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out *“loans or"” and “loan or".

(f) Section 16(b) of such Act is amended
by striking out “and loans” each place it ap-
pears.

STUDY OF RURAL TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

Sec. 10. The Secretary of Transportation
shall conduct a full and complete study and
investigation of the public transportation
needs of rural and other nonurban areas in
the United States, giving particular attention
to the needs of cities, towns, and other politi-
cal subdivisions (outside urban areas) having
a population of 50,000 or less, and of any
changes in the Federal law which would be
required In order to meet such needs. The
Secretary shall report his findings and recom-
mendations to the Congress within one year
after the date of the enactment of this Act.
INVESTIGATION OF SAFETY HAZARDS IN URBAN

MASS TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

Sec. 11. The Secretary of Transportation
shall investigate unsafe conditions in any
facility. equipment, or manner of operation
financed under this Act which creates a
serfous hazard of death or injury for the
purpose of determining its nature and extent
and the means which might best be employed

to eliminate or correct it. If the Secretary
determines that such facility, equipment, or
manner of operation is unsafe, he shall re-
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quire the State or local public body or agency
to submit to the Secretary, a plan for cor-
recting the unsafe facility, equipment, or
manner of operation, and the Secretary may
withhold further financial assistance to the
applicant until such plan is approved or
implemented.

Sec. 12. Section 3(a) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 is further amend-
ed by adding after the word “expenses”, and
before the period in the fifth sentence, the
following:

*, mor shall any grant or loan funds be
used to support sole source procurements
(except in wunusual, justifiable circum-
stances) or procurements utilizing exclu-
sionary or discriminatory specifications”.

Bec. 13. Nothing contalned in this Act
shall require the changing of fares to elderly
and handicapped persons.

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to
amend the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964 to provide a substantial increase in the
total amount suthorized for assistance there-
under, to increase the portion of project cost
which may be covered by a Federal grant, to
authorize assistance for operating expenses,
and for other purposes.”

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 Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Act of 1964 to provide a substantial
increase in the total amount authorized
for assistance thereunder, to increase the
portion of project cost which may be
covered by a Federal grant, to authorize
assistance for operating expenses, and
for other purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 6452) was
laid on the table.

PERSONAL STATEMENT

Mr. BUREE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, on rollcall No. 494 I am recorded
as voting “yea.” I inadvertently pushed
the wrong button, I intended to vote
“no,” and I ask unanimous consent my
statement appear in the Recorp immedi-
ately following the rolleall.

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

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 include
relevant and extraneous matter on the
bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HR.
9639 TO AMEND THE NATIONAL
SCHOOL LUNCH AND CHILD NU-
TRITION ACTS

Mr. PERKINS submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 9629) to amend the Naticnal
School Lunch and Child Nutrition Acts
for the purpose of providing additional
Federal financial assistance to the school
Iunch and school breakfast programs:
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ConrFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NoO. 03-540)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (HR.
9639) to amend the National School Lunch
and Child Nutrition Acts for the purpose of
providing additional Federal financial as-
sistance to the school lunch and school
breakfast programs, having met, after full
and free conference, have agreed to recom-
mend and do recommend to thelr respective
Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend=-
ments numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate nume=
bered 8, 10, and 11, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 12: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 12, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:

In the matter proposed to be inserted by
Senate amendment numbered 12, insert
June 30, before 1974; and the Senate agree
to the same.

The committee of conference report In
disagreement amendments numbered 5, 9, 13,
and 14.

CARL D. PERKINS,
Lroyp MEEDS,
ALBERT H. QUIE,

Managers on the Part of the House.
JAMES B. ALLEN,
GeorGcE McGovEmN,
Huserr H. HUMPHREY,
Mmnuron R. YOUNG,
RoserT DoLz,

Managers on the Pari of the Senate.

JoINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE

COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and
the Benate at the conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend=
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 9639)
to amend the National School Lunch and
Child Nutrition Acts for the purpose of pro=
viding additional Federal financial assist-
ance to the school lunch and school break-
fast programs, submit the following joint
statement to the House and the Senate in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the managers and recommended in
the accompanying conference report:

Amendment Numbered 1: The bill, a8
passed by the House, amends section 4 of the
National School Lunch Act by increasing the
national average payment per lunch used in
determining food assistance payments from
eight cents to ten cents per lunch.

Senate amendment numbered 1 increasea
the national average payment per lunch
used in determining food assistance payments
to twelve cents per lunch. The Senate re=
cedes.

Amendments Numbered 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7:
These amendments offered by Senator Ste=-
vens provided that funds which would other-
wise be paid to Alaska under sections 4, 5,
and 10 of the National S8chool Lunch Act in
any fiscal year, and under sections 4 and 4(f)
of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 in any fis-
cal year shall be Increased by 25 percent.
The Senale recedes. The managers on the
part of the House will offer & motion to re-
cede from their disagreement to the Senate
amendment numbered 13, and concur there-
in with an amendment which provides, in
part, that the study conducted under Senate
amendment numbered 13 will include a study
of differences among regions, Including
Alaska, in the cost of preparing lunches and
breakfasts,

Amendment Numbered 5: Senate amend-
ment numbered 5 amends section 11 of the
National School Lunch Act by providing
that for fiscal years subsequent to fiscal year
1975, the national average payment per lunch
under section 4 of the National School Lunch
Act, the special-assistance factors for lunches
under section 11 of such Act, and the na-
tional average breakfast payments under sec-
tion 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 shall
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reflect changes in the cost of operating a
school lunch and a school breakfast program.
Senate amendment numbered 5 also provides
that, in determining such changes, the SBec-
retary of Agriculture must give equal weight
to changes in the wholesale prices of all foods
and in hourly wage rates for employees of
eating establishments.

The bill as passed by the House contains
no such provision.

This amendment is reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede from
their disagreement to the Senate amendment
numbered 5, and concur therein with an
amendment described and set forth below,
and the managers on the part of the Senate
will move to concur in the amendment of
the House to the amendment of the Senate.

The amendment of the House, referred to
above, would provide (a) that changes in
the cost of operating a school lunch and a
school breakfast program shall be reflected
in the reimbursement rates listed in Senate
amendment numbered 5, (b) that the Secre-
tary shall make an adjustment of such re-
imbursement rates on January 1, 1974, and
semiannually thereafter, (¢) that such ad-
justments shall reflect changes in the series
for food away from home of the Consumer
Price Index published by the Bureau of La-
bor Statistics of the Department of Labor,
and (d) that such adjustments shall be com-
puted to the nearest one-quarter cent. The
adjustment for January 1, 1974, shall re-
flect the change in the serles for food away
from home during the period September
1973 through November 1973.

The text of the amendment follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by Senate amendment numbered 5,
insert the following: The SBecretary shall pre-
scribe on July 1 of each fiscal year, and on
January 1, of each fiscal year, semlannual
adjustments In the national average rates
for lunches served under section 4 of the
National School Lunch Act and the special
assistance factor for the lunches served un-
der section 11 of the National School Lunch
Act, and the national average rates for break-
fasts served under section 4 of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966, as amended, that
shall reflect changes in the cost of operating
& school lunch and breakfast program under
these Acts, as indicated by the change In
the serles for food away from home of the
Consumer Price Index published by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Depart-
ment of Labor: Provided, That the initial
such adjustment shall reflect the change in
the serles for food away from home during
the period September 1973, through Novem-
ber 1973: Provided further, That each sub-
sequent adjustment shall reflect the changes
in the series for food away from home for
the most recent six-month period for which
such data are available: Provided jfurther,
That such adjustments shall be computed
to the nearest one-fourth cent.

Amendment Numbered 8: Under Senate
amendment numbered 8, the Secretary of
Agriculture shall make grants under section
17 of the Child Nutritlon Act of 1966 (the
Special Supplemental Food Program for preg-
nant or lactating women, infants, and chil-
dren determined to be at nutritional risk)
to agencies of Indlan tribes, bands, or groups,
or the Indian Health Service of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, as
well as to State agencies as provided under
existing law, The bill as passed by the House
contains no such provision. The House re-
cedes.

Amendment Numbered 9: The bill as
passed by the House amends section 17 of
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 by extending
the authorization and expenditure level (sec-
tion 32 of the Act of 1935) of the Special
Supplemental Food Program for pregnant or
lactating women and children determined to
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be at nutritional risk for one additional
fiscal year (the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975) at the same level.

Senate amendment numbered 9 also ex-
tends such authorization for such additional
year, but increases the level of authorization
and expenditure from $20,000,000 as con-
tained in the bill as passed by the House, to
a level of $40,000,000.

Senate amendment numbered 9 is reported
in technical disagreement, The managers on
the part of the House will offer a motion
to recede from their disagreement to the
Senate amendment numbered 5 and coneur
therein,

Amendment Numbered 10: Senate amend-
ment numbered 10 amends section 3 of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 by adding to the
requirements of that section a mandate that
any school or nonprofit child care institution
shall receive the special milk program on its
request, and a mandate that children who
qualify for free lunches under guidelines set
forth by the Secretary shall also be eligible
for free milk.

The bill as passed by the House contains
no comparable provision.

The House recedes,

Amendment Numbered 11: Senate amend-
ment numbered 11 amends sectlon 14 of the
National School Lunch Act—

(a) by increasing the number of members
on the National Advisory Council from 13,
as in existing law, to 15, and

(b) by requiring that one of the members
of such Council skall be a school lunch pro-
gram supervisor from an urban school sys-
tem and one member of such Council shall
be a school lunch program supervisor from
a rural school system.

The bill as passed by the House contains no
comparable provision.

The House recedes.

Amendment Numbered 12: Senate amend-
ment numbered 12 amends that part of sec-
tion 8(b) of the National School Lunch Act
which directs each State educational agency
to prescribe, each fiscal year, income guide-
lines to be used during such fiscal year to
determine eligibility for reduced-price
lunches. Existing law provides that such
income guidelines shall not be more than 50
percent above the applicable income levels in
the income poverty guideline prescribed by
the Secretary of Agriculture. Senate amend-
ment numbered 12 provides that, for fiscal
year 1974, such income guidelines may be
established at not more than 75 percent above
the applicable income levels in the income
poverty guideline prescribed by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture.

The bill as passed by the House contains
no comparable provision.

The House recedes from its disagreement
to the Senate amendment and concurs there-
in with a technical amendment which
inserts “June 80, before ''1974"” where it
occurs in the Senate amendment.

Amendment Numbered 13: Senate amend-
ment numbered 13 directs the Secretary of
Agriculture to carry out a comprehensive
study to determine if the benefits of the
school lunch and child nutrition programs
accrue to those who are most in need. The
Secretary must report his findings and any
recommendations to Congress by June 30,
1974.

The bill as passed by the House contains
no comparable provision.

This amendment is reported in technical
disagreement. The managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion to recede from
their disagreement to the Senate amendment
numbered 13 and concur therein, with an
amendment and the managers on the part
of the Senate will move to concur in the
amendment of the House to the amendment
of the Senate.

The amendment is as follows:

In lleu of the matter proposed to be in-
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serted by Senate amendment numbered 13,
insert the following:
COMPREHENSIVE STUDY OF BENEFITS OF
PROGRAMS

Sec. 9. The BSecretary of Agriculture is
authorized and directed to carry out a com-
prehensive study to determine if the benefits
of programs carried out under the National
School Lunch Act and Child Nutrition Act
are accruing to the maximum extent possi-
ble to all of the nation’s school children, in-
cluding a study to determine if those most
in need are receiving free lunches, and to
determine if significant regional cost dif-
ferentials exist in Alaska and other States
50 as to require additional reimbursement.
The Secretary shall report his findings, to-
gether with any recommendations he may
have with respect to additional legislation,
to the Congress no later than June 30, 1974.
The Secretary shall consider any recommen-
dations made by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, the General Ac-
counting Office, the National Advisory Coun-
cil on Child Nutrition, and interested pro-
fessional organizations or individuals in the
field of child care and nutrition. Alternatives
to the present structure, including but not
Hmited to the universal feeding program,
shall be included in the study.

It is the intent of the conferees with re-
spect to the amendment of the House, re-
ferred to above, that this study would deter-
mine (a) whether the benefits under the
National School Lunch and Child Nutrition
Acts are accruing to the maximum extent
possible to all of the Nation's school children,
(b) whether those children who are most in
need are receiving the benefits under these
programs, (c) the general efficiency of oper-
ating these programs and how waste that
might be occurring in these programs might
be eliminated or minimized, and (d) the need
to recognize differences among regions, in-
cluding Alaska, in the costs of operating a
school lunch and breakfast program in deter-
mining the Federal reimbursement rates for
such programs in such regions. The conferees
also intend that, in carrying out such study,
the Secretary of Agriculture shall consider
any recommendations made by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, the
General Accounting Office, the National Ad-
visory Council on Child Nutrition, and inter-
ested professional organizations or individ-
uals in the fleld of child care and nutrition,
and shall consider alternatives to the present
structure, including the universal feeding
program.

Amendment Numbered 14: Senate amend-
ment numbered 14 suspends for fiscal year
1974 the application of section 5(d)(2) of
Public Law 81-874 in determining the eligi-
bility of a local educational agency to receive
Impact ald funds, if such agency is located in
a State which has adopted an education
equalization program after June 30, 1972.

The bill as passed by the House contains no
comparable provision.

Amendment numbered 14 is reported in
txchnical disagreement. The managers on
the part of the House will offer a motion to
recede from the disagreement to the Senate
amendment numbered 14, and concur there-
in, with a technical amendment to strike out
“as” from the first sentence thereof, and the
managers on the part of the Senate will move
to concur in the amendment of the House to
the amendment of the Senate.

CARL D, PERKINS,
Lioyp MEeEDs,
ALBERT H. QUIE,
Managers on the Part of the House.
JaMES B. ALLEN,
GeorGe McGoOVEERN,
Hueeer H. HUMPHREY,
MmnroN R. YouxNgc,
RoserT DoOLE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
WAYS AND MEANS TO HAVE UN-
TIL MIDNIGHT OCTOBER 10, 1973,
TO FILE REPORT ON H.R. 10710,
TRADE REFORM ACT OF 1973

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the Committee
on Ways and Means may have until mid-
night Wednesday, October 10, 1973, to
file a report on the bill, H.R. 10710, the
“Trade Reform Act of 1973,” along with
any separate and/or minority views, if

any.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ore-
gon?

There was no objection.

TRADE REFORM ACT OF 1973

(Mr. ULLMAN 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. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I requested
this time to address the House in order to
announce to the House that the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means this afternoon
ordered favorably reported H.R. 10710,
the “Trade Reform Act of 1973.” This bill
has been developed after the most ex-
tensive and careful consideration by the
Committee on Ways and Means over a
period of many months. It was ordered
reported by a very large majority vote of
the committee of 20 to 5. We expect to
file the committee report on the bill not
later than midnight next Wednesday,
October 10, and it is our hope that we
will be heard by the Rules Committee
early in the following week.

I would like to advise the Membership
of the House that I have been author-
ized and directed by the Committee on
Ways and Means to request from the
Rules Committee a rule which would be
closed except for a separate motion to
strike title IV of the bill, which relates
to trade relations with countries not en-
joying most-favored-nation ftreatment,
and a separate motion to strike title V
of the bill, which provides for a general-
ized system of preferences. It was the
feeling of the Committee on Ways and
Means that the House would want to
work its will separately with reference
to those two titles, which could be sep-
arable from the balance of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, since I do not wish to
further delay the House at this point, I
do not wish to go into detail with refer-
ence to the bill but I will simply make
one statement, and that is that the bill
is a good bill, it differs vastly from the
bill which was sent to us by the admin-
istration, and it is a bill which I feel con-
fident is in the best interest of the United
States. Iintend at a later point tomorrow
to explain in more detail the nature of
the contents of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the Recorp at
this point a brief summary of the bill:
SUMMARY OF THE TRADE REFORM ACT OF 1973

This major legislation, as It is being
drafted, would provide the foundation for
the United States’ future trade relations
with other industrialized countries, with de-
veloping countries and with communist
countries. The thrust of the Committee’s ef-
fort has been, on the one hand, to provide
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the President adequate trade agreement au-
thority to achleve reciprocal reductions of
both tarif and non-tariff barriers, within
Constitutional limits and subject to closer
Congresslonal surveillance, and on the other
hand, to provide adequate safeguards for the
rights of workers, industries, farmers, con-
sumers and others, including provision to
assure that their views will be heard and
fully considered in all government decision-
making machinery on trade matters.

A new bill, embodying the Committee's de-
cisions, will be introduced later this week
when the Committee will meet to consider
ordering it reported.

The major points of each of the five titles
are summarized below.

TITLE I—NEGOTIATING AND OTHER AUTHORITY

Title I contains the basic authorities, sub-
ject to clearly defined limitations, for the
President to enter into both tariff and non-
tariff barrier negotiations. The Fresident is
provided authority for a period of five years
to change tariffs, within certain limits, pur-
suant to mutually beneficial trade agree-
ments. The President would be authorized
(a) to eliminate tariffs completely where
existing duties are 5 percent or less; (b) to
reduce tariffs by 60 percent where existing
rates of duty are between 5 and 25 percent;
and (c) to reduce duties by 75 percent where
existing duties exceed 25 percent. In the last
case, duties cannot be reduced below 10 per-
cent. In general, duty reductions will be
phased over a period of not less than five
years, but not more than 15 years after the
initial proclamation date.

The bill provides a mechanism for imple-
menting international trade agreements
which may aflect domestic laws. It estab-
lishes a new procedure under which the Pres-
ident can implement international agree-
ments on non-tariff barriers and other dis-
tortions of International trade if he notifies
the Congress 90 days before entering into
such an agreement, and if neither House of
Congress by privileged resolution disapproves
by & simple majority the agreement within
another 90 days after submission.

The President is directed to promote the
development of an open, non-discriminatory
falr world trading system through the re-
vision and reform of international trading
rules including the revision of specific rules
in the GATT.

The President is given a carefully defined
authority to deal with balance of payments
deficits on an emergency basis whereby he
can impose Import surcharges up to 15 per-
cent ad valorem for a period not to exceed
150 days. Any extension of such action be-
yond that time must be legislated by the
Congress,

The President is also authorized to reduce
tariffs and other import restrictions within
defined limits in the case of a persistent
balance of payments surplus. These balance
of payments authorities are to be exercised
in a manner consistent with relevant inter-
national monetary reform agreements to
which the United States becomes a party.

To assist in meeting the problem of in-
flation, the President would be authorized,
under certain guidelines, to temporarily re-
duce or suspend the rates of duty as well as
temporarily llberalize quantitative import
restrictions on articles whose supplies are
inadequate to meet domestic demand at
reasonable prices.

ted trade agreement authority also
is provided to enable the President to grant
tariff compensation when actions are taken
to increase United States’ dutles or impose
other import restrictions. Further limited
authority Is provided the President to re-
negotiate duties, terminate trade agreement
proclamations, and withdraw concessions.

Tighter procedures on reporting by the
President in regard to nations! security de-
terminations and closer Congressional mon-
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itoring in national security trade matters
are established.

Detalled procedures are established for
hearings and advice concerning the prepara-
tlon for and conduct of trade negotiations,
assuring participation by all sectors of the
economy, including consumers and produc-
ing interests.

The bill would establish the Office of the
Special Representative for Trade Negotia-
tions and specify its functions and re-
sponsibilities to both the President and the
Congress with respect to trade matters.

Finally in this title, provision is made for
close and continuing oversight by and con-
sultations with the Congress during the
negotiations. Congressional advisors to the
negotiations and other trade conferences
are provided.

TITLE II—RELIEF FROM INJURY CAUSED BY

IMPORT COMPETITION

Title IT makes major changes providing
greater accessibility of industries and work-
ers seriously injured by import competition
to either temporary protection from imports
or adjustment assistance, or a combination
of both. In the future it will be sufficlent
for those affected to establish before the
Tariff Commission that imports are a. sub-
stantial cause of serious injury in order to
obtain a Commission finding on the basis
of which the President may grant temporary
import relief. The bill establishes an order
of preferences which encourages the Presi-
dent to use tariff increases rather than quan-
titative restrictions when he grants import
relief. Tighter time limits are imposed in
order to assume efficient and timely de-
cisions.

Access to adjustment assistance 1s made
easier through more liberal criteria and sim-
plified and quicker procedures.

Workers would be entitled to up to 52
weeks of cash allowances. Weekly cash allow-
ances are Increased to 70 percent of a work-
er's average weekly wage for the first 26
weeks of entitlement. For the second 26 weeks
of entitlement, a worker would receive a
benefit equal to 65 percent of his average
weekly wage as under present law. Maximum
weekly cash allowances are increased from
66 percent to 100 percent of the average
weekly wage in manufacturing (from an esti-
mated $111 to 8170 in 1974). Older workers
may recelve up to 13 additional weeks and
workers in training may receive up to 26
additional weeks if needed to complete an
approved training program. In addition,
workers may receive training on a priority
basis, employment placement, counseling,
testing, and other supportive services and
relocation benefits. For the first time, trade=-
impacted workers may recelve expenses to
assist them search for a job when suitable
local employment is not readily available.
The program will be financed through a trust
fund out of customs revenues.

The legislation also establishes a program
of adjustment assistance for import-affected
firms which do not have reasonable access
to the capital market. This program includes
both technical assistance and, when the ad-
Justment program of a particular firm is
determined to be eligible, financial assistance
up to §1 milllon in direct loans and $3 million
In government-guaranteed loans.

The legislation establishes machinery for
coordinating within the different parts of
the executive branch programs that would
contribute to effective adjustment assistance
as well as insuring that studies of the Tariff
Commission in regard to import rellef and
studies by the Secretary of Commerce on the
feasibility of adjustment assistance become
availabie to the President so that he can
decide on actions which will assist the import
impacted industries and workers effectively
but with a minimum cost to the economy as

& whole.
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TITLE III—RELIEF FROM UNFAIR TEADE PRACTICES

Title III revises three provisions dealing
with unfair trade practices.

Chapter 1 revises and expands the Presi-
dent's authority to take action against for-
elgn countries which maintain unjustifiable
or unreasonable import restrictions and other
policies which burden, restrict or discrim-
inate against United States’ exports. How-
ever, the President is required to give prior
notice to the public of the foreign action
and the products on which he intends to
retaliate and hold hearings in which all in=-
terested partles may present their views be-
fore he uses his authority.

Further, the President is authorized, under
certain defined conditlons, to act against
countries subsidizing their exports into the
United States. All actions by the President
under this authority are subject to a con-
gressional veto.

Chapter 2 amends the Antldumping Act of
1921 by placing time limitations on investi-
gations and withholding of appraisement as
well as providing for hearings. Criteria for
handling complaints on imports from state-
controlled economies are also provided.

Chapter 3 contalns major amendments to
the countervaillng duty law including a
requirement that the Secretary of the Treas-
ury must reach a final determination within
12 months after the question as to whether
exports to the United States are subject to
foreign bounty or grant, Duty-free imporis
will become subject to countervailing duties
for the first time, subject to the finding of &
bounty or grant by the Secretary of the
Treasury and a subsequent finding by the
Tariff Commission that such imports are
causing injury to domestic Industry. The
provisions will assure that domestic produc-
ers have the right to judicial review of nega-
tive determinations by the Secretary of the
Treasury. Finally, the bill will provide that
the Secretary of the Treasury may choose
not to impose countervalling duties if he
finds that such action would seriously jeop-
ardize the trade negotiations contemplated
under the bill.

TITLE IV—TRADE RELATIONS WITH COUNTRIES
NOT ENJOYING NONDISCRIMINATORY TREAT-
MENT
Title IV responds to the President’s request

for authority to extend non-discriminatory

(most-favored-nation) tariff treatment to

imports from countries which currently are

subject to the higher statutory rates of duty,
as distinguished from the lower trade agree-
ment rates conferred on imports from all
other countries. These higher rates apply to
all the communist countries except Poland
and Yugoslavia. As agreed to by the Com-
mittee, however, the President can use his
authority in the context of negotiated bi-
lateral commercial agreements only if certain
conditions are met, including safeguards
against market-disrupting imports and safe-
guards and assurances for the protection of
industrial rights and processes, including
patent and copyright matters. Finally, the
President’s action is subject to his finding
that such countries recognize the right of
emigration. These commercial agreements
will be for no longer than 3 years bvt in
regard to the freedom of emigration condi-
tion, there must be periodic reports by the

President to the Congress, and the Congress

retains the right for either House to veto a

grant (or continuation) of non-discrimina-

tory tariff treatment. In addition, there are
other considerations that the President may
take into account in using this authority and
in mnegotiating the bilateral commercial
agreements.
TITLE V—GENERALIZED SYSTEM OF
PREFERENCES

Title V provides authority to the President
for 10 years to participate with other devel-
oped countries in granting generalized tariff
preferences on imports of semi-manufac-
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tures, manufactures and selected other prod-
ucts from developing countries. Those duty-
free preferences would terminate on imports
of an article from a particular developing
country which supplies more than 50 percent
of the total value of the United States im-
ports or $256 million of the article to the
United States during a representative an-
nual period. Preferential treatment will not
apply to an article on which import relief
measures are in effect. Developing countries
which do not undertake to eliminate pref-
erences that discriminate against United
States’ exports (that is, preferences to other
developed countries) before January 1, 1976,
and developing countries which do not re-
ceive non-discriminatory (most-favored-
nation) treatment are not eligible for pref-
erences.

REPORT ON COMPARABILITY AD-
JUSTMENT FOR FEDERAL STATU-
TORY PAY SYSTEM—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 93-
162)

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

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with the provisions of
section 5305 of title 5, United States
Code, I hereby report on the compa-
rability adjustment I am ordering for
the Federal statutory pay systems in Oc-
tober 1973.

The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and the Chairman of
the United States Civil Service Commis-
sion, who serve jointly as my agent for
Federal pay, have recommended a 4.77
percent average increase in Federal
statutory pay rates—a figure arrived at
by computing comparability using a new
computation method which will be
phased in over the next 3 years. The
new method compares actual average
salaries in the private and Federal sec-
tors instead of assuming, as the former
system did, that the 4th rate of each
grade represented the Federal average.
This change follows recommendations
made last year by the Advisory Commit-
tee on Federal Pay.

Since the effect of the new method is
to reduce somewhat the size of the pay
adjustment from the 5.47 percent that
would have taken effect under the old
computation method, the Federal Em-
ployee Pay Council and other Federal
employee organizations are understand-
ably opposed to its introduction at this
time. The Advisory Committee on Fed-
eral Pay, however, agrees with my agent
that a change is necessary and has en-
dorsed the new method, although the
committee did recommend that it be in-
troduced next year.

In reaching a final decision on the ap-
propriate comparability adjustment, I
have given careful consideration to all
of these views. My agent and the Ad-
visory Committee are not in disagree-
ment on whether to adopt the more pre-
cise way of determining comparability,
only on when. The Advisory Committee’s
recommendation to begin the change in
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1974 was based on the assumption that
the current increase would not occur
until the final month of 1973. This as-
sumption no longer holds, and I have
decided that we should move now in the
direction of the more accurate method,
making the transition gradually over a
3-year period to avoid undue hard-
ship to employees by an abrupt change
in the system. Based on that decision,
I have concluded that an average in-
crease of 4.77 percent in the pay rates
of the statutory pay systems is the ap-
propriate comparability adjustment.

I am transmitting herewith the re-
ports of my agent and the Advisory Com-
mittee, as well as a copy of the Execu-
tive order I have promulgated to put
this pay increase into effect. Also en-
closed is an Executive order adjusting
basic pay for members of the uniformed
services, as required by section 8 of Pub-
lic Law 90-207 (81 Stat. 654).

RicaARD NIXON.

TreE WHITE HoUsE, October 3, 1973.

BIG CYPRESS NATIONAL RESERVE,
FLA.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resclution 5656 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: >

H. REs. 565

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
10088) to establish the Big Cypress National
Preserve in the State of Florida, and for
other purposes. After general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and shall con-
tinue not to exceed one hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. At the conclusion of the considera-
tion of the bill for amendment, the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo=
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Florida (Mr. PEPPER) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. DEL CLawson) pending which
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 565
provides for an open rule with 1 hour
of general debate on H.R. 10088, a
bill to establish the Big Cypress Na-
tional Preserve in the State of Florida.

H.R. 10088 defines the area of the pre-
serve as to include 570,000 acres of land
and water—approximately 522,000 of pri-
vately owned lands and 48,000 acres of
publicly held lands. The bill allows the
Secretary of the Interior to permit hunt-
ing, fishing, and trapping within the pre-
serve in accordance with State and Fed-
eral laws.

H.R. 10088 authorizes the appropriation
of $116,000,000 for land acquisition. I am
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very much pleased to announce that the
State of Florida has agreed to donate
lands and/or funds equivalent to $40 mil-
lion toward this great project. The bill
also provides for $900,000 for develop-
ment costs.

Mr. Speaker, the establishment of the
preserve will protect a significant portion
of the Big Cypress watershed, which is
one of the unique watersheds in all the
Nation, and indeed in all the world, and
which is critical to the survival of the
Everglades National Park, the only tropi-
cal national park in the United States,
and of course one of Florida’s and one of
America’s greatest natural r#ources.

Mr. Speaker, I do not wish to conclude
my remarks without deserved words of
commendation and appreciation for my
distinguished colleague, the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Harey) and his committee,
for having laboriously and painstakingly
and wisely worked out this rather com-
plicated bill in such a way as to promote
immensely the national interest, and at
the same time to be fair to the private in-
terests that are involved in the ownership
of lands in the area. This is a great proj-
ect, and one that will make possible some
significant advances in national conser-
vation in which the people of our country
are very much concerned.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 565 in order that the
House may consider and I hope favor-
ably adopt H.R. 10088.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentle-
man from California (Mr. DEL CLAWSON).

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

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

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 565
provides for the consideration of H.R.
10088, establishing the Big Cypress Na-
tional Preserve in the State of Flor-
ida, under an open rule with 1 hour
of general debate.

The primary purpose of E.R. 10088 is
to establish the Big Cypress National
Preserve in southern Florida. The pro-
posed preserve includes 570,000 acres of
land, 522,000 of which is privately owned
and 48,000 of which is publicly owned.

The committee report indicates the
Big Cypress watershed is important to
the survival of a large portion of the
Everglades National Park. The Big Cy-
press Swamp accounts for about 56 per-
cent of the water entering the Ever-
glades National Park from the outside.
In addition, the Big Cypress Swamp is
important as a wildlife sanctuary and
as a botanical preserve. It is envisioned
that the area will also offer many out-
door recreation opportunities to the
visiting public.

The total land acquisition cost of this
project is estimated at $156,000,000 of
which the State of Florida has agreed to
donate $40,000,000 in land and funds.
This leaves a total land acquisition cost
to the Federal Government of $116,000,-
000. Since land values are rising in the
area, it is anticipated that delay will in-
crease the cost. Development costs will
be nominal and are limited by the terms
of the bill o no more than $900,000.
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The committee report contains two
letters from the Department of the In-
terior, recommending acquisition of the
Big Cypress Preserve.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
this rule.

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for
time, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
other requests for time.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the resclution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H.R. 10088) to establish the Big
Cypress National Preserve in the State of
Florida, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. HALEY).

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the biil H.R. 10088, with Mr.
DenT 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 CHATRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. HALEY)
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SavrLor) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure for me
to come before the House in support of
H.R. 10088—a bhill to establish the Big
Cypress National Preserve in the State of
Florida.

BACEGROUND

As everyone knows much of the Big
Cypress Watershed is located along the
northern boundary of the Everglades Na-
tional Park. During the wet season, much
of this massive area is flooded, but as the
drier months approach the water drains
slowly toward the sea. This natural proc-
ess controls the ecology of the entire
region and anything that alters the flow
results in significant changes in the en-
vironment.

Naturally, this water is important to
the Everglades National Park, since 56
percent of the wafter entering the park
from outside its boundaries comes from
the Big Cypress Swamp. Not only is the
volume of water important, but the qual-
ity and method of delivery are equally
critical to the survival of the Nation’s
most famous subtropical environment.

I could speak at some length about the
importance of preserving a substantial
portion of the Big Cypress Watershed,
but to conserve time I will say only that
this area is critically important to all of
southern Florida. In addition, the in-
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herent natural values of the flora and
fauna of the proposed Big Cypress Pre-
serve merit national recognition and pro-
tection.

PROVISIONS OF THE LEGISLATION

If enacted as recommended by the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, H.R. 10088 provides for the estab-
lishment of a national preserve contain-
ing 570,000 acres of the most important
remaining undeveloped portion of the
Big Cypress Watershed.

Under the terms of this bill, title to
all of the privately owned property in the
preserve, except residential properties of
3 acres or less, would be transierred to
the United States. The members of the
committee feel that it is in the best inter-
est of the Nation to acquire control over
this area immediately and we also feel it
is only fair to assure the landowners that
they will receive prompt, full, and fair
compensation for any interests taken.
One -of the major concerns expressed by
landowners is that their property will be
effectively taken, but that they might not
be compensated for 10 or 20 years. As
written, H.R. 10088 gives them a right to
secure just compensation through the
Judicial process.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 10088 contains
many of the usual safeguards for areas
of this kind. It explicitly provides that
the area shall be managed in perpetuity
as a unit of the national park system.
Like recreational units, it provides for
continued hunting, fishing, and trapping
in the preserve subject to State and Fed-
eral laws and reasonable regulations to
be established by the Secretary. The bill
protects the rights of the Indian tribes
who have used portions of this area over
the years to continue to hunt and fish in
the area and to continue providing the
visitor services which they now provide.

Finally, the bill provides for a review
of the entire area for possible future des-
ignation as “wilderness’ by the Congress
and it contains the usual limitation on
appropriations.

COST

Mr. Chairman, it has been estimated
by the Department of the Interior that
the land acquisition costs in this area
could require an investment of $156 mil-
lion if the program is spread over a 10-
year period. Naturally, this is a tremen-
dous undertaking, and it is one which the
National Parks Subcommittee and the
full Interior Committee reviewed care-
fully. Before recommending the legisla-
tion, we attempted to develop the legisla-
tion to assure the protection of this area
at the least possible cost to the U.S. Gov-
ernment. The provisions of the bill ab-
solutely require the complete donation of
the State lands and any portion of the
$40 million which it has dedicated to this
project, before any Federal funds can be
expended. This immediately reduces the
land acquisition costs to $116 million—
the amount authorized by the bill.

Other State actions which declared the
preserve as an “area of critical State
concern” and suggest that the routing
of a limited access highway along the
northern edge of the preserve should re-
duce speculation in lands in the area
while this legislation is under considera-
tion. In addition, the bill contains sev-
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eral provisions, including a legislative
taking similar to the one used in the
Redwoods legislation, which are designed
to cut Federal land acquisition costs.
While we cannot predict what the home-
owners might do, some savings could be
effected if they retain a right of use and
occupancy of their residential proper-
ties under the provisions of the bill and
other landowners may reach an agree-
ment with the Secretary to utilize their
lands in a manner compatible with the
preserve so that title can be revested in
them: thus, further reducing the costs.

In short, the bill contains many inno-
vations which are designed to reduce the
cost for the acquisition of lands so that
I personally believe that the actual out-
lays will be for less than $116 million
which the bill authorizes.

I do want to emphasize that all of the
land acquisition costs will be paid from
the land and water conservation
fund—the fund created by Congress to
underwrite projects of this kind. "The
present level of the fund is adequate to
absorb this cost and still meet many of
the other commitments which we have
undertaken if it is fully utilized.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, few States have been as
cooperative in preserving their natural
heritage as the State of Florida. In 1934,
it donated 900,000 acres of land to the
United States for the creation of the
Everglades National Park. In addition it
gave $2 million to acquire lands in the
park and was instrumental in securing
the donation of an additional 35,000
acres of land in the park. While some
Federal funds have been utilized at the
Everglades National Park, I think that
it is fair to say that the value Florida's
contribution far exceeds the cost of this
outstanding area to the United States.

Now, the State of Florida has again
assumed a significant share of the re-
sponsibility for preserving a substantial
portion of the Big Cyprus watershed.
By an act of the legislature, approved
by the Governor, it has placed the area
under strict environmental controls by
declaring it an “area of critical State
concern.” In addition, it has authorized
and made available $40 million in cash
to acquire lands within the preserve.
Under the terms of the State legislation,
the State lands, together with any ac-
quired lands, may be donated to the
United States for inclusion in the na-
tional preserve and any portion of the
$40 million that remains unencumbered
may also be donated if the national pre-
serve is authorized.

Mr. Chairman, I know of no other
State that has made a commitment of
this magnitude to preserve an area of
this kind. Naturally, I am proud that
Florida has taken this action and I am
pleased to advise the Members of the
House of this great interest on the part
of the State which I help to represent in
this Chamber.

In conclusion, let me say that I sup-
port the enactment of H.R. 10088 which
I, along with the entire Florida delega-
tion and many members of the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs co-
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sponsored. This proposal represents the
combined efforts of many people, but I
want to thank my subcommittee chair-
man (Mr. Tavior), and his ranking
counterpart (Mr. Sxuerrz), and my
ranking minority counterpart (Mr. Sax-
Lor) for their interest in, and attention
to, this legislation. Each of these gentle-
men contributed to the development of
this legislation which I believe will as-
sure the preservation of one of the Na-
tion’s most unique ecosystems.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. TayLor, the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on National
Parks and Recreation worked very hard
on this legislation and wanted to be here
to support it on the House floor. Due to
a death in his family, he is necessarily
absent at this time, but he asked me to
advise the House of his strong support
for the enactment of HR. 10088 and to
ask to have his statement for the bill in-
serted in the Recorp following mine, and
at the appropriate time in the House I
will seek that permission.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I am pleased to have this op-
portunity to come before your committee
in support of H.R. 10088—a bill providing
for the establishment of the Big Cypress
National Preserve in the State of Florida.

PROVISIONS OF H.E. 10088

In the interest of time, I will avoid
repeating what the chairman of the full
committee has already told you and con-
centrate on explaining the basic provi-
sions of the legislation.

Under the terms of the bill, a new unit
of the National Park System—to be
known as the Big Cypress National Re-
serve—will be established. As presently
conceived, it will include a total of 570,-
000 acres of land—including 522,000
acres of privately owned property. The
remaining 48,000 acres are in public own-
ership and would be acquired only by do-
nation or transfer. I hasten to add, that
we were told that the boundaries involved
were carefully drawn to avoid the inclu-
sion of any Indian reservation lands.

Since nearly all of the lands are in
private ownership, the commaittee had to
consider how it could best assure the
completion of the acquisition program at
the most reasonable cost to the Govern-
ment and, at the same time, protect the
rights of the landowners to full and fair
compensation for any interests taken.
After considering the alternatives, the
committee agreed that the most suitable
solution was to provide for a legislative
taking. By utilizing this procedure, title
to nearly all of the privately held lands
will pass to the United States as soon
as the Secretary of Interior and the Gov-
ernor execute an agreement to assure
the donation of all State lands and the
remaining unencumbered portion of the
$40 million which it has committed to
acquiring lands in the area. The land-
owners are, of course, entitled to just
compensation for any lands taken and
the bill provides that the local U.S. dis-
trict court shall have jurisdiction to de-
termine what the fair market value of
the land should be. It is anticipated that
these awards will be satisfied by pay-
ments made from appropriations from
the land and water conservation fund.
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The bill expressly exempts from the
legislative taking residential properties,
including up to 3 acres of land. While
there are thousands of landowners in
this area, only a small percentage have
actually constructed homes and live in
the region. For those who constructed
their homes prior to November 23, 1971,
the bill establishes a right to continue to
use and occupy their homes for a period
of 25 years or their lifetime, as they elect.
If they elect to retain an interest, they
are paid the fair market value of the
property, less the value of the right re-
tained. Of course, anyone who does not
elect to retgin a right of use and occu-
pancy or is not entitled to retain such
an interest must be compensated for the
full value of their property as of the time
of the taking.

Because of the national significance of
this area and because of its close asso-
ciation with the Everglades National
Park, the committee wrote into the bill
an express provision dealing with the
administration of the area as a unit of
the National Park System. It was felt
that the legislation should make it abso-
lutely clear that this area is to be admin-
istered and managed by the U.S. Govern-
ment in perpetuity.

In carrying out his responsibility, the
Secretary is to continue to permit hunt-
ing, fishing and trapping in the area in
accordance with State and Federal law,
but he may establish reasonable regula-
tions governing such activities. The bill
specifically protects the traditional hunt-
ing, fishing and ceremonial use of the
area by members of Miccosukee and
Seminole Indian tribes, but it does allow
the Secretary to establish reasonable
regulations concerning such uses and, in
the event that a species is determined to
be rare or otherwise endangered, to pro-
hibit activities which might adversely af-
fect their continued existence.

The bill also assures individual tribal
members who presently provide visitor
services within the area a right of first
refusal on any contracts to continue to
provide such services in the future. Inso-
far as new visitor services are concerned,
the Secretary is permitted to award such
contracts to the person or organization
which he deems can best satisfy the pub-
lic need. If all potential concessioners are
equally qualified, then most people seem
to agree that preference should be given
to the local tribal groups. The principal
objective however, must be to select the
best qualified individual or organization
to provide the service.

H.R. 10088 provides for a review of this
entire area under the provisions of the
Wilderness Act to determine which parts,
if any, the Congress might consider for
possible wilderness designation.

BTRONG SUPPORT FOR ACTION

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from
Florida indicated, an important share of
the cost of this project is being assumed
by the State of Florida. Together with
the $40 million which it has made avail-
able, we believe that $116 million should
be ample to complete the acquisition
program. This willingness on the part
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of the State of Florida is strong evidence
of its support for this legislation. Under
the State Act, Florida can donate to the
United States any lands which it owns
or acquires, as well as any portion of the
$40 million which it has made available
for this purpose which remains uncom-
mitted. These donated monies should be
immediately available to proceed with
the acquisition of lands in the preserve.

Not only has the State indicated its
strong support for legislation to preserve
this area, but it has strong support at
all levels of government. The adminis-
tration has made this area its number
one priority in the field of new outdoor
areas. Every Member of the Florida con-
gressional delegation has cosponsored it
and many appeared before the Commit-
tee in strong support of legislation. In
addition, it enjoys broad support from
conservation and environmental groups
as well as from individual citizens
throughout the country.

LANDOWNERS

Mr. Chairman, HR. 10088 goes as far
as any bill in recent years to give land-
owners equitable consideration. While
the legislative taking has the effect of
immediately shifting title to the United
States, it assures landowners that they
will be entitled to just compensation
within a reasonable period of time from
funds appropriated from the Land and
Water Conservation Fund. Instead of
allowing the bureaucratic organization
to drag its feet after the authorization
is approved, it permits the owner to get
into court and secure a judgment.

At the same time, the bill protects
the homeowner who wants to continue to
use and occupy his dwelling place by
exempting improved residential proper-
ties from the legislative taking and by
allowing such owners to retain a right
of use and occupancy for a period of 25
years or a lifetime. Naturally any prop-
erty acquired will be purchased, unless
donated, at the fair market value of the
land and any improvements on it as of
the time that title transfers.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, HR. 10088
authorizes the Secretary, with the own-
er's consent, to revest title to any lands
where he feels that the full fee title is
not needed to accomplish the objectives
of the legislation. In making such a re-
vestment, the Secretary must restrict
the use of the land to assure its use in
a manner compatible with the purposes
of this legislation, but he may permit
former owners to retain the use of the
land in conformity with such restric-
tions in perpetuity. These restrictions
will of course, run with the title to the
land and will be equally applicable to
any subsequent heirs or assignees.

By utilizing this new device, the com-
mittee feels that the Secretary can suc-
cessfully preserve and protect the hydro-
logic, natural, and environmental values
of a large portion of this area without
significantly disrupting the status quo.
By revesting title with conditions, it is
anticipated that the Federal land acqui-
sition costs could be substantially
reduced.
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CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, this legislation has
been carefully drafted. Some of the
Members of the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Parks and Recreation have visited
the area and heard arguments on all
sides of the issue both in the fleld and
in Washington. In reaching our conclu-
sion, we tried to be as fair as possible
to the landowners involved and yet as-
sure the American people that this area
will be preserved forever. It was reported
out of the subcommittee without any
opposition, and the same strong support
was given it by the full Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

It is a real pleasure for me to join my
chairman (Mr. Harey) and his col-
leagues, from Florida, in supporting the
enactment of HR. 10088 and I urge its
approval by the Members of the House.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 10088, a
bill to establish a Big Cypress National
Preserve in the State of Florida. One of
my first acts in the 93d Congress was to
cosponsor, along with other members of
the Florida delegation, H.R. 46, to au-
thorize the acquisition of the Big Cypress
National Fresh Water Reserve. On
May 10, 1973, I testified on behalf of this
legislation before the House Interior and
Insular Affairs Committee. I am delight-
ed that the committee has reported this
constructive new legislation to the House,
and was proud to serve as a cosponsor
of H.R. 10088 upon its infroduction on
September 6.

The Big Cypress watershed is a vital
natural resource that must be preserved
not only for its own rare beauty, vegeta-
tion, and wildlife, but also because it
supplies much of the high quality fresh
water flowing into Everglades National
Park from the north. Passage of HR.
10088 will serve the dual purpose of pre-
serving a unique ecological system for
future generations of Americans and also
protecting the water supply of the mag-
nificent Everglades National Park.

Let us look at the many assets of the
Big Cypress watershed. It is a 2,450
square mile wilderness area of marsh and
lowland forest containing several major
strands covered with the cypress which
gives the area its name. The Faka-
hatchee strand, for example, is a major
slough draining the southwestern Big
Cypress; it contains rare growth of cw
press and royal palm, and is considered
one of the most unusual and beautiful
strands in the world.

Nearly every wildlife species native to
semitropical Florida can be found in Big
Cypress. Seventeen species found in the
areg are designated as rare, endangered,
or threatened by the Secretary of the
Interior. These include the American al-
ligator, Florida panther, Everglades
mink, mangrove fox squirrel, wood stork,
and roseate spoonbill. Likewise the plant
life of the swamp is abundant and often
unique. Seven species of orchids found
nowhere else in the world grow in the
Fakahatchee strand portion of the
swamp.

The proposed Big Cypress National
Preserve is a 900-square mile microcosm
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of the original watershed, containing
most of the features of the larger area
but as yet remaining mostly undevel-
oped. But encroaching development from
all sides threatens the delicate ecosys-
tem. Residential growth is moving east-
ward from the Naples area toward the
Fakahatchee strand. The northern por-
tion of the watershed has been exten-
sively cleared and drained by truck farm-
ers and cattlemen. Continued residential
and agricultural development would alter
the important drainage patterns and
pollute the water supply of both Big
Cypress and the Everglades National
Park.

The Big Cypress watershed is also an
important source of domestic fresh water
for Florida's southwest coastal cities; if
development were permitted and the
watershed drained, Collier County and
surrounding areas would not have an
available water supply. In addition, cre-
ation of the preserve will save the an-
cestral home of the Miccosukee and Sem-~
inole Indians who have inhabited the
region for centuries.

H.R. 10088 establishes a new concept
in wilderness preservation—the national
preserve. Under this legislation, the
watershed area would be protected from
further development which could harm
its ecosystems. However, existing prop-
erty owners could retain their interests
and residence up to 25 years; hunting,
fishing, and trapping would be permitted
within the preserve so long as it did not
interfere with the ecology.

The people of Florida have already ex-
pressed their desire to protect Big Cy-
press by allocating $40 million in State
funds to assist the Federal Government
in land acquisition. This offer was con-
tingent upon congressional passage of
the preserve legislation and authorization
of Federal funds for land acquisition.
Failure to approve H.R. 10088 could spell
the destruction of Everglades National
Park as well as Big Cypress.

I urge my colleagues to cast their vote
in support of H.R. 10088 and protection
of an important segment of America’s
environmental heritage.

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

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be able
to speak in strong support of this bill,
H.R. 10088, to establish the Big Cypress
National Preserve in the State of Florida.

Joining in the cosponsorship of this
legislation from the time of its introduc-
tion to today are all 15 members of the
Florida House delegation, now joined by
25 members of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs. It is also important
to note that this legislation has had
strong support by the administration.
Action to preserve the Big Cypress was
urgently requested by the President in
his environment and natural resources
state of the Union message delivered to
the Congress in February of this year.

This 570,000-acre preserve wil. be ad-
ministered by the Department of the In-
terior’s National Park Service as a unit
of our national park system. The pro-
posed preserve will be managed so as to
retain its prevailing natural condition,
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with provision for public use in such
manner as to not destroy or unduly dis-
turb the natural resources, with particu-
lar attention to be given the protfection
of the flow of surface waters.

While the area warrants preservation
on its own merits, the initial and prin-
cipal reason for its protection is to help
safeguard the critically important water-
flows which run from the proposed pre-
serve on into the ecologically fragile
Everglades National Park, immediately
contiguous to the preserve on the south.

Water is the lifeblood of the Ever-
glades. The natural flow of surface
ground water in most of south Florida's
flat terrain is from north to south. With
ever increasing development and drain-
age of lands to the north, much of this
natural surface waterflow has been dis-
rupted due to actions by the Corps of En-
gineers, and has not been reaching the
Everglades National Park, on the south-
ern tip of Florida, in the amounts and
with the timing required to sustain the
natural balance of the park ecosystem.
While earlier arrangements have been
made to correct much of this obstruction
of waterflow for the eastern segment of
the park, the central and western por-
tions of the park still lie in jeopardy if
the natursl waterflows from the north
become impaired.

The establishment and protection of
the Big Cypress National Preserve to the
immediate north of the park will help
assure the perpetuation of adequate
waterflows into these sections of the
Everglades National Park. In addition,
of course, the creation of this preserve
will protect the valuable ecosystem of
this segment of the Big Cypress itself.

The continuation of this natural water-
flow from the Big Cypress, through the
Everglades National Park and on to the
ocean is also of critical importance to the
welfare of the many ocean life forms—
shrimp, crabs, oysters, and game fish—
which depend upon the brackish solution
of the coastal estuaries and tidal marshes
for their reproduction and survival. The
livelihood of the regional fishing indus-
try and the success of sport fishing ex-
cursions are heavily dependent upon the
proper protection of these coastal zones.

So vulnerable to disruption is the nat-
ural waterflow from even the slightest
alteration of the terrain—a raising or
lowering of the terrain by mere inches
can be critical—that the only positive
protection for the area must be provided
by the virtual prohibition of develop-
ment. After thorough investigation of
alternatives, the only method found fea-
sible to provide the adequate protection
was basically through fee simple ac-
quisition of the lands.

The preserve will embrace 570,000
acres, 48,000 acres of which are already
publicly owned. While there are numer-
ous holders of large blocks of privately
owned land, the area has lately been
subjected to large-scale speculative land
development schemes, subdividing the
land into thousands of small parcels.
While a great many individual owners
are involved, the area still, fortunately,
remains very lightly developed. However,
any rapid escalation of land sales with
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further subdivision and development
could bring havoc and irreparable dam-
age to the delicate ecosystem and the
natural waterflow.

This legislation provides that all lands
owned by the State of Florida can be ac-
quired only by donsation. One of the most
favorable aspects of this legislation is
the State of Florida's eagerness to par-
ticipate in the acquisition program.
Florida has committed itself to con-
tribute $40 million—a full 25 percent
of the estimated total purchase price—
to acauisition in the Big Cypress, and this
legislation provides that no Federal ac-
quisition can go forward until this State
contribution is formally secured. With-
out question, this arrangement greatly
eases the Federal burden, and constitutes
a very positive aspect of this legislation.

Once this preserve is established by
law, it is critically important that the
iand acquisition program move rapidly
in order to diminish the damage which
continued land sales speculation and de-
velopment could bring if the Government
moves slowly to acquire the holdings of
the thousands of individual owners. Fast
action is also important to avoid the
eventual payment of highly escalated
prices resulting from a long, drawn out
acquisition program.

For this reason, and because the ad-
ministration has displayed such a keen
interest and commitment in protecting
and acquiring this area, the committee
determined that the multiple interests of
immediate area protection, significantly
reduced acquisition costs, and final dis-
pensation to property owners would be
best secured by the institution of legis-
lative taking.

Upon the execution of an agreement
between the Secretary of the Interior
and the Governor of the State of Florida
to secure the $40 million donation by
Florida for land acquisition purposes, the
title to most privately owned lands
within the Preserve will automatically
pass to the United States, to be subse-
quently compensated by Federal pay-
ments for property values taken. Exempt
from this legislative taking, however, are
private, noncommercial single-family
residences, together with 3 acres of land,
which were constructed, or were under
construction, on November 23, 1971. With
this provision, most residents of the area
mhy remain, so long as their activities
do not conflict with the purposes of the
preserve.

For those landowners and residents
who have more than 3 acres and wish
to retain part of their former operation,
the bill provides the Secretary with the
discretionary authority to revest title
under mutually acceptable conditions
which are compatible with the purposes
of the act.

This legislation also provides for a re-
view and report within 5 years of enact-
ment of the suitability or unsuitability
of the area within the preserve to be
designated as wilderness, in terms of the
1964 Wilderness Act. It is entirely feasi-
ble and possible that wilderness could be
recommended and designated for certain
areas with continued permission of such
activities as hunting, fishing, and trap-
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ping. Any such proposal for wilderness
within the preserve will require a sepa-
rate act of the Congress to institute.

Mr. Chairman, a former member of my
staff, Miss O. Ann Dunbar, recently
passed away, and it is noteworthy that
today—exactly a week from the day that
she was laid to rest—the legislation to
protect and preserve the Big Cypress is
on the floor of the House. Ann was a very
dedicated conservationist, and she had
a driving concern for the protection of
the Big Cypress and the Everglades, She
was the lone honorary life member of
the Wilderness Society. If this bill passes,
I would like to think that in some meas-
ure it was due to the love and devotion
Ann gave toward helping protect the
great outdoors and, in particular, the
Big Cypress area of Florida.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is the resulf of
considerable deliberation by the members
of the Interior Committee, and I believe
it embodies the best set of conditions for
assuring protection for the Big Cypress
and the adjacent Everglades National
Park and a fair and equitable treatment
for landowners involved. I urge my col-
leagues to join the Florida delegation
and the many other cosponsors and sup-
porters of this legislation by voting fa-
vorably for its passage.

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

Mr. SAYLOR. I am happy to yield to
my colleague from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I would say to the gentle-
man I am not quite clear about the
money figures in this bill. The hill, as I
understand it, provides $116 million in
Federal funds plus $900,000 for main-
tenance, or improvements, or what?

Mr. SAYLOR. $116 million Federal
funds for acquisition, and $900,000 for
development.

Mr. GROSS. In reading the report, on
page 11, the communication from the
Department of the Interior, I note they
speak of not to exceed $156 million for
the acquisition of lands and interests
therein. Does the $156 million come
about by adding the $40 million which
the State will contribute? What does the
$156 million represent?

Mr. SAYLOR. The $156 million rep-
resents the total estimated cost of all
land acquisition. The total cost would
be $156 million less $40 million which
the State will contribute, for a Federal
cost of $116 million.

Mr. GROSS. So may we have the as-
surance here today that $116 million
would constitute the Federal Govern-
ment’s contribution to the establishment
of this preserve or park or whatever it is
called, adding to that, of course, the
$900,000 provided in the bill for develop-
ment?

Mr. SAYLOR. I would think I might
say to my colleague from Iowa and the
other Members of the House that this is
one of the few times when one of these
bills has been before us for which I can
say with reasonable assurance that this
figure should constitute the maximum
cost to the Federal Government. When
the President signs this bill into law
most of the land will automatically be=
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come the land of the United States, and
thereby freeze the prospect of specula-
tion and the escalation of land values.

The reason why our committee has
been forced to come back in the past for
increased authorizations, much to our
embarrassment and mine personally, is
that when we have passed previocus bills
for parks, recreation areas and seashores
we have not acquired the land immedi-
ately, as we are doing here.

Mr. Chairman, we have left it up to
the Commitiee on Appropriations and

. the Office of Management and Budget,
and they have put off and put off and
put off the acquisition, with one result:
escalating land costs. In many cases, it
has cost us two, three, and in some cases,
five times the original estimate merely
because of delay.

It is our firm belief that with this
procedure we have fixed the price and
can say with confidence that it will not
happen this time. By the way, the Sec-
retary of the Interior has informed me
that he had been assured by the admin-
istration and by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget that acquisition of the
Big Cypress will be a very high priority
item, and that adequate money will be
made available as needed.

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

Mr, SAYLOR. I yield fo the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, it is a
substantial amount of money, and I sin-
cerely hope that the gentleman’s assur-
ance will be carried out in the years to
come.

Mr. SAYLOR. I sincerely hope so also.

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

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield fo the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yielding.
I rise in support of the legislation.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to voice my support
for the legislation before the House to-
day to preserve the Big Cypress as a na-
tional preserve in the State of Florida.
I think this is a most important piece
of legislation, and the broad based bi-
partisan support for this bill is especially
noteworthy.

I particularly want to commend the
able gentleman from the State of Flor-
ida (Mr. Hartey) who has guided this bill
through the Interior Committee and
brought to the House floor a bill which
should both protect the Big Cypress area
from further destruction and provide a
sound procedure for the prompt and
equitable treatment of affected land-
owWners.

The bill entails a large expenditure
of money, and the cosponsorship of this
legislation by every member of the
House’s Florida delegation is a further
tribute to the merits of the measure, as
well as to the capable leadership pro-
vided by Chairman HALEY.

I also want to highly commend the
Committee’s ranking minority member,
JOHN SAYLOR, for the intense interest and
contributions he has made in the per-
fection of this legislation as it passed
through the Interior Committee.
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This bill provides for one of the largest
efforts to establish a park through the
process of legislative taking. As a result
of some very bad cost overrun experi-
ences in the past where more slow and
conventional land acquisition approaches
were taken, the committee felt that the
characteristics of this case demanded an
acquisition approach which would min-
imize the escalation of land values,
promptly protect the area's resources
from further damage through develop-
ment, and assure prompt payment to
landowners for property acquired. The
committee felt that this legislation
should well accomplish all of these ob-
jectives. If it does, and I certainly hope
and trust that it will, this legislation
will constitute an important landmark
in the parks movement.

Again I want to underscore the credit
due our distinguished chairman of the
committee (Mr. HarLEy) for his leader-
ship on this important legislation.

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield such time as he
may consume to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BURKE).

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of H.R. 10088, which I
was proud to cosponsor with my col-
leagues in the Florida congressional dele-
gation. This legislation, if enacted, will
establish the Big Cypress National Pre-
serve in the State of Florida, and, in so
doing, will protect a significant portion
of the Big Cypress Watershed. I would
like to compliment the distinguished
chairman of the Interior Committee, Mr.
Harey, and the other members of his
committee for their work on this bill.

Mr. Chairman, fresh water is a big
problem in the State of Florida, and since
Florida is a peninsula surrounded on
three sides by the salt waters of the At-
lantic Ocean, the Gulf of Mexico, and the
Caribbean, the forces of nature are con-
stantly pushing salt water into the land
mass and into the inland water supply.
The bountiful rainfall in Florida has in
the past, been able to supply enough fresh
water to force out the salt water and to
supply the needs of the people of Florida.
However, with the rapid population in-
crease of Florida and of south Florida in
particular, the demands on the supply of
fresh water are continually increasing.

Water is one of the principal natural
resources of the proposed Big Cypress
National Preserve. Basically, the water-
shed can be divided into three subbasins.
One drains generally southeastwardly to-
ward the eastern half of the Everglades
National Park. Another, located on the
western side of the watershed, if permit-
ted to flow naturally would flow slowly
into the gulf coast estuaries and bays.
The third which includes three-fifths of
the entire watershed is centrally located
and drains in a southward direction
through a large portion of the Everglades
National Park into the Gulf of Mexico.

Much of the water for the Everglades
National Park comes from rainfall within
its boundaries, and part of it comes from
releases made from Lake Okeechobee, but
the contiguous Big Cypress Swamp ac-
counts for about 56 percent of the water
entering the park from outside its bound-

32835

aries. Unlike “manmade” water systems
which are designed to capture water and
accelerate its runoff, this natural system
filters the water and permits natural
biological processes to develop, mature,
and nourish the fish and wildlife com-
munities which are dependent upon it.

Without this water and its natural
drainage it is generally agreed that the
Everglades National Park will change
drastically. This would be a tragedy, be-
cause the Big Cypress-Everglades eco-
system is an outstanding scientific treas-
ure for students of the evolution of life
and biologists, as well as the home of
more than 20 animals whose status has
been listed by the Secretary of Interior
as rare, endangered, or otherwise in
jeopardy.

It is my opinion that without the pas-
sage of H.R. 10088, two tragedies will be
fall the State of Florida, as more housing
and more people encroach on the perim-
eters of this watershed: first, the unique
subtropical flora and fauna of the area
will be altered, and much of it will ulti-
mately be destroyed: second, as popula-
tion continues to grow unchecked in this
area, all the people of south Florida will
suffer because of severe future shortages
of fresh water, I, therefore, urge my col-
leagues to act favorably on H.R. 10088
today. If you do, not only my colleagues
of the Florida delegation will be grateful
to you but, so too, will all of the people of
the State and those for generations to
come,

Mr. RONCALIO of W oming,
chha’!&néaA% the gentleman yiegld?Mr'

r. . Iyield to
i ¥i the gentleman
Mr. RONCALIO

of Wryo :
Chairman, I appreciate theyg?rﬁlimaMnfé
yielding.

I wish to express r
the Members of the cominittee
excellent piece of legislation, and I wish

reclAton
for an

to congratulate the dele atio;
Florida for their action lfx prgser{:guné
570,000 of their acres in perpetuity.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the com-
mittee on this legislation.

l\aI_r. JOHNSON of California, Mr,
Ch;;:rné?‘n, WHIIt the gentleman yield?

r. YLOR. I yiel

from California, o At

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I take this time to rise in
ISjl;ﬁDttJll;t 0115’; _thecl;i]l)] (H.R. 10088) to estab-

e Big ress Nati
in the State of Florida, e
BACEGROUND

During the 92d Con I'ess, Sev
Members of the Commlttge orl Integgll'
and Insular Affairs visited the Big
Cyress area and conducted field hearings
on legislation comparable to that now
before the House. While some of the
landowners in this area opposed this
measure for various reasons, I have heen
impressed with the generally strong sup-
pogurrnr this measure.

ing our public hearin

measure this year, many of gsth:n rng
berfs of the Florida congressional dele-
gation presented statements in favor of
the bill and spokesmen for the admin-
istration argued in favor of its enact-
ment. Conservationists across the coun-
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try and representatives of many of the
major environmental groups have indi-
eated their concern for the preservation
of this important area.

DESCRIPTION OF THE AREA

As everyone knows, the Big Cypress
Swamp lies just north of the Everglades
National Park. The area involved in
H.R. 10088 represents roughly one-third
of the watershed and it is considered by
the experts to be extremely important to
the survival of a large portion of the
park.

In addition to its importance as a
source of fresh water for the Everglades
and the adjacent estuarine zone, the Big
Cypress National Preserve will protect
many significant natural and scientific
resources which might otherwise be jeop-
ardized or disappear. It is a principal
nesting and resting area for thousands
of migrating waterfowl, a home for the
endangered alligator, and a place where
bald cypress and air plants of many va-
rieties are found. In short, it qualifies for
national recognition on its own merits in
addition to contributing to the preserva-
tion of the Nation’s most important sub-
tropical park.

LEGISLATIVE TAKING PROVISION

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 10088 follows the
precedent set in the Redwoods National
Park Act by providing for a legislative
taking of the privately held lands. In
the opinion of the members of the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
this action is warranted if this area is
to be preserved from activities which
would alter the terrain and adversely af-
fect the ecology of the area. It is impor-
tant for the Government to move for-
ward more promptly with its land acqui-
sition activities if we are to avoid the
specuiative aviaitew that inevitably de-
velops after ¥2aes ... .nterest in an area is
evident.

In this case, Mr. Chairman, we belleve
that the legislative taking will result in
a substantial reduction in the ultimate
cost of this project. Not only should we
save significant amounts normally at-
tributed to administrative costs, but un-
der the terms of the bill if landowners
and homeowners reach agreement with
the Secretary to assure the use of their
property in conformity with the purposes
of the act, they may be permitted to re-
tain the property indefinitely.

CONCLUSION

This is an important conservation
measure, Mr. Chairman, It is one which
has demanded a great deal of attention
at all levels of government. On Novem-
ber 23, 1971, the President announced
the support of his administration for
legislation to preserve this area. Since
then, the House Subcommittee on Na
tional Parks and Recreation and its
counterpart on the Senate side have been
working to accomplish this objective. We
feel that H.R. 10088 is a sound bill which
will enable the Government to preserve
this area at the least possible cost. I
commend it to my colleagues and urge its
adoption by the House.

Mr. HALEY, Mr, Chairman, I yield
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such time as he may consume to my col-
league, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 10088 to estab-
lish the Big Cypress National Preserve.
I think that it is particularly significant
that the Big Cypress will be the first
area designated in the new category of
natigonal preserve, for it is indeed a
unique area. I am particularly pleased
that this legislation is before the House
because I represented most of the Big
Cypress area for 18 years before the
congressional redistricting which went
into effect with the 93d Congress.

The Big Cypress watershed is certainly
one of the most unique ecological sys-
tems in the State of Florida if not the
Nation. It is a natural water conserva-
tion area which provides more than half
of the surface flow water for the Ever-
glades National Park. This water is vital
to the continued existence of the Ever-
glades which we have already recognized
as a significant natural treasure and
which we are committed to preserving.
This area also serves as a reservoir which
helps to maintain the delicate fresh
water-salt water balance of the man-
grove forests and rich estuaries of the
gulf coast of Florida. The value of
these nutrient laden estuaries to the fish-
ing industry and particularly shrimp
fisheries, is substantial.

Additionally, these waters recharge the
aquifers which are the primary source
of drinking water for many south Florida
communities. There have been serious
shortages of fresh water in south Florida
as recently as 1971.

Although the Big Cypress is a valu-
able part of the delicate water balance
in south Florida, it is at the same time
a unique and beautiful ecological system
as well. As one of the few relatively un-
disturbed areas which remain in Florida,
the Big Cypress is home to 17 rare or
endangered species including several
wading birds and the much pursued
Florida alligator. This area together with
the Everglades, is the only area in the
United States which is covered with
tropic-like vegetation, and abounds with
many varieties of exotic plant life includ-
ing seven species of orchids which are
found nowhere else in the world.

Because of this rare environmental set-
ting, the Big Cypress has great potential
as a recreational area. For the average
urban dweller on the eastern seaboard
it is one of the few remaining places in
the eastern half of the country where
one can experience such a feeling of
wilderness in a relatively undisturbed
natural environment. It is imperative
that the Congress act now before that
setting is only a memory.

This bill provides for the acquisition
of 522,000 acres of privately held land
and inclusion of 48,000 acres of publicly
held land for a total of 570,000 acres of
land. The State of Florida has made what
I consider to be one of the most generous
offers that I have seen in my 19 years in
Congress. The State has guaranteed $40
million to begin immediate acquisition
of this area and has agreed to donate
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State held lands in the area. Such an
offer is unprecedented and should be an-
swered by overwhelming support of the
legislation before the House today.

I would like to commend the very dis-
tinguished gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HarEy), the chairman of the full com~
mittee, for his work in bringing this bill
to the floor of the House. This action
brings to fruition a proposal which came
from a meeting nearly 3 years ago be-
tween the distinguished chairman, my
distinguished colleague (Mr. FASCELL)
and myself along with conservation
groups. It has since caught the imagina-
tion of nearly every environmental group
in the country and has the support of the
administration. I only hope that future
administration support will be in the
form of budget requests rather than
verbiage.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation repre-
sents several years of careful considera-
tion by the committee and deserves the
wholehearted support of every Member
of the House.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. CHAPPELL).

Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 10088, to establish the
Big Cypress National Preserve. I am
pleased to join the distinguished chair-
man of the Interior Committee and the
entire Florida delegation in cosponsoring
this legislation.

Florida is now the fastest growing
State in the Nation, with an influx of
some 30,000 new residents monthly, Big
Cypress is vital to the future of Florida.
Its acquisition will protect the fresh wa-
ter supply as well as the estuarine areas
so important to south Florida.

As a natural habitat for wildlife, fish,
and scenic beauty, Big Cypress stands as
one of our last monuments of wilderness.
More than 20 endangered species of ani-
mals may be found within its borders.

The future generations of Americans
need to have this undisturbed haven to
visit, just as we and the generations be-
fore us have enjoyed it. At the same time,
we want to make sure that the Miccosu-
kee and Seminole Tribes located there are
not disturbed.

Mr. Chairman, the Big Cypress legisla-
tion has been formulated over two dec-
ades. It is imperative that we proceed
to pass it in the House today so that this
vital area can be protected. The people
of Florida support it, as evidenced by
their willingness to confribute $40 mil-
lion to the acquisition costs.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the

i1l

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. GUNTER).

Mr. GUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 10088. I would certainly like
to add my commendations to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
for this legislation, and especially to our
distinguished chairman, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. Haiey), who is an
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outstanding Member of the Florida
delegation.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate having this
opportunity to express my complete sup-
port for H.R. 10088, which provides for
the acquisition of the Big Cypress Na-
tional Fresh Water Reserve in the State
of Florida.

This was the first legislative proposal
I cosponsored as a freshman Congress-
man because the need for positive action
on this matter is very important to the
State of Florida. We in Florida over the
past few years have recognized the need
for preserving the beautiful natural re-
sources that make Florida so attractive
to the thousands of people who move and
travel there every year. Many of our
citizens successfully fought exploitation
of the Everglades and careless offshore
drilling of the beautiful Florida coast.
With the rapid expansion of Florida's
population, there is an urgent need to
protect our environment from continued
dredging and exploitation by unwitting
or unscrupulous developers.

The Big Cypress acquisition is by no
means an isolated move by a few Florida
Congressmen. Rather it is another step
by those of us who represent the people
of Florida—and the people have given
us the message they want expressed in
Washington. That message is “save our
State and its natural beauty for present
and future generations.” I implore the
House of Representatives to heed this
message.

As you know, this area is ecologically
interlocked with the Florida Everglades.
I believe we must act quickly to acquire
this land. Already the owners are putting
in extra roads to claim property im-
provement, thus raising the price the
Government will have to pay.

It is clear that we cannot accomplish
that which is desired in this area if the
land remains under private ownership.
The control needed to preserve the area
would keep the owners of the land from
exercising their natural incidents of
ownership and result in either disregard
for the land use policy or for all practical
purposes depriving the owners of their
land without compensation.

The final point reflecting the commit-
ment of Floridians to this project is the
fact that the State has already agreed
to provide $40,000,000 toward the
acquisition of the Big Cypress. This is
an unprecedented move, and I urge the
House of Representatives to act favor-
ably on this bill to reinforce the com-
mitment of the State of Florida.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to my col-
league, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
GIBBONS).

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
This is a very fine piece of legislation.
It has been wisely put together by the
committee, and it has had very fine
leadership from our distinguished chair-
man, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HALEY).

Mr. Chairman, I wholeheartedly sup-

port this legislation.
_Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yleld
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such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. EeTcHUM),
a member of the committee.

Mr. KETCHUM. Mr. Chairman, with-
out trying to add any more to the con-
gratulations going on here, I would be
remiss if I did not congratulate not only
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
distinguished gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. Tavror) but also the
chairman of the committee.

By and large, the one entity that
should be congratulated is the great
State of Florida. Despite the fact that
this project is in the national inferest,
they have seen fit to contribute $40 mil-
lion rather than coming in here with
their hands out. I certainly congratu-
late the State of Florida and its dele-
gation.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I very
much appreciate this opportunity to
speak today for H.R. 10088, a bill to
establish the Big Cypress National Re-
serve in the State of Florida. I am proud
to be one of the original sponsors of
H.R. 46, the first bill which was intro-
duced by all the Members of the Florida
delegation to bring this fine project
about. I testified in the House Interior
and Insular Affairs Committee in favor
of this legislation on May 10.

The Big Cypress National Fresh Water
Reserve in south Florida provides an
excellent opportunity for the Federal
Government to work with the State of
Florida and with interested citizens in
an effort to preserve an important natu-
ral resource and to help insure a healthy
environment for the people of south
Florida. The Big Cypress today provides
55 percent of the water that flows into
the Everglades. It is also a key to sur-
vival for the far-reaching recreational
and commercial fishing enterprises that
depend upon those estuaries.

In addition to the human needs
which the Big Cypress Watershed satis-
fies there are also many types of flora
and fauna and animal communities that
thrive in the Big Cypress. It is a highly
complex, very fragile ecosystem kept in
balance by a unique watershed flow,
southward, down the almost impercep-
tible 2-inch-per-mile slope from Lake
Okeechobee to the Gulf of Mexico.

I support the changes which have
been made by the House Interior Com-
mittee in this legislation and am glad
that the thrust remains essentially the
same. The Big Cypress National Fresh
Water Reserve is well on its way to be-
coming a reality and I strongly urge
support for this legislation today.

Mr. FREY. Mr. Chairman, the bill
which we are considering, H.R. 10088, will
establish the Big Cypress National Pre-
serve in the State of Florida. This legis-
lation is important in many ways. It will
protect a significant portion of the Big
Cypress watershed which is critical to
the stabilization of the Everglades Na-
tional Park. It will protect the ecosystems
and environment of one of our Nation’s
most treasured natural areas. It will set
a precedent in establishing a new vehicle
by which to protect other natural areas.
And it marks an encouraging and coop-
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erative spirit between the Federal Gov-
ernment and a State government in
working toward these ends.

Big Cypress lies adjacent to the Ever-
glades National Park, and the two form
a nearly complete hydrologic unit to-
gether. The Everglades Park is consider-
ably dependent upon the Big Cypress
watershed for its supply of fresh water.
A vital factor is that the land within
Big Cypress is flat and thus serves as a
natural water storage area. Any change
could seriously disrupt the ecosystems of
Everglades Park, and therefore Big Cy-
press must be protected.

Second, Big Cypress in itself contains
unusual and highly valuable environ-
mental assets, both in terms of scien-
tific study and individual enjoyment.
Thousands of migrating birds come each
year to this area; species of fish and ani-
mals—many of which are on the endan-
gered species list—inhabit this unique
area. In addition, a wide variety of plant
life is seen, including many species not
found anywhere else outside the tropics.
The Big Cypress-Everglades offers many
recreation activities in a true wilder-
ness area—camping, hiking, sightseeing,
nature studies, et cetera.

Third, this bill carefully states its pur-
pose is to establish the Big Cypress Na-
tional Preserve. “Preserve” is a new word
being chosen to define something being
kept or safeguarded and basically pro-
tected and perpetuated for an intended,
stated purpose. This is the case with Big
Cypress. Management of “preserves”
may be different from management of re-
serves—the primary responsibility being
to protect the area for its stated pur-

e.

Last, the State of Florida, I am proud
to say, has certainly been a vanguard
in preserving and protecting its natural
areas of beauty and value. For example,
in 1934 the Federal Government author-
ized the establishment of the Everglades
National Park. The State of Florida was
instrumental in acquiring through do-
nations 935,000 acres for the park. With
the exception of 4,400 acres, no Federal
funds were spent to buy any park lands
until 1966. Again, with the Big Cypress,
Florida has taken the lead among States
in the protection of its environmentally
treasured areas. The State has made $40
million available this year to begin pur-
chase of lands and has designated it as
an “area of critical State concern” which
subjects it to strict environmental con-
trols.

Though water is the main resource of
the Big Cypress, it is certainly not the
only one. For many reasons, it is impera-
tive that this area be protected as a na-
tional preserve and I urge the favorable
consideration of H.R. 10088.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to be able to take to the floor to-
day in support of this legislation and
to applaud the committee’s leadership
in bringing this measure to the floor. As
a cosponsor of this bill, I am intimately
aware of the need to establish the Big
Cypress National Preserve so that pro-

tection can be given the Big Cypress
watershed. I agree with the Depart-
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ment of the Interior that the Big Cy-
press-Everglades ecosystem is one of the
most unique in the world and deserves
protection from the encroachment of
man and development.

The Big Cypress ecosystem plays an
increasingly important role in the con-
tinued vitality of the natural and eco-
nomic resource in south Florida. This
legislation is the proper outgrowth of
the Big Cypress watershed study report
and other investigations pointing out
the great need to protect this unique
watershed.

The recreation possibilities of the Big
Cypress Swamp are impressive indeed
and there is little question that we must
protect those natural sanctuaries still
available to us. The great State of
Florida welcomes millions of visitors
each year who come primarily to enjoy
our tropical climate and the outdoors.

Another pressing reason why this
legislation must be approved stems from
the fact that the Big Cypress area is in
the heart of the natural ecosystem es-
sential to provide fresh water sustenance
to the large population of south Florida
while preserving the wildlife. Problems
of salt water intrusion and the threat
to both recreational and commercial
fishing magnifies the urgency of this
legislation.

The committee has pointed out that
over 17 species of wildlife which have
been placed on the endangered list in-
habit this valuable natural resource. The
ecosystem of the Big Cypress area is
fragile indeed and must be given every
protection if we are to avert the elimina-
tion of this wildlife forever.

The reasons in support of this legisla-
tion are public knowledge and cannot be
refuted by those who would seek to de-
prive the citizens of Florida as well as
the Nation at large. The Big Cypress
Swamp standing alone is a source of nat-
ural wonder and provides our citizens
with an opportunity to enjoy the out-
doors in a pristine and natural state. Our
high-paced society has a dehumanizing
effect on all citizens and natural areas
must be provided as a sanctuary from
the everyday pressures and anxieties of
our technological existence. The rejuve-
nating experiences of “getting away
from it all” cannot be measured.

The committee report reflects the
unique efforts which have been under-
taken by the State of Florida to preserve
its natural resources in a pristine state.
The State legislature, with the approval
of the Governor, has gone on record in
support of this legislation and has dem-
onstrated the great priority this project
has by making available $40 million to
initiate the purchase of lands within the
proposed preserve. This Federal/State
cooperation serves as a model for other
natural areas which will require pro-
tection in the area.

While the total cost of land acquisi-
tion and development will require some
$156 million, the availability of the $40
million State participation makes this
project a bargain for the Federal Gov-
ernment.

The distinguished chairman of the
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House Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs, Jim HaLEY, deserves a great
deal of credit for his unswerving efforts
and leadership in making this legislation
possible. Congressman HALEY is a fellow
Floridian and a man who has meant a
great deal to me during the years I have
spent in this body. Congressman Roy
Tavior and the other members of the
committee should also be applauded for
their foresight and concern.

It is for these reasons that I whole-
heartedly support this legislation and call
upon my colleagues to vote in favor of
this legislation. The Federal interest in
the protection of this virgin wilderness
is obvious and I am most hopeful that we
will be able to preserve this unique area
for future generations. The need is cer-
tainly great.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 10088, the bill to
establish the Big Cypress National Pre-
serve in Florida, as a sponsor of the bill.

We in Florida are all indebted to the
able leadership of the chairman of the
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
the Honorable James HALEY, for his ac-
tive support of the proposal. Without his
guidance and direction the future of the
Big Cypress would still be in question.

Our thanks go to the chairman of the
National Parks and Recreation Subcom-
mittee, Congressman Roy TAYLOR, as
well. His longstanding record in support
of legislation to preserve and protect our
natural resources is without equal, and
his efforts in behalf of the Big Cypress
contribute substantially to that record. I
deeply regret that a personal, family
matter has prohibited Roy from being
here today to help guide the bill through
the House. I know all our colleagues join
in expressing our sympathy on the death
of his brother.

Approval of the Big Cypress bill is es-
sential for the following reasons: First,
to protect the fresh water supply of
South Florida; second, to protect the
fresh water and ecological balance of the
Everglades National Park; and third, to
preserve the unique ecosystems in the
Big Cypress itself.

Water is the key to life, and the best
guide to analyzing natural resources
problems. This is especially true for
southern Florida.

With its abundant rainfall, the eco-
systems of southern Florida are amaz-
ingly delicate, and that delicacy is close-
ly tied to water flow patterns. The Big
Cypress swamp is an integral part of
these patterns.

Part of what makes southern Florida’s
water situation so complex is the pres-
ence of salt water on three sides threat-
ening to contaminate fresh water sup-
plies if they are mismanaged. South Flor-
ida is dependent upon ground water for
its drinking water. If the aquifers are de-
pleted too severely, salt water will in-
trude and they will be contaminated for
water supply. As many wetlands do, Big
Cypress plays an extremely valuable role
of recharging ground water. Development
of too much of southern Florida's wet-
lands could conceivably destroy the fresh
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water supplies that make that develop-
ment possible.

Of equal importance, is the role which
the Big Cypress plays in supplying water
to the Everglades National Park. Al-
though the Everglades do get abundant
rainfall and 80 percent of its water supply
does come from rainfall, it is still very
dependent upon water coming from the
north by sheet flow. This water keeps
coming after the rainy season has ended,
and is fundamental to the peculiar eco-
system that is the Everglades. Roughly
half of this outside water comes from the
Big Cypress watershed.

The Congress has repeatedly recog-
nized the value in protecting the Ever-
glades. The park, authorized by the Con-
gress, is without question one of
America’s greatest natural treasures. Ap-
proval of the Big Cypress bill is required
to preserve that unique tropic-like en-
vironment and protect a very important
investment.

I should also mention the importance
of protecting the water supply in the Big
Cypress for the mangrove forests and
rich estuaries of south Florida's gulf
coast. This area provides nutrients,
breeding grounds, and shelter for the
juveniles of several very valuable com-
mercial fisheries in the gulf. This in-
cludes an $8 million per year shrimp in-
dustry. The whole region is highly de-
pendent upon the delicate balance be-
tween fresh and salt water. Again, the
surface flow of water from Big Cypress is
essential. Disturb the Big Cypress suffi-
ciently, by development, and you en-
danger the estuaries and mangroves and
jeopardize both commercial and sport
fishing in the Gulf.

And finally, the Big Cypress swamp
should be protected and preserved in its
own right. It harbors many endangered
species, contains beautiful and unusual
habitats, provides recreation to people
from all over the country, and conveys a
feeling of wilderness which is seldom
found anywhere in the Eastern United
States. If we fail to take action necessary
to protect it from development, it would
be lost forever.

In my judgment, no price is too great
to pay to insure the preservation of the
Big Cypress swamp, the preservation of
the Everglades National Park as we know
it, and the fresh water supply of south
Florida. No value can be placed on fresh
water—without it, there would be no de-
velopment in south Florida at all.

The National Parks and Recreation
Subcommittee and the full Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee
have given this proposal extensive con-
sideration. The bill before the House to-
day represents the best thinking of all
the Members involved, of the Depart-
ment of the Interior, of interested con-
servation groups in Florida and through-
out the country. It deserves the whole-
hearted support of the House.

One aspect of the bill has been of par-
ticular concerm to me, and that is the
protection of the economic and cultural
interests of the Miccosukee and Seminole
Indians who have lived in- Florida for
over 200 years. It is evident that
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the committee has shared that concern,
and acted to protect those interests. Both
tribes have traditionally used much of
the Big Cypress area for hunting, fishing
and ceremonial purposes. Under the
bill, they will be permitted to continue
such usual and customary uses, subject
to such reasonable rules and regulations
as the Secretary may promulgate.

Specific provision is also made in the
bill to give members of the Miccosukee
and Seminole Tribes who have been en-
gaged in revenue producing visitor serv-
ices, a right of first refusal on confracts
to provide similar services within the
preserve in the future.

The tribes had hoped that specific pro-
vision would also be included in the bill
to provide a similar right of first refusal
on new revenue producing services. While
such language was not included in the
bill, I am pleased that the committee
recognized the importance of this issue to
the Indians, and indicated in its report
that while the Secretary of the Interior
must determine who could best serve the
public need, “in the event all applicants,
for any new services, are qualified then
equity would suggest that the local tribal
groups or individuals should be given first
preference in contracts to provide visitor
services.” I certainly hope that the Secre-
tary gives full weight to the committee’s
direction in this matter.

I should also point out the strong sup-
port of the State of Florida in protecting
and preserving the Big Cypress. By action
of the State legislature, and with the
approval of the Governor, the State has
made $40 million available this year to
begin the purchase of lands within the
proposed Big Cypress preserve. Lands ac-
quired with this money will be conveyed
to the Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, may I again congratu-
late and thank our colleague and my
good friend from Florida, Jim HaLey, for
his leadership in moving this bill through
the Interior Committee and to the House
for its consideration, and urge all our
colleagues to join in support of H.R.
10088.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, first I con-
gratulate most warmly the distinguished
gentleman from Florida, the chairman of
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, for bringing this important legis-
lation to the floor. It is typical of the out-
standing work done through the years by
this important committee. We in Florida
are especially proud of its continuing
leadership under the chairmanship of
our own distinguished colleague (Mr.
HALEY).

Passage of legislation to establish the
Big Cypress National Preserve in Florida
will be another example of congressional
concern for the environment and beauty
of America.

It was my privilege to cosponsor, along
with all other members of the Florida
delegation, this important piece of leg-
islation.

The Big Cypress Watershed is one of
the most unique ecological systems in
Florida and the Nation. It actually is the

natural water conservation area which
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provides more than half the surface flow
water to the Everglades and the beauti-
ful national park there.

Big Cypress is a sport fisherman'’s para-
dise. It is a breeding ground for shrimp,
an important reservoir, a part of the deli-
cate balance between fresh and salt water
in the mangrove swamp, and a vital link
in fresh water supplies for a great por-
tion of Florida.

If for no other reason, congressional
establishment of this preserve offers al-
most limitless recreational opportunities.
Tropical flora abound, it is the refuge
of the Florida panther and the South-
ern bald eagle. It truly is one of the last
places in the Eastern United States where
a visitor can feel a sense of the wilder-
ness as nature created it.

Hunting, trapping, and fishing will
continue to be allowed in accordance
with the laws of the State and Nation
and the Indians are to be allowed to re-
main on the land to live and hunt.

Congressional action on this bill has
come at the proper time, before unwise
use of the area by man caused irreparable
damage to the scenic and ecological
beauty of the area.

Eventually, the Big Cypress National
Preserve deserves to be in the wilder-
ness system of this Nation. The State of
Florida has agreed to cooperate fully in
this endeavor, even to turning over State
held lands to be included in the pre-
serve.

I applaud the proposal to establish
this unique and important preserve. The
move is another in a long series of steps
which have, and will continue to be taken
by responsible elected officials to pre-
serve for all time, important wilderness
areas of America.

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 10088

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) in
order to assure the preservation, conserva-
tion, and protection of the natural, scenic,
hydrologic, floral and faunal, and recrea-
tional values of the Big Cypress Watershed
in the State of Florida and to provide for the
enhancement and public enjoyment thereof,
the Blg Cypress Natlonal Preserve is hereby
established.

(b) The Big Cypress National Preserve
(hereafter referred to as the “preserve”) shall
comprise the area generally depicted on the
map entitled “Blg Cypress National Preserve”,
dated November 1971 and numbered BC-
91,001, which shall be on flle and available
for public inspection in the Offices of the
National Park Service, Department of the
Interior, Washington, District of Columbia,
and shall be filed with appropriate offices of
Collier, Monroe, and Dade Countles In the
State of Florida, The Secretary of the In-
terior (hereafter referred to as the “Secre-
tary”) shall, as soon as practicable, publish
a detailed description of the boundaries of
the preserve in the Federal Reglster which
shall include not more than five hundred and
seventy thousand acres of land and water.
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(¢) The Secretary is authorized to acquire
by donation, purchase with donated or ap-
propriated funds, transfer from any other
Federal agency, or exchange, any lands, wa-
ters, or interests therein which are located
within the boundaries of the preserve: Pro-
vided, That any lands owned or acquired by
the State of Florida, or any of its subdivi-
sions, may be acquired by donation only.
Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
any federally owned lands within the preserve
shall, with the concurrence of the head of
the administering agency, be iransferred to
the administrative jurisdiction of the Secre-
tary for the purposes of this Act, without
transfer of funds.

Sec. 2. (a) Effective on the date that the
State of Florida enters into a contract with
the Becretary to expend $40,000,000 for the
acquisition of land within the preserve and
to donate the land so acquired to the United
States and in addition thereto agrees to
donate to the United States all or any por-
tion of the $40,000,000 that is not used by
the State for such purpose, there is hereby
vested in the United States all right, title,
and Interest in, and the right to immediate
possession of, all real property within the
boundaries designated In section 1 of this
Act, except as provided in subsection (c) of
this section. The Secretary shall allow for
the orderly termination of all operations on
real property acquired by the United States
under this subsection, and for the removal
of equipment, facilities, and personal prop-
erty therefrom.

(b) The United States will pay just com-
pensation to the owner of any real property
taken by subsection (a) of this section and
the full faith and credit of the United States
is hereby pledged to the payment of any
judgment entered agalnst the United States
pursuant to the provisions of this Act. Pay-
ment shall be made, by the Secretary of the
Treasury from moneys avallable and appro-
priated from the Land and Water Conserva-
tlon Fund, subject to the apppropriation 1im-
itation contained in section 8 of this Act,
upon certification to him by the Secretary
of the agreed negotiated value of such prop-
erty, or the valuation of the property award-
ed by judgment, including interest at the
rate of 6 per centum per annum from the
date of taking to the date of payment there-
for. Any action agalnst the United States
for just compensation for any lands or in-
terests taken pursuant to this subsection
shall be brought in the district court of the
United States for the district In which such
property Is situated. In the absence of a ne-
gotiated agreement or an action by the owner
within one year after the date of enactment
of this Act, the Secretary may initiate pro-
ceedings seeking a determination of just com-
pensation in the district court of the United
States for the district in which the property
is situated. In the event that the Secretary
determines that fee title to any lands taken
pursuant to this provision is not necessary
for the purposes of this Act, he may, with
the concurrence of the former owner, revest
title In such lands to such owner subject to
such terms and conditions as he deems ap-
propriate to carry out the purposes of this
Act and he may compensate the owner for
no more than the fair market value of the
rights so reversed: Provided, That the Secre-
tary shall not revest title to any lands for
which just and full compensation has been
pald.

(c) This section shall not apply to any
improved property as defined in subsection
3(b) of this Act: Provided, That the Secre-
tary may, in his discretion, initiate eminent
domaln proceedings if, in his judgment, such
lands are subject to, or threatened with, uses
which are or would be detrimental to the
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purposes and objectives of this Act. The dis-
trict court of the United States for the dis-
trict in which such property 1s situated shall
have jurisdiction to hear evidence and de-
termine just compensation for any lands
taken pursuant to the provisions of this sub-
section.

SEc. 3. (a) The owner of an improved prop-
erty on the date of its acquisition by the
Secretary may, as a condition of such acquisi-
tion, retain for himself and his heirs and as-
signs a right of use and occupancy of the
improved property for noncommercial resi-
dential purposes for a definite term of not
more than twenty-five years or, in lieu
thereof, for a term ending at the death of the
owner or the death of his spouse, whichever
is later. The owner shall elect the term to be
reserved. Unless this property is wholly or
partially donated to the United States, the
Secretary shall pay the owner the fair mar-
ket value of the property on the date of ac-
quisition less the fair market value, on that
date, of the right retained by the owner. A
right retained pursuant to this section shall
be subject to termination by the Secretary
upon his determination that it is being ex-
ercised in a manner inconsistent with the
purposes of this Act, and it shall terminate
by operation of law upon the Secretary's noti-
fying the holder of the right of such deter-
mination and tendering to him an amount
equal to the fair market value of that por-
tion of the right which remains unexpired.

(b) As used in this Act, the term “improved
property” means a detached, one-family
dwelling, construction of which was begun
before November 23, 1971, which is used for
noncommercial residential purposes, together
with not to exceed three acres of lands on
which the dwelling is situated, such land
being in the same ownership as the dwelling,
together with any structures accessory to the
dwelling which are situated on such land.

{¢) Whenever an owner of property elects
to retain & right of use and occupancy as
provided in this section, such owner shall be
deemed to have waived any benefits or rights
accruing under sections 208, 204, and 206
of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 (84 Stat. 1894), and for the purposes
of such sections such owner shall not be con-
sidered a displaced person as defined in sec-
tion 101(6) of such Act.

SEc. 4 (a) The area within the boundarles
depicted on the map referred to in section 1
shall be known as the Big Cypress National
Preserve. Such lands shall be administered
by the Secretary as a unit of the National
Park System in a manner which will assure
their natural and ecological integrity in per-
petuity in accordance with the provisions of
this Act and with the provisions of the Act
of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 US.C.
1-4), as amended and supplemented.

(b) In administering the preserve, the Sec-
retary shall develop and publish in the Fed-
eral Register such rules and regulations as he
deems necessary and appropriate to limit or
control the use of Federal lands and waters
with respect to:

(1) motorized vehicles,

(2) exploration for and extraction of ofl,
gas, and other minerals,

(3) grazing,

(4) draining or constructing of works or
structures which alter the natural water
courses,

(56) agriculture,

(6) hunting, fishing, and trapping,

(7) new construction of any kind, and

(8) such other uses as the Secretary de-
termines must be limited or controlled in
order to carry out the purposes of this Act:
Provided, That the Secretary shall consult
and cooperate with the Secretary of Trans-
portation to assure that necessary transporta-
tion facilities shall be located within exist-
ing or reasonably expanded rights-of-way
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and constructed within the reserve in a
manner consistent with the purposes of this
Act.

Bec. 6. The Secretary shall permit hunt-
ing, fishing, and trapping on lands and
waters under his jurisdictlon within the
preserve in accordance with the applicable
laws of the United States and the State of
Florida, except that he may designate zones
where and periods when no hunting, fishing,
trapping, or entry may be permitted for rea-
sons of public safety, administration, fioral
and faunal protection and management, or
public use and enjoyment. Except in emer-
gencles, any regulations prescribing such re-
strictions relating to hunting, fishing, or
trapping shall be put into effect only after
consultation with the appropriate State
agency having jurisdiction over hunting,
fishing, and trapping activities, Notwith-
standing this section or any other provision
of this Act, members of the Miccosukee Tribe
of Indians of Florida and members of the
Beminole Tribe of Florida shall be permitted,
subject to reasonable regulations established
by the Secretary, to continue their usual
and customary use and occupancy of Fed-
eral lands and waters within the reserve,
including hunting, fishing, and trapplng on
a subsistence basis and traditional tribal
ceremonials.

8ec. 6. Notwithstanding any other provi-
slon of law, before entering into any con-
tract for the provision of revenue-producing
visitor services, the Secretary shall offer those
members of the Miccosukee and Seminole
Indian Tribes who, on January 1, 1872, were
engaged In the provision of similar services,
a right of first refusal to continue providing
such services within the preserve subject
to such terms and conditions as he may deem
appropriate.

Bec. 7. Within five years from the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall review the area within the preserve
and shall report to the President, in accord-
ance with sectlon 3 (¢) and (d) of the
Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 891; 16 U.8.C. 1132
(¢) and (d)), his recommendations as to
the suitability or nonsuitablility of any area
within the preserve for preservation as wil-
derness, and any designation of any such
areas as a wilderness shall be accomplished
in accordance with sald subsections of the
Wilderness Act.

Sec. 8. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act, but not
to exceed $116,000,000 for the acquisition
of lands and Interests in lands and not to
exceed $000,000 for development: Provided,
That no Federal funds may be appropriated
unless the State of Florlda and the Secretary
conclude and execute the agreement referred
to in subsection 2(a) no later than ninety
days after the date of enactment of this
Act. Any funds donated to the United States
pursuant to subsection (2) shall be added
to the appropriations made pursuant to this
section for the acquisition of lands.

Mr. SAYLOR (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered as read,
printed at this point in the REcorp, and
open to amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to the bill? If not, under the
rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. DexT, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
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(H.R. 10088) to establish the Big Cy-
press National Preserve in the State of
Florida, and for other purposes, pursuant
to House Resolution 565, he reported the
bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

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

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

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I
oblect to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 376, nays 2,
not voting 56, as follows:

[Roll No. 497]
YEAS—376

Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del

Abdnor
Abzug

Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Il
Andrews, N.C.

Cleveland
Cochran

Cohen

Colller

Collins, 11.
Tex.

Collins,
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Culver

Annunzio
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Nichols
Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens

Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Karth
Eazen
Keating

Staggers
Btanton,
J. Willlam
Stanton,
James V.
Btark
Steed
Steele

Eemp Steelman
Eetchum
Kuykendall

Eyros
Landgrebe
Landrum

Steiger, Wis.
hens

Btep.
Stokes
SBtratton
Btuckey
Studds
Sullivan
gymmgton

ymms
Taltiott e
Taylor, A
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton

Long, Md.
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey

Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Treen

Udall

McEinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon

Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.

Mann
Marazitl

tchell,
Mitchell, N.X.
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,

Black
Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Bpence

NAYS—2
Gross
NOT VOTING—656

Gude O'Brien
Hanns Rallsback
Reid
Riegle
Rose
Roybal
Runnels
Sandman
Shipley

Davis, Wis.

Hays

Hébert
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Ala.
Kastenmeler

King
Kluczynski
Eoch Skubitz

Leggett Smith, N.Y.
Martin, Nebr. Steiger, Ariz.
Michel Stubblefleld
Mills, Ark, Taylor, N.C.
Minshall, Ohlo Teague, Tex.
Mizell Vander Jagt
White

Zwach

Morgan
Nelsen
Nix

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Gonzalez,

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr., Brown of Cali-

fornia.
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Baker.
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Mr. Conyers with Mr. Runnels.

Mr. Taylor of North Carolina with Mr.
Minshall of Ohio.

Mr. Morgan with Mr, Mizell.

Mr. Leggett with Mr. Skubltz,

Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Smith of
New York.

Mr, Hays with Mr. Martin of Nebraska.

Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. O'Brien.

Mr. Nix with Mr. Aspin.

Mr. Reld with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. Eoch with Mr, Sandman.

Mrs, Chisholm with Mr. Roybal.

Mr. Dulskl with Mr. Michel.

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Zwach.

Mr. Stubblefield with Mr. Gude.

Mr. Burton with Mr. Erlenborn.

Mr. Shipley with Mr. Broomfield.

Mr. Bevill with Mr. Esch.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Steiger of
Arizona.

Mr. Eastenmeler with Mr. Vander Jagt.

Mr. Breaux with Mr. Nelsen.

Mr. Riegle with Mr. Gilman.

Mr. Barrett with Mr. King.

Mr. Rose with Mr. Broyhill of Virginia.

Mr. Foley with Mr. White.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to revise
and extend their remarks on the legisla-
tion (H.R. 10088) just passed.

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

There was no objection.

MAKING FURTHER CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 1974

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 753) making further continu-
ing appropriations for the fiscal year
1974, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

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

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object—and I shall not ob-
ject—would the distinguished chairman
of the Appropriations Committee ex-
plain the necessity for the so-called 1
week continuing resolution so that we
clearly understand what is happening
here, since as I understand it, the other
body has just completed action on the
sine die continuing resolution.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield to me I will explain
the situation.

Mr. GIAIMO. I yield to the distin-
guished chairman of the committee.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, a few min-
utes ago the Senate passed a continu-
ing resolution. The House has passed a
continuing resolution extension until
sine die adjournment, but there is a very
considerable difference between the Sen-
ate version and the House version. It
is going to take some time to iron out
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the differences between the two versions
of the continuing resolution.

This is just a stopgap continuing reso-
lution extending the effective date of the
original June resolution until next
Thursday in order to give the House and
Senate conferees an opportunity to re-
solve the differences between the House
and Senate versions of House Joint
Resolution 727, the continuing resolu-
tion which the House passed Septem-
ber 25.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, and I shall
not object, I want to ask the gentleman
from Texas, the distinguished chairman
of the committee, a question about what
will happen now when, if we do by
unanimous-consent action, continue to
the 11th, then will the bill that was
passed by this body and the other body
remain as passed, or do we go back and
start a new piece of legislation?

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield to me for an answer,
the original continuing resolution which
became effective on July 1 will remain
alive. I expect to send to conference on
next Tuesday the continuing resolution
extension which we passed last week in
order to iron out the differences between
the two versions in the regular way we
handle all bills. This measure before us
now will not negate the continuing reso-
lution extension which we passed last
week and which the Senate passed today.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, as I under-
stand from the gentleman, he will move
to go to conference on Tuesday next?

nfr. MAHON. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. QUIE. The other question I have
is that this body passed the amend-
ment, which I had offered, which holds
every local educational agency harmless
at 85 percent of 1973 receipts. It does
not hold States harmless at any level.
The other body, as I understand, adopted
language which holds every local educa-
tion agency and State harmless at 90
percent of 1972 receipts, but puts a limit
at 110 percent. Both of those would go
into effect on the first of October.

The question is, would OE now dis-
tribute for 1 week the money passed on
100 percent hold harmless for the States
for the 1 week, or would you report a
resolution providing new language, be-
ginning October 1, so that there would
not be a distribution of only 1 week?

Mr. MAHON. There would have to be
some sort of agreement between the
House and the Senate on language in the
continuing resolution (H.J. Res. 727) to
solve the problem which the gentleman
set forth. It would be impossible for
me to tell just what might be agreed to
in conference between House and Sen-
ate. We would continue to operate, of
course, under the July 1 continuing reso-
lution through the 11th day of October
under the measure before us at this time.

Mr. QUIE. But, if the gentleman
would answer this, he would not expect
that the Office of Education would hand
out 1 week’s worth of money during that
period of time to the schools?

Mr. MAHON. Oh, no, because that is a
formula grant program and this resolu-
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tion simply extends the original con-
tinuing resolution until October 11.

Mr. QUIE. So the continuing resolu-
tion for 1 week is to permit paying sal-
aries to Federal employees?

Mr. MAHON. Well, it would also pro-
vide for carrying on many of the regular
functions of the Government. Almost
the whole Government, in effect, is op-
erating without the authority contained
in the continuing resolution and we need
to pass this measure before us now. That
is the reacon for the emergency and un-
usual request being made.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I say to the
gen‘leman carrying out the activities of
the Federal Government is also dis-
tributing title I money, which is also the
question here,

I say to the gentleman, I hope we do
not expect the Office of Education to be
distributing 1 week’s worth of money but
rather that the decision made on the
“hold harmless” in conference will apply
to the whole next quarter, rather than
leaving the 1 week separafe.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution as
follows:

H.J. Res. 753
Joint resolution making further continuing
appropriations for the fiscal year 1974, and
for other purposes

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United Siates of America
in Congress Assembled, That clause (c) of
section 102 of the joint resolution of July 1,
1973 (Public Law 93-52), is hereby amended
by striking out “September 30, 1973" and in-
serting in lieu thereof “October 11, 1973".

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

e T ——

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr, Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed with
amendments in which the concurrence of
the House is requested, a joint resolution
of the House of the following title:

H.J. Res. 727, Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 1974, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 727) en-
titled “a joint resolution making further
continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 1974, and for other purposes,” re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. McCLELLAN,
Mr. MacnNusoN, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. Pas-
TORE, Mr. BisLE, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. YOUNG,
Mr. Hruska, Mr. Corron, and Mr.
Case to be the conferees on the part of
the Senate.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the joint resolu-
timm just passed.

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

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION AS TO
VOTES

Mr. DANIELSON, Mr. Speaker, I was
unavoidably absent on Tuesday, Septem-
ber 26, 1973, and as a rasult of my ab-
sence, did not vote on eight rolicalls. I
would like to state how I would have
voted on these measures had I been pres-
ent.

Tuesday, September 2, 1873:

Roll No. 475—Adoption of the confer-
ence report on H.R. 8610. I would have
voted “yea.”

Roll No. 476—Amendment to Hbouse
Joint Resolution 727. I would have voted
“yea.”

Roll No. 47T7—Amendment to House
Joint Resolution 727. I would have voted
“yea.”

Roll No. 478—Amendment to House
Joint Resolution 427. I would have voted
“yea.”

Roll No. 479—Final passage of House
Joint Resolution 727. I would have voted
“yea.”

Wednesday, September 26, 1973:

Roll No. 481 —Amendment to H.R. 981.
I would have voted “yea.”

Roll No. 482—Amendment to H.R. 981.
I would have voted “nay.”

Roll No. 482—Final passage of H.R.
981. I would have voted “yea.”

AUTHORIZING CLERK TO RECEIVE
MESSAGES AND SPEAKER TO SIGN
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
NOTWITHSTANDING ADJOURN-
MENT

Mr. O’NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that, notwithstanding the
adjournment of the House until October
4, 1973, the Clerk be authorized to receive
messages from the Senate, and that the
Speaker be authorized to sign any en-
rolled bills and joint resolutions duly
passed by the two Houses and found truly
enrolled.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore (Mr.
McFaLL). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts?

There was no objection.

WOMEN IN MILITARY ACADEMIES

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

Mr. pu PONT. Mr. Speaker, in the last
decade or so, this Nation has made great
strides in equalizing opportunities for all
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its citizens. Still, much more needs to be
done.

One of the most glaring injustices
which the Congress can and should elim-
inate immediately, is the continued pro-
hibition against admitting women to the
military service academies.

I have been advised by the Secretaries
of the Navy, Air Force, and Army, that
no matter how well qualified a female
service academy applicant from my State
or any other State may be, she will not
be admitted to the service academies.

Discrimination based on sex is clearly
wrong and particularly so when it affects
one’s opportunities for employment.

I believe that the basic elements of
fairness as well as the U.8. Constitution
guarantee women the right to be ad-
mitted to the service academies should
they otherwise qualify.

I am introducing legislation today to
change those sections of the United
States Code which the military services
have used as legal justification for their
refusal to admit women.

If it takes amending the United States
Ccde to open the academies to women,
then let us change the laws. If it is really
tradition that is stopping the admission
of women, then I think we need to move
the service acadsmies inte the 20th
century.

Women, both officers and enlisted per-
sonnel, already play a vital role in the
Armed Forces, and that role is expanding
rapidly as the military moves toward its
goal of all-volunteer services. All three
branches of the military intend to sub-
stantially increase the number of women
in the Armed Forces. By June of 1978,
their total objective is to have some 45,~
000 enlisted women and officers.

The purpose of the service academies
supposedly is to train highly skilled and
motivated officers for the Armed Forces
who will rise to top leadership positions
in the services. Sex is irrelevant in meet-
ing that goal.

Competition for service academy ap-
pointments would only be enhanced by
expanding the eligibility requirements to
allow women.

The modern military needs adminis-
trators, economists, computer specialists,
communications experts, linguists, and
many other specialists for careers which
do not involve actual hand-to-hand
combat.

Women's role in the Armed Forces is
increasing, not only in terms of sheer
numbers, but also in terms of occupa-
tional and career opportunities avail-
able to them.

The first eight women have recently
begun service in the National Guard. In
the Army, where four women have at-

tained the rank of general, almost all
occupational specialities, except those

directly involving combat are open now
to women.

The Air Force has announced that all
but five combat associated job speciali-
ties have been opened up to women. Last
August, the Air Force appointed Col.
Norma Brown as the first woman com-
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mander of a major U.S. men's military
unit.

The Navy plans to open all enlisted
ratings to women and ROTC to female
midshipmen. They plan to allow women
officers to attend the National War Col-
lege, the Armed Forces Staff College,
and Industrial College of the Armed
Forces. They are revising naval regula-
tions to permit women officers to assume
command of naval shore stations and
permit women line officers to compete
with men for promotion, including the
rank of admiral.

In view of the changing facts on the
the role of women in the Armed Forces,
it is ridiculous, wasteful, and anachronis-
tic to maintain that the best officer
training our Nation has to offer should
be limited to men only.

he Armed -Forces would benefit just
as much as women by making these op-
portunities available to the most quali-
fied candidates of both sexes.

HOUSE SHOULD INVESTIGATE
CHARGES AGAINST VICE PRESI-
DENT AGNEW

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

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, of all the
things that have been revealed through
the Senate Watergate investigation, one
predominant question has appeared and
seems to be looming large in the recent
experiences of the Vice President with
respect to the leaks of allegations against
him. The apparent lack of respect of

people in power impairs those rights
our Founding Fathers fought to preserve,

especially equality, fairness, and im-
partiality of justice.

It is not my intent to delve into the
ramifications of the indifference evinced
by people in power to basic American
traditions and constitutional rights,
which was brought out so clearly in the
Senate Watergate hearings. However, I
do intend to address myself to the pres-
ent plight of Vice President AcNEw
whose constitutional rights have been so
severely violated in the past several
weeks.

I think that no matter what our party
affiliation may be we can all agree that
the Vice President, just as any citizen,
deserves a fair and impartial hearing.
At this stage, the possibility of this hap-
pening is only a matter of conjecture. As
a first step toward protecting the rights
of the Vice President, the Congress must
assume leadership in this matter.

In the past several weeks calumnious
“leaks” of allegations against the Vice
President, have resulted in irreparable
damage to his constitutional rights. It
is this lack of respect for his rights by
people in power that directly resulted
in “leaks,” which the press has used to
“try” the Vice President in the news-
papers.

A “leak” can only be defined as the
release of information in a clandestine

manner, with the intention of injuring
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another—or prejudicing his rights. I
consider the release of information re-
lating to the grand jury investigation
to be a fiagrant contravention of Mr.
AcnEw’s civil and constitutional rights
and as such should be looked upon as a
serious offense. Because of these leaks
the present grand jury cannot possibly
function effectively and fairly.

A thorough and fair investigation
should be undertaken to determine the
sources of the leaks and recommend ac-
tion to stop them. In regard to the Vice
President, there is grave doubt in my
mind that a grand jury has authority
to either investigate or much less indict
the Vice President of the United States.
This right to investigate the Vice Presi-
dent appears to be covered in the Con-
stitution as being the sole prerogative
of the House of Representatives. We
must not shirk this responsibility by re-
fusing out of hand to give the Vice Presi-
dent a fair and impartial hearing. We
must be willing fo assume that respon-
sibility as has been done in the past.

Mr. Speaker, I call upon our leaders
and fellow Members to lay aside parti-
san feelings and to do what they know
in their hearts is right. We should estab-
lish an investigatory committee em-
powered to look into all aspects of the
allegations leveled against the Vice
President. Once the committee has
finished its investigation, it could report
to the full membership its findings and
make its recommendations.

In conclusion, by accepting the mantle
of leadership and giving the Vice Presi-
dent a full hearing, we can guarantee
him the right to a fair and impartial in-
vestigation. We can look into the prob-
lem of leaks. Perhaps, we can promulgate
legislation that will help curtail mali-
clous attempts to defame and hurt indi-
viduals through leaks. If these steps are
taken we can garner the respect of both
our countrymen and of people through-
out the world who look to America as
the bastion of freedom and justice. This
reinforcement of our own self-image can
only strengthen the moral fiber of the
Nation which has been so sorely tested
these past few years.

ENERGY SHORTAGE

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

Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Speaker, some-
thing, which I consider to be highly sig-
nificant, took place over the weekend at
the Oklahoma State Fair in Oklahoma
City. I regret that there has not been
wider notice given to the event.

The Speaker of the House gave a
strong and positive speech on what is
probably the major problem in the
United States today—the energy short-
age and the efforts to relieve the short-
age.

When a man as widely and highly re-
spected as our colleague and leader, Mr,
ArperT, addresses himself strongly to an
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issue of this magnitude, I believe it is
important.

I would like to have the Speaker’s
speech on energy appear in the REcCORD.
I believe it will be of considerable in-
terest to the Members of this body and
to many other concerned Americans.

AoprEsSs oF HoN. CARL ALBERT

It is highly appropriate that energy should
be the theme of the 1973 State Fair of Okla-
homa. Energy has long been a cornerstone of
our economy and has imbued Oklahoma’'s
history with an exciting chapter of progress
and prosperity.

Today, the energy picture is changing in
Oklahoma and around the world. Never be-
fore in the history of this country has the
demand for energy fuels outrun our ability
to supply them domestically. In six of the
past eight years, Oklahoma's production of
oil has exceeded the discovery of new re-
serves. In another ten years, if new discov-
eries are not encouraged, Oklahoma will be-
come a net importer of oil and gas. As one
who represents a district that produces 25
percent of Oklahoma's natural gas and 40
percent of its oil, I am honored to join with
you to discuss these changes that have been
thrust upon us and the oppeortunities and
problems they present.

Let me read a statement made by a great
American:

“This country must face squarely the fact
that & major portion of its rapidly increasing
energy requirements is being met by oil and
gas, which constitute only a small portion of
our energy reserves. The prospects are that
we shall become increasingly dependent on
foreign sources of oil unless appropriate ac-
tion is taken.”

This statement did not come from yester-
day’s newspaper. It came from the State of
the Union Message delivered by Harry Tru-
man in 1949,

President Truman also sald: “To a greater
extent than ever before, our prosperity and
security depend upon our natural re-
sources . . . A nation is only as strong as
its productive capacity, and our capacity is
now limited by our shortages.”

More than twenty years later we are finally
beginning to realize that our economy and
quality of life largely depend on energy being
conveniently and abundantly available to the
American pecple. The availability of energy
is one of the major problems facing not only
the United States but the entire world. This
problem should be elevated to high priority
in the top echelons of the government of this
nation.

Our efforts are currently belng hampered
by the proliferation of a pack of deceiving
energy myths. This morning I would like to
explore some of these myths with you.

First, there is the “fake crisis” myth where
conspiracy and collusion by the oil com=
panies are sald to be responsible for energy
problems. This argument is a sham. Growing
energy demands combined with dwindling
domestic supplies of fossil resources flash a
clear danger signal to oll and gas industry
management who realize that serlous short-
ages only invite a dramatic increase in gov-
ernment Iintervention. Anyone who pur-
posely tries to exploit & serious national
problem to feather his own nest is guilty of
the worst kind of deception and fraud. This
sort of activity is reprehensible. The Ameri-
can people deserve the whole truth, and
nothing but the truth.

The second myth concerns the belief that
either the government or private industry
will absorb the increased cost of energy and
the increased cost of improving the environ-
ment. Increased costs will eventually be
passed on to the consumer in the form of
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higher prices or in higher taxes if the gov-
ernment assumes added responsibility. A pri-
vate company cannot be forced to cut profits
to the point where it can compete neither
in the money market nor as a money-making
device for its owners. People invest in private
industry that pays the highest return. Like-
wise, the government has no cholce but to
ralse taxes or go further in debt when faced
with additional finanelal commitments.

The third myth is that risk capital will
continue to flow into operations where the
rate of return plunges. Obviously, it will not.
Again, money will go where the rate of re-
turn to the potential investor appears to be
worth the risk of fallure. As oil and gas
becomes harder to find, the need to increase
the Incentive for risk capital to look for more
oll and gas will also increase.

There 1s no question In my mind that oll
and gas exploration must be increased. The
number of “wildcat” wells drilled in America
has been on the decline since 1956, reaching
8 new low in 1972. Yet, 48 percent of the es-
timated discoverable ofl and 63 percent of
the gas reserves have not yet been found and
developed. We need more not less explora-
tion, because the oll and gas that will be
here when we need it is oll and gas pro-
duced in this country.

Fundamental to this concept is that the
federal government should do nothing which
will impede exploration, and should do every
reasonable thing to encourage exploration.
We must determine the extent of our un-
tapped oll and gas reserves as quickly as
technology permits.

The fourth myth that should be examined
is that the United States can depend on
“cheap forelgn oil” to supply its energy needs.
The fact is there is no “cheap foreign oil".
Middle East oil is bubbling to the surface in
a seller's market, The price we pay for that
oil, if we can get it, will be high indeed.
Unlike our Japanese and European friends,
we do have alternatives. We can gradually
get away from rellance on foreign oil by
encouraging a strong, viable domestic energy.

I believe the same great American tech-
nology which developed oil and gas can
bring us better ways to use coal, uranium,
oil shale, solar and geo-thermal power and
other types of energy.

The fifth myth is the panacea many Amer-
icans see in mandatory distribution programs.
A mandatory allocation of fuel simply dis-
tributes the shortage: not one single gallon
of new oil or gas is produced. This does not
mean that mandatory allocation should not
be considered.

I am saying that it should not be bulilt up
in the public mind to do more than it actual-
1y can accomplish. Furthermore, we must
selectively choose which fuels to allocate,
and only allocate them during times of
genuine shortages. An excellent example of
bad timing in allocating fuels is the propane
situation. Congress gave the President the
power to allocate propane in April; the Ad-
ministration finally started talking about
propane allocation in July. They failed to
hold hearings until September 7, promising
a decision by September 13,

The Nixon Administration could have
acted on August 15 with no problem; man-
datory allocations could still have helped if
the decision had been made September 10, By
walting until the eleventh hour, mass con-
fusion has permeated the entire State. For
months no one knew what was happening.
Propane suppliers were holding onto their
fuel.

The State government was afrald to act
for fear of federal action. Meanwhile, thou~-
sands of school children in my District face
the possibility of not being able to attend
school for part of the year, and hundreds of
farmers and businessmen in my District face
critical shortages, I, for one, cannot tolerate
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this suffering caused by needless administra-
tive bungling.

The sixth myth reasons that by controlling
gasoline prices the energy plcture will im-
prove. Hardly anyone could still serlously be-
lieve this after viewing the disastrous fallure
of Phase ITI and Phase IV controls, Controls
have not only created a nightmare for inde-
pendent service station operators but have
confused the entire industry and public and
have actually compounded our immediate
energy problems.

The seventh myth is that government regu-
lation breeds sound energy policies. Twenty-
seven ago when I came to Congress, I
felt that the oll and gas industries of this
nation were over-regulated; I still feel just
as strongly about it today. Government inter-
ference has been allowed to go too far; to
foul up too many prospective solutions to
energy problems. It is all but dishonest to set
prices too low, encouraging excess demand
that cannot be met at reasonable prices. I
have long felt that natural gas should be
de-regulated; legislation for this purpose has
passed the House on at least two occaslions
only to be vetoed. The de-regulation of nat-
ural gas at the wellhead could greatly boost
major secondary recovery projects and give
us an ldea of just how much gas really exists.

These myths must be explored and ex-
ploded. Their lingering residue in the minds
of Americans only impedes our progress.
Myths must be replaced with facts carefully
woven into an overall energy strategy.

A national energy strategy is absolutely es-
sential to unite the efforts of every depart-
ment of government and show the American
people we are not approaching the problem
in a plecemeal way. People, by nature, are
more willing to take bad-tasting medicine if
they are honestly convinced they are doing
it for a purpose. This sense of national pur-
pose is urgently needed.

At the present time the Administration is
running in fits and starts, staggering through
a maze of contradictory policles. To continue
dillydallying with a problem of such para-
mount importance flies in the face of sound
reasoning and good government. Indecision
and contradictory decislon-making have al-
ready jeopardized the livellhood and comfort
of thousands of people.

One approach recommended for developing
& national energy strategy includes the estab-
lishment of a three-man energy council, re-
sponsible to both the Administration and
the Congress. The council’'s duty would be
to prepare a national energy strategy, taking
into account the many and varied factors
that are closely allled to our energy situa-
tion.

Absolutely essenfial to a sound energy
policy is a strong foundation bullt on three
important unknown factors: The potentials
of domestic exploration, the determination
of a tolerable level of imports, and the pro-
jection of energy capablilities, Once we decide
exactly how far we can go in all three areas,
then we can move rapidly toward developing
a natlonal energy strategy.

Also essential to sound energy policy 1s a
careful balancing of all interests.

We must strive for a balance between gov-
ernment proposals for energy and freedom
of companies to operate.

We must strive for a balance between the
natural drive for profits and a company's
obligations to the public.

We must strive for a better balance be-
tween the cost of energy to the consumer
and the risk of shortages to the consumer.

We must strive for a better balance be-
tween energy and the environment. The de-
lays tolerated in authorizing and building
the Alaska Pipeline are unconscionable.
While I continue to support our efforts to
improve our environment, I do not believe
we can afford to trade our domestic output
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and standard of living for “nothing but blue

sky”.

While the mills of Congress, like the gods,
grind slowly, Congress has not been alto-
gether idle in the energy area.

Congress stands lilke the hub of a wheel,

surrounded by the discordant spokes of diver-
gent viewpoints: the views of conservation-
ists, environmentalists, business Iinterests,
labor interests; national security interests,
forelgn relations and exchange interests,
Jconsumer interests, and independent and
antitrust interests—all have their advocates
in and impact on the Congress. But the Con;
gress has moved—Iif slowly. It has authorized
the Alaska pipeline. It is going to authorize
the construction of deepwater ports. It is
continuing its longstanding efforts to en-
courage increased research—a recent study
of “Energy under the oceans” by the Uni-
versity of Oklahoma I1s an excellent ex-
ample of direct Congressional initlative in
this area.

The Congress does not operate in a vac-
uum; therefore resolving energy problems—
and all other problems—is troublesome, dif-
ficult, exasperating, protracted, political, as
well as economic and argumentative.

Congress has quickly learned there are no
easy answers to energy problems; neverthe-
less answers must be found. In spite of all
this, and of all the other problems which
beset our nation, America is still alive and
strong. We can repeat what Will Rogers said
40 years ago, that despite all its economic
problems, America 1s still doing pretty well.

The energy crisis is, of course, upon us.
The problems presented are hard, but they
are also the measure of our opportunity.
Mankind has reached its present state of
development, not because man has not faced
difficulties but because he has overcome
them.

I am optimistic that if we make decisions
now, we can strengthen our national fiber,
the effectiveness of our government, the
standard of living of our people, and the
overall strength of our nation.

I expect Oklahoma to play an active and
constructive part in this national challenge.

COPPER EXPORT LIMITATIONS
ACT OF 1973

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

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, today, 1
am introducing the Copper Export Lim-
itations Act of 1973.

Last week the House Armed Services
Committee began consideration of vari-
ous bills which would permit the dis-
posal of over 250,000 tons of copper from
the national stockpile. I strongly favor
such a disposal.

However, one problem immediately
presents itself when we consider such a
disposal. Will the copper disposed of from
the stockpile be used to fulfill domestic
needs or will it be exported to serve the
needs of forelgn competitors?

Presently there is a copper shortage
in the United States. This shortage has
caused cutbacks in production at fabri-
cating plants across the country. Yet
during the first 8 months of 1973 copper
scrap exports were up 82 percent over the
same period in 1973. We should be as-
sured when any disposal is made from
the copper stockpile that our domestic
needs are satisfied before any copper is
exported from this country.

At the heart of the copper problem is
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the fact that the price of copper in the
United States is frozen at 60 cents per
pound while the world market price is
nearly 90 cents per pound. It is easy to
see that foreign companies would like to
purchase all of the copper which they
can from the United States. Because of
the large price differential these com-
panies are willing to pay much more for
copper than our domestic manufacturers
are allowed to pay under the terms of
the price freeze.

The Cost of Living Council and the
Secretary of Commerce have refused to
address the problem of the 30 cents per
pound difference in the price of primary
copper. Therefore, I am introducing a bill
which would direct the Secretary of
Commerce to limit exports of copper
from the United States during months
when disposals are made from the copper
stockpile or when price controls are in
effect and the U.S. price is significantly
below world prices.

If enacted the bill would give the Con-
gress some assurance that the adminis-
tration has examined our domestic needs
for copper before allowing any copper to
be shipped overseas.

A WAY OUT

(Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extrane-
ous matter.)

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Speaker, this Nation is confronting ex-
traordinary problems which will require
extraordinary solutions.

This morning’s Washington Post con-
tains an excellent article by David S.
Broder with unprecedented proposals
for an unprecedented situation.

In this time of crisis, we need new
thinking and I therefore recommend the
following article as must reading for
every Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives:

A Way OvuT oF THE NIXON-AGNEW CRISIS

(By David S, Broder)

The extraordinary crisis at the heart of
the American government requires an ex-
traordinary remedy. This column discusses
one possible solution.

First, a word as to the nature of the crisis.
A two-sided civil war is being fought within
the topmost ranks of the executive branch,
which the combatants malntain is beyond
the reach of the judiclary to mediate, and
which the legislative branch thus far refuses
to attempt to resolve.

On one front, a special prosecutor, armed
with the powers of the Attorney General,
is seeking to compel the President of the
United States to turn over evidence, in the
form of tapes, which may implicate the Pres-
ident's former top aides and perhaps the
President himself in criminal acts.

The case is before the courts, but the
President has strongly suggested that he
doubts the authority of the judicial branch
to enforce a judgment against him.

Meantime, the Justice Department 1is
presenting evidence of separate allegations
of erlminal activity against the Vice Presi-
dent, who charges that on both constitution-
&l and political grounds, the grand jury and
the courts are incompetent to judge him.

The President has sought to terminate
a congressional investigation of the case in
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which he is involved, while the Vice Presi-
dent, taking exactly the opposite tack, is
seeking a congressional inquiry into the
merits of his case. However, neither the
flagging Senate investigation of Watergate
nor the still-born House investigation of
the Agnew case promises speedy resolution
of the crisis through the one constitutional
remedy avallable to Congress—impeachment.

Thus, this beleaguered democracy—still
reeling from the wounds of its most unpopu-
lar war and the ravages of unchecked eight-
year inflation—now confronts a crisis at the
center of its government for which no solu-
tion is apparent.

Yet it is almost Intolerable to think that
the nation must endure three years of war-
fare and mutual vilification among the lead-
ers of the government. Personal pride and
institutional parochialism simply cannot be
allowed to wreak vengeance on a paralyzed
America.

A solution—first suggested, to my knowl-
edge, by American University graduate stu-
dent Joseph Felter at a seminar with this
writer on Oct. 1—may be for the sovereign
states which created the nation to act now
to rescue it.

The suggestion is that the governors of
the 50 States convene In special session for
the single purpose of recommending a per-
son to assume the presidency until 1976, with
the understanding that he will not be &
candidate for the office in that year.

My strong hunch is that if such a meeting
were held, the Democrats who hold 31 of the
50 governorships would ignore partisanship
in this time of crisis and recommend for the
presidency, the most senior man in the ranks
of governors, and the most broadly respected,
Republican Nelson A. Rockefeller of New
York.

The next step in arranging for his succes-
sion would be for the governors to petition
the House of Representatives to elect Rocke-
feller as Speaker. A Speaker may resign at
any time, and the occupant of the office—
by Constitution and law—need not be a
member of the House. The governors could
count on strong public and editorial support
for thelr petition, support which politically
sensitive congressmen would not ignore.

Should Democrat Carl Albert make the
sacrifice of stepping down from his post, the
third most powerful in government, it
would be a powerful prod to the Republican
President and Vice President to do likewise.

A bipartisan House vote to elevate Rocke-
feller to the Speaker’'s office would signal
the House's will as clearly as a vote of im-
peachment—yet with far less bitterness and
delay. Under such circumstances, the Presi-
dent and Vice President could resign without
seeming to admit guilt—and would, in my
judgment, be under a powerful compulsion
to do so.

Speaker Rockefeller would then become
President and would have the opportunity
to designate, with the approval of the Senate
and House, a Vice President, who, like him,
enjoyed broad public trust and who was will-
ing to renounce his own candidacy for any
office In 1976.

Through such a process, the new President
would be compelled before taking office to
give the proper assurances about his exer-
cise of power to the leaders of the states, to
the Congress, to the last elected President
and Vice President and to the future aspi-
rants for those offices.

The interests—and honor—of all of them
would be protected, and the nation would be
rescued from what seems an endless agony.

There is no need to underline the practical
difficulties and political suspicions that
would beset such a course; they are obvious.
But the American people deserve better than
the chaos that threatens in Washington
today, and the governprs have it in their
power to attempt the rescue effort.
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THE IMPENDING WHEAT
SHORTAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc-
Farr). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. JonEs) is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, American consumers and food pro-
ducers alike are viewing with increasing
alarm the possibility that our Nation
may be facing a severe wheat shortage
in the forthcoming year. During the Au-
gust congressional recess, many of my
friends and neighbors in Oklahoma's
First Congressional District spoke to me
and asked what the Congress and the ad-
ministration were going to do to assure
a continued adequate supply of wheat
products for our citizens.

On September 11, I personally wrote
Secretary of Agriculture Earl Butz to
express my own concern, and that of my
congressional district, over the high ex-
port level of this year’s wheat crop, and
the resulting effect this may have in
creating shortages of wheat to supply
domestic needs.

Apparently the concern over this prob-
lem is not nearly as great down at the
Agriculture Department’s headquarters.
The Department’s response, after a 2%
week delay, indicates the Secretary sees
no compelling reason related to national
security or humanitarian needs for re-
stricting the recent massive level of
wheat exports.

Fortunately, the Secretary’s philos-
ophy on this subject, as conveyed to me
through what seems to be multiple levels
of spokesmen, representatives, assistants
and staff, is not shared by some of the
more knowledgeable experts on our farm
economy, nor by farmers themselves.

In Monday’s Tulsa World, farm editor
Herb Karner reported on a firsthand
survey he has made of prevailing atti-
tudes on USDA policies. As a result of
personal interviews throughout the Na-
tion’s farmbelt, Mr. Karner states:

There appears to be a growing erosion in
confidence of the USDA as a farmers' agency.
There is growing cynicism that USDA and
the Secretary of Agriculture are purely arms
of the administration and that USDA farm
policy is shaped to fit political considera-
tion rather than the welfare of farmers.

In the Department’s response to my
September 11 letter, the 1973 wheat crop
is optimistically predicted to be so large
as to provide a carryover stock to next
June of over 300 million bushels. It is
precisely this misleading type of infor-
mation which has encouraged exporters
to oversell, and Mr. Karner goes on fo
point out in his article, the result may
very well be that—

This country will enter the new year with
the lowest carryover of wheat since 1952.

Mr. Speaker, I personally feel Herb
EKarner has hit the nail on the head when
he cites as a reason for this overly opti-
mistic crop reporting, the hope of the
Department—

To forestall export controls which the
United States badly needs, and to hold down
the price of grain.

Mr. Speaker, it is my intention to send
one more letter to the Secretary on this
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subject, and I am hopeful that he will at
last be able to give some of his own very
valuable time to this inquiry in behalf of
a significant number of Oklahomans. I
plan to ask the Secretary to respond, in
the type of plain and simple language all
Americans can understand, on what his
Department and the administration is
doing to assure an adequate domestie
wheat supply for the year ahead, what
methods he is utilizing to assure this sup-
ply, and whether he and the President
will personally accept the responsibility
for the lack of an adequate supply if a
wheat shortage for domestic consump-
tion comes to pass.

I believe the American people are en-
titled to clear and unequivocal answers
to these questions. Certainly there will be
no misunderstanding in their minds as
to the causes of a wheat shortage if, in
the next several months, they can no
longer obtain, or even afford to place a
loaf of bread on the family table, and I
believe our citizens deserve responsible
action now to avert just such a situation.

Mr. Speaker, if the Agriculture Depart-
ment and the current administration fail
to give these assurances of a continued
adequate domestic wheat supply, there
will be little alternative left but for the
Congzress to enforce temporary export
controls. This is a step that I know many
of my colleagues will regret undertaking,
and I share this feeling as a result of
my own desire to foster a favorable trade
balance for our Nation, and to assist the
people of less fortunate countries when-
ever our own resources permit. I do not
feel it is responsible, however, to allow &
shortage to develop without making every
effort possible from both an administra-
tive as well as a legislative standpoint,
to avert such a crisis. For this reason, I
will seek support from my colleagues for
enactment of strong export controls in
the event the administration’s policies
continue to be as vague and unrespon-
sive to the people’s needs as they have
been demonstrated to be in the past.

It is not too late for the mistakes to
be corrected, and I urge the Secretary
and this administration in the very
strongest terms, to take the necessary
steps using the tools the Congress has
already provided, to meet their obliga-
tions to the American consumer.

I want to be clear that I am not for
isolation. I am for free and open world
trade and the Unifted States being an
active participant in the world markets.

I recognize fully that agriculture is
among our best export commodities. I
recognize that temporary export con-
trols on wheat or any item possibly will
lead to a drag on our balance of pay-
ments situation, but I also fully recog-
nize and am aware, as a result of meet-
ings throughout my congressional dis-
trict, that the No. 1 issue in the country
today is the state of the economy, specif-
ically the continuing rise in inflation
and the shortages of critical products,
particularly food products.

There are very few things that are
more important to the consumer and the
family in the United States than to be
able to put bread on the table for an
American family.
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The leading farm editor in our part
of the country, Herb Karner of the Tulsa
World, and several representatives from
the baking industry have told me that
they totally disagree with the statistics
on the availability of wheat for domes-
tic consumption in the coming year.
They totally disagree with those statis-
tics as put out by the Department of
Agriculture.

I am told that if the statistics as put
out are correct, it will lead to a shortage
of necessary supplies to the baking in-
dustry.

If that is the case, it will mean a short-
age of bread next year, and perhaps a
nickel or a dime increase in the price of
bread to the point that we are going to
be paying more for a loaf of bread in the
United States than a similar citizen of
the Soviet Union has to pay for a Rus-
sian loaf of bread, which is made with
American wheat.

All I am asking the Secretary of Agri-
culture to do is to put in plain language
assurances to the Congress and to the
American people that he and the Presi-
dent of the United States will take every
step necessary to insure that we do not
have a shortage of wheat in this coun-
try in the coming year.

It is great to talk about foreign trade.
It is great to talk about giveaways. It is
great to be generous to the rest of the
world. But if this economy cannot re-
main strong, if we cannot provide the es-
sential products for all of our citizens,
then all of the giveaways and all of the
foreign aid will be for naught. I think
we have to start working to energize our
own economy first, and take care of our
own citizens first.

I urge my colleagues in the House to
join me in forcing the administration
and the Secretary of Agriculture to give
us some plain answers to this very im-
portant question.

Mr. Speaker, I include at this point an
article by Herb Karner entifled ‘“Food
Production Farmer’s Concern.”

Foop PropucTiON FARMER'S CONCERN
{By Herb Karner)

A week-long swing through the cornbelt has
confirmed a long-held belief that state, re-
gional and national lines of demarcation
have largely disappeared as far as farming is
concerned. No longer are the problems of
Oklashoma wheat farmers, solely their con-
cern—they concern the Illinois corn grower
as well. No longer is what happens in Iowa
cattle feedlots their worry alone—it affects
Oklahoma ranchers. And, what happens col-
lectively in the U.S. is the direct concern of
other nations of the world.

The total concern of agriculture is the
production of food. That's it—one word—
food. And it makes little difference where it
is produced, the factors that affect food pro-
duction in one locality, affect it in others.
Some of those factors are weather, prices,

politics and management decisions based on
those basic factors.

This is the second major backgrounding
trip Fence Talk has undertaken this sum-
mer and fall, The first was through the Great
Plains, We're anxious to know what farmers
and ranchers are actually thinking, what
they are planning. We are particularly cau-
tious in our approach. We want the honest
thinking of farmers. We want to know their
attitudes toward current farm policy. We are
extremely careful to sort the “hand-fed gov-
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ernment line” from reality. It's easy to visit
with a farmer if he is convinced you really
want to know the truth about what he be-
lieves is happening.

What is happening? For one thing, there
is & growing number of younger farmers who
are extremely capable business managers—
many are college trained. And it's not so
surprising that the sharpest are not trained
in a specific discipline of production agricul-
ture, that is, animal husbandry, or agronomy,
but are schooled in economics or business
management. These young farmers range
from the early 20s to the mid-30s. And we've
detected in a growing number of all farmers
a greater awareness that they really know
what is golng on nationally and interna-
tionally that affects their business. And
they're going to do something about it.

What are they golng to do? It appears to
us that farmers are not going to give up the
advantage they have of being in control. They
are not going to follow the USDA advice to
overproduce so that consumers can have
cheap food, and the government can have
plenty of produce to export to help in the bal-
ance of payments.

There appears to be a growlng erosion in
confidence of USDA as a farmers agency.
There iIs growing cynicism that USDA and the
secretary of Agriculture are purely arms of
the administration and that USDA farm
policy is shaped to fit political considerations
rather than welfare of farmers, It's this lack
of confidence in government that makes
farmers belleve they must control their own
affairs.

An example: USDA estimates this past
summer forecast total wheat production at
1.9 billion bushels. Based on this information,
exporters may have oversold and, as a re-
sult, this country will enter the new year
with the lowest carryover of wheat since
1852. USDA estimates the current corn crop
at 5.7 billion bushels. Cornbelt farmers grin.
They're convinced that this is deliberately
overestimated, and that the total yleld will
be several billion bushels less. They believe
the crop has been overestimated by USDA to
forestall expert controls which the U.S. badly
needs, and to hold down the price of grain.

Whether this comes to pass remains to be
seen. The point is that farmers of the corn-
belt simply do not believe USDA estimates
on corn and soybeans, and point to wheat
estimates as proof of their suspicions. This
has a direct bearing on what happens in
feedlots. If corn and soybeans continue to
increase In price—and all predictions point
this way—many cornbelt farmers will sell
their grain and not feed cattle, many of
which come from Oklahoma.

Thus, you have a class of farmers in the
cornbelt and wheatbelt who know the prices
on the commodity market on the hour (See
Rod Turnbull's column, “Farm Grain Prices
Hit Historic High"”). They know the price
of cattle In Oklahoma by the hour. They
know Oklahoma (and Texas, Kansas, New
Mexico) weather conditlons. They credit The
American National Cattlemen's Assoclation
marketing data called “Cattle-Fax" as one
of the greatest tools a farmer can have for
keeping abreast of the cattle situation. They
have airplanes, radio phones and Ileased
wires. They know what the score is. And
they are playing a walting game,

Farmers know the name of the game is
food production. And they are willing to pro-
duce food. At last they are in a position to
do it at a profit, and they're not about to
knuckle under. As one crusty Iowa farmer-
stockman said, "By God, for the first time
farmers have a chance to prove they're
grown up and can handle their own affairs.
If they give in to Earl Butz' demands to go
all out and overplant, just so we'll have a
surplus and consumers can have cheap food,
and the bottom falls out of the farm price
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structure, well, by God, they deserve it, and
I won't feel sorry for a single one of 'em.”
Time will tell if farmers and ranchers have
really learned that it's more profitable to have
fewer bushels at a greater price, than to
have more bushels at a lower price. Same
thing applies to cattle—current beef prices
are down for the simple reason that cattle
held off the market continued to galn
weight—the price freeze did not cause these
cattle to disappear. Current figures show that
there are more cattle in feedlots than ever.
Faced with increased grain costs, commercial
feeders say they are losing up to $100 a head
on fed cattle. What's going to happen? Some-
thing we've predicted for years—if the beef
industry Is to survive, we’'ll be eating grass
fed cattle in the future This, too, remains
to be seen. At any rate, farming is changing
rapidly. So fast that many farmers and
ranchers fall to realize they are in a chang-
ing world. We'll try to keep you posted be-
cause not only does this affect farmers, 1t
affects consumers, and that’s all of us.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, will my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Oklahoma, yield?

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. I yield to
the gentleman from Rhode Island.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
congratulate my colleague for taking
the time to address himself to this im-
portant issue. I would like to join in the
remarks of the gentleman, and I also
would like to proceed further at this
time, because I think his position and
the statement he is making is extremely
important.

I believe it is one that has been over-
looked by many in the present adminis-
tration, because we are going to have
serious problems in the year ahead as
a result of the policies the present Sec-

retary has been carrying out.
I wish to thank the gentleman for
yielding.

THE 365TH ANNIVERSARY OF FIRST
POLISH IMMIGRANTS ARRIVAL IN
JAMESTOWN, VA.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc-
KAy). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DERWINSKI) is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, this
afternoon, I direct the attention of the
House Members to the fact that Monday,
October 1, is the 365th anniversary of
the arrival in Jamestown, Va., of the
first Polish immigrants on this con-
tinent. The historic event is being com-
memorated across the country by Pol-
ish-American organizations.

I am very gratified by the cooperation
of so many Members of the House who
have joined me this afternoon in com-
menting on this historic occasion.

As we approach the Bicentennial year
of our Nation, I am hopeful that there
will be a vigorous, sustained interest in
the history of our couniry. All of us
recognize the great contribution that
immigrants have made over the years to
the building of America. We also recog-
nize the very unique development of
American culture in which the contri-
bution of diverse peoples have been ef-
fectively integrated into the American
way of life.

The first Polish seitlers arrived at
Jamestown, Va., predecessors of hun-
dreds of thousands who left Poland to
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seek an opportunity in the new world
and to enjoy the freedom that has be-
come America’s trademark throughout
the world.

In commemorating the arrival of the
first Polish-American settlers, I encour-
age all Members to take note of the ma-
jor historic milestones in their States,
and to give special recognition during
the Bicentennial period to all the set-
tlers who have contributed to the growth,
vitality, and greatness of our Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to make note
of the fact that the Polish-American
Congress, headquartered in Chicago and
under the leadership of Aloysius A.
Mazewski, has been most cooperative in
providing historical background infor-
mation on the arrival of the first Polish
immigrants 365 years ago.

Mr. YATRON. Mr. Speaker, this past
Monday, October 1, 1973, marked an ex-
tremely important anniversary for Amer-
icans of Polish descent. For 365 years
ago the first Polish immigrants to this
continent arrived in Jamestown, the first
colony of England, in what is now the
State of Virginia.

Accordingly, since these earliest days
of America, the Poles have contributed
much of thelir rich cultural, historical,
and spiritual heritage to this land. In the
development and continuing promise of
our country, Polish-American citizens
play a vital role.

Therefore, the beginning of Virginia
also marks the beginning of the history
of Polish emigration from Europe to this
country. To some degree, Poland influ-
enced the founding of the oldest English
colony in America.,

These pioneers of American history
emigrated from England to Jamestown
in 1607. One year later, in October 1608,
the Poles appeared with the second sup-
ply engaged by the Virginia Company as
experts and instructors in the manufac-
ture of glass and pitch, tar, and other
{:rogucts which Poland exported to Eng-

and.

Immediately after their arrival, the
Poles started their works. They built a
glass furnace and cut down the first trees
for wood manufactures from which they
were able to send to England the first
products of American industry.

Capt. John Smith, famed leader of the
Jamestown colony, warmly welcomed
these first Polish immigrants to America
not only because they were what James-
town needed most—skilled workmen—
but also because he knew them as repre-
sentatives of a sturdy, industrious, lib-
erty-loving nation.

John Smith had reason to respect and
admire the Poles for only a few years
earlier, in Christian Europe’s wars with
the infidels, he had been captured by the
Turks and led into slavery. All of south-
eastern Europe was then held by the Mo-
hammedans and the first Christian sanc-
tuary the fugitive found was in Poland.
In the book he later wrote, entitled “The
True Travels,” John Smith describes
how he crossed Poland, aided every foot
of the way by the people who he said
were unmatched in his experience for
“respect, mirth, content, and entertain-
ment.”
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Surprisingly, this handful of Polonians
to whom John Smith later gave credit for
saving the Jamestown colony—thus in-
suring that America would develop as an
English-speaking nation—were not Eng-
lishmen at all. Their names were Mi-
chal Lowicki, Zbigniew Stefanski, Jur
Mata, Jam Bogdan, Karol Zrenica, and
Stanislaw Sadowski—and they landed in
America 12 years before the Mayflower.

It is proper, therefore, for us to engage
in the commemoration of the 365th an-
niversary of Polonia in America today.
This early Polish contribution to America
gives us a better understanding of our
heritage and helps us to appreciate the
principles which should guide us in our
endeavors through the years to come.

As the Polish-American community in
my congressional district undeniably il-
lustrates, the entire history of our Na-
tion, and the record of the early coloni-
zation of the New World, contains ample
evidence that men and women of Polish
blood contributed their toil and talents
to the settlement of our great Republie,

These facts, Mr. Speaker, should be re-
membered by all of us and we should
take pride in them. We should be equally
proud of the countless other men and
women who came to this land from Po-
land in the decades and centuries that
followed the settlement at Jamestown,
helped to conquer the wilderness, and to
build the American Nation upon this
continent.

In these days of fast-moving events,
it is necessary to pause and reflect on
our proud heritage and to draw strength
and inspiration from past accomplish-
ments. Today’'s observation of the 365th
anniversary of the first immigrants of
Poles to America is certainly a day for
which we can all be proud.

Mr. RINALDO, Mr. Speaker, October
1, 1973, marks the 365th anniversary of
an important event in the history of the
United States: the arrival of the first
Polish Americans in what is now our
country.

Poland in the 16th and 17th centuries
was wrapped in a turmoil and ferment
highly conducive to freedom of thought
and freedom of movement by Poles
throughout the continent of Europe and,
later, beyond to America. We have rec-
ords of numerous Polish craftsmen, mer-
chants and soldiers of fortune who
traveled widely, offering their respective
skills in places they were needed. Al-
though there are persistent traditions
that a Pole named Francis Warnadowicz
accompanied Columbus on his first voy-
age, the first documented evidence of
their arrival has been established at
Jamestown in 1608.

Jamestown was not the first English
colony on the continent of North Amer-
ica. In 1585 Walter Raleigh had founded
a settlement at Roanoke Island off the
coast of North Carolina, the well-known
“Lost Colony.” Forced to rely on its own
devices due to the war of the Spanish
armada, it disappeared completely; the
fate of the inhabitants remains un-
known. The London Co.'s settlement at
Jamestown seemed headed for a similar
fate in the summer of 1608. Implanted
the year before, it numbered among its
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hundred members only 12 craftsmen
possessing practical knowledge. The
others classified themselves as gentle-
men, ignorant of even the most funda-
mental tasks necessary for survival.
While these gentlemen panned for gold,
hoping to get rich quick, such vital tasks
as erecting weathertight housing were
totally neglected. The winter of 1607-8
took a terrible toll of the company, and
spring saw only 50 of the original settlers
still alive.

The London Co. was dismayed, not
only by the severe attrition rate, but
also by the fact that no profits were
forthcoming from the colony. They took
steps to recruit settlers of a different
sort, men who had practical knowledge
to offer. On October 1, 1608, the second
group of reinforcements to arrive in the
new year anchored off Jamestown aboard
Capt. Christopher Newport’'s ships Mary
and Margaret. Among the new arrivals
was a small group of Poles, few in num-
ber, but important to the future of the
colony because they were skilled crafts-
men rather than gentlemen adventurers.
For the first time Jamestown had such
vital skills as glassmaking, carpentry, and
pitch and tarmaking, skills which soon
demonstrated their importance to the
future of the colony. Polish carpenters
supervised the construction of the first
substantial housing yet constructed by
the settlers, while another Pole or-
ganized the labor necessary to sink the
first well in Jamestown, replacing the
river water used before. This provided
clean and pure water, a simple step that
greatly reduced the number of sick dur-
ing the following winter. The scattered
piney woods yielded their bounties to the
Polish naval stores experts, and in time,
shipments of pitch and tar became the
most profitable export of the fledgling
settlement. Others among the new colo-
nists set up a glassworks, the first to
operate in which is now the United
States.

The value of the Poles at Jamestown
was recognized early by Capt. John Smith
who was later to write the following
words in the narrative of his years in
Virginia:

Adventurers never did know what a day's
work was, except the Dutchmen and Poles
and some dozen others. For all the rest were
poor gentlemen . . . more fit to spoil a com-

monwealth than either to begin one or to
help maintain one,

Smith spoke from personal experi-
ence when praising the virtues of the first
Polish Americans. One afternoon the
year after their arrival, he was ambushed
by an Indian who feigned friendship
while actually planning to murder him.
Smith was wrestled into a deep stream,
where, weighted down with armor, he
was at a severe disadvantage. At this mo-
ment, two of Jamestown’s Polish settlers
came along the path, saw the Captain’'s
predicament, and came to his rescue,
saving the life of the one man who had
been able to pull the colony together.

The Polish group of Jamestown grew
and prospered with the colony, even-
tually numbering about 50 out of the
1,000 men and women in Virginia. The
successful growth of the settlement
prompted the London Co. to extend a
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measure of self-government in 1619. An
elected legislative assembly, the House of
Burgesses, was formed, the first demo-
cratically chosen body in North Amer-
ica. A major flaw in the new charter
was soon revealed, however. Polish
settlers, not being English subjects be-
fore their arrival in America, were ex-
cluded from any part of the new gov-
ernment. Angered at this discriminatory
action, the Poles went on a work stop-
page until they were promised equal
rights with settlers of English origins.
The glass and soap factories shut down,
operations at the tar and pitch distillery
came to a halt, and the London Co.'s
profits dried up. Fearful of the conse-
quences of an extended strike, its direc-
tors authorized the Governor to grant
the same privileges to Polish settlers as
to English. The “Virginia County Court
Book” for the year 1619 has the follow-
ing notation:

Upon some dispute of the Polonians resi-
dent in Virginia, it was now agreed (not-
W‘lthstandlng any former order to the con-
trary) that they shall be enfranchised and

made as free as any inhabitants there what-
soever. ..."

It has been 365 years since this
small group of Polish colonists set

foot on our shores. They did not

know what the future held for them,
but they willingly went ashore, hopeful
that they would find a better life for
themselves in the New World and in
time they made vital contributions to the
infant colony at Jamestown. In this way
they served as forerunners for the mil-
lions of Polish Americans and other im-
migrants who would follow them in suc-
ceeding centuries, whose dedication to
the prospect of finding a new life would
enrich and enlighten America.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join with my distinguished
colleague from Illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI),
as well as others in the House in com-
memorating the 365th anniversary of the
arrival of the first Polish immigrants on
U.S. soil.

The Polish-American community from
the outset has contributed much to the
American Nation. Historians have shown
that the Poles in those early days in the
Virginia colonies were the stalwarts be-
hind the successful establishment of this
colony.

During the turbulent period of the
American Revolution, the Polish com-
munity contributed to the defense of our
new Nation with such distinguished mili-
tary heroes as Gen. Casimir Pulaski, who
led the successful siege of the strategic
city of Savannah, a siege which resulted
in Pulaski’'s death, but helped establish
freedom for America.

As we rapidly approach our bicenten-
nial celebration in the United States, let
us pay tribute to the accomplishments of
the Polish American. Their influence has
been felt in such fields as science, tech-
nology, and politics and has earned them
the respect of all Americans. Let us in
the coming years strive to achieve bet-
ter cooperation between all Americans,
so that 1976 can truly be an American
celebration.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker: “They are,”
said Napoleon at St. Helena, speaking of
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the Polish nation, “a brave people,” a
judgment founded upon suffering cou-
rageously borne and oppression fiercely
resisted during the long struggle for Po-
lish independence. We are recalling to-
day the arrival in this land of the van-
guard of that people, millions of whom
have come to America since that first day
in 1608—some 365 years ago.

In commemorating the arrival of Po-
lish settlers in the Jamestown, Va.,
Colony, we are recognizing the long,
proud record of service to our Nation
rendered by those who came from Po-
land: today there are approximately 10
million Americans of Polish derivation,
whose contributions to this country have
been immeasurable, contributions re-
flecting the character of the Polish peo-
ple through the centuries—decent, God-
fearing, hard-working. In a time of wide-
spread unrest and cynicism, it is reassur-
ing to recall the elements of strength
which the Polish American has brought
to the American scene,

It is refreshing to note that the first
Poles actually set foot on American soil a
dozen years before the landing of the
Mayfiower. Their role as experts and in-
structors in the making of glass, pitch,
tar, soap ash and other products—which
Poland then exported to England—made
him invaluable to the London Co. and to
Capt. John Smith of the Jamestown Co-
lony.

Smith’s life was dramatically saved by
the Poles at Jamestown in 1609 during
an Indian ambush, and his praise of the
Polish settlers was reported to London:
they and the Dutch, he asserted, were the
only ones in the Colony who knew “what
a day's work was"”! Smith himself had
travelled widely in Poland among a peo-
ple unmatched in his opinion for “re-
spect, mirth, content, and entertain-
ment.” One might find these same quali-
ties evident today in Polish-American
communities.

The determination of those early Po-
lish settlers to enjoy equal rights and
full freedom is well known. In 1619, when
the Virginia Co. granted limited self-
rule and an elected assembly to colonies
of English descent, the disfranchised
Poles were indignant and refused to work
until their collective protest won redress.
In July of that year they were success-
ful, and were “enfranchised and made as
free as any inhibitant.” Not only was this
the first work-stoppage or strike in
America, and the first blow for civil lib-
erty, but it foreshadowed the later
struggle of all the colonists for repre-
sentative government. It is a noble be-
ginning in what became the inspiring
saga of Polish immigration in America.

The joys, the arts, the history, and the
unique identity of Polonia have greatly
enriched all our people. Above all, the
traditional Polish respect for the family
and the home, allied with a deeply felt
religious faith, have provided something
of inestimable value in our National life.
In return, Poles have found political and
religious freedom as well as intellectual
and material advancement. Their loyalty
to and sacrifices for America are a part
of our common heritage, and in com-
memorating their presence at the James-
togn Colony we find a continuing inspi-
ration.
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Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, today we
honor the Polish Americans, a people
whose contributions to our country have
been valuable and plentiful from this
Nation’s inception. The Polish-Ameri-
cans have been a source of strength from
our struggling colonies’ humble begin-
nings, consistently fighting for and de-
fending America’s freedom.

As early as 1608 people of Polish blood
immigrated to Jamestown and became
intricately interwoven in the lifestyle of
the colonies. These early pioneers were
considered expert craftsmen and instruc-
tors, contributing talents and toil, trans-
forming our virgin soil into what is now a
great industrial nation.

The Polish-Americans’ dedication from
earliest colonial times is something to be
proud of and certainly deserves recogni-
tion. And, the people of Polish ancestry
are today a thriving, enervating and im-
portant part of American culture.

As we approach the Bicentennial cele-
bration, let us be cognizant of the diver-
sity of all ethnic groups whose rich heri-
tage and culture were vital forces in
making America the great country it is
today.

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I am indeed
pleased today to have the opportunity to
address myself to the contribution made
by citizens of Poland who came to our
country 360 years ago.

When those first few settlers came to
our country in the early 1600’s they had
to endure severe hardships. The winter
was particularly severe, and many
starved. What may have been worse,
however, was the disorder that reigned.
Most of the English who were in the
group were “gentlemen,” accustomed to
the easy life.

But because of the circumstances, it
was necessary to have instructors in the
manufacture of glass and pitch, tar and
other products. At that time these prod-
ucts were imported by England from Po-
land. Because the Poles had knowledge
of these products they accompanied the
early settlers.

The Poles arrived, and they were deter-
mined to work. Unlike their English
counterparts, they deserved the praise of
Capt. John Smith.

The five Poles in the group lent their
talents and energies to the settlement of
North America, and to the birth and de-
velopment of our great Nation.

From that time on, countless others
have come to our shores from Poland.
We have good reason to be proud of the
men and women who have followed. To-
day, the cultural, historical and religious
heritage of Poland plays an integral part
in the continuing development of our
great land.

We have more than 4 million Poles in
our country now and we owe them a debt
of thanks and gratitude.

Mr. ROSTENEOWSKI. Mr. Speaker,
it was September 1608, and two devastat-
ing Virginia winters had wiped out over
60 percent of the first Jamestown settle-
ment. Capt. John Smith, a frustrated yet
hopeful leader welcomed a second group
of pioneers who arrived in search of a
new life. Six members of this second con-
tingent were Polish tradesmen—men,
who because of their expertise and perse-
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verance were able to manufacture arti-
cles of glassware, the first products of
American industry. This handful of Poles
thus formed the industrial backbone of
the young settlement.

Unlike the country English gentlemen
who had arrived to find immediate fame
and fortune, the Poles were aware that
such was not the case in a new land.
Captain Smith was overheard to say,
“They,” referring to the colonists in
general, “never did know what a day’s
work was except the Dutchmen and
Poles.”

This tradition of hard work and de-
served respect of their peers has perpetu-
ated itself throughout the last 300 years.
Today, the Polish population in America
enjoys a position of well-earned promi-
nence and importance, which began more
than 10 years before the landing of the
Mayflower.

This occasion, the 360th anniversary of
the arrival at Jamestown of the first Po-
lish immigrants, is a special day. It is
with great pride that I rise before my
colleagues here on the floor of the House
of Representatives in order to pay tribute
to all my fellow Polish-Americans and
their courageous ancestors. For history
has shown us the vital role which they
have played in the development of our
great Nation.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to join with Congressman
Ep Derwinskr and others of my col-
leagues in marking the 365th anniversary
of the arrival in this country of the first
Polish immigrants.

The story of how these first Polish im-
migrants aided in the establishment of
the colony of Jamestown, Va., is a most
colorful one. The industry and skill dem-
onstrated by these Polish immigrants are
such as to make all Americans of Polish
extraction extremely proud. It is just
such qualities which have made Ameriea
the great land that it is.

The arrival of the first Poles in Amer-
ica was significant for a number of rea-
sons—because it marked the beginnings
of Polish immigration to this country
and because the work done by these first
Polish immigrants was essential in the
survival of the Jamestown colony.

And so now we commemorate this
event, even while we prepare to celebrate
the 200th anniversary of our country’s
birth. It is an event that calls to mind
all of the great contributions made by
Polish-Americans to growth and prog-
ress in this Nation. Polish-Americans are
among our most distinguished and hard-
working citizens, and I welcome this op-
portunity to salute them.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, it is with
special pleasure that I join in the com-
memoration of the arrival in October,
l1603. of the first Poles to come to our
and.

It has been my privilege to know many
Polish-Americans in my district as
friends and as outstanding citizens. Many
Polish-Americans are prominent in our
national life now. Their forbears have
r.t:gnt.rlbuted much throughout our his-

Try.
1t is fitting that we celebrate the land-
ing at Jamestown, Va., of a small band
of Poles more than three and a half cen-
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turies ago. They sailed to America a
dozen years before the Mayfiower, and
they played a key role in the survival of
the first “English” colony in the New
World.

Historians tell us that a year after
Jamestown was founded in 1607, the Vir-
ginia Co. sent over about a half dozen
Poles aboard the supply ship Mary and
Margaret. The “Polonians,” “Polackers,”
or “Polanders,” as they are referred to
variously in the earliest records, were ex-
perts in the manufacture of glass, pitch,
tar and other products which England
needed.

The Poles built a glass furnace, felled
trees for wood manufacture, organized
the production of soap, pitch, clapboards,
and other building materials. They
served too as stout defenders against
hostile Indians. They were credited with
saving the life of Capt. John Smith, the
colony’'s leader, during an Indian am-
bush in 1609.

Captain Smith soon recognized the
value of the Poles. He praised them,
while scorning the ‘“vagabond gentle-
men" settlers who had come to Virginia
in quest of quick riches and an easy life.
Many settlers died in the famine and
severe winter which beset the colony in
1609-10. Captain Smith asked for more
hard-working, skilled Poles.

A decade later, the 50 or so Poles then
living in Virginia struck a blow for lib-
erty by demanding equal citizenship
rights. They did so because they had not
been granted the same voting and rep-
resentation privileges as had been given
to settlers of English descent.

The Poles employed a most effective
weapon in behalf of their demand: they
collectively shut down their industries,
with telling impact on the colony's eco-
nomy. They proceeded to win a settle-
ment under which they obtained the
right to vote and were made “‘as free as
any inhabitant.”

Mr. Speaker, these hardy men—true
early Americans—were the first in what
in later years became a stream of Polish
immigrants to this continent. They and
those who came after them have en-
riched our national life immeasurably.

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, this
week, we are celebrating the 365th an-
niversary of the arrival in Jamestown,
Va., of the first Polish immigrants on
this continent. Sunday, in my home dis-
trict in Queens, a parade will be held to
commemorate the contributions of the
Polish-American to our way of life. I
would like to take this opportunity to add
my own words of gratitude as we con-
gratulate our Polish-American neighbors
on this significant occasion.

Americans of Polish origin have con-
tributed greatly to the American way of
life, and continue to do so today. They
have done this through their art, their
poetry, their music and their cultural
history, but mostly they have done it as
50 many other newcomers to this Nation
have—through hard work.

That first winter in Jamestown was,
the records indicate, a severe winter, and
many of the first settlers died. But it was
five Polish immigrants who built the first
glass furnace on these shores, who or-
ganized the production of soap, pitch,
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clapboards and other building materials
which contributed so much to that early
colony.

That pioneer spirif still lives. The Pol-
ish are famous for their artisans as well
as for their pluck. And so it is with great
pride in my friends and neighbors in
Queens as well as throughout the Nation
that I add my name to those who salute
all Polish-Americans in this week of their
honor.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, it is indeed
a pleasure for me to join in this special
order to commemorate the 365th anni-
versary of the arrival of the first Polish
immigrants on this continent, and I
would like to commend my distinguished
colleague from Illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI)
for reserving this time for us today.

Many of us are familiar with the story
of how the first Polish immigrants came
to the new land, in October of 1608,
landing at Jamestown, Va., a year-old
struggling community. These first Polish
immigrants were experts and instructors
in the manufacture of glass and pitch,
tar and other products, engaged by the
Virginia Co. of London to begin, in effect,
the first American industry. The dili-
gence, talents and sheer hard work of
these first Polish settlers soon had a
strong and welcome effect on the little
colony at Jamestown. These Polish spe-
cialists built the first glass furnace on
the American continent, organized the
production of soap, pitch, clapboards and
other building materials, and contributed
greatly to the success of the early Eng-
lish colony at Jamestown.

The kind of contribution made by the
first Polish immigrants has character-
ized Polish Americans down through the
history of the United States. When one
mentions the Polish heritage, I think of
a hardworking, good natured people with
respect for and dedication to the prin-
ciples that have made this country great.
One remembers the story of those first
Polish settlers who, when denied citizen-
ship by an elite group of the Jamestown
government, vigorously protested, closed
down their glass factory, tar distillery
and soap works until their just rights
were recognized and honored. It did not
take the Jamestown government long to
realize the sorry predicament they
would be in without the products made
in the Poles’ industry, nor to realize
these Polish settlers’ determination to
protect rights and liberties due every
man.

In reflecting upon the econtributions
made by the Polish-American commu-
nity to the growth of our country, our
thoughts turn as well to the heroic sacri-
fice made by Gen. Casimir Pulaski at
Savannah in defense of our young Re-
public; the 194th anniversary of General
Pulaski’s selfless and noble death will
also be commemorated this month on
October 11.

Mr. Speaker, the Polish-American
community has good cause to be proud
of its heritage which has lent such rich
texture to the fabric of American life. It
is my privilege to join with them in com-
memorating Polish Americans past en-
deavors and accomplishments and to look
forward to the contributions they will
continue to make to the growth of the
United States.
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Mr, SMITH of New York, Mr. Speaker,
this month marks two special anniver-
saries in the history of a people who are
an important segment of this melting pot
Nation of ours . . . the Polish Ameri-
cans.

This month we should remember that
the Polish were among the first settlers
in this country and provided invaluable
service in fighting for freedom during the
American Revolution.

October 1 was the 3656th anniversary
of the arrival in Jamestown, Va., of the
first Polish immigrants on this continent.
Established in 1607, the first American
colony of Jamestown was failing when
the Virginia Company sent some Polish
artisans to the New World in 1608. It
took the Polish immigrants to establish
the first American industry by building
a glass furnace, followed by a soap works,
a sawmill and a tar and pitch distilling
operation.

October 11 is the 194th anniversary of
the heroic death of Gen. Casimir Pulaski
at Savannah. General Pulaskl volunteer-
ed valuable military experience for the
defense of the emerging democracy.

Soon we will be observing the 200th
birthday of our Nation. Today I would
like to take time to remember and thank
the Polish Americans who have worked
from the beginning to help make this
celebratidn possible.

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, on Monday, October 1, we cele~-
brated the 365th anniversary of the ar-
rival of the first Polish immigrants to
this country. In October of 1608, a small
group of Poles landed at the Jamestown
Colony. They brought with them des-
perately needed supplies and manufac-
turing expertise that was completely
lacking in the Colony at that time. These
few Polish settlers played an instru-
mental role in the survival of Virginia.
It is fitting that we should today com-
memorate the outstanding accomplish-
ments of these first Polish people in the
New World.

The hard-working spirit, craftsman-
ship, and leadership of the Poles who
landed at Jamestown was only one
among many tremendous contributions
that Polish Americans have made to this
country throughout our history. I would
like to take this opportunity to remember
the contributions of one of these great
men—Thaddeus Kosciuszko, a general
in the Revolutionary War. The 92d Con-
gress has already recognized Thaddeus
Kosciuszko's accomplishments when it
designated his home at 301 Pine Street,
in my Philadelphia Congressional Dis-
trict, as a National Historical Site.

General Kosciuszko first came to
America in 1776 to fight for the cause
of freedom. During that fight, he dem-
onstrated his superior military exper-
tise by directing several monumental
defensive battles. He was a key strategist
at the battles of Saratoga, West Point,
and Yorktown.

‘While fighting for the freedom of the
American colonies, Kosciuszko lived in
a tent, but later, in 1797, he moved to a
small three-story house in Philadelphia.
While a resident at 201 Pine Street,
General Kosciuszko was visited {fre-
quently by his good friend, Thomas Jef-
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ferson. During one of those visifs, at a
time when relations between America
and France were strained to the point of
conflict, he and then Secretary of State
Jefferson planned a secret peace mis-
sion to Paris to be undertaken by EKos=-
ciuszko. The mission, of course, was suc-
cessful.

Thaddeus EKosciuszko was truely a sig-
nificant figure in American history and
a great American patriot. His life was
dedicated to his personal motto, “for your
freedom and ours.” Here in Washington
we are reminded of this dedication by
his statue, which stands across from the
White House in LaFayette Park. And on
February 9, all Americans can honor
this great man by joining in the cele-
bration of Thaddeus Kosciuszko Day.

Certainly, this brief sketch indicates
that Thaddeus Kosciuszko should be an
inspiration to the million of Americans
of Polish descent. And he should be a
symbol of freedom to all Americans.

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, in his
writings in 1911, the famous Polish au-
thor, Joseph Conrad, said:

A man’'s real life is that accorded to him
in the thoughts of other men by reason of
respect or natural love.

It is with such great respect and love
for my forebearers that I am honored
today to take part in this special order to
commemorate the 365th anniversary of
the arrival in Jamestown, Va., of the
first Polish immigrants on this continent.

The colony of Jamestown was founded
in 1607 by the first settlers sent by the
Virginia Co. of London, chartered by
James I, for the colonization of North
America in order to provide England
with products in short supply, but neces-
sary for her continued existence in com-
merce and industry. The products des-
perately needed were lumber, wood and
wood products.

The second group of settlers arrived
in Jamestown October 1, 1608. Six Polish
industrial specialists and artisans were
part of the composition of this group.
These Poles quickly set about their task
of clearing the forest, and within 3 weeks
they built and had in operation a glass
furnace, the first factory established in
the English colonies of America. They
tapped pine trees and distilled tar and
pitch, set up a soap works, erected a saw-
mill, and instructed other colonists in
these arts, all of which contributed
greatly to the success of the early English
colony at Jamestown.

Many of the immigrants, particulariy
the first ones, were criticized by Capt.
John Smith because they were considered
vagabond gentlemen who were accus-
tomed to easy life and came to Virginia
in quest of gold. They did not fare well
through the severe winters, pestilence
and famine which attacked the colony.

However, Captain Smith had nothing
but the highest praise for the hardwork-
ing industrious Poles, and the Virginia
Co. tried, not without success, to induce
more of them to immigrate from Europe.

This handful of skilled workmen
planted the first seeds from which has
grown the greatest industrial nation in
the world. From their rich Polish heri-
tage, these sturdy, industrious men car-
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ried with them their love for freedom
and liberty.

As the Jamestown colony grew, it was
divided into boroughs in which every
man who had worked up his indebted-
ness to the London Co. was given the
right to vote. Every man, that is, except
the 50 Poles who, by that time, monop-
olized the industries of Jamestown. The
British colonists, in spite of being de-
pendent on their fellow Polish settlers,
arbitrarily decided that -citizenship
should be a privilege reserved for their
own special group.

In protest, the Polonians shut down
their own industries and conducted the
first strike in this country. It did not take
the British colonists long to realize that
not only was their well-being affected,
but sending empty ships back to England
could produce very unpleasant conse-
quences since practically all of the
profits realized by the London Co. came
from the resale of the products of the
Polish industries.

Members of the Jamestown General
Assembly quickly declared their fellow
Polish colonists to have full citizenship
with every right of the vote and equal
representation.

It is interesting to note that this hand-
ful of Polonians, who landed in America
12 years before the Mayflower, struck
a blow for human dignity and the right
to be free and equal. In the next
century, two very famous Poles, Gen.
Casimir Pulaski and Gen. Thaddeus
Kosciuszko, took up arms with Gen.
George Washington and other famous
Americans, in our war of independence
from the British.

General Pulaski lost his life fighting
for American independence. General
Eosciuszko, who had the rights and priv-
ileges of American citizenship bestowed
upon him by a grateful Congress, left
his will with Thomas Jefferson and re-
quested that the disposition of his
property be used to free Negro slaves and
to educate them. These very famous per-
sonages kept faith with their heritage
and traditions, and provided a continuity
with the example established by the
Jamestown Polonians.

We as descendants continue today to
uphold the traditions and ideas ingrained
by our forefathers in our belief in the
freedom, liberty, and dignity of men and
women in this country, and wherever
they are suppressed.

The contributions of the Poles
throughout history are legend, and we
in this country can be justly proud of
the example set for us by a handful of
Jamestown Polonians who have helped
to enrich our American heritage.

Mr. Speaker, as we celebrate the year
of the 500th anniversary of the birth
of Copernicus, and the 194th anniver-
sary of the heroic death of General
Pulaski at Savannah in the defense of
our young Republic, let us pause to re-
flect on the important heritage passed
on to Americans by a handful of James-
town Polonians 360 years ago. Their
indomitable spirit will remain with us
throughout our history by their example.
Our respect and love for these outstand-
ing men will, I am confident, grow
stronger with the passage of time. They
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have indeed earned their place in the
pages of American history.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, America
is a nation of immigrants. The diversity
of their origins and their tremendous vi-
tality have helped to create a culture both
incomparably richer and materially
more prosperous than would otherwise
have been possible. Although the history
of immigration records that the wvast
wave of new Americans arrived late in
the 19th century, there has been a steady
trickle throughout the nearly four cen-
turies since the first English speaking
colony was founded on this continent. It
is with pride and gratitude that we rec-
ognize today the 365th anniversary of
the arrival of our first Polish Americans
in what is now the United States.

The Jamestown colony was first im-
planted in 1607 by a group of just over a
hundred men, gentlemen adventurers for
the most part, more interested in making
a quick fortune in gold than planning a
permanent settlement. In fact, only
12 craftsmen arrived with the first
group, less than 1 in 8 among the settlers.
The first year in America was a hard one
for the little colony; they suffered greatly
from the lack of practical knowledge
necessary for such seemingly mundane
tasks as building adequate shelter, dig-
ging wells, and tending the fields and
gardens which prevented slow starva-
tion. The cold winter took its toll, both
from disease and starvation, and the
summer of 1608 saw only about half the
original party still living. The London
Co., sponsors of the Virginia settlement,
sent two groups of fresh colonists that
year with the hope that something could
be salvaged from the venture.

The second group of reinforcements
for Jamestown arrived on October 1,
1608, aboard the ships Mary and Mar-
garet; among these passengers was a
group of several Poles. The records do
not say exactly how many, but it was
not their numbers which were to prove
so important to the future of the col-
ony, but rather the skills they brought
with them to the New World. These
Poles were not genflemen adventurers,
they were skilled craftsmen, carpenters
and glassmakers, also men with vital
knowledge of preparing naval stores such
as pitch and tar from the scattered pine
woods in the area. They set to work al-
most immediately setting up a glass fur-
nace and sinking the first fresh water
wells in the colony. The primitive glass-
works and mnaval stores provided a
large portion of America’s first export
shipment the following year when Capt.
John Smith wrote:

We sent home ample proof of Pitch, Tar,
Glasse.

As the colony prospered, the little
group of Polish craftsmen grew to a
sizable community of about 50 men, well
known in the settlement for their en-
ergy and diligence, most having worked
off their considerable debt to the London
Co. within 2 to 3 years. Capt. John Smith
knew of their value and wrote later in
his book “True Travels”:

Adventurers never did know what a day’s
work was, except that Dutchmen and Poles
and some dozen others. For all the rest were
poor gentlemen . . . more fit to spoil a com-
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monwealth than elther to begin oné or to
help to maintain one.

Smith had more than simply profes-
sional experience to draw on in relating
his experiences with these first Polish-
Americans; one day in 1609 he was am-
bushed by a supposedly friendly Indian
who wrestled him to the ground and into
a stream, where Smith, with his heavy
armor, was at a distinct disadvantage.
Two of the Polish settlers came along at
just this time and waded into the water,
saving the captain’'s life and capturing
the treacherous Indian.

The story of Poles at the Jamestown
colony does not end simply with tales of
their skill and industry, however; they
led the first struggle in what is now the
United States for full political rights for
all regardless of background. In 1619 the
London Co. gave the Virginia colony the
right to share in its own government, to
which end the House of Burgesses was
formed, the first representative assem-
bly on the continent. The election for the
new body aroused and angered the col-
onists of Polish background, because, not
being originally English subjects, they
were excluded from any part in the new
instruments of self-government. In pro-
test, they refused to do any work until
accorded the same voting privileges as
those enjoyed by the English settlers.
Operations in the glassworks, the tar dis-
tillery and the soap factory, the colony’s
most profitable businesses, came to a
halt. Governor Yeardley, seeing the com-
pany’s major source of profit suddenly
dried up, took quick action to secure po-
litical equality for the Polish-American
community at Jamestown. The “Virginia
County Court Book” for 1619 records the
following decision by the Governor:

Upon some dispute of the Polonians res-
ident In Virginia, it was now agreed (not
withstanding any former order to the con-
trary) that they shall be enfranchised and

made as free as any inhabitants there what-
soever,

And so, today we recall with pride
their accomplishments and honor these
men on the 365th anniversary of their
arrival in America. By their actions they
epitomized the outstanding contribu-
tions to the building of America made by
Polish Americans who followed them to
the shores of our Nation: By their skill
and determination they not only bettered
their own lot, but proved an invaluable
resource to their community and Nation
as well.,

Mr. Speaker, I also want to commend
my distinguished colleague, Hon. Ep DER~
winskI of Illinois, for taking this special
order to commemorate the arrival of the
first Polish Americans in America, Ebp
is one of the most outstanding Members
of the House of Represenfatives and he
has served his constituents and his Na-
tion with distinction for 16 years. He is
truly a distinguished American of Polish
heritage who personifies the great con-
tributions that Polish Americans have
made to America.

I also want to congratulate the great
leader of the Polish National Alliance,
Aloysius A. Magzewski, who also has ably
served his country though his appoint-
ment by President Nixon to the United
Nations and who has made tremendous
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progress not only for the people of Amer-
ica but for the people of the world.

It is fitting, therefore, that today we
pay tribute to the first Polish Americans
who arrived in this country in 1607 and
to all Polish Americans who have mi-
grated to America and who have con-
tributed so much to making the United
States the greatest country of free people
in the world.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, on October
1, 1608, a small British sailing vessel,
called the Mary and Margaret, arrived at
the struggling colony of Jamestown, Va.
This ship, the second colony ship to ar-
rive in the Americas, carried aboard a
handful of skilled artisans and special-
ists from Poland. In a short time these,
the Nation’s first Polish Americans, had
built the first glass furnace on the Amer-
ican continent, organized the production
of soap, pitch, clapboards and other
building materials and eventually came,
through hard work and ingenuity, to
control and run most of the industries
of early Jamestown.

I feel that these early Polish settlers
are a good example of the caliber of the
people Poland has sent to our shores.
Industrious, capable, and noted for their
“respect, mirth, content, and entertain-
ment,” as Capt. John Smith, leader of the
Jamestown Colony, described them, the
Polish descendants of this country have
played an important and fruitful role
in the development of our Nation.
The Polish Americans of this country
have done much to enrich our society
through their cultural heritage and to
their dedication to freedom and love of
country. On October 11, we shall cele-
brate one such example of the Poles
love of freedom when we observe the
194th anniversary of the heroic death
of Gen. Casimir Pulaski at Savannah in
the defense of our young Republic. I am
sure that we can all agree that such
examples of the contributions Polish peo-
ple have made to a better life here in
America are not rare, but the rule, and
that our Polish-American citizens de-
serve to be proud of their unique contri-
butions to the life of this country.

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Speaker, the historic
Williamsburg-Jamestown-Yorktown tri-
angle in southeastern Virgitia is gen-
erally thought of as a particularly
“American” area.

A weekend vacation to these cher-
ished historical sites will provide us
with an illuminating as well as enjoy-
able personal experience. It may also be
a trip which provides us with surprises.
The schoolboy memories the words
Jamestown, Yorktown, and Williams-
burg evoke relate to England, for they
generally signify English adventure, Eng-
lish colonies, and English and American
conflict.

The surprise element enters when we
view the plagque commemorating the
settlers of 1607-08, the Virginia Co.
Names unmistakably Polish are to be
found there. These adventurous and
courageous men are generally credited
with having helped save the colony by
their work as skilled laborers. Five Pol-
ish experts built the first glass furnace
and their energy and self-discipline kept
the colony from disintegration.
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They arrived in Jamestown in October
1608 and this is the 365th anniversary
we observe today.

The point deserves to be made that
Polish Americans have played a long
and honorable part in the development
of our Nation.

Polish Americans, for example, began
to play a part in Pennsylvania history
in the 18th century. In the last 70 or 80
years, the Polish contribution has been
visible throughout the East and Mid-
west, especially.

Americans of Polish blood have a rich
history of heritage and culture to pre-
serve, In my judgment, we who are bi-
cultural in heritage are twice blessed.

As the late.President John F. EKen-
nedy once wrote:

Little is more extraordinary than the de-
cision to migrate, to say farewell to a com-
munity where one’s family has lived for
centuries, to abandon old ties, and to sail
across the seas to a strange land. If the
newcomer falled to achieve the American
dream for himself, he could still retaln it
for his children.

Generations of Poles have lived that
adventure and they have achieved and
are achieving the American dream for
themselves and for their families.

It is with a good feeling, therefore,
that I join in this observance and have
the opportunity to applaud the wider
and beneficial aspects of the Polish-
American experience.

Mr. SARASIN. Mr. Speaker, Monday,
October 1, 1973, marked the 365th anni-
versary of the arrival in Jamestown, Va.,
of the first Polish immigrrants on this
continent.

The importance of this event far ex-
ceeds the fact that it is a date to which
Polish-Americans can point and say,
“This is our origin.” October 1, 1608, wit-
nessed the arrival of the second supply
of immigrants sent by the Virginia Co.
to the economically floundering colony of
Jamestown, Va. Included among the
number were five Poles who were arti-
sans by trade. They proceeded to build
a glass foundary within a mile of James-
town, the first factory in Ameriea, and
cut down the first trees for wood man-
ufactures. Because of their pride in their
work and their industriousness, they
were soon able to export the first prod-
ucts of American industry. This occas-
ion marks the beginning of the growth
of our Nation to a position of economic
preeminence.

The arrival of the first Poles in James-
town is a microcosm of American his-
tory in another respect in that the town
leaders were hesitant to grant citizen-
ship to them. However, because of their
fierce love for liberty, these new settlers
refused to accept the decision and staged
what might possibly be America’s first
strike. Their reasoning was simply that
if they were to make a substantial con-
tribution to the development of the New
World, they should be entitled to all the
rights and responsibilities of their fel-
lowmen. To save their colony, the town
fathers quickly rescinded their decision,
and the first Polish-Americans were
recognized.

No nationality has a premium on in-
dustriousness or love for America, but
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the Poles who arrived over three cen-
turies ago are an example of the dedica-
tion and spirit upon which our country
has developed and is continuing to grow.
I stand with my colleagues to applaud
the contribution to America, which our
Polish-Americans began making over
365 years ago. ;

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, ours is a
great country. Certainly, one character-
istic of the United States which has lent
to the development of its greatness has
been its privilege to benefit from the
rich and diverse historical, cultural and
spiritual heritages of its citizenry. Not
least among those immigrant groups
contributing to our success and progress
as a nation is the Polish-Americans.
From the earliest days of Jamestown to
the present, our fellow citizens of Pol-
ish ancestry have been influential in cre-
ating the American way of life. It is al-
together fitting that we commemorate
this group of fine Americans and extend
our warmest “thanks” to them for their
many contributions to our Nation.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, thanks to
my friend and colleague Ep DERWINSKI,
it is an honor to join my colleagues in
commemorating the 360th anniversary
of the arrival in Jamestown, Va., of the
first Polish immigrants on this continent.
We pav tribute today to the memories of
Michal Lowicki, Zbigniew Stefanski, Jur
Mata. Jan Bogdan, Karol Zrenica, and
Stanislaw Sadowski—the handful of men
who came to America 12 years before the
Mayfiower and to whom Capt. John
Smith gave credit for saving our Ameri-
can colony.

As the historian Miecislaus Haiman de-
scribed in-his book, “Poles in America”:

The beginnings of Virginia also mark the
beginnings of the history of Polish immi-
gration in this country. To some degree, Po-
land influenced the founding of that oldest
English colony in America.

Early in the 17th century England suffered
a heavy economic crisis. The destruction of
her forests for commercial purposes threat-
ened the very existence of her industry, espe-
cially three of its most important branches:
ship building, wool manufacture and foun-
dries. All three requires great quantities of
lumber, wood and wood products. To supply
these needs England was forced to import
large quantities of those materials from for-
eign countries, particularly from Poland. The
main purpose of the Plymouth Company and
of the Virginia Company of London, char-
tered by James I, for the colonization of
North America, was to make England inde-
pendent of Polish and other imports.

Jamestown was founded in 1607, by the
first immigrants sent by the Virginia Com-
pany. A year later, in October 1808, the Poles
appeared with the Second Supply engaged by
the Company as experts and instructors in
the manufacture of glass and pitch, tar and
other products which Poland exported to Eng-
land. The exact number of this group Is not
known, but they were not more than a
handful.

Immediately after their arrival the Poles
started their work. They bulilt a glass furnace
about a mile from Jamestown and cut down
the first trees for wood manufactures; In a
short time they were able to send to England
the first products of American Industry. How-
ever, their labors soon met with great ob-
stances, Indians, pestilence and famine at-
tacked the colony.

The winter of 1609-1610 was especially se-
vere and became known in the history of
Virginia as “starving time"; of 400 colonists
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only 60 survived. Worst of all, however, was
the disorder which reigned in the colony.
Most of che first settlers were the famous
“yagabond gentlemen" who were accustomed
to easy life and came to Virginia in quest of
fabulous gold mines. In contrast to them,
the Poles conducted themselves very credit-
ably. Captain John Smith who did not mince
words when speaking of his lazy country-
men, spoke of the Poles in terms of the high-
est pralse, “They,” saild he, meaning the col-
onists generally, “never did know what a day's
work was except the Dutchmen and Poles.”
Later documents speak of the Poles with
praises, too, and the Virginia Company tried,
not without success, to induce more of them
to come over from Europe.

Poles were generously sprinkled in the
Thirteen Colonies at the time of the Rev-
olution and contributed to the ultimate
freedom of America. They had been in
Delaware as early as 1650, and William
Penn numbered them among his loyal
settlers. Most famous of the early Polish
Americans was Kosciuszko, who joined
the Army of the Revolution in 1776, rose
to the rank of colonel of artillery, and
became General Washington's adjutant;
Congress awarded him American citizen-
ship, a pension with landed estates, and
the rank of brigadier general. General
Casimir Pulaski, the 194th anniversary
of whose heroic death at Savannah we
will be commemorating on October 11,
was another noted Pole who aided our
young Republic.

Since that day in 1608 when the first
small band of Poles arrived at James-
town, the contributions which Polish-
Americans have made in all fields of en-
deavor—from science and painting to
medicine and politics—have been in-
numerable. In the words of President
Dwight D. Eisenhower:

Since the earliest days, Americans of Fo-
lish origin have contributed much of thelr
rich cultural, historical, and spiritual herit-
age to this land. In the development and
continuing promise of our country, Polish-
American citizens play a vital role.

I am proud to say that one-third of
the residents of Erie County, N.Y., in
which my congressional district lies, are
Polish-Americans and hundreds of these
citizens of Polish heritage are successful
in every profession and in key positions
of government.

America is the greater because so many
Poles have chosen this Nation as their
home. On this important day of com-
memoration for every American of Po-
lish heritage, I salute the freedom-loving
Poles of Erie County and of our Nation.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, October 1,
1973, marked the 365th anniversary of
the arrival of the first Polish immigrants
to America.

Michal Lowicki, Zbigniew Stefanski,
Jur Mata, Jan Bogdan, Karol Zrenica,
and Stanislaw Sadowski landed at
Jamestown, Va. in 1608—12 years before
the Mayflower anchored at Plymouth
Rock—and helped to make it the first
permanent English colony in the New
World.

Jamestown—founded in 1607—stood
on the verge of collapse when the Poles
arrived. Plagued by “gentlemen adven-
turers” more interested in searching for
gold than in making a home, the colony
had been caught unprepared for the first
winter’s cruelties. Capt. John Smith had
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to beseech the Virginia Co. to “send but
30 carpenters, blacksmiths, and masons
rather than a thousand such as we have
here.”

Within 3 weeks of their arrival, the
Poles built and were operating a glass
factory, the first factory in the English
colonies in America. They also began dis-
tilling tar and pitch, and built a saw mill
and a soap factory. Soon, their example
had the entire colony busy at work.

October 1, 1608, is being commemo-
rated across the land, for the first Polish
colonists at Jamestown—and the count-
less Poles who have followed them to this
country—have helped to make America.

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I would
call to the attention of the House an his-
torical event of utmost importance fo a
large segment of the American com-
munity—the arrival at Jamestown, Va.,
exactly 360 years ago, of colonial vessels
of the London Co. bearing the first Polish
immigrants to American shores.

As was the custom then, almost all the
colonists had worked out their passage
by pledging themselves to labor for the
company that owned the settlement.
Within 2 to 3 years, the Polish immi-
grants had repaid the London Co. for the
passage by ship from Europe, and become
free citizens of the community.

Immediately upon their arrival they
set to work to build a glass furnace on a
tract of land allotted them about a mile
from the fort. They also cut down trees
for wood manufacturers. When the Eng-
lish ship was ready to sail for England
across the Atlantic Ocean, it carried a
full line of samples the Polish glass-
makers were prepared to turn out in com-
mercial quantities, as well as a cargo of
pitch distilled by Polish lumbermen from
Virginia’'s pine trees, and other products
of the field and forest which the Poles
had manufactured. These were, in fact,
the first products of American industry.

In addition to their energy and crafts-
manship, the Polish immigrants to
Jamestown brought with them an abid-
ing concern for civil liberty. Colonial
records of Virginia reveal a group of
Poles somewhat disturbed during the
session of the first Virginia Assembly.
In June of 1619, when the House of
Burgesses ushered in representative gov-
ernment in Virginia, non-English settlers
were specifically excepted from the ad-
vantages of enfranchisement. In protest,
the Poles refused to work until accorded
the same voting privileges as those en-
joyed by English settlers; so they sus-
pended operations in the glass factory,
the tar distillery, and the soap establish-
ments.

Thus it happened that those summer
days of 1619 were to witness not only the
first popular assembly in America but
also the first labor walkout. The Colonial
Governor and legislature were properly
impressed. Under these circumstances,
they suddenly realized the importance of
the Polish contributions previously taken
for granted. Except for the few pounds
of tobacco the English colonists were be-
ginning to export, practically all the
profits realized by the London Co. came
from resale of the products of the Polish
industries. As a result, the Jamestown
Poles obtained equal political status on
the strength of their abilities, to the dis-
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tinet advantage of American political
tradition.

It is today a well recognized fact that
the Polish-Americans are indeed a power
in our land and a power that‘has always
been inclined, from the start, to work in
the interests of the democratic process.
In this, the Poles in American politics
are merely extending the traditions of
their forebears—traditions of the free
and the bold, who stand for equality at
all times, and justice for all men.

Mr. . Mr. Speaker, Octo-
ber 1 marks the 360th anniversary of the
arrival of the first Polish immigrants in
this country. Since that time, Ameriecans
of Polish origin have contributed greatly
to the achievements of our country,

Jamestown, Va., was the site of the
first Polish American home. It was be-
cause of the Poles that Jamestown was
able to survive and develop into a thriv-
ing industrial community. They built
glass furnaces, cut down trees for manu-
facturing, and acted as experts and in-
structors for the Jamestown residents.

The entire history of our country is
threaded with accounts of the vital role
the Polish American has played in our
development. Dating from the pioneer
days to the present, the Polish American
community has been instrumental in
making our country the great Nation it
is today.

I would like to join with my colleagues
in commemorating this historic occa-
sion in the history of our country and
the history of the Polish American com-
munity.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, it is a pleas-
ure to join my distinguished colleague
from Illinois in commemorating the
365th anniversary of the arrival of the
first Polish immigrants in the New
World.

As an American of Polish ancestry, I
am particularly proud of the Polish con-
tributions to our society. On Sunday in
Buffalo I had the privilege of participat-
ing in observances of the 194th anniver-
sary of the battle death of Gen. Casimir
Pulaski, who had so stoutly defended the
causes of the American Revolution. Na-
tions around the world are noting the
quinquecentennial of the birth of Nico-
laus Copernicus, without whose findings,
the astronaut who rode in our Pulaski
Day Parade might never have traversed
space. From the beginning of our Na-
tion to the present day, Polish Ameri-
cans have made their positive mark on
our history.

Although the fact is not widely recog-
nized, that impact began 12 years before
the arrival of the Mayflower—when a
tiny band of Polish artisans arrived in
Jamestown, sent by the Virginia Com-
pany to share their industrial expertise
with the colonists. It is possible that their
presence among the “gentlemen adven-
turers” in the colony decided the course
of history.

Certainly, their energy was notable
and the results impressive; within 3
weeks a glass factory was in operation
and soon a saw mill, soap works, and tar
and pitch distillery were underway. Capt.
John Smith praised these Polish immi-
grants highly and credited them with
much of the success of the colony.
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These men in Jamestown set a high
standard for settlers in the centuries to
come. And it is a standard which has
been upheld. American Poles in all walks
of life, while retaining their ethnic pride,
have made their contributions to Ameri-
can life,

I am proud to be an American Pole; 1
am proud to pay tribute to these early
Polish settlers in Jamestown.

FOREIGN INVESTORS AND OUR
VITAL INDUSTRIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
discuss H.R. 8951, a proposal designed
to bring this body’s attention to the
mad rush taking place in the financial
corners of this country. I am talking
about the current but carefully planned
actions of foreign investors to buy into
and take over some of our most vital in-
dustries, What concerns me is that given
domestic market conditions, the interna-
tional store of dollars, and the recent de-
valuations, the current wave of invest-
ments is only a drop in the bucket com-
pared to what can be and is expected.

Foreign direet investments—which
carry with them participation in man-
agement, as contrasted with portfolio
investments which do not—totaled $13.7
billion at yearend 1971. The rate of
growth showed a marked increase from
1966: From yearend 1961 to 1966, for-
eign direct investments grew an average
$332 million per year, while from year-
end 1966 to 1971, they grew an aver-
age $930 million per year. These
figures correspond to annually com-
pounded growth rates of 4.1 percent and
8.6 percent respectively. While figures are
not yet available for 1971 and 1972, it is
expected that these growth rates will
continue to increase. Direct investment
in this country by Europeans increased
almost 13 percent annually over the
1966-T0 period, from only 5 percent an-
nually during the 1959-66 period. The
Japanese anticipate an average yearly
rate of increase of 25 percent, meaning
that by 1980, Japan's foreign investment
worldwide could be something like $25,-
000,000,000-$30,000,000,000, a large part
of which will be here in this country.

The numbers of foreign direct invest-
ments do not tell the whole story. U.S.
News & World Report, in the June 24,
1973 issue, had to say that:

Involvement in American business of for-
eign capital is estimated at over $556 billlon—
more than double in ten years. That does not
count overseas ownership of US. land—
figured as high as $75 billion.

The Commerce Department reports
that there has been an increase of foreign
owned and/or controlled manufacturing
establishments in the United States of
over 100 percent. In 1967, there were 385
such establishments, but by 1972, there
were 802. And I assure you that number
grows daily.

The other day I was reading an article
in the Financial Post of Canada about
an interview with a Japanese banker. I
am enclosing it at the end of my time,
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for your special interest, but to briefly
make a point, let me say this about it.
When the reporter posed to the banker
the question,

What will a country like Japan—with so
much industrial congestion—do to maintain
growth?

Kazuo Nukazawa, with Keidanren, a
manufacturing association in Japan, said
without smiling and very seriously,

Well, we could buy another country . . .
SBouth America would be a good one.

What he was talking about was a fact
of advanced Japanese industrial think-
ing: Japan is moving beyond its own
borders in the 1970’s in the same way
that Britain moved outside its borders
in the 1800’s and the United States
moved abroad in the 1950°s and 1960's.
Nukazawa continued:

Given the constant instability of exchange
rates, rising protectionism abroad and emerg-
ing economic regionalism in Europe, the only
self-defense measure avallable for Japanese
manufacturers is to set up a Trojan Horse
within protective walls abroad or diversify
assets Internationally and hedge against
monetary disturbances.

In the last few years, foreign banks
have begun to show explosive growth in
their business in the United States. They
are posing serious regulatory questions
for Federal banking officials who today
have very little authority over such oper-
ations. So far as the Federal law is con-
cerned, the Federal Government has
jurisdiction over foreign banking in this
country only when a bank overseas owns
or seeks to acquire incorporation in this
country. Foreign branches, agencies, and
other operations, here are left entirely to
the State.

International banks are able to oper-
ate across State lines, in a manner for
the most part prohibited to the domestic
institutions. At the same time, they are
expanding rapidly into the American
brokerage business, notwithstanding the
separation between the banking and se-
curities industries that Congress decreed
in 1933 in the Glass-Steagall Act.

The top 20 by country
Country and Total U.S. Assets
Number of Banks: (In millions of dollars)

Multinational—1
West Germany—1
Switzerland—1

Since introducing this bill on June 25,
1973, interest and support has come from
my colleagues as well as from various
segments of the economy. It is a rela-
tively new endeavor for many foreign in-
vestors, who, for the first time, have the
money and desire to invest in this coun-
try. American management is not view-
ing the situation with equanimity. But at
present, Federal law cannot provide

much assistance to those who are resist-
ing the takeover of control of American

corporations by foreign interests. Some
of the corporations that have taken their
battle to court, and doing so now, are:
The Signal Companies, owner of Mack
Truck, Garret Aerospace and Modern
Transportation Research, and the Sig-
nal Oil Co., whose 100,000-barrel-a-day
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strike in the North Sea has just been
confirmed; the Ronson Corp.; and
Texasgulf, a Texas corporation engaged
in the production and marketing of min-
erals, oil, and forest products.

I am concerned that it is the stated
purpose of some of these investors to se-
cure sources of supply and raw materials.
The Japanese are particularly interested
in coal, oil, and timber. They have just
settled an agreement to build the first
Japanese owned steel making plant in
Auburn, N.Y. I am concerned because the
Japanese have restricted investment in
their country for years, and their current
contentions of liberalization leave me
suspect when they completely restrict
agriculture, forestry, fisheries, mining,
petroleum, leather tanning, and retailing
to foreign investment. They also have
“short-term” protected  industries.
Among them are: Integrated circuits,
meat-products processing, data process-
ing, clothing, packaging and materials
handling equipment, musical records,
and real estate. -Foreign investors can
buy up to 100 percent of the shares in
any going Japanese firm as a general
rule, aside from the exempted sectors—
but with one condition: The firm whose
shares are being purchased must give its
assent. If the firm does not like it, then
the old ceiling on foreign investment
applies.

I urge all my colleagues to consider the
goals of H.R. 8951. The bill is aimed at
preventing foreign control of domestic
industries, but at the same time permits
diversification of foreign investments in
a manner, consistent with sound eco-
nomic policy.

FOREIGN BANES IN THE UNITED STATES
TOTAL ASSETS AS OF JUNE 30, 1872
(In millions of doliars)
Bank of Tokyo:

New York Agency

Bank of Tokyo Trust Co. (N.¥.) -~

Bank of Tokyo of Callfornia

(8.F.) cemee

Ban Franclsco Agency.

Los Angeles Agency

Seattle Branch

Royal Bank of Canada (Montreal) : *
New York Agency
Royal Bank of Canada Trust Co.
(N.Y.)
Branches in Puerto Rico

Sumitomo Bank (Osaka) :
New York Agency
Sumitomo Bank of California
(S.F.)
San Francisco Agency.

Commorzbank (Diiseldorf) :
New York Branch
Crédit Lyonnals (Paris) :
New York Branch
Bank of Montreal:
New York Agency.
Bank of Montreal (California) ...
San Francisco Agency.
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Bank of Montreal Trust Co

Canadian Imperial Bank of Com-
merce (Tor.):
New York Agency
California Canadian Bank (S.F.) -
Other offices

Fuji Bank (Tokyo):
New York Agency

Mitsubishi Bank (Tokyo):
New York Agency
Los Angeles Agency
Mitsubishi Bank of California

Sanwa Bank (Osaka)
New York Agency
San Francisco Agency
Sanwa Bank of California (S.F.._

Banque Nationale de Paris
French-American Banking Corp
(N.Y.)
San Francisoc Agency
French Bank of California (8F.) -

Bank of Nova Scotia (Hallfax)
New York Agencyi_tc__cooicuia
San Francisco Agency
Other offices

Barclays Bank (London)
New York Branch (Barclays Bank
Intl.)
Barclays
(B.F.)
Other offices

Bank

Trade Development Bank (Geneva)
Republic National Bank of New

Mitsui Bank (Tokyo)
New York Agency
Los Angeles Agency 101.6

6501.5

Dal-Ichl Kangyo Bank (Tokyo)
New York Agency
Los Angeles Agency
First Pacific Bank of Chilcago___

385. 1
130.2
26,9

Lloyds & Bolsa International Bank
(London)
New York Branch

Tokal Bank (Nagoya)
New York Agency
Los Angeles Agency

Schroders, Litd. (London)
J. Henry Schroder Banking Corp.
(N.X.)
Schroder. Trust Co. (N.¥.)ocua--

345.2
124.9

470. 1

1 Figures for branches in the U.S. Virgin
Islands not available.
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*?These banking concerns, located in New
York, are jointly owned by the Amsterdam-
Rotterdam Bank Creditanstalt-Bankverein,
Vienna; Deutsche Bank, Frankfurt, Midland
Bank, London; Soclete Generale, Paris, and
Soviete Generale de Banque, Brussels:

Sources: New York and California State
Banking Departments; M. A, Schapiro & Co.,
Inc.

|From the Financial Post, Sept. 22, 1973]

THERE'S NowHERE To GrROwW BUT OUT

During a quite-serious conversation with
an urbane, conservative Japanese banker,
the subject of Japan’s industrial strategy
came up I asked him what a country as
small as Japan—with so niuch industrial
congestion—will do next to maintain
growth.

He answered without hesitation and with
no trace of a smile: “Well, we could buy
anothér country.”

I started to laugh but, seeing him miss
his own joke, I asked him where Japan could
buy a country these days. He sald again
without hesitating -and without humour:
“South America would be one good place.”

The. conversation turned and went off on
other tangents, but it was that one short ex-
change which really struck me. The man
had been a good 759% serlous. Japan has
gone about far as it can go within its own
borders In terms of production expansion.
If you want to grow, start moving abroad.

BECOMING MULTINATIONAL

Now it's hard to believe this banker really
meant that one country could simply buy
or annex another country and start up shop
there. Although'the mind does boggle a bit
at the outrageous simplicity of the idea.

What he was talking about was a fact of
advanced Japanese Industrial thinking: Ja-
pan is moving beyond its own borders in
the 1970s in the same way Britain moved
outside its borders in the 1800s and the
U.S. moved abroad in the 1950s and 1860s.
It is destined to become a multinational
country in economic terms.

Only there’s one major difference between
Japan and the Western multinationalists:
Japan has no other choice but to expand
abroad while the others have done it all by
choice with profit the motive. And, if ne-
cessity is truly the cause of success, Japan
may be the most successful of the lot.

Kazuo Nukazawa, assistant director, in-
ternational economic affairs department with
Keldanren (a sort of supercharged Canadian
Manufacturing Association), has been study-
ing this need for Japanese industrial expan-
sion for a number of years in Japan, Europe
and North America, He puts the situation
quite succinetly:

CAPITAL OUTFLOW LEAPS

“Given the constant instability of ex-
change rates, rising protectionism abroad
and emerging economic regionalism in Eu-
rope, the only self-defense measure avallable
for Japanese manufacturers is to set up a
Trojan horse within protective walls abroad
or diversify assets internationally and hedge
against monetary disturbances.”

In 1972, Japan’s net long-term capital out-
Aow was $4,500 million, registering a whop-
plng $3,400 million increase over the pre-
vious year, Nukazawa says. And these statis-
tics alone show that Japan is emerging as a
formidable investor nation.

Add to this, real problems in the Japanese
economy like concern over the environment
and the growing demand of resource-rich
countries like Canada, Australla, Iran, etc.
for Japanese firms to proceed to more-value-
added production and you have a pretty solid
case for International expansion.

“Like so many other multinationalist
countries, this industrial expansion will cause
soclal and economic problems for Japan too,"
says Nukazawa. "But Japanese business will
go abroad whether the Japanese govern-
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ment likes it or not, if the overseas ventures
are in the interest of their business.

WILL HELP EXPANSION

“Japan may be emulating a bit of the
American evil in a few years; a combination
of high domestic unemployment and billions
of dollars in cash ‘assets of multinational
corporations chasing after the goddess of
profit in other countries.”

Takamasa Matsuda, chief manager of the
Fuji Bank Ltd.'s research division adds a few
more factors that will contribute to inter-
national Japanese expansion.

First 'of all, he says, direct overseas in=«
vestment was almost completely liberalized
in' July, 1871, and official policy has en-
couraged the outflow of Japanese capital
ever’'since:

Secondly, the growing labor shortage and
the rise in wages in recent years have made
Japanese labor-intensive industries less and
less competitive. These companies have tried
to stay abreast of international prices by
shifting production to low-wage countries
with a sufficient supply of labor.

Third, the /hike in the Japanese yen in
recent years has made exports more expen-
sive to sell abroad but has made it attrac-
tive to invest those yen in devalued coun=
tries where the higher yen goes that much
further.

Fourth, the increasing demand for raw
materials and fuels has led to active in-
vestment by Japanese companies in the de-
velopment of overseas raw material sources
for import back to Japan. ]

“The expansion) of Japanese exports,
which so far has grown at twice the growth
rate of world trade, has led to friction in
Japan's relations with both developed and
developing = countries,” ' Matsuda  says.
“Japanese enterprises 'will be forced ¢to
gradually replace exports by production in
those export markets.”

It's extremely difficult to get any experts
to give you predictlons for future overseas
investment in money terms, but this much
they will say.

RELATIVELY SMALL

At the end of 1972, the book value of
Japan’s direct overseas investment stood at
an estimated $8,000 milllon. (In 1967, it was
about 1,500 million.) This is still small
compared with countries such as the US.
(Canada’s direct Investments abroad at the
end of 18970 total $6,064 million.)

But, in the latter half of the 1960s, the
average yearly rate of increase in Japan’s
outward investments was the highest among
the advanced industrial nations. (This is
where Japan always murders you. It doesn't
matter what happened six years ago,
brother, look what happened In the last
three years.) And Japanese economists are
predicting about a 25% Increase every year
for the next 10 years. So, by 1980, Japan's
foreign investment could be something like
$25,000 million-$30,000 million.

This kind of increase could catapult little
Japan right over Britain and all the Euro-
pean countries to rank 1t second in the
world behind the U.S.

All right, now the last question in this
guessing game: Where are they going. to
put all that money?

It's a very common gquestion these days,
too, because almost every country in the
Western world—Iincluding a number from
the Eastern world—are parking themselves
on corporate and government doors asking
if these people would 1ike to try a little for-
elgn excltement:

Bad news for the Americans, Canadians
and Europeans, though—the Japanese have
very little inclination of moving from one
expensive labpr market to another,

Thelr sights are apparently aimed at the
less Industrially-developed countries 1like
Korea, Brazll, Iran etc. where Iabor is plenti-
ful and cheap while raw materials are plenti-
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ful and also cheap. It's just as easy to export
to the U.S. from Brazil as it is from Japan
and, if you work it right, your trade balances
don't get too awkward.

RAW MATERIALS

“It’s a very popular view among inter-
national scholars that Japan will be ex-
porting its sophisticated industries abroad,”
says Fujio Matsumuro, director, overseas pri-
vate investment division, International Fi-
nance Bureau, Ministry of Finance. “But
it’s not too realistic. What Japan needs now
and will continue to need forever are Taw
materials. We will do anything to get them
and that certainly includes building mines
and refineries abroad. But secondary manu-
facturing is another thing altogether.

“We may have to build some manufac-
turing plants abroad but the reason will
be demands on the part of the resource
supplying countries, not the Japanese gov-
ernment. What our suppliers want, we will
do. But many people may be disappointed
that we aren't willing to send too many of
our manufacturers overseas.”

Which brings you back to what Keldan-
ren’s Nukazawa says. The government wants
to keep the industries in Japan, the com-
panies want to make money anywhere they
can, and everybody wants more raw mate-
rials, The companies will do what they want.
That's certaln. But just exactly what they
will want is a billion dollar guess.

UNDERPRICED TIDELANDS CRUDE
OIL IN CALIFORNIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. HosMER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, earlier
today testimony was given to an investi-
gative body in California indicating that
that State is losing over $200,000 per day
in revenues from oil produced from pub-
licly owned tidelands. A proportionate
loss accrues daily to the city of Long
Beach which also has certain proprietary
interests in the public tidelands.

The testimony was offered by As-
semblyman Kenneth Cory, D-Garden
Grove, who charged that the losses ac-
crue because at $3.21 per barrel, the
posted price for oil at the tidelands oil
field, production there is grossly under-
priced. He states that the price should
be at least $4 per barrel, es it is at other
fields in the same region for the same
gravity oil and where shipping charges
are approximately the same.

The underpricing of tidelands oil in
California has long been a matter of deep
public concern. I have a strong feeling
that this concern is fully justified.

Early in the oil game the practice
came into being of pricing oil at a fleld
by all producers according to the price
at which it will sell posted by one of the
field's major producers. Given sufficient
producers and sufficienft buyers the sys-
tem works reasonably well to effect a
reasonable bargain between them.

However, with respect to the Cali-
fornia tidelands production at the Long-
Beach-Los Angeles Harbor area, there
are too few producers and too few re-
finers buying the oil to actually set real
forces of fair play and competition in
motion. A few major oil companies which
both produce oil and refine oil own a very
large share of the refining capacity in
this area. Even if they also own some of
the produetion, it is a minor share of that
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coming out of the tidelands fields. Thus,
their overall interest lies in cheaper
crude and I believe that conciously or
unconsciusly those who post the field
price tend, for this reason to underprice
rather than to fairly price the product.

Although the tidelands production is of
a gravity oil which is somewhat low, the
price discrepancy to the disadvantage of
the sellers here is proportionately much
lower than it should be, taking into con-
sideration what would be a normal or
linear differential in price for two dif-
ferent gravities.

Thus I strongly urge that the public
bodies who are disadvantaged by this
apparent underpricing situation continue
their fight to rectify the situation—and
take it to the courts if necessary. I will
give them every possible support from
this end of the line.

THE HOUSE SHOULD INVESTIGATE
THE CHARGES AGAINST VICE
PRESIDENT AGNEW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. TaLcoTT) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I respect
what the Vice President is doing although
I know nothing of the facts relating to
any charges against him. I refuse to be-
lieve rumors, leaks, hearsay, speculation,
or accusations until proved in a court of
law. All of us should respect the most
basic precept of our law, in practice as
well as in in theory and principle, that
everyone is innocent until proved guilty
in a court.

I believe Baltimore County, especially,
and Maryland politics, generally, are as
corrupt as any political arena in our
country including Chicago, Tammany,
Boston, Texas, or New Jersey. It may be
quite difficult for anyone to succeed in
Maryland politics without “playing the
game” and becoming tainted; however, if
anyone could, I believe Mr. AGNEw could.
I believe Mr, AcNEw needed to ‘‘play the
Maryland political game” less than most
because he was in the political minority,
a “long shot” not expected to win the
election for Governor in 1966.

Regardless of the facts, Vice President
AcnEw has some special duties and re-
sponsibilities. His first obligation is to
the people of the United States. But he
has also a unique responsibility to the
office of the Vice-Presidency. The office—
its prerogatives, authority, rights, func-
tions—must be protected. No one else is
likely to protect the Vice-Presidency dili-
gently enough. The President and Attor-
ney General apparently will not; the
leadership of the Congress declined; the
national media demurs; the majority of
the people might not, unless they become
aware of the importance of that great
office to our Republic.

To protect the functions of the Vice
Presidency, the Constitution wisely pro-
vides that the Vice President cannot be
indicted by any grand jury—County,
State, or Federal. The Constitution
clearly states that a Federal official once
impeached, convicted, and removed from
office can then be tried on criminal
charges.
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The reason is obvious. A Vice President
could not possibly perform his duties if
he were plagued by one or more bona
fide or rumored grand jury investiga-
tions or indictments. The Vice President
could be prevented from performing his
constitutional duties at a crucial time
on a critical issue if he were subject to
grand jury harassment. This minimal re-
striction on a court or the minimal res-
pite from process for less than a dozen
of our highest Federal officials is worth
the imperative to safeguard the per-
formance of the second most important
office in our system.

If the alleged transgression of any
Vice President is so serious or heinous,
he can easily and quickly be impeached
and convicted. Otherwise the prosecu-
tion can wait a few months until he re-
tires. Little, if anything, would be lost
and the continuous performance of our
system would be safeguarded.

I believe, for practical and constitu-
tional reasons, that the Vice President
should be impeached and convicted be-
fore he is required to answer to any
grand jury indictment.

The Vice President must defend the
Vice-Presidency from erosion of this pro-
tection. If this Vice President can be
harassed by an orchestrated series of
many politically motivated county grand
juries,

This Vice President has not ducked
the orchestration of leaks ancd rumors
of charges against him. He has offered
his records; he has offered to appear
before the grand jury and the Attorney
General. He has made public statements.
He has requested the House to investi-
gate the allegations—whatever they are.
This request implies an invitation to im-
peach if there is probable cause of mis-
feasance and to convict if there is suf-
ficient evidence.

No man is above the law. Quite true.
But the law must and does safeguard
the Vice Presidency not for and on be-
half of the Vice President or Mr. AcNEw,
but for and on behalf of every American
citizen, the protection of our Republic
and the preservation of our political and
constitutional system. This is a fine, but
fundamental, matter that cannot be set-
tled by the judiciary alone. I believe that
the Supreme Court will acknowledge this
si‘uation when it takes up this compli-
cated constitutional, political, and gov-
ernmental issue. Such issues must be re-
solved by the three branches working
together in the best interests of our citi-
zens and our system regardless of who
the particular office holder might be at a
particular time.

I am convinced that the House leader-
ship understands the unique and sepa-
rate rights of the office of the Vice-Presi-
dency as distinguished from the rights
of the person of the Vice President.

I believe the House leadership abdi-
cated a legal and constitutional opportu-
nity in rejecting the Vice President’s
request for an investigation of the alle-
gations against him. The reason was
plain and simple politics. An investiga-
tion by the House could lead to impeach-
ment or to exoneration. The House
leadership does not want to accord Mr.
AcNEw the possibility of exoneration
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which is not the most likely conclusion
of any investigation.

The House leadership would prefer to
leave the Vice President to roast on the
proverbial spit which is being fired by
leaks, accusations, speculation, and po-
litical gossip. He has already been po-
litically skewered and, if he were an
ordinary politician, he would be all done,
by now. But Mr. AcNEw is durable and
popular and not easily daunted. He has
been politically barbequed before by ex-
perts, but he has survived.

The House is using a lame excuse that
“the matter is in court” to avoid doing
its duty and to permit the continued
roasting of the Vice President hoping
that somehow he can be mortally wound-
ed as a national political leader.

I must give the Vice President higher
marks for trying to save our constitu-
tional system and for defending his office
than I can give to the House because the
House is again shirking its duty and
again abdicating its opportunities or re-
sponsibilities to another branch of Gov-
ernment, or to the national media, or to
political partisanship, or to apathy.

The House may not want to protect,
help, or simplify matters for this Vice
President; but it should jealously safe-
guard the Vice-Presidency now and for
the future.

If the House wants to expedite or clear
the way for an indictment of Mr. AcNEW,
let us immediately consider impeach-
ment so that the constitutional protec-
tion of the Vice President from grand
Jjury indictment can be obviated.

If we are going to impeach, let us get
on with it expediently. But let us first
know and understand the facts upon
which we are going to base our impeach-
ment. To know and understand, we
should investigate thoroughly and com-
prehensively. If we expect to be timely
and fair, now is the time to begin the
investigation.

This is an instance where the House
has an opportunity, and therefore a re-
sponsibility, to cooperate with the ju-
dicial branch and the executive branch.
If the court wishes to indict the Vice
President and the Vice President requests
the House to investigate the rumored
charges against him, then the House
could do no wrong, usurp no prerogative
of another branch, violate no law, or ab-
dicate no responsibility or duty of the
House by undertaking such an investiga-
tion forthwith and pursuing such investi-
gation diligently and conscientiously.

On the other hand, if the House does
not act promptly it could truly be argued
that the House has missed an oppor-
tunity, ducked a responsibility, and failed
in our duty to ourselves, to the court, to
the Vice President, to the American peo-
ple, and to our system of government.
The system can function if we permit it.

We should grant Mr. AcNEW’S request.
He is acting to uphold the Constitution,
to protect the Vice-Presidency, and to
preserve our system in the public interest,.

We should cooperate in the same spirit.
On too many past occasions the House
has abdicated its responsibilities to the
courts or to the Executive. We should
not abdicate again.

Some functions of the three coequal
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branches of our Government are mu-
tually exclusive. But some functions re-
quire cooperation and concurrent action.
Let it not be said that the House had,
but missed, an opportunity to cooperate
with the other branches in a critical
constitutional erunch.

By undertaking the requested investi-
gation, the assurance of a fair court trial
for the defendant is obviously jeopard-
ized. But I believe a defendant can waive
his rights including those that might be
jeopardized or lost by a congressional
investigation. At least the leaks and ru-
mors and unsubstantiated charges would
be verified or shown to be false or base-
less.

If we are at all interested in safe-
guarding the function of the office of the
Vice President, we should not be tolerat-
ing the current treatment of Mr. AGNEW.

There are those who count themselves
as friends and admirers of the Vice Pres-
ident and want him to take only the
procedural steps that will vindicate him-
self. “Without'vindication AcNew is dead
politically,” they say. Under this thesis,
he must immediately request that an in-
dictment be filed and served, plead not
guilty, go to trial and win. I disagree. I
reiterate that Mr. AcNEw has a larger re-
sponsibility than vindication of himself.
He must act to protect the office of the
Vice-Presidency. This responsibility re-
quires Mr. A¢New to insist upon impeach-
ment and conviction before he tends to
his own vindication.

The Congress has several protections
that I feel a strong obligation and re-
sponsibility to safeguard regardless of
how the effort may appear to embarrass
me as an individual person or a Congress-
man. One such prerogative is “immunity
from detention” while proceeding to the
Capitol. I trust I shall never be required
to assert this congressional prerogative
for myself, but if the occasion occurs I
shall certainly assert every personal ef-
fort to preserve this special prerogative
of the Congress, which could be essential
to the proper functioning of the Congress
and must be jealously defended.

Another congressional prerogative is
immunity from libel in speeches uttered
on the House floor. I also trust I shall
never be required to invoke this special
prerogative. However, if the time and oc-
casion arises, I shall vigorously defend
this prerogative. Few others are likely to
rise to the defense of this “special pro-
tection” of the Congress, but it is essen-
tial to our system.

For the Vice President and the Presi-
dent to perform their unique duties for
the people they need certain protections.
These I believe are given by the Con-
stitution which I consider to be an in-
spired document and one of the most
ingenious works of mankind. Some parts
of the Constitution have not been tested.
The prerogatives of the Vice President
and the President are now being tested
and honed—in several courts, in the cru-
cible of public opinion, in the power play
between the branches of the Federal
Government, in the intense partisanship
of the politicians, in the academies of
political scientists, and elsewhere.

Because of the nature of the times, the
faultfinding syndrome which seems to
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have afflicted us, and the accusatory atti-
tudes which enjoy such current popu-
larity, the resolutions of our constitu-
tional crises may come grudgingly.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
SHOULD RECONSIDER VICE PRES-
IDENT’'S REQUEST IN THE INTER-
EST OF THE COUNTRY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Kemp) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, in the days
since the Vice President requested the
House of Representatives to undertake
a comprehensive inquiry into the charges
against him, I have spent a great deal
of time thinking about his request and
reviewing the legal interpretations,
scholarly opinion, and numerous syn-
dicated columnists’ views of this matter.
Without question, it is fraught with con-
stitutional interpretations of great
magnitude which only the Supreme
Court will be able to resolve.

However, it seems to me that the pri-
mary reason for granting the Vice Presi-
dent’s request is grounded in simple
logie, and that is every effort must be
made to resolve the matter in the most
expeditious manner possible in the
interest of both the Vice Presidency and
the country.

The distinguished constitutional
scholar, Alexander Bickel of Yale,
addressed himself to this issue in the
current New Republic. It is his position—
eloquently postulated and documented—
which has had the most significant im-
pact on my position. As Bickel concludes:

It is a fact of life that the Vice President
could suddenly succeed "to the presidency
at any moment, an act of commission or
omission that tends to prolong the period
of uncertainty about the charges against
him is inexcusable if at all avoidable, The
simple reason, therefore, why it is in the
highest national interest that a select com-
mittee of the House begin its inquiry imme-
diately 1s that to do so may in the end save
time.

Mr. Speaker, the Vice President of the
United States deserves the comprehen-
sive, speedy, and impartial inquiry by the
House of Representatives which he has
requested. My friend and colleague from
California (Mr. McCrLoskeEy) dealt at
length yesterday with the legal issues
involved. I associate myself with his re-
marks and urge the Judiciary Commit-
tee to take prompt action on the several
applicable resolutions before it.

THE SPEAKER'S DECISION

I am disturbed that the distinguished
Speaker of the House, Mr. ALBERT, sum-
marily dismissed the Vice President’s re-
quest. The gravity of the situation with
which both the Vice President and the
country are faced demands that the mat-
ter be subject to serious deliberation and
decision by the whole House, certainly
not by the execlusive and precipitous de-
termination of the Speaker.

JUDICIAL DELAY ILL-SERVES THE NATION

A formal inquiry by the House is essen~
tial at this time because the country can-
not afford the interminable delays and
open-ended judicial remedies available
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to a Vice President. It appears now, in
fact, that it will be sometime before the
Vice President’s indictability will be
known. Considering the fact that the
Vice President’s responsibilities are on-
going, and the fact that the Vice Presi-
dent could accede to the Presidency at
any -moment, it seems to me that all
proper and possible steps be taken to
resolve this potentially dangerous na-
tional dilemma.
IMPEACHMENT EXCLUSIVE REMEDY

Recognizing the diversity of judicial
interpretation before us, I personally
find the interpretation that impeach-
ment is the exclusive remedy against the
Vice President sound. There can be no
doubi that the Vice President of the
United States must be constantly in a
state of preparedness to assume the re-
sponsibilities of the Presidency, and thus
the security of the Nation and the free
world. The demands of a Vice President
facing criminal proceedings certainly
does not help the Vice President main-
tain a proper state of readiness for po-
tential future responsibilities. A House
inguiry therefore seems the logical
method by which we can determine if
the Vice President should continue to
perform his constitutional functions.
There is, I think, much validity to the
point that the Constitution itself lends
the inference that impeachment was
contemplated as preceding criminal ac-
tion against a civil officer of the United
States.

Article I, section 3, paragraph T:

Judgment in Cases of Impeachment shall
not extend further than to removal from
Office, and disqualification to hold and en-
joy any Office of Honor, Trust or Profit under
the United States, but the Party convicted
shall nevertheless Be liable and subject to
Indictment, Trial, Judgment, and Punish-
ment, according to Law.

THE HOUSE VERSUS THE COURTS

The Speaker of the House, Mr. ALBERT,
contended in his summary dismissal of
Mr. AcNEW’s request that it would be
inappropriate for the House to under-
take any inquiry of this kind while the
matter is before the courts. It seems to
me that the responsibilities of the courts
and the Congress are separate. There is
nothing in our law which prevents a con-
gressional investigation at the same time
as criminal proceedings are in progress.
Certainly the ongoing efforts of the
Watergate Committee working in tan-
aem with several grand juries affirms
that fact. As Congressman McCLOSKEY
put it in this well yesterday—

Justice under law and proper legislative
inquiry are of equal importance to the Na-
tion; they are of equal responsibility under
the Constitution; and neither should be de-
layed save perhaps in the rare case where
they might be prejudicial to the other.

And William S, White explained:

For the House therefore to say that it
really cannot intervene ‘because the matter
is in the courts' in a staggering cop-out of
double-talk, After all, the fact that the mat-
ter is indeed “in the courts” is Agnew's whole
point. He is appealing to the House to ac-
quit him or to impeach—that is to indict—
him because in his view the courts could not
legally do so.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me, that the
case for commencing a congressional in-
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quiry of the Vice President is sound.
First, the question of determining if a
congressional inquiry is to take place re-
quires the deliberation of the whole
House. Second, I believe impeachment
to be the exclusive remedy against a sit-
ting Vice President. Third, the country
can ill-afford a lengthy judicial process
in the case of the Vice President. And
last, I find nothing in law which prevents
the simultaneous occurrence of a con-
gressional investigation and criminal
proceedings.

It is therefore of fundamental national
importance that the Vice President be
given the impartial and comprehensive
inquiry which he has requested from this
bedy.

Mr. Speaker, the distinguished con-
stitutional scholar Alexander Bickel,
presents a careful analysis of the situa-
tion before us:

THE CONSTITUTIONAL TANGLE

A bit of tension in the Agnew case was re-
leased last Wednesday, the 26th, but the path
along which a resolution can bé reached is far
from clear as yet. Attorney General Richard-
son has authorized grand jury proceedings.
But this means only that the evidence ac-
cumulated by the United States attorney in
Baltimore and the witnesses he has inter-
viewed will now be rehearsed and presented
before the grand jury. The grand jury, under
the guidance of the United States attorney
and of Attorney General Richardson, may
then dismiss the charges or vote an indict-
ment. The attorney general, however, has
not indicated what his course of action
would be should an indictment be voted. He
must authorize signature of it by the US
attorney if the matter is to proceed to trial
Else it cannot and the indictment is a
nullity,

Normally, of course, signature of the in-
dictment is authorized, and trial does follow
unless there is a plea of gullty. But in this
case a major decision lles between indict-
ment and signature, The question for decl-
sion is whether a sitting Vice President is
subject to criminal indietment or must first
be removed by impeachment before he can
be indicted and tried. The Vice President
takes the position that he is not indictable.

The question is an open one. It has never
been authoritatively decided and there are
no historical materials that shed any par-
ticular light upon it. The text of the con-
stitutional provisions is “inconclusive. It is
said in Article I, Section 3 that the judgment
in case of impeachment shall extend only to
removal from office and future disqualifica-
tion for office, and shall not foreclose sub-
sequent criminal indictment and punish-
ment. This language tends to suggest an as-
sumption on the part of the draftsman that
impeachment will normally precede criminal
indictment. Yet no more than the suggestion
of an assumption can be drawn from the
language. It does not remotely say that im-
peachment must’ precede criminal indict-
ment. A second provision, in Article II, Sec-
tlon: 4, merely lays it down that the Presl-
dent, the Vice President and all civil officers
of the United States are removable by im-
peachment.

Since not a1l men are angels and the
framers of the Constitution had this earthy
insight firmly in mind, if it were true that
impeachment must in all cases precede crim-
inal indictment, then the conclusion would
have to follow that the framers Intended
Congress to be pretty busy with impeach-
ments. For the Impeachment clause applies
to thousands of federal officers, It is very un-
likely that the framers would have wished
Congress to devote a substantial portion of

its time regularly to the impeachment proc-,

ess; and it is unlikely that they thought
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the federal government would long remain
small enough so that the impeachment bus-
iness would constitute only an occasional
and minor burden. The more reasonable sup-
position, therefore, is that in the ordinary
case oL criminal misconduct by federal of-
ficials, impeachment' was not viewed as a
necessary first step, and indictment prior to
impeachment was not foreclosed. Practice
has long conformed to this reasonable sup-
position. Federal officials, including judges,
are indicted prior to resignation if necessary
and impeachment has been a rarely used
procedure.

The case of the President, however, is
unique, and it is strongly arguable that the
Vice President partakes of the unigueness
of the President. In the presidency is em-
bodied the continuity and indestructibility
of the state. It is not possible for the gov-
ernment to function without a President,
and the Constitution contemplates and pro-
vides for uninterrupted continuity in that
office. Obviously the presidency cannot be
conducted from jail, nor can it be effectively
carried on while an incumbent is defending
himself in a criminal trial. And the incum-
bent cannot be replaced or suspended or
deprived of his function as President while
he is allve and not declared physically dis-
abled, as he now may be under the 25th
Amendment. (That the 25th Amendment ap-
plies only to physical disability is clear from
its legislative history; the amendment would
be a dangerous instrument indeed if it were
otherwise.) Hence a sitting President must
be impeached before he can be indicted.

The necessary continuity of the presidency
depends also on the availability of the Vice
President, because upon the death or physi-
cal disability of the President the Vice Pres-
ident—if there is one—automatically suc-
ceeds. Thus the continuity is never broken:
discharge of the function is never inter-
rupted. While the Vice President is alive and
still in office, even if he be in jail or in the
midst of a criminal trial, there is no way
under the Constitution to provide for any
other succession to the presidency than the
Vice President's. Other successions can be
provided, and have been by statute, to take
care of the case of there being no Vice Presi-
dent at a time that a vacancy opens in the
presidency. But no succession other than the
constitutional one by the Vice President can
be provided for if a Vice President is in of-
fice, which he is so long as he is allve. If the
continuity of function in the presidency
therefore requires that the President must
first be removed through impeachment be-
fore he can be indicted, then it follows—
or at least it can be strongly argued to fol-
low—that the Vice President must egually
first be impeached before indictment. It is
not that there is equally a need for continuity
in the office of Vice President as in the presi-
dency. It is rather that while he is alive the
Vice President cannot be bypassed in arrang-
ing the succession to the presidency, and if
he is indictable before impeachment, it may
turn out that a Vice President who is in the
midst of a criminal trial or has been con-
victed or is serving a sentence, suddenly and
unavoidably becomes President. This is not
a consummation to be regarded with equa-
nimity.

Since he is taking both the position that he
is not subject to Indictment and the position
that he is innocent, will remain in office and
seeks authoritative vindication, the Vice
President has naturally made a request to the
speaker of the House that the House, whose
function it iz to commence impeachment
proceedings, if any, begin an investigation
of the charges against the Vice President.
The speaker has replied he would take no ac-
tion for the time being. That is highly regret-
table. The natlional interest dictates that the
House act, by appointing a select commit-
tee to take evidence after the fashion of a
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grand jury, In private. It will necessarily be
a while before the legal guestion of the Vice
President's indictability can be resolved. It
may be and it probably ought to be resolved
in favor of the Vice President. Should that
be the outcome, the House will be required to
act. Since in the meantime it is a fact of life
that the Vice President could suddenly suc-
ceed to the presidency at any moment, an act
of commission or omission that tends to pro-
long the period of uncertainty about the
charges against him is inexcusable if at all
avoidable The simple reason, therefore, why
it is in the highest national interest that a
select committee of the House begin its in-
quiry immediately is that to do so may in the
end save time.

SOVIET JEWS—THE ISSUE IS
HUMAN RIGHTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. BurTtoN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I would
hope that we have learned the lessons of
history well and will not remain silent
as terrorists impose their will upon a
sovereign nation and cause untold hard-
ships to already overburdened Soviet
Jews attempting to reach Israel.

The cause of humanity, of human
freedom and dignity, transcends na-
tional boundaries; for, in the words of
John Donne, we are “all involved in man-
kind.” The decision of the Austrian
Government, made under the duress of
Arab terrorists threats against hostages,
to close Schoenau Castle to Soviet Jews
enroute to Israel is of grave concern to
all. It is a decision which I sincerely hope
will be reviewed and reversed.

The United States, through our De-
partment of State should exert every
effort to right this wrong. To surrender
to the tyranny of terror is to invite
further terrors for all free peoples. Have
we so soon forgotten the lessons of the
1930's?

I am reminded of the words of Pastor
Niemoeller:

In Germany, the Nazis first came for the
Communists, and I didn’t speak up because
I was not a Communist. Then they came
for the Jews, and I did not speak up because
I was not a Jew. Then they came for the
Trade Unionists, and I didn't speak up be-
cause I wasn't a Trade Unlonist, Then they
came for the Catholics, and I was a Protes-
tant so I didn’t speak up. Then they came
for ME . . . by that time there was no one
to speak up for anyone.

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, this one
Member of the House must speak out
against this latest injustice against So-
viet Jews, this latest transgression of
human rights. ¢

THE SHARPSTOWN FOLLIES—
XLVIII

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes,

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr, Speaker, early in
1971 the Texas financial empire of Frank
W. Sharp blew apart. It was a shocking
event—insurance :ompanies were found
to have been looted and milked; Sharp's
banks were discovered to have been
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shorted out of millions of dollars in cash;
there were stock frauds and payoffs in-
volving the biggest political names in the
State. The Sharpstown scandal was the
biggest scandal to hit Texas in many
years, and it shook the State to its very
foundations.

During the winter and spring of 1971
it looked as if the Federal Government
would prosecute Sharp and his gang for
a long series of crimes. It is impossible
to describe how shocking it was to Tex-
ans that in mid-June the Department of
Justice handed Frank Sharp himself a
grant of immunity. Here was the central
figure in the most bizarre, extensive, and
shocking finaneial erimes in Texas his-
tory, walking away from the case with a
guarantee of immunity.

Investigators for the Securities and
Exchange Commission reacted to Sharp's
immunity grant with expressions of dis-
may and disbelief—but their protests
were quickly silenced. Privately, though,
SEC investigators would say, as one did
to me, that thinking of Sharp's immunity
was “like looking in the mirror and find-
ing that I've got cancer.” In other words,
letting Sharp off the hook guaranteed
that the big culprits in the case would
get clean away. And that is exactly what
happened.

I said on June 16, 1971 that in the
Sharp case—

The big one got away. The people will
never know what happened at Sharpstown,
or why. Justice is the loser. And the Depart-
ment of Justice lost deliberately.

In 47 speeches to the House, I showed
how the Department of Justice had bun-
gled the case, either because of a desire
to protect its own Assistant Atforney
General Will Wilson from exposure, or
from a desire to prosecute leading Texas
political figures, whom they were count-
ing on Sharp’s testimony to convict. But
only one conviction of a political figure
was obtained, and that without Sharp’s
help. Wilson’s role in the Sharp empire
was exposed, and he was asked to resign
his post.

On August 20, 1971, I wrote Attorney
General Mitchell to ask that Wilson’'s
role in the Sharpstown case be investi-
gated, and to warn that the handling of
the case endangered the integrity of the
whole Department of Justice. In that
letter, I said:

It is alleged , . . that the entire handling
of this case has been based primarily on
political considerations. If that is what has
been done I see no reason to believe that
you either have respect for the law nor hope
that public confidence can be maintained
in your Department.

Attorney General Mitchell never even
acknowledged my letter. I wrote him
again, on September 22, 1971, saying:

This entire situation ecalls into doubt the
integrity of the Department of Justice. I
would think that you would be sensitive to
& growing scandal of this kind.

This letter was never answered, either.
So on October 6, I sadly told the House
that Mitchell “mayv succeed in the short
political run, but that success will come
at the expense of respect for law and
trust in the Department of Justice.
Mitchell might never have to answer me,
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and I do not care about that; but sooner
or later he who today undermines the
foundations of the Justice Department
will see it crumble about him. Wilson and
Mitchell are destroying the very Agency
they are sworn to uphold.”

Little did I know how prophetic these
words were. Here we stand, almost 2
years from the day that I uttered those
words, and here is what happened: Wil-
son resigned in disgrace, Mitchell later
had to leave the leadership of the Repub-
lican campaign in disgrace, and today
stands indicted with the former Secre-
tary of Commerce for criminal offenses
including obstruction of Justice; and the
Department of Justice stands shattered,
S0 much so that a special prosecutor has
been appointed to handle affairs that it
should have been entrusted with. Our
Ng.t.ion has never witnessed a faster de-
cline of an agency that once was proud
to a fault; and our people have come to
have little faith in either Jjustice or their
government.

! The tragedy of the Sharp case is that
it marked a major case in which the De-
partment of Justice aimed to carry out
& political vendetta by letting a major
criminal go, for the sake of whatever
testimony he might provide. The moral
bankruptness of this decision must have
been clear to those who made it—but
they were blinded by their greed. And
the consequence of their action was that
Sharp never gave them a nickel’s worth
of testimony. The Department of Justice
did not clean out Texas government at
all. That was left to the voters, who
turned out more than half the legisla-
ture, the Governor, the attorney general,
and a horde of other incumbents who
had been marked by the scandal, whether
rigIht.Iy or wrongly.

said too that Sharp’s immunity w
most likely the consequence of bmfg]inag
on the part of the U.S. attorney in charge
of the case, Anthony J. P. Farris. Yes-
terday, in Federal court, ex-Attorney
General Kleindeinst testified that Farris
had vi,ola.t,ed his instructions in handling
Sharp’s immunity, and that he had or-
dered Farris off the case. It was this same
Farris who had accused me of knowing
nothing about the case, and having no
right to speak about it. Now that Klein-
deinst has spoken about it, it appears
i_;hat Farris is the one who knew noth-
ing about the case, and that it was his
stupidity that led to Sharp’s going free
I\I\;Ithoug h;:ei having to give the testi-:
ony € was su
said in 1972: et

How did Sharp get away? You might ask

Anthony J. P. Farris, who cut th
’ ! e n
through his own incompetence. o

Today, it appears, his b i
has at last confirmed mo;s ﬁlcfgiﬁlﬁnﬁ
that Farris bungled the case so badly
that he had to be taken off it.

As for the role of Will Wilson, the in-
vestigation I called for was also re-
quested by Wilson’s deputy and succes-
ser, Henry Peterson. He never got it.

Of all those involved in the case, Peter-
son probably knew best what was hap-
pening, He knew that Mitchell, Wilson,
Kleindienst, and Farris—all political ap-
pointees selected by people who valued
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loyalty above integrity, were destroying
the Justice Department. He might have
even sensed that they were destroying
themselves, as indeed they did. He might
have also felt deep in his heart that these
men had the capability of destroying the
whole government. As Watergate later
proved, such men did have that capa-
bility, and succeeded very well in de-
stroying whatever hopes Richard Nixon
might have ever had for becoming the
great man he hoped to be.

Sharpstown came a long time before
Watergate.

I was the only one who recognized and
protested what was happening in the
Sharpstown case. My claims have been
vindicated completely.

I said that Wilson was involved with
Sharp, and he has been proven to have
been so involved.

I said that the case was handled on
a political basis, and that Mitchell was
destroying his own department for the
sake of political gains, and this has
been proved too; and it has been the sad
lot of the country to see the Department
of Justice corrupted and two successive
attorneys general resign just ahead of
disgrace, and in one case, just ahead of
a criminal indictment.

I said that Anthony J. P. Farris was
a bungler and incompetent, and now this
has been proved too.

Sharpstown was not like Watergate. It
corrupted and ruined everyone around
it. And it signaled the kind of cynical,
morally corrupt administration that Wa-
tergate came to symbolize, and that
came near to destroying the very capac-
ity of this government to carry out even
its most elementary tasks.

We stand today in the midst of a
government corrupted by hordes of
ruined little men. We stand in a gov-
ernment paralyzed by ineptitude and
lack of leadership. Sharpstown was just
a sample of the attractions that were to

come. I am sorry to have been so right. -

DRASTIC CUTBACK FOR LIBRARIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. WiLrLiam D.
Forp) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
in light of the drastic cutbacks for li-
braries in the current budget, I believe
that we in Congress must make clear be-
yond question that library resources and
services have a high educational, cul-
tural, and scientific value, that our li-
braries are a national resource we can ill
afford to neglect at the Federal, State
or local level. The administration, on the
other hand, is taking every possible ac-
tion to see that libraries are eliminated
from the Federal interest—the three ma-
jor library programs have been zero
budgeted, the administration is trying
to eliminate libraries from the authoriz-
ing legislation as well, by attempting to
swallow them up in a general category
of “support services,” and finally, it is
my understanding, although no official
announcement has yet been made, that
the administration plans almost immedi-
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ately to wipe out the Office of Education’s
Bureau of Libraries and Learning Re-
sources, thus removing the major source
of technical assistance, evaluation, and
leadership which the Federal Govern-
ment has been providing libraries all
across the Nation for many years now.

Although the Eisenhower, Eennedy,
and Johnson administrations all recog-
nized and tried to fulfill the Federal Gov-
ernment’s responsibility for libraries, the
Nixon administration has totally rejected
any Federal responsibility whatever for
libraries. While previous administrations
understood that quality libraries for all
Americans depend upon a Federal-State-
local partnership, the Nixon administra-
tion wants the States and localities to do
the whole job. Over the years, the States
and localities have assumed increasing
responsibility for their libraries, but li-
braries perform services in the national
interest, too, and therefore deserve Fed-
eral assistance as well. The States know
this, but the administration has appar-
ently forgotten. I would suggest that
President Nixon and HEW Secretary
Weinberger refresh their memories on
this subject by rereading their own State
of California’s Education Code, which
states in part:

The public library is a supplement to the
formal system of free public education, and
a source of information and inspiration to
persons of all ages, and a resource for con-
tinuing education and re-education beyond
the years of formal education, and as such
deserves adequate financial support from

government at all levels.” (§ 27000, emphasis
added)

Libraries, however, remain unimpor-
tant to this administration, a most dis-
turbing fact in my opinion.

For this reason, I believe it extremely
important that Congress take specific
actions, whenever possible, to make clear
the value we place upon the services our
Nation’s libraries perform every day to
help American citizens from all walks of
life to obtain the information they need
to lead productive satisfying lives. We
must not allow the administration’s lim-
ited outlook to prevail. Accordingly, I
propose that we take the following steps:
First, retain the school library program,
ESEA title IT, as a separate, identifiable
program with funds specifically ear-
marked for its purposes, just as we have
in the past; second, make known to the
Office of Education the importance we
place upon the Bureau of Libraries and
Learning Resources, by asking that this
bureau be retained and by enacting legis-
lation to mandate it if necessary; third,
make sure that the administration
spends and does not impound the funds
we have appropriated for the library pro-
gram; and fourth, hold hearings in Con-
gress to bring together a total picture of
the impact of the administration’s
planned reversal of Federal policy with
respect to libraries.

I support and ask my colleagues to
consider seriously all these initiatives. It
is to the first, however, that I wish to
address myself now. As we continue to
mark up H.R. 69, the time is fast coming
when we must make some firm decisions
about program consolidation. I urge my
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colleagues to vigorously oppose the “sup-
port services” consolidation in H.R. 69
which would in effect eliminate the
school library program—ESEA title II.
The Federal Government has a responsi-
bility to set certain general educational
priorities, to encourage States and local-
ities, without restricting them unduly, to
adopt balanced and enriched educational
programs for their children. The land-
mark Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965 has been in large part
successful, and we can make it even
more successful in the future by profiting
from the mistakes we made in the past.
One of the major impediments to enact-
ing effective education legislation is the
lack of information on how well existing
programs work. I thought we had learned
that lesson from our experience in earlier
years with ESEA. And yet, if we agree to
endorse consolidation, to create a “sup-
port services” category, allowing the
States to use funds almost any way they
want, we will have even less data on
which to evaluate our legislation. How
can we expect to know whether Federal
dollars are being effectively used when
we do not even know what the States are
using the funds for? How much will be
spent for library resources under “sup-
port services,” and how much will be
spent for guidance? There will be no way
to know. We have had experience with
consolidation already, and it is obvious
to any student of the subject that we lose
track of where the money goes. Consider
for instance, the counseling and guid-
ance program, the former NDEA title V
which we merged with ESEA title III in
1970. This program has not only lost visi-
bility, but it has become next to impos-
sible to determine how or even if funds
are being used for guidance and counsel-
ing at the local level. How can we expect
to assess the effectiveness of Federal li-
brary programs if we eliminate the unit
within the Office of Education responsi-
ble for evaluating these programs? The
goals of simplified application procedures
and less redtape are goals we all support.
Consolidation is not the only way or the
best way to approach these goals. Let us
stick with the programs we have when
they are successful and working well. If
we decide to move toward consolidation,
let us consolidate programs that are
working less well or programs that have
been less effective.

I criticize the Bell-Quie support serv-
ices consolidation for the following rea-
s0ns:

First. NDEA III was extended last year
in the Education Amendments of 1972—
Public Law 92-318. It has an authoriza-
tion through fiscal year 1975, and thus
has nothing to do with the present ESEA
extension bill. We are dealing in H.R. 69 -
with the extension of expiring education
authorities, and NDEA III does not fall
into this class at all. We decided last
year to extend the program. We should
not reverse ourselves this year.

Second. ESEA title V is consolidated
in name only, while in fact funds would
continue to be guaranteed for this pro-
gram so long as adequate funds are ap-
propriated for the consolidation. This
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places an unfair burden on the other
programs in the consolidation. They, too,
should have guaranteed funds.

Third. Aid to private schools, which
has been successfully and constitution-
ally carried out under the school library
program—ESEA title IT—is placed in
jeopardy by the provisions of the support
services consolidation. The Supreme
Court has held that State aid to parochial
schools in the form of maintenance and
repair grants is unconstitutional—Com-
mittee for Public Education and Relig-
ious Liberty et al. against Nyquist et al.,
decided June 25, 1973—the Court has
also held unconstitutional State aid pro-
grams providing services in private non-
profit schools, such as testing or guildance
services. The support services consolida-
tion attempts to provide private schools
with equipment, repair and minor re-
modeling, guidance, counseling and
testing services, along with library re-
sources. Litigation is bound to result,
and the private school children are bound
to be the losers, as all support services
assistance would likely be denied them
during the lengthy court battles that
would ensue.

Fourth. The support services consoli-
dation in part is written in permissive
rather than mandatory language, thus
allowing the States to spend the consol-
idated funds for any purpose they
choose, see page 53, line 11, for example.

Fifth. The language specifying the ap-
propriation level necessary to trigger the
consolidation is vague. Referring as it
does to the previous year's aggregate
amount, questions arise as to precisely
which fiscal year will be the “previous
vear” by the time this legislation is fi-
nally enacted, and questions arise too
as to whether the sums actually appro-
priated by Congress are to apply, despite
the ensuing vetoes, or whether appropri-
ations can be construed instead to refer
only to funds obligated, ignoring the un-
precedented impoundment of appropri-
ated funds that has occurred this year
and last. Impoundments, vetoes, and
continuing resolutions have so skewed
the appropriations process in the area
of education, that imprecise language
such as that referring to “the aggregate
amount appropriated for obligation dur-
ing the preceding fiscal year” is totally
unacceptable, page 38, line 6.

Sixth. The State advisory councils
that would be required under the pro-
posed consolidation need not have any
representatives from the library-media
community, despite the fact that in
terms of appropriations the largest sin-
gle program to be folded into the support
services consolidation is the school li-
brary resources program.

Seventh. The support services consol-
idation would merge a matching pro-
gram—NDEA III—with nonmatching
programs, with the result that this fea-
ture of NDEA III would be lost. The
matching requirements under NDEA III
have required local school districts and
State legislatures to put up some of their
own money to qualify for NDEA IIT

ts. A number of States have adopted

variable matching provisions which make
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it easier for the poorer districts to ac-
quire much needed equipment, by re-
quiring a lower match from them and a
correspondingly higher match from the
richer districts. My own State of Michi-
gan is one of those that allows variable
matching.

Eighth. The support services consoli-
dation would bring an end fo two highly
successful programs: the school library
program, and the equipment and minor
remodeling program. They are popular
at the State and local levels, both work
well at low administrative costs. They are
enabling schools to update library re-
sources, laboratory and audiovisual
equipment, providing these materials to
many school districts for the first time.
All the Nation’s school children are bene-
fiting from these programs. It simply
does not make sense to terminate such
successful and popular programs in favor
of “support services” which at best can
be viewed as a pig in a poke, with no
guarantees of success.

THE CASE OF BORIS PENSON
ET AL.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. WoLFF) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr, Speaker, I am de-
lighted that the House Ways and Means
Committee has included in the 1973 trade
bill the Mills-Vanik amendment as a
means to convince the Soviet Union that
this country will not tolerate its repres-
sive emigration policies, directed mainly
against Soviet Jews. It is now incumbent
upon the House as a whole to see that
this amendment remains in the final ver-
sion of the trade bill that is ultimately
signed into law.

Last week, I and several other Mem-
bers joined in a special order on the
Mills-Vanik amendment. Until the
amendment becomes law, we will con-
tinue to bring to the aftention of our col-
leagues and to the American people cases
of the Soviet Union’s harsh treatment of
Jews desiring to emigrate to Israel or to
the United States. Taken together, these
cases offer a compelling argument for en-
actment of the Mills-Vanik amendment,
through which our own country can act
to preserve its commitment to the prin-
ciples of freedom and human dignity.

Last April, I wrote to Ambassador
Anatoly Dobrynin urging that he inter-
cede on behalf of Mr. Boris Penson, a
young Soviet Jewish artist who was sen-
tenced in the * Trial” of De-
cember 1970 to 10 years in a Soviet labor
camp. The case of Boris Penson first
came to my attention several months ago
when several of his paintings, which had
been smuggled out of the Soviet Union,
were exhibited in my own distriet on
Long Island. I was amazed at the high
quality of these works and the genuine
talent which they reflected in such a
young artist. In fact, critics much more
knowledgeable about the arts than I,
who had the opportunity to see Mr. Pen-
son’'s paintings either in the United
States or Canada, acclaimed the work as
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highly original and first-rate. It is in-
deed a tragedy that Boris Penson’s tal-
ents and energies are now being wasted
by his imprisonment in a Soviet labor
camp.

Before his incarceration, Mr. Penson
had been actively seeking to emigrate to
Israel. Not only was he denied permis-
sion, but his desire to emigrate seems to
have been the major reason for his trial
and confinement, like so many of the
other defendants in the tragic 1970 hi-
jacking trial in Leningrad. Boris Pen-
son’s father died recently, after serving
2 terms in a labor camp; his mother is
now seriously ill. When I wrote to Am-
bassador Dobrynin, I urged his sympa-
thetic attention to the case of Boris Pen-
son, yet I did not even receive an ac-
knowledgment of my letter.

The case of Beris Penson is only one
of several hundred that even reaches the
ears of the Western world. The New
York Times reported last week that there
are nearly 600 U.S. emigrants in the So-
viet Union who cannot obtain permis-
sion to return to the United States either
on grounds of their American citizen-
ship or to join American relatives. De-
spite the Soviet Union’s professed spirit
of cooperation with the United States,
they have been unwilling to ease their
discriminatory emigration policies and
the harassment of Soviet Jews in par-
ticular continues undaunted.

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the Rec-
orp I would like to bring to the attention
of my colleagues an appeal addressed to
the U.S. Congress by over 85 Soviet Jews
from Moscow and Vilnius urging enact-
ment of the Mills-Vanik amendment.
The appeal was delivered by a phone
message from Russia to the National
Conference of Soviet Jewry here in
Washington and asked to be forwarded
to the U.S. Congress. The text of the
appeal and the names of those who sub-
mitted it follow:

APPEAL TO U.8. CONGRESS BY JEWS FROM

Moscow AND VILNIUS
To: The Congress of the United States.

You will be taking a decision on which our
fate will depend. Therefore we K consider it
our duty to express with all clarity our ap-
praisal of the situation and our position.

Some circles in the West claim that the
Soviet Jews applying for emigration to Israel
are afraid that they will be subjected to re-
pressions if the Congress passes the Jackson/
Mills-Vanik Amendment to the Trade Bill,
and that the emigration will stop. It is also
claimed that the Amendment constitutes an
intervention in the Iinternal affairs of the
USSR and would only hinder the develop-
ment of trade and cooperation and, conse-
quently, the relaxation of tension through-
out the world. We categorically disagree with
such statements.

“Quiet diplomacy™ has not yet brought
about any tangible results. The lists of names
of Boviet Jews denied permission to emigrate
brought to Moscow by the American Admin-
istration remains unattended. The revoca-
tion of the education tax was not a result
of “quiet diplomacy” but rather a result of
open and wide protests.

What does the Amendment speak about?
Only that the Soviet Union should observe
its constitution and the General Declaration
on Human Rights which it signed. Can the
recognition of our personal rights, which you
consider to be elementary and vitally neces-
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sary for yourself, be a hindrance to the de-
velopment of freedom among nations?

This is our answer to those who say that
we fear intensification of repression against
us by Soviet officials in revenge for U.8, Con-
gressional passage of the Amendment to the
Trade Bill: Only we ourselves have the moral
right to control our fate. We stand for a con-
sistent, open fight of principle for our civil
rights. Fears for our personal security result-
ing from humanitarian feelings of the Ameri-
can people should never be a reason for giv-
ing up this struggle.

The refusal of the representatives of the
American people to pass the Amendment
would be a deviation from the noble prin-
ciples of true humanitarianism, a capitula-
tion to unscrupulous “blackmall, and a first
step in the chain of further retreats.

Signed by the following Jews:

From Moscow: Iosif and Dina Beilin, Mir-
jam and Ada Form, Victor Valtsov, Mark
Lvovsky, Aleksander, Viadimir and Sofia
Lerner, Boris Levin, Yudith Perlman, Kirill
Khenkin, Irina Kanevskaya, Mark Nashpits,
Moisey Belfor, Iliya Korenfeld, Lev Kogan,
Arkady Ruyman, Natan Kolchinsky, Grigory
Toker, Iosif Begun, Pavel Abramovich, Marta
Balashainskaya, Viadimir and Elena Prestin,
Lev Levitin, Aleksander Lunts, Mikhail
Agursky, Ilya Privonotsky, Victor and ‘Elean
Polsky, Veniamin and Aleksander Levich,
Semion Priven, Tatyana Rubinshtein, Valen-
tina Eoreshkova, Zhanna Rostomova, Vic-
tor and Irina Brailovsky, Aleksander Tem-
kin, Leonid Koshevoy, Boris Ainbinder, Vic-
tor Papidus, Genrietta Shpolyanskaya, Alek-
sander Lekhtman, Dmitry Shchiglik, Tatyana
Svetlova, Mikhail Plotsk, Isak Dimshits,
Vladimir, Maria and Aleksander BSlepak,
Leonid Tsipin, Boris Tsitlenok, Aleksander
Rayfeld, Anna Shmukler, Olga Rutman, Mik-
hail EKerbel, Vliadimir Vagner, Kiril, Elena
Shrotkina, Valery and Valeria Krizhak, Yurl
and Alla Berkovsky, Zakhar and Rimma
Tesker, Anatoly and Bella Novikoy, Solomon
Insitsky, Khoma Insitskaya, Mark Novikov,
Ida Nudel, Yuri, Savely and Miryam Vasser-
man, Viadimir Ahakhnovsky, Iona Kolchin-
sky, David Azbel, Lev Gindin, Yakov Plsarev-
sky, Venlamin Gorokhv, Gregory Svechinsky,

From Vilnius: Eitan Finkelshtein, Viadi-
mir Drot, Zelik Gafanovich, Ekheskiel Kalk,
Yoram Kenigsberg, Veniamin Gotlib.

Mr. Speaker, it is crucial for us to
realize the strength and courage of these
Soviet Jews who may very well be risk-
ing their lives by appealing so openly to
the U.S. Congress. I hope the House will
stand firm on the Mills-Vanik amend-
ment as an indication that the American
people will not barter trade or political
concessions for basic human rights and
values.

ASSISTANCE FOR LAW ENFORCE-
MENT AGENCIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. MaTHIS) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
vesterday I introduced legislation, H.R.
"10645, which I feel would furnish much
needed assistance in the fight against
crime in this country. Much effort and
many millions of dollars have been spent
in strengthening law enforcement agen-
‘eies in the solving of crimes and also in
the training of police personnel. While I
fully support these efforts, I think it
_goes without saying that the full cooper-
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ation of the nrivate sector should be
utilized and the legislation I have intro-
duced would further guarantee their sup-
port.

The bill would furnish much more than
training seminars and public awareness
programs conducted by public agencies.
My legislation would offer incentives that
the American people know and under-
stand; that being a saving ir their
pocketbook. H.R. 10645 would provide a
tax credit against the costs of defined
security device systems installed on the
owner’s private or business establish-
ment. Such devices could include proven
burglary alarm systems, heavy duty plate
glass windows, iron bars, increased out-
side lighting fixtures, and many more
such crime preventive items.

In my discussions with law enforce-
ment agenices in my district, they have
confirmed that crime incidents could be
substantially lowered by the installation
of such devices anc that they were more
than willing to conduct seminars with
business and community leaders advis-
ing them what they could do to protect
their establishments and what items
coulc qualify for the tax credit.

An example of what could happen is
for the owner of a jewelry store to install
plexiglass storefront windows in lieu of
the standard glass fixtures. With this
type window, a burglar would find it
very difficult to simply break it, grab the
displays and disappear before a patrol
car arrives, which is usually the case.
Under the present system, the store own-
er does not like the burglary, but in most
cases he is not greatly concerned be-
cause he knows his insurance will cover
the loss. An additional incentive for this
store to install such a device could con-
ceivably be a substantial decrease in his
insurance premiums because of the in-
stallation. Again I am talking about fi-
nancial savings, and I feel that money is
a great incentive for the American citi-
zen to participate .n anything. We have
seen automobile insurance lowered be-
cause of the installation of safer bump-
ers, and I feel that the insurance indus-
try would cooperate in their home and
business coverage if such legislation be-
came law. #

In closing, Mr. Speaker, let me assure
the critics who would say that this legis-
lation would rob the Federal Treasury of
much needed currency, because the in-
direct costs savings to the Government
would more than compensate for credits
being given. It is time that this country
gave the law enforcement agencies in
this country this form of assistance in
order that they can not only apprehend
law violators, but to protect the innocent
public by more effectively preventing
criminal activity. {

RESOLUTION EXPRESSING CON-
CERN AT THE SUPPRESSION OF
DISSENT IN THE SOVIET UNION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. BRADEMAS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to announce that a bipartisan
group of 50 Members of the House have
joined to sponsor House Concurrent
Resolution 300, which urges President
Nixon to express the grave concern of
the American people over the repression
of dissidents in the Soviet Union and
the harassment of that country’s citizens
who wish to emigrate.

This is a complex issue, Mr. Speaker,
one involving delicate questions of
America’s role as a spokesman for politi-
cal liberties, of our attempts to formu-
late new trade agreements with the So-
viet Union, and of international political
questions now embroiling almost every
Western nation as well as the countries
of the Middle East.

And as the days go by, the situation
becomes even more complex.

Surely the recent Arab terrorist at-
tack against Jewish emigrees traveling
through Austria has exacerbated the
problem.

But, Mr. Speaker, that umconscionable
breach of international law has also
served to bring to the public eye the suf-
fering of individual Soviet citizens who
in many cases have risked their lives to
obtain humanitarian justice and a meas-
ure of dignity denied them in their
homeland. 4

We must not lose sight either of the
haunting spectacle of those Russian
writers, scientists, and academics sub-
ject to debasing political trials and out-
rageous prison sentences simply because
they have expressed ideas contrary to
the official Government line.

Numbered among that group are nov-
elist Alexander Solzhenitsyn, physicist
Andrei Sakharov, economist Viktor Era-
sin, and historian Pyotr Yakir.

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Reso-
lution 300 would call upon President
Nixon to use the opportunity of trade
negotiations—an opportunity at hand
with Treasury Secretary Shultz at this
very moment—to work toward an end to
Soviet supression of free speech and gov-
ernment-sanctioned anti-Semitism.

I would urge my colleagues to give
their earnest and immediate support to
this measure, as well as to the Jackson-
Mills-Vanik amendment which calls for
withholding most favored nation status
and investment credits from any nation
which refuses its citizens the right freely
to emigrate.

Mr. Speaker, the following is a list of
the cosponsors of House Concurrent
Resolution 300: Ms. ABzuc, Mr. ANDER-
soNn of California, Mr. AnnuNnzro, Mr.
Bapirro, Mr. BeLL, Mr. Biacci, Mr. Bo-
LAND, Mr., Brasco, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr.
DeLANEY, Mr. DriNaN, Mr. Epwarps of
California, Mr. ESHLEMAN, Mr. FASCELL,
Mr, Fisg, Mr. FRASER, Mr. FREY, Mr. GIL-
MAN, Mrs. Grasso, Mr. GUNTER, Mr. HAr-
RINGTON, Mr. HAwkKINS, Mr, Hays, Miss
HorrzMman, Mr. HowArp, Mr, IcHORD, Mr.
Kewmp, Mr. KocH, Mr. LEAMAN, Mr. LoNG
of Maryland, Mr. MApDEN, Mr. MITCHELL
of Maryland, Mr,. MoOAKLEY, Mr. MURPHY
of New York, Mr. Nepzi, Mr. OBy, Mr.
PEPPER, Mr, PEYser, Mr. PoDELL,®Mr.
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RanceL, Mr. REes, Mr. Rem, Mr. RoOE,
Mr. RoyBAL, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. THOMP-
soN, Mr. WaLpie, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr.
WoLrF, and Mr. YATES.
Mr. Speaker, the following is the text
of House Concurrent Resolution 300:
H. Con. Res. 300

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That physicist
Andrel Sakharov, novelist Alexander Solz-
henitsyn, historian Pyotr Yakir, economist
Viktor Krasin, and other citizens of the
Soviet Union have demonstrated enormous
courage and Iintellectual honesty In ad-
vocating and defending the importance of
fundamental civil and political liberty, the
necessity for the free and unrepressed dis-
semination of ideas, and the meaning of basic
human decency although faced with increas-
ing harassment and imminent danger of
criminal sanction;

That the intensive and thorough cam-
paign of the Soviet Government to intimidate
and deter those who have spoken out against
repression of political and intellectual dis-
sent profoundly offends the conscience of a
free people; and

That recent incidents of Soviet Govern-
ment-sanctioned anti-Semitism violate inter-
nationally agreed-upon principles of human
rights, including free emigration and free ex-
pression of ideas,

It is, therefore, the sense of the Congress
that the President should take immediate
and determined steps to—

(1) impress upon the Soviet Government
the grave concern of the American people
with the intimidation of those within the
Soviet Union who do not adhere to prevall-
ing ideology;

(2) call upon the Soviet Government to
permit the free expression of ideas and free
emigration by all its citizens in accordance
with the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights; and

{3) use the medium of current negotia-
tions with the Soviet Union as well as In-
formal contacts with Soviet officials in an
effort to secure an end to repression of
dissent.

A GRAVE PROBLEM IS DEVELOPING
AT OUR AIRLINE TERMINALS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. MEZVINSKY) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes,

Mr, MEZVINSKY. Mr. Speaker, it has
come to my attention that a grave prob-
lem is developing rapidly at our airline
terminals. Since last summer, the airline
industry has been installing X-ray sys-
tems to inspect hand baggage that are
not only potentially dangerous to the
health of airport personnel and passen-
gers but also may offer less protection
against hijackers than the previous sys-
tem of hand inspection.

The Federal Aviation Administration
has sanctioned the installations of these
X-ray systems and has to date approved
seven systems for use, one of which does
not yet have a demonstrator model. Yet,
the Agency has ignored the necessity for
requiring any safety standards for these
devices and has done nothing to insist
that the Bureau of Radiological Health
set enforceable standards for them. To
date, there are no mandatory Federal
safety standards for the design, manu-
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facture, operation, or maintenance of
these machines.

At the very least, one would have ex-
pected the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion to have evaluated the pros and cons
of these inspection systems with a thor-
ough cost-benefit analysis. But the FAA
has apparently no evidence to determine
whether or not an X-ray system can do
the job of inspection better than—or in-
deed as well as—hand inspection, as
there is reason to suspect. The FAA has
no figures comparing the efficacy and
risks of the two methods.

So that others may know in more de-
tail the extent of the seriousness of this
problem, I would like to submit for the
REcorp a copy of a letter to the Adminis-
trator of the FAA prepared by Ralph
Nader and Reuben Robertson who are as-
sociates of the Aviation Consumer Action
project:

OcToBER 1, 1873,
Hon. ALEXANDER FP. BUTTERFIELD, ¥
Administrator,
Federal Aviation Administration,
Washington, D.C.

DeAarR Mr. BuTTERFIELD: We continue to
be 'deeply concerned about the FAA's regu-
latory abdication which has encouraged the
airline. Industry hurriedly to install x-ray
sysiems for the Inspection of personal
carry-on articles and hand baggage. This
wiil briefly summarize the major points cov-
ered in our recent meeting with you.

Any mnew source of man-made radiation
in‘our living environment poses some’ degree
of; potential threat to the health and safety
of  both  present and future generations.
Obyiously such, new sources should not be
introduced until we have a reliable evalua-
tion of how great the risk potential is, and
uiiless it is clear that the benefits to be
derived substantially outweigh the costs. By
etther of these criteria, rational decision-
making would require an immediate cessa-
tion - of ;all x-ray system installations and
operations.

The FAA has to date approved seven x-ray
systems for Installation and use by air car-
riers in the nation’s airports. .These are
American Sclence and Engineering (AS&E)
“Micro Dose X-ray Inspection System”;
Astro-Physics “Scan Ray X-ray BSystem,”
Model 0462; Baird-Atomic “Film Safe IV
X-ray System”; Bendix Ray Airline Hand
Baggage Inspection System; Norelco “Safe
Ray SR—402 System”; FPhillips Electronics
“Dynafluor III" Baggage Inspection Unit;
and Heirmann/Teltron Model GPA-72 Bag-
gage Inspection Unit. Hundreds of these
systems are now belng installed by the air-
lines throughout the nation, at & cost of
some $5 million or more.

Despite the admonition of the Bureau of
Radiological Health that there is' increas-
ing concern at both state and federal levels
“with the need for effective and uniform
controls on x-ray baggage inspection systems
which will assure adequate radiation pro-
tection for operators as well as the general
public,” no mandatory federal safety stand-
ards exist for the design, manufacture, op-
eration or maintenance of these appliances.
There is no requirement whatever that pas-
sengers be informed of the use of x-ray sys-
tems, that the system not damage film, mag-
netic tape or other personal effects, that air-
line employees or passengers be adequately
shielded from possible x-ray exposure, or
that operators be trained or tested In the
handling and hazards of X-radiation. The

'AA has indicated that any governmental
nspection or safety testing of the systems
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will have to be done by the states, most
of which are unwilling or entirely incapable
of .adequately meeting  this unwelcome
burden,

What are the claimed benefits of using
the x-ray inspection devices? The basic pur=-
pose, of course, is to reduce or eliminate the
threat of hijacking of commerecial flights.
Since the CAB has per: itted the' carriers
to pass on their costs associated with such
security measures through the surcharge on
passenger tickets, the only assessable jus-
tification for these systems from the FAA's
perspective must be an increase in the effi-
cacy of inspections over the existing methods.

Let us consider, then, what kind of im-
provement might be accomplished by using
x-ray systems' instead of physical inspec=
tion—a method which has proved immensely
effective in eliminating hijacking since there
has been not a single domestic hijacking
to date from the inception of mandatory
searches at the beginning'of this year. The
approved x-ray units are unable to perceive
less than a 24-gauge insulated copper wire
target and thus will be blind to numerous
potentially lethal articles (plastics, gases,
acids, for example) which may be used in
airborne crimes. Even then the target reso=
lution of the x-ray units is mediocre at i
and in some cases items may be missed de-
pending upon placement in the baggage.

The systems have no alarm mechanisms
to alert their operators to suspiclous or pro-
hibited articles. This is a particularly serious
problem because of the mesmerizing effects
of watching the picture tube for extended
periods, and because the operators may be
distracted by other things. Since our dis-
cussion with you we have made at least four
field ‘trips to watch these systems in opera-
tion, and there can be no question that
operator distraction and fatigue do"tend to
lessen significantly the level of attention paid
to the screen.

It ‘seems clear to us that the x-ray sys=
tems are inherently less effective in accom=
plishing the inspection objectives than the
physical search method, and in our view the
change-over will tend to reduce rather than
increase the level of alrline security. In any
event, there is no evidence whatever that
x-ray s superior to physical search. The real
motive for substituting the new appliances
would therefore appear to be a public rela~
tions conslderation—replacing a slight but
perceptible inconvenience and delay to pas-
sengers with virtually invisible but potential-
1y hazardous technology. This indeed seems
to be the principal justification in your
September 14 letter. But is the passenger
objéction point an adequate reason to rush
forward with this program? In practice, the
physical searches have been extremely well
accepted by passengers. Thanks largely to
exceptionally courteous and eflicient treat-
ment by the airline employees and to public
appreciation of the security problem, the
passenger outery predicted last year has never
materialized.

Just as the affirmative case for Installing
x-ray Inspection systems is pathetically weak,
the arguments in opposition are devastating:

Many of the machines have no shielding
at all, and x-rays may be scattered through-
out the vicinity. The shielding which is in-
stalled on some of the machines may shift
and be rendered less effective if and when
the systems are moved.

-Some of the machines are designed in such
& way that the operator's hand or arm may
be put directly into the beam.

These appliances present an unmeasured
but real threat to the health of the employees
operating them. Operators may be subjected
to a substantial accumulation of relatively
small radiation doses over extended periods..
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Levels of up to 120-150 mR exposure per
week have been recorded in some cases. The
effects of this kind of exposure are disturb-
ing.

No film badges or other monitoring is re-
quired for the protection of employees (or,
for that matter, of passengers), and the FAA
has established no hours of service standards
for operators handling this radiation.

State regulatory programs are seriously in-
adequate, and some have no programs at all.
In some cases state agencies have already
been subjected to extreme pressures by air-
lines and system manufacturers seeking ap-
proval for particular installations. We have
recelved several complaints from concerned
manufacturers and air carrler personnel
about the severe regulatory vold.

Many of the machines in use today and
being installed do not meet even the minimal
and non-mandatory guldelines issued by the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare. Compliance testing has been grossly
inadequate. The FAA has even approved at
least one machine for which the manufac-
turer had no demonstrator model available.

None of the X-ray systems are truly film
safe, since any appreciable amount of radia-
tion exposure deteriorates film quality. The
defee of damage will depend upon the sen-
sitivity of the film and the frequency, dura-
tion and intensity of exposure, among other
factors. Passengers are not warned about this
by the carriers.

The real fact of the matter is that the
FAA has sanctioned the installation of these
systems In a most lrresponsible fashion. It
has simply made no cost-benefit analysis of
this new technological application, disgrace-
ful nonfeasance by an agency which is sup-
posed to apply & systems approach to assure
the highest possible degree of safety in air
commerce. The most candid answer your
subordinates can give about this technology
is that they have never evaluated its pros
or cons, and they have no basis upon which
to evaluate the safety and environmental ef-
fects of these appliances, or the compliance
capability levels of each state.

In these circumstances, we respectfully
submit, you have no legal alternative to halt-
ing present X-ray operations and suspending
any further installations until proper stand-
ards have been established. At our meeting
you assured us that you would immediately
look into the matter. Because time 1s of the
essepce here, we would request your afirma-
tive response no later than Friday, October 5.
Thank you for your personal sensitivity and
attention to this escalating problem.

Sincerely,
ReuBEN B. RoeeErTsON III.
RALPH NADER.

NEED FOR OVERALL PETROLEUM
ALLOCATION SYSTEM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. Fraser) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, the Nixon
administration should be commended for
finally moving to establish a mandatory
allocation system for heating oil and
propane. I am concerned, however, over

the lateness of the announcement and’

the piecemeal approach to the problem
of equitable distribution of scarce fuels.
President Nixon has moved too little and
too late.

Crude oil and gasoline should have
been included in the new system. Unless
we start allocating petroleum at the be-
ginning of the production process—at the
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well—the allocation system cannot work
effectively in the long run. If inland re-
fineries could be assured of adequate sup-
plies of crude oil, the rest of the distri-
bution system would be less strained.

It is shortsighted, in any case, to leave
gasoline out of an allocation program.
With autumn at hand, fuel oil and pro-
pane problems have taken precedence
over gasoline. Come spring, gasoline wor-
ries will again loom large. The adminis-
tration’s hand-to-mouth approach to
fuel shortages will only aggravate long-
range distribution problems.

Five months have passed since Con-
gress gave the President the authority
to set up a mandatory wholesale-ration-
ing system for oil and oil products. Inde-
pendent distributors in the upper Mid-
west have found it difficult to get supplies
under the veluntary program established
by the administration last May. Since we
are at the end of the supply line in
Minnesota, mandatory allocation of
heating oil is essential if we are to sur-
vive our severe winters. I am pleased that
the administration has at last promised
officially to take this necessary move, but
must point out that it may take from 2
to 4 months for the effects of the new
program to be felt.

When it proposed a voluntary program
last May, the administration declared
that Government regulation and control
are unnecessary in an industry “where
there is every evidence of intense and
healthy competition.” What has hap-
pened to the independent segment of
the industry under the voluntary pro-
gram proves how inaccurate an assess-
ment this was.

Under the voluntary system independ-
ent dealers and retailers have been
squeezed out of existence. The major oil
companies now have their east coast
storage tanks filled with heating oil to
82-percent capacity, while independent
dealers in the same region are stocked to
only 25 percent of capacity. Independent
gasoline stations throughout the country
have shut down by the thousands.

In offering its half measures yester-
day, the administration again referred
piously to “maximum freedom in the
private sector.” The petroleum and nat-
ural gas industries are dominated by a
handful of companies. The automatic
adjustments of a free marketplace can-
not work when that marketplace pat-
ently is not free,

The administration has now reluctant-
ly bowed to this reality, but its make-
shift approach to petroleum and natural
gas shortages is not good enough.

Three months ago when it was clear
that the voluntary program was not
working, congressional action was fore-
stalled through repeated promises of ex-
ecutive action that did not materialize.
Now Congress is on the verge of enact-
ing an allocation system which would
cover crude oil and gasoline, as well as
heating oil and propane.

The administration, in announcing its
partial program yesterday, seems to be

accepting a lesser evil in order to fore-.

stall comprehensive regulatory action
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by Congress. I hope that Congress will
go ahead with an overall petroleum allo-
cation law and establish regulatory pro-
cedures that will insure the American
consumer of reasonable supplies of
scarce fuel at reasonable prices.

POLISH CONTRIBUTIONS TO
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MuUrRPHY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. The
great debt which the United States of
America owes to Polish Americans has
been accruing since our earliest days as
a colony. Our eyes may be unduly focused
on their latter day exploits—the great
contributicns they have made in our
armed services and government, in in-
dustry, and the trades, and as profes-
sionals. However, I would like to join my
colleagues and constituents in recogniz-
ing the fact that Monday, October 1,
marks the 360th anniversary of the ar-
rival of the first Polish immigrants to
America. As did our forefathers of other
nationalities the Polish Americans, who
arrived in Jamestown, Va., in 1608 to
serve with Capt. John Smith, began
their direct and important contribution
to our Nation that continues on today.

NONRESIDENT TAXATION

(Mr. FORSYTHE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the ReEcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, as a
member of the House of Representatives,
I have accepted both the privilege and
the duty of protecting the interests of
my constituents and the American peo-
ple. One of the basic dilemmas facing
numerous residents of the 6th District
of New Jersey and people throughout
the Nation is the issue of nonresident
taxation.

As long as I have been in Congress, I
have been the sponsor of legislation to
provide much needed and justified relief
to persons paying nonresident taxes. In
recent months I have undertaken a com-
prehensive national review of this prob-
lem in an effort to develop the factual
data which can serve as the basis for
congressional action. Following is a sum-
mary of the information I have tabu-
lated to date. For each jurisdiction com-
posing a nonresident tax for which fig-
ures were available, I have attempted
to picture the basic situation. I urge
each of my colleagues to review this data
carefully and to join me in pressing for
immediate action.

NONRESIDENT TAXATION
ALABANA
Gadsden

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $4,665,-

669.

A, Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

2. Total Income Tax, 1871: $2,977,671.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.
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B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.

C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not available.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A, Resldents: 2%.

B. Nonresidents: 2%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

EENTUCKY
Bowling Green

1. Total Annual City Income, 1871: $2,5662,-
B77.
A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
8.2%.
2. Total Income Tax, 1971: $1,326,915.
A, Amount collected from nonresidents:
$164,393.
B. Amount collected from residents: $931,-
B5T.
C. Amount collected from businesses:
$230,965.
3. Tax on gross wages:
A. Residents: 1.6%.
B. Nonresidents: 1.5%.
4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: 15%.
5. Collections of individuals income
accomplished by: withholding.
KENTUCKY
Covington
1. Total annual city income, 1971: $3,035,-
3897.
A, Percent collected
Data not avallable.
2. Total Income Tax, 1971: $2,681,647.
A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available,
B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.
C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not available. e
3. Tax rate on gross wages:
A. Resldents: 2.5%.
B. Nonresidents: 2.5%.
4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.
5. Collections of individuals income tax ac-
complished by: Withholding.
MICHIGAN
Battle Creek

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $2,224,-
860.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

2. Total income tax, 1971: £2,200,000.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not avallable.

C. Amount collected from businesses:
$711,000.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: 1.0%.

B. Nonresidents: .59%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed hy
nonresidents: 53%.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: withholding.

Big Rapids

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $489,813.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.

2. Total Income Tax, 1971: $240,258.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.

C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not available.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 5%.

tax

from nonresidents:
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4. Percent of Individual returns filed by
nonresidents: 49%.
5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.
Detroit

1. Total annual city Income, 1971: 8§147,-
231,929,

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
6.7%.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $88,222,286.

A, Amount collected from nonresidents:
$10,700,000.

B. Amount collected from residents: $70,-
000,000.

C. Amount collected from businesses: &7,-
500,000.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: 2%.

B. Nonresidents: 5%.

4. Percent of individual returns flled by
nonresidents; 33.3%.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accompilshed by: Withholding.

Flint

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $32,858,-
230.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
7.5%.

2. Total Income tax, 1971; $9,132,618.

A, Amount collected from nonresidents:
$2,300,000. y

B Amount collected from residents:
£5,000,000.

C. Amount collected from businesses:
$1,832,618.

3. Tax rate on gross wages.

A. Resldents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: .5%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: 45%.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Grand Rapids

1. Total annual city income, 1871: $10,609,-
199,

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
1%.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $6,5698,328.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
$1,253,683.

B. Amount collected from residents:
$5,014,729.

C. Amount collected from businesses:
$329,016.

3. Tax rate on gross wages.

A, Resldents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: .5%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: 36.4%.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Pontiac

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $7,002,-
442,

A. Percent collected from non-residents:
Data not avallable.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $4,319,688,

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.

C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not avalilable.

3. Tax rate on gross wages

A. Residents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: .5%.

4. Percent of Individual returns filed by
nonresidents: 58 %.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Port Huron

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $1,9609,-
2586,

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.
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2. Total Income tax, 1971: $1,104,929.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.

C. Amount collected from businesses: Datg
not available.

3. Tax rate on gross wages

A. Residents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 5%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Saginaw

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $3,918,-
024,

A, Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.

2. Total Income Tax, 1971: $3,501,057.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not avallable.

C. Amount collected from businesses:
Data not avallable.

3. Tax rate on gross

A. Resldents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: .5%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: 26%.

5. Collectlons of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

MISSOURI
Kansas City

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $57.-
389,557.

A. Percent collected
T17%.

2. Total Income tax,

A. Amount collected
$4,119,850.

B. Amount collected from residents:
$0,612,083.

C. Amount collected from businesses:
$2,090,619.

3. Tax rate on gross Wages.

A. Resldents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

4. Percent of individual returns filled by
nonresidents: 30%.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

St. Louis

annual city

from nonresidents:

1871: $15,823,452,
from nonresidents:

1. Total income, 1871:
$139,147,119.

A, Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.

2. Total Income Tax, 1971: $36,380,912.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from
Data not available.

C. Amount collected from businesses:
Data not available.

3. Tax rate on gross wages.

A. Residents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

4, Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.

6. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

OHIO
Akron

annual clty

residents:

1. Total 1971:

$23,341,389.

A, Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $17,477,616.

income,
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A. Amount colléeted from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from residents:
Data not avallable.

C. Amount collected from
Data not available.

3. Tax rate on gross wages.

A. Residents: 1.4%.

B. Nonresidents: 1.4%.

4, Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: 30%.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Avon Lake

1. Total annual city income, 1871: $629,673.

A. Percent collected from mnonresidents:
Data not available.

2. Total income tax, 1071: $349,531.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.

C. Amount
£28,945.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Reslidents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

4, Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.

5. Collectlons of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Barberton

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $7,742,-
482.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not avatlable.

2, Total income tax, 1971: $1,812,171.

A, Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.

C. Amount
$138,319.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: 90%.

5. Collections of Individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Cincinnati

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $51,-
063,232.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $43,147,049.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not avallable.

C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not available.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: 1.7%.

B. Nonresidents: 1.7%.

4, Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.

5. Collections of individuals income tax ac-
complished by: Withholding.

Cleveland

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $64,-
177,173.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $37,246,663.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available. :

C. Amount collected from businesses: $10,-
910,119.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Resldents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

businesses:

collected from businesses:

collected from businesses:
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4, Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.
6. Collection of individuals income tax ac-
complished by: Withholding.
Columbus
1. Total annual city income, 1971: $41,756,-
019.
A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.
2. Total income tax, 1971: 835,473,001,
A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.
B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.
C. Amount collected from businesses: $2,-
328,278.
3. Tax rate on gross wages:
A. Residents: 1.5 percent.
B. Nonresidents: 1.5 percent.
4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not avaliable.
b. Collections of individuals income tax ac-
complished by: Withholding.
Dayton
1. Total annual city income, 1971: §18,508,-
865.
A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.
2. Total Income tax, $15,435,805.
A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable. .
B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available,
C. Amount collected from businesses: $2.-
600,161, g
3. Tax rate on gross wages:
A. Residents: 1 percent.
B. Nonresidents: 1 percent.
4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.
5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.
Delaware
1. Total annual city income, 1971: $680,948.
A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.
2. Total income tax, 1971: $463,186.
A. Amount collected from mnonresidents:
Data not available.
B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not avatlable.
C. Amount collected from businesses:
$303,708.
3. Tax rate on gross wages:
A. Residents: .75%:.
B. Nonresidents: .75%.
4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available,
5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.
Fremont

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $2,118,-
04

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $895,673.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.

C. Amount
$145,993.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Heath

1. Total annual city income, 1971: 8958,338.

A, Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $844,326.

collected from businesses:
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A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.
B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.
C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not available.
3. Tax rate on gross wages:
A.Resldents: 1%.
B. Nonresidents: 1%.
4, Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.
5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.
Kettering
1. Total annual city income, 1971: Data
not available.
A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.
2. Total income tax, 1971: $2,392,907.
A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available,
B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not avallable.
C. Amount collected from businesses:
$4083,085.
3. Tax rate on gross wages:
A. Residents: 1%.
B. Nonresidents: 1%.
4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.
5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.
Lima
1. Total annual city income, 1871: $4,637,-
668.
A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.
2. Total income tax, 1971: $2,105,936.
A, Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.
B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available,
C. Amount collected
$422,630.
3. Tax rate on gross wages.
A. Resldents: 1%.
B. Nonresidents: 1%.
4. Percent of Individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.
5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.
Mansfield
1. Total annual city income, 1971: $5,265,-
637.
& A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
B%.
2. Total income tax, 1971: $3,053,785.
A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
$78,468.
B. Amount
$2,637,132.
C. Amount collected
$438,185.
3. Tax rate on gross wages.
A. Residents: 1%.
B. Nonresidents: 1%.
4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: 3%.
5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.
Maple Heights
1. Total annual city Income, 1971: §1,-
068,570.
A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.
2. Total income tax, 1971: $1,036,125.
A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.
B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.
C. Amount collected from businesses:
Data not avallable.
3. Tax rate on gross wages:
A, Residents: 1%.
B. Nonresidents: 1%

from businesses:

collected from residents:

from businesses:
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4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available,

5. Collections of individuals Income  tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Mentor

1. Total annual city income, 19T1:
$1,206,675.
A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.
2. Total income tax, 1971: $1,140,573.
A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.
B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not avallable.
C. Amount collected from businesses:
Data not avallable.
3. Tax rate on gross wages:
A. Residents: 1%.
B. Nonresidents: 1%.
4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not avallable.
6. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.
Parma
1. Total annual city income, 1971: $6,530,-
375.
A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.
2. Total income tax, 1971: $3,503,804.
A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.
B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not avallable.
C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not available.
3. Tax rate on gross wages:
A. Residents: 1%.
B. Nonresidents: 1%.
4. Percent of Individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.
5. Collections of individuals Income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.
Parma Heights
1. Total annual city income, 1971: $867,-
T43.
A, Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.
2. Total income tax, 1971: $4086,000.
A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.
B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.
C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not available,
3. Tax rate on gross wages:
A. Residents: 1%.
B. Nonresidents: 1%.
4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: 5%.
5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.
St. Bernard
1. Total annual city income, 1971: $1,731.-
305.
A, Percent collected from nonresidents:
T3%.
2. Total income tax, 1971: $1,656,225.
A, Amount collected from nonresidents:
$1,270,100.
B. Amount collected from resldents: $15,-
625.
C. Amount collected from businesses:
$370,500.
3. Tax rate on gross wWages:
A. Resldents: 1.7%.
B. Nonresidents: 1.7%.
4, Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: 45%.
5. Collections of individuals income tax ac-
complished by: Withholding.

Sandusky

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $2,275,-

466.
A. Percent collected from nonresidents:

Data not avallable.
2. Total income tax, 1971: $1,497,680,
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A.. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not avallable,

C. Amount collected from businesses: §239,-
534,

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A, Resldents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.

5. Collections of individuals income tax ac-
complished by: Withholding.

Solon

1. Total annual city income,
$1,466,644,

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
23%.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $1,155,000.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
$681,450.

B. Amount
$265,650.

C. Amount collected from businesses:
$207,900.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 19%.
® 4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: B0%.

6. Collections of Individuals Income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Toledo

1. Total annual city income,
$34,840,359.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $25,000,000.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not avallable.

C. Amount collected from businesses:
$5,200,000.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: 1.5%.

B. Nonresldents: 1.5%.

4, Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

University Heights

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $887,161.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

2. Total income tax, 1871: $390,863.

A, Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from resldents: Data
not avallable.

C. Amount collected from businesses:
Data not available.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.

5. Collections of individuals income tax ac-
complished by: Withholding.

Westerville

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $362,112.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

2. Total income tax, 1971: §9,656.*

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not avallable.

C. Amount collected from businesses:
Data not available.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Resldents: .5%.

B. Nonresidents: .5%.

1971:

collected from residents:

1971:

*Income tax went into effect November 1,
1971.
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4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not avatlable.
5. Collections of individuals income tax ac-
complished by: Withholding.
Willoughby

1. Total annual city income, 1971: 81,604,-
057.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
25%.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $853,185.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
$400,000.

B. Amount
$323,1865.

C. Amount
$130,000.

3, Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Resldents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.

5. Collections of individuals Income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Wickliffe

1. Total annual city income, 1971: 8725,437.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

2. Total income tax, 1971: 8707.450.

A, Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not avalalble.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not avallable.

C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not available.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Youngstown

ssé' Total annual city income, 1971: $20,920,-
15?. Percent collected from nonresidents:

70 .

2. Total income tax, 1971: $9,298,672.

A. Amount collected fromi nonresidents:
$3,342,309.

B. Amount collected from residents: $5,-
013,463.

C. Amount collected from businesses:
£042 900,

3. Tax rate on gross wages.

A. Residents: 1.6%.

B. Nonresidents: 1.5%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available,

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

_ Zanesville

82?13‘ Total annual city Income, 1971: $4,002,-

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $1,187,534.

A, Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available,

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available,

C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not available.

3. Tax rate on gross wages.

A. Residents: 19%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

PENNSYLVANIA
Borough of Quakertown

1. Total annual ecity income,
$310,000.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents.
Data not available.

collected from residents:

collected from businesses:,

1971:
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2. Total income tax, 1871: $130,000.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.

C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not available,

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: .5%.

B. Nonresidents: .5%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not avallable.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Erie

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $1,-
933,211.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents: 2%.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $1,750,000.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
$5,012.

B. Amount collected from residents:
$853,255.

C. Amount collected from businesses:
$886,733.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: 59%.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Norristown

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $1,178,-
659.

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:

2. Total income tax, 1971: §773,5675.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.

C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not available.

3. Tax rate on gross wages.

A. Residents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

4, Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not avallable.

6. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Philadelphia

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $313,-
347,527,

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $230,862,940.

A, Amount collected from nonresidents:
Data not avallable.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.

C. Amount collected from businesses: $29,-
388,894.

3. Tax rate on gross wages.

A, Residents: 3%.

B. Nonresidents: 3%.

4, Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not avallable.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

Scranton

1. Total annual city income, 1971: §5,127,-
112,

A. Percent collected from nonresidents:
Data not available.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $2,127,719.

A. Amount collected from mnonresidents:
Data not available.

B. Amount collected from residents: Data
not available.

C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not available.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1.
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4, Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not available.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

State College

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $1,1567,~
742,

A. Percent collected from mnonresidents:
4.3%.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $302,369.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
$23,843.

B. Amount collected from residents:
$278,516.

C. Amount collected from businesses: Data
not available.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Residents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents. .5%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: Data not avallable.

5. Collections of individuals income tax
accomplished by: Withholding.

York

1. Total annual city income, 1971: $2,219,-
T20.

A, Percent collected from nonres}.denfs:
5%.

2. Total income tax, 1971: $5656,689.

A. Amount collected from nonresidents:
$155,878.

B. Amount collected from residents: $400,-
811.

C. Amount collected from businesses: 0.

3. Tax rate on gross wages:

A. Resldents: 1%.

B. Nonresidents: 1%.

4. Percent of individual returns filed by
nonresidents: 28%.

B. Collections of individuals income tax ac-
complished by: Withholding.

CUT IN DEFENSE CIVIL PREPARED-
NESS AGENCY BUDGET

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
a threatened $17.5 million cut by the
Senate in the Defense Civil Preparedness
Agency’s budget, from the $87.5 million
recommended by the House in H.R. 9590,
would have a severely adverse effect upon
four Michigan programs—the Civil De-
fense University Extension program, the
State Workshop program, the Civil De-
fense Education program, and the Ra-
diological Instrument Maintenance and
Calibration program.

I wish to call this matter to the at-
tention of the Congress, and for that
purpose I insert in the Recorp at this
point a resolution of the Michigan Civil
Defense Advisory Council urging the
Congress to provide adequate funding
for Emergency Civil Preparedness. The
resolution is as follows:

(A resolution urging the Congress of the
United States to provide adequate funding
for Emergency Preparedness.)

Whereas, the Michigan Civil Defense Ad-

visory Council was created by the Michigan
Legislature In 1953 for the purpose of evalu-
ating the state of disaster preparedness in
Michigan and advising the Governor on emer-
gency preparedness matters; and

Whereas, the Michigan Civil Defense Ad-
visory Couneil has recently learned that the
United States Senate has proposed a 17.5 mil-
lion dollar cut in the Defense Civil Prepared-
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ness Agency's budget, from the 87.5 million
dollars recommended by the House of Repre-
sentatives In H.R. 9590; and
Whereas, such a cut would mean a loss to
Michigan of four extremely valuable contract
programs, to wit; the Civil Defense University
Extension Program, the Civil Defense Educa-
tion the State Workshop Program,
and the Radiological Instrument Mainte-
nance and Calibration Program; and
Whereas, the first three mentioned pro-
grams are the primary means by which the
State of Michigan informs local government
concerning its responsibility in disaster pre-
paredness, educates local government as to
disaster preparedness planning methods and
techniques, educates school children in emer-
gency measures, tests the capability of local
government to respond to a disaster, and
keeps local government abreast of the proper
methods for accessing state and federal as-
sistance in the event of a disaster; and
Whereas, the Radiological Instrument
Maintenance and Calibration Program is es-
sential to Michigan’s planning and opera=
tional capability in the area of nuclear spills
and accidents; and
‘Whereas, the Michigan Civil Defense Ad-
visory Council feels that the loss of the afore-
mentioned programs would seriously cripple
the Emergency Preparedness Program in
Michigan and serlously undermine the en-
couraging progress which has been made in
Michigan in recent years in the area of Emer-
gency preparedness; now therefore be it
Resolved, that the Congress of the United
States be urgently petitioned to restore the
Senate proposed cut of 17.5 million dollars
to the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency's
budget for the safety and welfare of the
people of the State of Michigan as well as of
the several other states; and be it further
Resolved, that copies of this resolution be
transmitted forthwith to appropriate mem-
bers of the Congress of the United States
for their due consideration in this most ur-
gent matter.
WiILLIAM G. MILLIKEN,
Governor of Michigan and Chairman,

.ﬂn::chigan Civil Defense Advisory Coun-
cil.

For myself and for:

John R. Plants, Colonel, Department of
State Police, East Lansing, Michigan.

Reverend Charles P. Ausberger, St. Jo-
seph’s Parish, West Branch, Michigan.

William M. Burchfield, Engineer-Superin-
tendent, Ingham County Road Commission,
Mason, Michigan.
NGudo Am(;;qsle, l]::J."lre.-cm:»r of Athletics,

ern igan University, M N

onhlganﬁ ¥, Marquette,

Dorn Diehl, State Director, cul
Stabilization, U.S. Department ?Aym
ture, East Lansing, Michigan 48823.

Dr. Charles Frey, Department of Burgery,
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich-
lgan 48104.

Sheriff Forrest L. Jewell, Berrien County,
St. Joseph, Michigan.

Willlam N, Montgomery, General Defense
Coordinator, Michigan Bell Telephone, De=
troit, Michigan.

Edward H. Potthoff, Jr., City Manager, -
inaw, Michigan. : P

Paul J. Schafer, Director, Detroit Office of
Civil Defense, Detroit, Michigan. -

Chief Ray F. Schattler, Police Department,
River Rouge, Michigan.

Judge Dean J. Shipman, 94th Judicial Dis-
trict, Escanaba, Michigan,

Jack B. Sparkes, President, Chrysler Leas-
ing Corporation, Detroit, Michigan.

Gary L. Thomas, President, Michigan Fire
Fighters Union, AFL-CIO, Lansing, Michigan.

Chief Robert J. Velt, Grand Rapids Fire
Department, Grand Rapids, Michigan.
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David L. White, News Director, WJR Radlio
Statlon, Detroit, Michigan.

Constituting the Michigan Civil Defense
Advisory Council.

A TIME TO CONSIDER

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recoro and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
Mr. Joseph Friedman, chairman of the
Board of the Chromalloy American
Corp., delivered an interesting speech
at the 10th Annual Chromalloy Seminar,
September 22, 1973.

Mr. Friedman is a close friend of
mine who comes from the 23d District
of Illinois. He is an astute observer of na-
tional affairs whose judgment I respect
and value.

I think Mr. Friedman's remarks are
worthy of my distinguished colleagues
attention, so I therefore respectfully
request unanimous consent to insert
them in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

A TmmME To CONSIDER
(By Joseph Friedman)

Many years ago Ralph Waldo Emerson
wrote, "A foolish consistency is the hob-
goblin of little minds adored by little
statesmen and philosophers. With con-
sistency a great soul has simply nothing to
do. He may well concern himself with his
shadow on a wall. Speak what you think
now in hard words and tomorrow speak what
tomorrow thinks in hard words again, though
it contradict everything you said today. ‘So
you shall be misunderstood, you say!’ Is it
so bad then to be misunderstood? Pytha-
goras was misunderstood and Socrates and
Jesus and Luther and Copernicus and
Galileo and Newton and every pure and wise
spirit that ever took flesh! To be great is to
be misunderstood. The voyage of the best
ship is a zigzag line of a hundred tacks. See
the line from a sufficlent distance and it
straightens itself to the average tendency.
Your genuine action will explain itself and
will explain your other genuine actions. Your
conformity explains nothing! There will be
an agreement in whatever variety of actions
if they be each honest and natural in their
hour.”

That is a proper introduction to my talk
today, since I intend to make a point or two
that will suggest change in some important
areas of thought and philosophy.

In the affairs of nations and of corpora-
tions, in the affairs of the human race itself,
there comes a time to consider—a time to
consider the past—to analyze its accomplish-
ments, its failures, its tragedies and its joys.
A time to consider the future by first con-
sidering which of the many roads one faces is
the proper one upon which to travel into
that future.

A time to consider purpose and to make
plans to effectuate such purpose.

A time to evaluate the accomplishments
of the past, which represent the total re-
sult of all the striving, of all the worry, all
the concern and dedication which have gone
into bullding the society of mankind up to
that point.

Of all these elements for consideration,
unquestionably the most important is—a
time to consider purpose. Purpose in a soci-
ety such as ours cannot simply be defined
as a mass effort on the part of thousands
of men and women to earn profit, to create
wealth, to struggle for individual well-being
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on a material level. Purpose is, or should
be, many-sided—each as important as the
material, if not more so.

While our country in particular and the
world In general is suffering many obvious
complex problems, it would be well to re-
member that most of these problems are
politically oriented and in the main away
from any logical fundamental or very sig-
nificant real values when regarded in the
light of purpose!

The impact of the problems, while con-
slderable in the short term—is subject to
constructive remedy, and as has always been
the case in the past, the root causes of the
problems are cured—or mainly cured, and
then we all get on with the real business of
living.

Remember what Emerson said, “The voy-
age of the best ship is a zig-zag line of a hun-
dred tacks. See the line from a sufficient
distance and it straightens out to the aver-
age tendency.”

Let me cite a few present problem exam-
ples:

1. Watergate—For the most part there
should really not be much of a surprise ele-
ment here. Since, as I have sald many times—
"Our nation has always been able to achieve
real progress in the national or international
areas as well as at people levels, in spite of its
political leadership rather than because of
it! Even in Watergate, there will be future
benefit If it serves only to reawaken our
political conscience to a redefinition of na-
tional purpose.

2. Inflatlon—Most of us know that a cer-
tain amount of it is inevitable. The Bible
says that in the beginning God created the
Heavens and the Earth. He has not created
one additional square inch of earth since
that time. But, he has kept on making
people—unto the multi billlons—each of
whom strives and competes for goods and
services, all of which depend on the earth
for their sources. The demand for almost
everything has been accelerating for years,
at a rate which must, in normal or pros-
perous times, exceed the supply.

This is, of course, an over-simplification,
I know, but basically it is as true as today.
So in some measure we have been experienc-
ing upward trends In material and other
costs during all of our lives—and during all
the lives of our forbears.

But our ability to create purchasing power
has just about kept pace. Really, do any of
you know anyone who isn't better off ma-
terially today than his father was—or his
grandfather, for that matter? Why then all
the panic? Why all the excited and exciting
forecasting of doom? I'm not resally saying
that inflation is a good thing. I'm simply
saying that it is, has been and always will be
a fact of life to all peoples of the world who,
as they move upward in the standard of liv-
ing scale—will demand more “things” which
in turn will cost more in terms of money—
and they will devise ways and means to cre-
ate that money! This could suggest total
chaos and given solutions devised only by
political “Leaders”, it probably would mean
chaos! But that possibllity discounts the in-
genuity—the energy—and the purpose of the
American people. Otherwise, why would our
infiationary bugaboo have been only re-
cently “hopped upon"” as a bandwagon by
the politiclans and the so-called leaders of
our country? Indeed it has been rampant for
years in most every other country in the
world. By the way, even today, inflation in
real terms in countries everywhere is by far
greater than it is with us. The difference lies
in purpose. Our people, no matter the evi-
dence to the contrary which presents itself,
when politiclans need an issue for what-
ever their purpose—our people have panicked
only for relatively short periods, after which
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they have shown that they have purpose—
that they know what that purpose is and
have the ability to achieve it! And then the
emotional panic is over.

3. Devaluation—Here again, why the panic?
The truth is that our dollar has not been
deflated—but has been adjusted to a more
realistic “comparison value” with the other
world currencies! And I say—It's about time,
if one is to consider the terrible beatings we
have taken in the world markets hecause our
dollar was supposed to be worth so much
more than the other currencies of the world.
I say supposed to be, advisedly. Monetary
instability is also politically inspired. Nations
attempt to malintain sovereignty although
many political barriers are basically super-
fAuous in the emerging Global Society.
Supra—National currency with Supra—Na-
tional credit expansion and contraction is
needed to solve the monetary crises if really
there are crises of such proportions as to
seriously alter the world financial outlook.
This Supra—National evolution may not
take place soon—but believe me it will even-
tually—when those who are the so-called
world monetary authorities finally determine
to define a purpose—nonpolitical—non-
chauvinistic—

NONSELFISH AND NONPREJUDICIAL

Now that I have settled all of the world's
problems for you, perhaps it is time for me
to talk about our own particular world—our
Chromalloy.

Some years ago in one of our seminars I
stressed the importance of a determination
on the part of our corporation to avoid the
example of most others in a process which I
defined as “Dehumanization.” I pointed out
that our corporation had then achieved a
business volume in the year previous of some
$200,000,000, and that i1t was moving upward
at a rapid rate, becoming larger in terms
not only of volume of business and profit,
but also larger in terms of people.

We had at that time about 12,000 em-
ployees in Chromalloy. I indicate the hazards
that present themselves in the case of most
companies as they grow. I emphasized that
the most dangerous one of all was the lkeli-
hood that at some point in time our com-
pany would get to be so big that it would
be operated not by the intensely ambitious
people who were s0 important in bringing it
to that state but by people who would have
succeeded the original entrepreneurs and
who were by virtue of their training and as
a by-product of a developing society, likely
to be what I defined as “Career Men.”

I also noted that the term “Career Men”
itself doesn’t necessarlly imply that the peo-
ple are not decent human beings and not
worthy of the respect of soclety. However, if
there was an element of criticism, it was that
the term generally is used in connection
with an individual or a group of individuals
who have an attitude toward life in which
they regard the job of day-to-day living as
not really a means to an end but as an end
in itself. In this context they were a group
who might regard our people and each other
as objects other than as subjects.

These words could be defined as follows:

Subject: A person under the spiritual or
inspirational guidance, care, or supervision
of a religious or other authority,

Object: Something that is visible or tan-
gible, which may be moved, changed, used,
or disposed of.

Such a purpose may be all right as far as
1t goes—but it doesn’t go far enough. It con-
cerns itself with a standard of living—but
fails to establish a standard of life!

Involvement at a deeper level is a must, if
one is to look for total satisfaction with the
result of a lifetime of work. One of the most
severe criticlsms which could be made of the
last century’s development of the industrial
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age, and its resultant so-called “Prosperity”
was the creation of material wealth at the
level of only a very few people—with all
those pecple who worked to make such
wealth possible being involved only to the
extent of “doing a day's work for a day’'s
pay.” In retrospect, the actual “Day’'s Pay"
was wholly inadequate since the workers—
The 'Doers—consistently wound up with
nothing to show for the work of a lifetime,
except the accomplishment of Just having
llude !n

This was the basls really for the begin-
ning of the industrial revolution—trade un-
jons—socialism—and finally in some areas
dictatorial communism. Many inequities to-
ward the “producing"” classes, the "“workers,”
were indeed exposed—and thankfully, by
mid-20th century were greatly remedied.
However, one less visible inequity wasn’t!
That was the inequity in comparative owner-
ship in the enterprises in which the “work-
ers” worked. The very atmosphere of higher,
falrer “day's pay"” brought about complacency
in the minds and hearts of the great major-
ity, and dependency was to some extent dis-
placed by independence. They lived better—
true—but still complained of their lot and
still cried that the ‘“rich get richer” but
those who do the creating don't! In spite
of the major upsurge in participation in the
“good things,” the proportionate values in
ownership involvement didn’'t change very
much! It didn't change very much because of
one indisputable fact—the fact that while
all men are born equal—it is at that point
that God’s natural vital gift to man stops.
‘What happens after that is pretty much up
to the Man!

What does all this have to do with us? All
of this an attempt on my part to inspire a
feeling in you that to create an end—beyond
that of the day-to-day—to help Chromalloy
always to be in the hands of leaders who not
only work and think and strive to earn the
“Day's Pay"—but who also are involved at
the ownership level in our company. It's not
Just that I want to stand here and sell an in-
vestment -to you but it is that I want to
define a purpose, a worthwhilé purpose, one
which will give a great deal more meaning
to your life's doings—while at the same time
will make certain that as our company goes
on into the future it will be led by men who
are involved—dedicated to the same ideas—
and devoted to the same goals which moti-
vated all of those who came before them,
and which motivated them to participate—
to get involved at a deeper level than the
day-to-day, year-to-year ‘‘Work-For-Pay"
philosophy which could be the undoing of
our whole great structure!

Not too long ago, I had a visit with one of
our leading people. He was a leader in terms
of the Importance of his function in Chrom-
alloy. He was a leader in terms of how very
well he was doing his job and in terms of his
earnings—but he didn’t have involvement at
the level T have described. I'm happy to report
that now he does!—Why?—because of all the
points T made to him that day—the effective
one was a question. It went something like
this—“If you owned a grocery store—a busi-
ness of *your own—how much would you
have invested to earn a profit equal to your
present compensation? (Example: £60,000 per
year means an investment of at least
$200,000.) I pointed out that the work in
that case would be at least as difficult—the
responsibility much greater—and the fun, a
hell of a lot less! Result, a new Chromalloy
stockholder, who for years to come, I am
sure will, from each year's earnings, first buy
another piece of the results of that year's
work—and then decide on that new, bigger
home—that second, third or fourth auto-
mobile—or that whatever—which had been
his sole reward for only superficial participa-
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tlon—superficial involvement—and his for-
mula for living as an end in itself!

Emerson also wrote, “A man is relleved
and gay when he has put all of his heart
into his work and done his best; but what
he has said or done otherwise shall give him
no peace. It is a deliverance which does not
deliver. In the attempt, his genius deserts
him; no muse befriends; no Invention, no
hope.”

But now—back to—"A Time To Consider!”
I left out purposely a most important con-
sideration—the perennial question— “Where
do we go from here?"” I'm going to do an un-
forgivable thing now—I'm golng to read for
you an excerpt from my seminar speech of
1967. Here it is . . .

“Where Do We Go From Here? I can no
more tell you that with certainty than I
could predict any other fraction of the fu-
ture with certainty. But I can say with hope-
fulness 'and conviction, that we are very
likely to continue our upward eclimb toward
becoming one of the world's greatest corpora-
tions—that 1s, if we are ever-watchful to re-
tain our orientation to the human idea—our
awareness of its power—for good or bad—
and to continue to get better acquainted
with each other—to respect each other more
and more—and to like each other more as
each year passes.

And now, another seminar is over, another
year has opened its doors to us.

Anne Johnson Flint in 1875 gave me &
closing thought to give to you.

God gives to you another year,

A year of hours and days;

And as you walt its unknown tasks,

And face its unknown ways,

Lo! Every hour some treasure holds

And every day New Joy unfolds.

A fragment of eternity

In which to gain and give;

So many days and weeks and months

To love and laugh and live.

What shall those minted minutes buy?

How will you spend them as they fly?

They come all wrapped In silver morns

That shade to golden noons,

Tied round with strings of jeweled stars,
or sealed with mellow moons;

If one brings cloudy skies and rain,

A rainbow follows in its train.

So all that comes of seeming ill,

And all that you deem good.

Are but God’s precious thoughts of love
When rightly understood.

Another year, All fresh and new—

This is his lovely gift to you!

Thank you, my dear friends, for all you
have done to make 1t possible for me to stand
here with you today!

FEDERAL SERVICE LABOR MANAGE-
MENT ACT OF 1973

(Mr. HENDERSON asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, today,
I have introduced the bill, HR. 10700,
the Federal Service Labor-Management
Act of 1973. The gentleman from New
York (Mr. Dursxi), chairman of the
Post Office and Civil Service Committee,
is a cosponsor of my bill.

For 37 years millions of Federal em-
ployees have not had the basic protec-
tions, rights, and benefits that private
employees have enjoyed since the enact-
ment of the Wagner Act.

My bill will provide collective bargain-
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ing rights for Federal employees which
now are granted only in part by Execu-
tive order. It will allow Federal employees
to join American workers in the private
sector in the enjoyment of these rights
and benefits.

The legislation will apply to Federal
employees in the executive branch of the
Government excluding only employees in
certain law enforcement and security
agencies.

The measure will establish & three-
member Federal Labor Relations Author-
ity’ which will have full authority to
interpret, apply, and enforce the pro-
visions of the new act. Under the legis-
lation, each department, agency, bureau
or other unit will be obligated to nego-
tiate with the employee’s duly elected
union representatives over matters in-
volving personnel policies and practices
and working conditions, excluding only
those categories specifically excepted by
existing or future laws.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very complex
piece of legislation. I have attached to
the end of my statement a summary and
sectional analysis of the bill in order that
all interested parties will have an oppor-
tunity to understand what it provides.

My Subcommittee on Manpower and
Civil Service will schedule hearings on
this subject when the employee organiza-
tions and the representatives of the
executive branch have had an opportu-
nity to review my proposal and prepare
their recommendations.

Both the gentleman from New York
and I realize that some of the provisions
of my proposal will not be acceptable to
both the labor organization representa-
tives and the administration. It is in-
tended to be a vehicle for a thorough
review by my subcommittee of the labor
management relations in the executive
branch of the Government. We welcome
recommendations and comments from
all interested parties and they will be
given thorough consideration and review
by my subcommittee and the full Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

The material follows:

SuMMARY OF BILL
PURPOSE

To provide a statutory base for labor-man-
agement relations affecting employees of the
executive branch of the U.S. Government.
To maintain and improve the rights and
benefits now enjoyed by Federal employees
and labor organizations.

EXPLANATION
Congressional findings—sec. 7101

States that Federal employees through
labor organizations shall participate in the
formulation and implementation of person-
nel policies and practices and matters affect-
ing working conditions and that collective
bargaining rights shall be enjoyed by labor
organizations.

Definitions—sec. T103(a)

Employee—Applies to individuals in an
Executive Agency and nonappropriated fund
instrumentalities. Does not include Foreign
Service, allens overseas, employees in the
Canal Zone, or & member of the uniformed
services.

Agency.—Applies to Executive Agencies ex~
cept FBI, CIA, NSA, GAO, and TVA.
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Labor organization.—A lawful organization
which deals with an agency concerning griev-
ances and personnel policies and practices
which affect working conditions. Excludes an
organization which assists or participates in
a strike. f

Grievance —Encompasses a complaint by
an employee, labor organization or agency
concerning personnel policies and practices
and matters affecting working conditions or
the interpretation or application of an agree-
ment. !

Application—secs. T103(b) and 7117(c)

Provides that employees have the right to
form, join, and assist any labor organization
and to participate in the management of the
labor organization or to refrain from any
such actlvity, but excepts supervisors and
management officials.

Federal Labor Relations Authority—secs.
7104 and 7105

Establishes a three-person Federal Labor
Relatlons Authority which shall have the
authority to administer the Federal Service
Labor Management Act of 19073.

Exclusive recognition—sec. 7106

Provides that a labor organization repre-
senting 30 percent of the employees in an
appropriate unit may request recognition. In
addition to providing for elections by secret
ballot to determine the majority representa-
tive of employees In disputed or unclear
situations, the bill authorizes the certifica-
tion of a labor organization without an elec-
tion when it represents a majority of the
employees in an appropriate unit. Provides
criteria for the establishment of an appro-
priate unit which may be on' an agency,
plant, installation or other basis. A unit may
not include management officials or super-
visors, a confidential employee, an employee
engaged in personnel work; a guard together
with other employees, both professional and
nonprofessional employees, or an employee
engaged in administering the labor-manage-
ment law together with other employees.
Permits an agency and labor organization to
combine recognized units in an agency sub-
ject to authority criteria. National consulta-
tion rights may be accorded a labor organiza-
tion that has been granted exclusive recogni-
tion below the agency level.

Collective bargaining agreements—sec. 7107

Collective bargaining shall encompass per-
sonnel policies and practices and matters af-
fecting working conditions subject to—

Existing and future laws;

Existing or future policies and regulations
issued by an agency; and

The terms of a controlling agreement at a
higher agency level.

Negotiations may not include such mat-
ters as the mission, budget, or organization
of an agency; the number, types, or grades
of positions or of employees assigned to an
organlzational unit or tour of duty; or such
other matters generally spoken of as manage-
ment rights.

Negotiation is required prior to the issu-
ance by an agency of policies and regulations
involving matters which properly are for
negotiation.

In the case of policles and regulations to
be issued by the Civil Service Commission or
any other agency relating to employees of
more than one agency, a Federal Labor Rela-
tions Board shall be established by the Chair-
man of the Civil Service Commission to dis-
charge the obligation to meet and confer
with the labor organizations on the proposals
and to approve the proposal or a modification
thereof or to reject the proposal.

The Federal Labor Relations Authority is
authorized to seftle any disputes as to
whether any particular proposal is contrary
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tolaw or a palicy or regulation ' of appro-
priate authority.
- Allotments—sec. 7108

When a negotiated agreemen. so provides,
dues may be deducted from an employee's
pay. Allotments shall be made at no cost to
labor organizations.

Prohibits an agreement from requiring an
employee to become or to remain a member
of a labor organization or to pay money to
the organization except under a voluntary au-
thorization.

Unfair labor practices—secs. 7108 and 7110

Sets forth and prohibits unfair labor prac-
tices by an agency or a labor organization.
Places the power in the Authority to prevent
unfair labor practices and enforce its deci-
sions including reinstatement of employees,
with or without back pay.

Issues which can be raised under an ap-
peals procedure may not be raised as an un-
fair labor practice, and issues which can be
raised under the grievance procedures may
be raised under either a grievance procedure
or an unfair lapor practice, but not under
both.

Negotiation impasses—sec. 7111

The Federal Mediation and Conciliation
Service is authorized to provide assistance to
resolve negotiation impasses. When all vol-
untary arrangements fall to resolve the im-
passe, assistance may be requested from the
Authority which shall appoint a panel com-
prised of individuals knowledgeable in the
operation of the Federal Government and in
labor-management relations. The panel
would be authorized to take whatever action
it thought appropriate, including arbitration.

Settlement of grievances—sec. 7112

Each negotiated agreement must Include
a grievance procedure which shall be the ex-
clusive procedure avallable to unit employees,
shall be fair and simple, and provide for the
right to representation of an employee by
the labor organization or the right to repre-
sent himself. The process may include arbi-
tration and the right to file exceptions to an
arbitral decision with the Authority. In the
absence of exceptions, the, decision is final
and binding and may include back pay.

Official time—Sec. T113

For all matters related to the negotlation
of an' agreement, including impasse proce-
dures before a panel of the Authority, agency
employees representing the labor organiza-
tlon are authorized official time. This sole
limitation being that thé number of labor
organization representatives in an official
time status may not exceed the number of
people representing the agency. Internal
union business and appearances before the
Authority on behalf of a labor organization
would be nonduty time.

Standards of conduct—Sec. T115

Subjects the labor organization to provi-
sions similar to the Landrum-Griffin report-
ing requirements.

General—Sees. 7114, 7116, and 7117

The bill requires publication and avafl-
ability of proceedings and decisions under
its scope; authorizes funding; provides for
the issuance of rules and regulations to im-
plement its provisions; and provides a
“grandfather” clause continuing past recog-
nitions and agreements and a transition
process.

ANALYSIS OF THE LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL By
BECTIONS

The section designations in the first part
of the analysls are the section references
of title 5, United States Code, as amended
or added, by section 2 of the bill.
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Congressional findings—sec. 7101

Congress finds that participation of execu-
tive branch employees through labor organi-
zations in the formulation and implementa~
tion of personnel pollcles and practices and
matters affecting working conditions is in the
public interest and that collective bargain-
ing rights which are consisient with the pub-
lic service shall be enjoyed by labor organi-
zations.

Right to petition Congress—sec. 7102

Restates existing law that right of Federal
employees to petition Congress or furnish
Information to Congress may not be inter-
fered with or denied.

Definitions and application—sec. 7103

Defines various terms for purposes of the
new subchapter governing labor-manage-
ment relations.

“Employee” is defined as meaning an in-
dividual employed in an Executive Agency, a
nonappropriated fund instrumentality, or
the Veterans' Canteen Service. Act does not
apply to employees in the Foreign BService,
noncitizens of United States employed over-
seas, employees stationed in Canal Zone, or
members of uniformed services.

“*Agency” is defined as meaning an Excu-
tive Agency and a military department but
does not include the FBI, CIA, NSA, GAO,
or TVA.

The term “labor organization” means a
lawful organization composed of employees
of an agency but does not include (1) purely
social or fraternal organizations; (2) orga-
nizations which assist or participate in a
strike against the Government; (3) organiza-
tlons which advocate the overthrow of the
Government; or (4) organizations sponsored
or assisted by an agency.

The term “grievance” means any com-
plaint by an employee or labor organization
concerning personnel policies and practices
and matters affecting working conditions or
any complaint concerning the interpretation
or application of a collective-bargaining
agreement but does not include any com-
plaint including matters subject to appeals
procedures prescribed by or pursuant to law.

This sectlon further provides that em-
ployees have the right to participate In the
management of any labor organization and
act for the organization as a representative
but specifically limits the rights of super-
visors or management officials.

Federal Labor Relations Authority—sec. 7104

Establishes the Federal Labor Relations
Authority composed of a Chalrman and two
other members who shall be appointed by
the President and confirmed by the Sen-
ate. The Authority shall report annually to
the President and the Congress.

Powers and duties of the Authority—sec.
7105

The Authority shall carry out the func-
tions of the act and appoint an Executive
Director and such other employees as may
be necessary to perform its dutles under the
act.

Excluslve recognition of labor organiza-

tions—sec. 7106

Provides that exclusive recognition shall
be granted to a labor organization selected
by a majority of employees in an appropriate
unit who participate in the election. Exclu-
sive recognition shall not be granted to a la-
bor organization as the representative of (1)
employees in a unit of guards if the labor
organization admits to membership employ-
ees other than guards or (2) employees en-
gaged In administering the provisions of this
act if the organization represents other em-
ployees under this act.

A petition for exclusive recognition may
be filed with the Authority whenever 30 per-
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cent of the employees in a unit wish to be
represented for collective bargaining pur-
poses or allege that the exclusive represen-
tative no longer represents the majority of
employees in the unit.

The Authority shall investigate such pe-
titions, hold hearings, and, if a question of
representation exists, conduct elections by
secret ballot.

A labor organization which (1) has been
designated by 10 percentum of the employ-
ees, (2) has submitted a copy of a current
or recently expired agreement, or (3) is the
exclusive representative, may intervene with
respect to a petition and be placed on the
ballot.

In lieu of an election the Authority may
certify a labor organization if it determines
that a free election cannot be held because
of an agency's unfair labor practice or if it is
satisfied that the labor organization repre-
sents a majority of employees in a unit and
no other organization has filed a petition
for recognition.

Subsections (g) and (h) of section 7106
set forth the criteria for the establishment of
an appropriate unit,

A unit may be established on an ageacy,
plant, installation, functional, or other bdasis
which will ensure a community of interest
among the employees, promote effective
labor-management dealings, and permit ef-
ficient agency operations.

An appropriate unit may not include—
(1) any management official or supervisor;
(2) a confidential employee; (3) an employee
engaged In personnel work other than clerical
work; (4) a guard together with other em-
ployees; (5) an employee engaged in admin-
istering the provisions of this act together
with other employees; or (6) both profes-
sional and nonprofessional employees, unless
the professionals vote for inclusion in the
unit.

The grant of exclusive recognition does not
preclude any employee, regardless of his
membership or nonmembership in a labor
organization, from filing a grievance.

Subsection (m) of section 71068 provides
that national consultation rights shall be
granted to a labor organization that has been
granted exclusive recognition below the
agency level as the representative of a sub-
stantial number of employees of the agency.
The labor organization shall be informed of
proposed changes in agency personnel poli-
cies and practices and shall have the right to
furnish views and initiate proposals which
shall be considered by the agency before final
action is taken.

Rights and duties of labor organizations and
agencies—sec. 7107

Provides that a labor organization with
exclusive recognition shall be entitled to rep-
resent and bargain collectively for employees
in the unit.

Agencies and labor organizations are re-
quired to meet and negotiate in good falth
for the purpose of arriving at an agreement.
All such negotiations shall encompass per-
sonnel policles and practices and matters
affecting working conditions.

All matters relating to collective bargain-
ing are subject to (1) existing or future
laws; (2) existing or future policies and
regulations issued by an agency, and (3)
controlling agreements at a higher agency
level.

Prior to the issuance of a policy or regu-
lation of the Civll Service Commission or
any other agency relating to employees of
more than one agency, labor organizations
shall have the opportunity to furnish their
views and meet and confer in good faith.
For this purpose the Chairman of the Civil
Service Commission shall establish a Federal
Labor Relations Board consisting of (1) a
Chairman, designated by the Chairman of
the Civil Service Commission; (2) five man-
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agement officials designated by the Chairman
of the Civil Service Commission; and (3)
five labor organization representatives desig-
nated by the Chairman of the Civil Service
Commission.

The Board shall meet on proposed policies
and regulations having application to more
than one agency and may, by majority vote,
adopt, modify, or reject the proposal.

In addition, any four members of the
Board may propose a modification or addi-
tion to an existing or proposed policy or
regulation of the Civil Service Commission
or other agency.

Under section 7107, when exclusive recog-
nition is not held by any labor organization,
agency heads are required to meet and confer
with qualified labor organizations holding
national consultation rights before issuing
a policy or regulation relating only to em-
ployees of that particular agency.

Subsection (h) of section 7107 sets forth
a listing of those matters which do not fall
within the scope of collective bargaining.
The list includes (1) the mission, budget, or
organization of an agency; (2) the number
of employees; (3) the numbers, types, or
grades of positions or of employees; or (4)
the right of management officlals to direct,
hire, promote, transfer, assign, suspend, de-
mote or discharge employees, or to deter-
mine the methods and personnel by which
agency operations are to be conducted.

Subsection (1) of section 7107 establishes
procedures for the settlement of disputes
as to whether a proposal it not negotiable
as being contrary to law, regulations, or a
controlling agreement. Under these proce-
dures a labor organization may appeal to the
Authority when 1t disagrees with the deter-
mination by the agency head or when it be-
lieves that a policy or regulation, as inter-
preted by the agency head, viclates the law
or controlling regulations.

Allotments to representatives—sec. 7108

Provides that agencies shall withhold dues
of an exclusively recognized labor organiza-
tion from the wages of an employee when,
pursuant to a negotiated agreement, the em-
ployee voluntarily requests such dues with-
holding. Dues withholding shall be effected
without cost to the labor organization or
employee.

Any agreement negotiated shall not require
an employee to become or remain a member
of a labor organization, or pay money to the
organization, except pursuant to a voluntary
authorization for dues withholding.

Unfailr labor practices—sec. 7109

Sets forth those actlons by labor organiza-
tions and agencies which are deemed to be
unfair labor practices. Neither an agency nor
a labor organization may interfere with, re-
strain, or coerce employees in the exercise of
the rights provided under this act. Neither
may refuse to consult, confer, or negotiate in
good faith or fail to cooperate in impasse
procedures and decisions.

An agency may not encourage or discourage
membership in any labor organization.

A labor organization may not engage in a
strike, work stoppage, or slowdown, or picket
an agency in a labor-management dispute.

‘Issues which properly can be ralsed under
an appeals procedure prescribed by or pur-
suant to law may not be raised as an unfair
labor practice.

Prevention of unfair labor practices—
sec. T110

Provides that the Authority is empowered
to prevent unfair labor practices by agencles
or labor organizations.

The Authority shall conduct hearings on
the charges and issue an order requiring the
agency or labor organization to cease and
desist from the unfair labor practice. The
Authority may order reinstatement of em-
ployees, with or without back pay, as appro=
priate.
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Negotiation impasses—sec. T111

The Federal Medlation and Conciliation
Service is authorized to provide services and
assistance to resolve negotlation impasses.
When all voluntary arrangements fail to re-
solve a negotiation impasses, either party may
request assistance from the Federal Labor
Relations Authority which is required to es-
tablish an impartial three-party panel to con-
sider the impasses. The panel is required to
investigate the impasse and assist the parties
in arriving at a settlement through whatever
method and procedures it may deem appro-
priate, including arbitration or third party
fact finding when authorized by the panel.
The action of the panel on any impasse re-
ferred to it shall be final and not subject to
further review.

Settlement of grievances—sec. 7112

An agreement entered into by an agency
and a labor organization having exclusive
recognition is required to have procedures
for the settlement of grievances, including
questions of arbitrability. Such negotiated
procedure is the exclusive grievance proced-
ure avallable to employees of the bargaining
unit. The procedures are required to have
provisions that assure a labor organization
the right to present and process grievances
on its own behalf and on behalf of an em-
ployee in the unit, and to assure an employee
the right to representation or to present a
grievance on his own behalf, in which case the
labor organization is authorized to be present
when the grievance is adjusted. The proced-
ure also must provide a process for arbitra-
tion to be invoked by either party and for the
selection of arbitrators from a list proposed
by the Federal Mediation and Conciliation
Service. The decision of the arbitrator is final
and binding if no exception is filed with the
Authority.

Either party may file an exception to an
arbitrator’'s award with the Federal Labor
Relations Authority which may take such ac-
tion and make such recommendations on the
award as it considers consistent if it finds
that the award is deficlent because It is con-
trary to law or regulation; it was procured
by corruption, fraud, or misconduct; or par-
tiality of the arbitrator; the arbitrator ex-
ceeded his powers; or of any other reason as
may be determined by the Authority.

The agency is required to take the actions
specified by the final decision to make the
employee whole in the circumstances, includ-
ing the payment of back pay.

Official time—sec, 7113

Employees are authorized to be on official
time when negotiating an agreement during
regular working hours, including the time
spent in attendance at impasse settlement
proceedings. The number of employees on
such official time may not exceed the num-
ber of individuals representing the agency.
Time spent by employees of a labor organiza-
tion on matters relating to the Internal busi-
ness of the organization, such as the soliel-
tation of membership, election of labor or-
ganization officials, and collection of dues,
shall be performed during the nonduty hours
of the employees concerned. .

Compilation and publication of data—sec.
7114

The Federal Labor Relations Authority is
required to maintain a file of its proceedings
and to publish its decislons and the actions
taken by & negotiation impasse panel. The
Civil Service Commission is required to main-
tain coples of all agreements and to publish
the full text of all arbitration decisions.
Standards of conduct for labor organiza-

tions—sec. T115

Each labor organization s required to
adopt provisions providing for the mainte-
nance of democratic procedures and prac-
tices and the prohibition of business or fi-
nancial interest on the part of officers and
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agents of the organization which confiict with
their duty to the organization and its mem-
bers, The organization is also required to
maintain fiscal integrity in the conduct of
its affairs, including accounting and fiscal
controls and regular financial reports or
summaries to the members. The provisions
of the Labor Management Reporting and
Disclosures Act of 1959 (29 U.S. Code, Ch.
11) are made applicable to Federal employee
labor organizations.
Funding—sec. 7116

The necessary appropriations are author-
ized to be made to carry out the functions
and purposes of the law.

Miscellaneous—sec. T117

The Federal Labor Relations Authority and
the Federal Mediation and Concillation Serv-
ice are authorized to prescribe rules and
regulations to carry out the various provi-
slons of the act as they apply to each of
such agencies.

The head of each agency is required to
issue the necessary regulations to carry out
the provisions of the act and to assure that
no improper interference, restraint, coercion,
or discrimination is practiced to encourage
or discourage membership of an employee in
a labor organization.
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Grandfather provisions are included to per-
mit the renewal or continuation of an ex-
clusive recognition, certification of a repre-
sentative, or a lawful agreement entered into
before the effective date of the act or the re-
newal, continuation, or initial according of
recognition for units of management officials
or supervisors represented by labor organiza-
tions which traditionally represent manage-
ment officials or supervisors in private indus-
try and which hold exclusive recognition on
the effective date of the law.

Provisions are included guaranteeing the
right of ar employee to form, join, and assist
a labor organization or to refrain from any
such activity.

Section 3 of the bill

This section moves a provision of existing
law from title 5, United States Code, to title
30, United States Code, relating to the right
of postal employees to join an organization
of postal employees, No change in existing
law is proposed by this provision.

Section 4 of the bill

Provisions are made for the Chairman of
the Federal Labor Relations Authority to be
in Level III of the Executive Salary Schedule
and for the members of the Authority to be in
Level IV,
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Section 5 of the bill—savings clause

The provisions of this section have the ef-
fect of continuing all policies, regulations,
and procedures relating to labor management
for Federal employees established by Execu-
tive orders, until revised or revoked by the
President or unless superseded by specific
provisions of this act or regulations issued
pursuant to this act.

VOTING RECORD OF CONGRESSMAN
BILL FRENZEL 93d CONGRESS,
ROLLCALLS 1 THROUGH 479

(Mr. FRENZEL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, at the
request of a number of constituents who
have asked for copies of my voting
record, that record for the 93d Congress
through September 25 is included here.

My voting record shows 438 rollcalls
or quorum calls of 479 total, an attend-
ence figure of 91.4 percent.

The voting record follows:

Rollcall Date Description

Member's

Response Rollcall Date

Description

Member's
Response

Jan. 3,1973 Call of the House
Elec‘tmn of the Speaker...
. H. Res. 6 (on passage)
Jan. 15,1973 Cali of the House
Jan, 25,1973 _
Jan. 29,1973
Jan. 31,1973

WO~ LN W Ry

Ras 176 gnn agreement tu;
-d . Res. 132 (on agreement to

Feb. 5,1973 H. Res. 123 (on agreement fo).

Feb. 6,1973 Call of the House

Fah_d Tk

-

11
12
13
14

H. Res "188 (on agreement fo).
- HR 210? (on amendment to)_.

et
~qn

-do “H.R. 2107 (on passage)-
“Feb. 20 1973 Call of the House...._..
. 3694 (on passage).
“Feb. 21 1973 HJ Res. 345 (on passage)
Feb. 22,1973 H.R. 1975 (on amendment to). .
Feb. 23,1973 H.R. 1975 (on passage)..
Feb. 27,1973 I:all of the House.
do H.R. 3577 (on passage).
Feb. 28,1973 Call of the House
di H. Res. 256 (on agreement 10).
H. Res. 18 (on agreement to)_..

.
woo

PIBI R P

l 1973 Calluﬂho Hnuse. i

H. Res. 257 (on agreement 10). .. ...__._._._.

Present.
Ford.

Present.
_do
Apr.

Apr. 12,1973
Nay. Apr. 16,1973
Present. do

Yea.

Yea.
Not voling.

8BEIB

[ ot
o=

w
“w

L 3 (on agreement to)
6,1973 Cali of the House.
? 1973

a0,
Mar.
Mar.

it OO 2 e R i w20
H. Res. 272 EOII amendment iﬂ e e

e8e

59 (on |

H. Res 259 on arnendrr{enttﬂ e

588

-do.
ﬁpr 19,1973

F et
Pa—

H.R. 4318 (on arnendrnerll),
d HR 71 EI Nl Passage).. --....
Mar. 14,1573 Call oll ouse.

SRR [ B e
N 583 (on passage)
Mar. 15 1973 Call of the House. _.__

H.R. 2246 (on passage).
Mar. 2{].19?3 Call of the House. ...
Mar. 20,1973

Mar. 21 1973
2 - H.R. 5446 (on passaae
Call of the House... ...
-- H. Res. 308 (on passage;
-... H.R. 5445 (on passage).
27,1973 Call of the House. ..
Mar. 28,1573 d
Mar. 29 1973
d - H.R. 5293 (motion to resommit).
= . H.R 5293 Enn passage) 2t
Apr. 2 1973 HR 3153 {on amendment m}
do. Res. 330 (on passage). ..
3 1973° Call gi the Houss.._.._..

do .R. 669
Apr. 18,1973 Call ol lhe

5451
all of the House. .
. 7445 gun passag
_ H.R. 6370
__ HR.6370 f
May dm 1973 ﬁ 394 (agree to conference report).

7 o __LHR. 7
Gt

- H. Res. 337 (on passage).
.d Cali of the House
Nay. g e
R, 5683 (on amendment t0)
H.R. 5683 (on passage)..
Call of the House

340 (on agreement to)._.

H Res.
9,1973 Call 01' ‘the House
H.R. 4586

(®n passage)__

H.R. 342 (on passage)...
Apr. 10 1973 Call uf the House
do H.R.3

298 (veto override). . _ .

- H. Res. 348 (onagreement to
H. Res. 349 (on agreement to
m? gm‘gﬁn assage) ;

.J. Res. on pa: e).
Call of the Hnusen o

7 __ H.R. 6168 (on passase)_-....._
Apr. 1? 1973 Callof the House. .

(on amendmant t0).-

(rnnlmn to recommit). .

Call of the House

-- H. Res. 360 (on agreement to)_
S Sod(un aréendargrent Io)___.)

do...... S.502 (on amendment to).

gree to conferance report).

May 1 1973 h‘ Res 3§l (on agreement to).....
d H.R. 3932 Eon amendment to). .
do. H.R. 3932

May 2,1973 H Re.s 370 (on agreement to).
do. 6388 (on passage).

May 3,1973 Call of the House
d .R. 392 (on amendment).

on passage).

545 gon passage).

on passage

on amen
on passa,

(on agreement to).....

etz HER ?u? on amendment fo). -
447 (on amendment to)__
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Member's M !
Rollcall  Date Description Response Rollcall Date Description R:s";g:;:

_do. H.R. 7447 (on passage). Yea. 250 .... d0....... H.R. 8760 (on
“May 15 1973" Call of the House Present. 251 . d H. Res. 435 (on agreement ) e SR
.R. 6768 Enn amendment to)__ Nay. 252 “June 21 1873° call al the House.
_. H.R. 6768 (on'amendment to)_ _ Nay. 2 do
. H.R. 6768 (motion to retommil) Nay. H.R. ?33& motion to recommn)-_
H.R. 6768 (on passage). ... Yea. 55 -= H.R. ?324 on amendment to) ...
May 15 1973 Call of the House
.R. 5777 (on passage)..
May 21 1973 HJ Res 512 (on passage).
6330 (on passage).. ay do h
May zz 19?3 call of the House_____ 60 .... dn.---.-. H.R. ?azdinmeeduru motion). ..__..____. TR
d 7 Eun passage). . A do. H.R. 7824 (on amendment to) .
CHR ;g%mm . ) ] 26 & 9974
on passage, L (on passa e}._
Call of the House_ 264 3 Caﬂ of the House. g
S. 516 (veto overr ; d
Call of the House._
H.R. 7528 Ean amen
. H.R. 7528 {on passage)..
H. Res. 408 (on agreement
- H.R. 6912 (on amendment to).. " B 5 (on passag

.d .do June 25 19?3 (‘.all of the House.
"May 29,1973 H.R. 6912 (on passage).. 3 - H.R. 744
May 30,1973 Call ?tha House. .....

. 454 (on agreement to,
1i H R 5857 ion passage).. ! . the o e b
do R. 5858 (on passage).. " 8562 (on amendment to)_,
“May 31,1973 Call of the House_ .. ...... o . 8662 (on passage)......
do.-..... H.R. 7806 (on passage).. -......--..o-o----—vc. Yea.
- H.R.7724 (on amendment to) ..
= T HR 7724 {on passage).. ....... 5 .do
H.R. 6458 (on passage).. L 282 do_._.___ H.J. Res. 636 (limit debate)
June -l 1973 Call of the House_ ___.__. d H.J. Res. 636 (to amend)
do H. Res. 398 (on agreement lu)._ --d
“June 5,1973 Call of the House. .........._.
6 .... do H.R. 8070 (on passage).. ... Yea. Hi Res. 636 (on T e e
e Call of the House. y i H. Res, 455 (on agreement to)........._....._.
June 6,1973 __._ do. Do. Call of the House
) H.R. ?935 (on ‘amendment to)

S5 : ; 294 H.R. SB'.-“.-‘ Emo’uon to recommit)
: H.R. 8877 (on passage)........
luna 2? 1973 Call of the House.__ ... __.__
do. 82153% passage) _..........

s A N do. - H.R. 4200 {on passage).
ceam 0. do... . " 299 - H. Res. 470 (on agreement to)..
L e - H.R. 7935 (on p ) - H.R. 7447 (override veto)
AR - Call of the House_ _____ do Csll of the House
2 ... do, Motion to adjourn... . Not voting.
June 7,1973 Calr of the House_ _._ Present. =
..do H. Res. 382 (on agreement fo). Nay, 04 do.. H.R 891? (on passage)....
. = H Res 7645 (on passage). __ L June 28. 1973 Cali of the House.
.do 7670 {on passage) . 306 H.R. 8537 (on amendment to)..
Juna 8 1973 H R 2246 (agree to conference report) Call'ofthl House
Res. 426 (on agreement o). i

H R. 7670 (on passage)......-
Junedll 1973 call gflhe House._.

TR Y O S g Y S R T O S O A S N £

94 (onpas&ase)....._...-..

June 29 1973 l‘.:-allofthe Hou
do H.R. (on amsndment to)..

© 9055 (on passage)....

of the House

. 8916 (on amendment to)...

. 8916 (orl pa:

8410 (pr

of the

. 8860 motlon to concur).

Res 6 (agree to conference report).
(mmm 0 concur)._..

? nf the Hous:

on passage b L =
250 (on passage).. s 1 H
H.R. 4771 \un passage
June 12 1973 H.R. 5293 (agree to conference report). .......
do . H. Res. 423 (on agreement to)
H.R. ;? (on amendmenl to)

:;;ﬂ

ahxgmx:}:z

" call ol' tha l'rouse =l
H. Res. 392 (on agreemsnt fo)
H.R. 8410 (on amendment to)

:n;:z
[T Rt T T B R R

MR RIRIM R R R
—_——

Res. T S A_dn._..__ -
Call of the House... A July 11,1973 Call of the Hous:
H.R. 8410 (on passage) " 329 do H.R. 8860 (amendment to
1973 call n! the House d

g x 3
o THR 3926 (on passage).. , H.R. 8860 (procedural motion)_ _
el - :f the House. 4 H.R. 8606 (on amendment to). .

do.
July 16,1973 Ca!lnfthe House - . o .
d . H.R. 8860 (on amendment to)
i EG 94 ) 8 33 ﬁal! of the(l‘lm.me__.‘,____"ii 5
30 on passage).- 2 on amendment {o;
.lune 18 1973 Call of the Houpse July l? 1973" Call of the House
do. 2 di S. 504 (agree to conference report)_

do....... .R. 8658 (on passage). 3 H.R. 6078 (on passage)
d --- Call of the Hotrse g L H.R. 8949 (on nassue
A do.__.._. H.R. 9048 (on passa
5. 2120 (on passage)..
.do. 5. 1752 (on *Passaze
lulv 18,1973 Call of the
do..._... H.J. Res. 542 (on amendment 10).

dn_........“_ o ot < ML S T

“.._do..m.. H.J. Res. 542 (on passage)_..
-~ July lS 1973 Call of the House_._____
44 H.R. 5094 (on passage).. ay. H.R. 8860 (on amendment to)
June 20. 1973 Call uf the House. do.
l‘l.lt‘1 (on
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Rolicall Date Description

Member's

Response Rolicall Date

Description

Member's
Response

H.R. 8860 (motion to racumrnll)
- H.R. 8860 (procedural muhun)
63 do. H.R. 8860 (on passage)__
364 “July 20,1973 Call of the House
5 do H.R. 8538 (on amendment to)..
do H.R. 8538
July 23,1973 H. Res. 49
do H.R. 5356

H.R. 8860 gpro:edural maotion). . .

on passage).
(on agreement to).
(on amendment to).

H.R. 5356 (on passa
- Call of the House_ _
Procedural Motion..

73 _ -
3?; Juiy 24 1973 S 1888 (motion to recommit)_ ... __

S. 1888 (procedural motion)
_ Call of the House

Nay.

- Yea.
Yea.
Yea.

- Present.

-= Yea,

- Yea.

Yea.

Yea.

Yea.

Yea.

Yea.

Present.

Nay.

Nay.

H.R

.R.
H.R.

- Call or the House.

S. 1423 (nn amendment to)

'
X

g:

oo

d
Call of the House
H.l 9 60 (on amendment to). .

=

Nay. i
Not voting. gl
Do. Sept. 17,1973

3|
. Res. 515 on agreement to)
on. Res. 42 (on agreement).
H.R. 94?4 (on passage)
- Call uf ] Hnuae

R.

H.R.

.R. 9360 (on

.R. ree to confaranca report)
;G

do._
. 9286 {on passage)..

do_ HR
1,1973 H.R. 8825
do H.R. 8825 (procedural motion)

Aug. 2 1873 CaII o! the House_
do H. Res. 515 (on agreement to). ..
H.R. 9130 (on amendment to)

agree to SoSreace Teport).

Yea, Sept 13 1973
Yea.
Yea.

- Yea.
Present.

~ Yea.

459
460

TV VWD

et HE i
:g::x:l:::z::::n::::m

EXx:
=ZJ=RI
Sww

_do
'R. 9130 (on ).
" S.1636 (agme 'to conference report)
E, 5Rue:?. 51 e to). i
. ree conference re| L
H.R. ?9&; P

wWHE~NLe

92
, 92
SG
Re:
o

89
19
6576 (on passage)

of the House._.

39 (on amendment lo)
639 (on ‘passage)...

553 (on passage)._.
265 (on passage).

R2RRIY

(on agreement
(on amendment to0).

5. 1888 (motion to concur)...

S. lsgsipiwedula! motion)

H.R. 8760

Call of the
H. Res. 512
H. Res. 504

on
son agrmmenlﬁ

:IH? g%g fe )
ree on mn rence re e R enr
8351 (o “ e
H. Res. (
. H.R. 8547 m'l amsndmunl lo)
H.R. 8547 (o

H.R. 7482 (on p
Call of the House
- H.R. 7645
.R. 2096
. Res. 51
I of the House__..

(on agreement to)

on passage)

;agree to conference report)...
(on agreement t

ge)....
mointn to |us1ruci conferees)

070 (agree to conference lepoll)_ 5

730 (on passage). .. ._.._.
7 (on
 of the
Res. 420 (Dn agreemen't to).
3" Call of the House

. H.R. 7935
9}'15
715
256 (on passage)_ .
f the House
. 8917
. 8917
81
81
. 9256 (on passage)
19 (agreed to conference report). .
5. 7 }'(on amendment tcl)

on amendment 10

?valn override). .
on passage)._.

procedural motion). _
motion to recommit).
ion passage): . st Sa gdaeaasl g

;ag. ee to conference repnrt)

—-= Nay:
-~ Not voting.
--- Yea.

- Nay.

- Yea.
- Yea.

THIRD ANNUAL DINNER OF THE
CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS

(Mr. STOKES asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, on Satur-
day, September 29, the Congressional
Black Caucus held its third annual
dinner, in the International Ballroom
of the Washington Hilton.

This affair is given annually in order
to raise funds for educational and re-
search projects of the Congressional
Black Caucus staff.

This was a historic night in many re-
spects. This particular night was in hon-
or of Mayor Tom Bradley of Los Angeles
and his outstanding achievment of be-
coming the first black mayor of Ameri-
ca’s third largest city. In this manner we
were also paying tribute to all of the
2,600 black Americans who hold elective
public office.

Over 3,000 persons journeyed from all
over America to attend this dinner and
to pay tribute to the Congressional Black
Caucus. We want to thank those con-
cerned Americans who cared enough to
come here and register their concern.

Mr. Speaker, this occasion was a night
that all who attended will always re-
member. Those who were present heard
an outstanding speech by our main
speaker, Senator Enwarp W. BROOKE.

As Chairman of the Congressional
Black Caucus I had the honor of iniro-
ducing this gentleman to our audience.
My introductory remarks and Senator
Brooke's speech follow. I deem it a priv-
ilegze to share this magnificent speech
with all of my colleagues:

INTRODUCTION OF BENATOR EDwARD W. BROOKE
BY CONGRESSMAN Lovuls STOKES

This night opens up a new chapter—not
only in black history—but in American his-
tory. Tonight marks the first time in Amer-
ican history that the 16 black members of
the House of Representatives and America's
only black Senator have appeared together at
any public forum.

In this context it is well for us to take a
moment and reflect upon this occasion in its
historic setting.

It was 104 years ago that the electorate
sent ‘the first black Representative to the
United States Congress. This man was John
Willis Menard, who was elected from the
State of Louisiana. Mr. Menard’s victory was
contested by his white opponent, and as a
consequence of this fact America’s first black
Congressman was never seated in the Con-

gress to which he had been elected. The
election of John Willis Menard marked the
beginning of two periods of service on
Capitol Hill for black elected representatives.
The  first perlod ranged from 1870 to 1901.
During this period of time, a total of 22
black representatives sat in the House, along
with two black men, Hiram Revels and
Blanche K. Bruce who sat in the Senate, All
were Republicans—all were elected from
southern States.

During the era 1801 to 1928, a period of 28
years, not a single black representative sat
in the House of Representatives. Their serv-
ice there resumed once again in 1928, and
has continued to the present day when the
historic number of 16 now sit in the House,
with one sitting in the United States Senate.

The last black Member of the House during
the reconstruction period was George White
of North Carclina. He was a graduate of
Howard University, and is described as be-
ing a race conscious, militant politiclan. He
was defeated in 1800 and just before leaving
the House in 1801, he made a speech on the
floor of the House regarding his departure.
Historians have described this speech as
being “with bitterness, great feeling and
prophecy.” The significant portion of George
White's speech on that occasion was when he
sald:

*This, Mr. Chalrman, is perhaps the Ne-
groes’ temporary farewell to the American
Congress; but let me say, Phoenix-like he
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will rise up someday and come again. These
parting words are in behalf of an outraged,
heartbroken, bruised and bleeding, but God-
fearing people. Faithful, industrious, loyal
people—rising people, full of poten-
tial force. . . . The only apology that I have
to make for the earnestness with which I
have spoken is that I am pleading for the
life, the liberty, the future happiness, and
manhood suffrage of one-eighth of the en-
tire population of the United States.”

George White's prophecy that we would
come agaln took 28 years to come to frui-
tion. In 1928 Oscar De-Priest came to the
House of Representatives.

The last black Senator during the recon-
struction period was Blanche K. Bruce who
served in that body from 1875 to 1881, In
1966, Edward Willlam Brooke was elected
to the United States Senate from the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts. In the case of
the Senate, George White's prophecy that
we would come again had taken us 85 years.

Tonight, the Congressional Black Caucus
has chosen that distinguished Senator as
the speaker of the hour.

Senator Brooke is a native of the District
of Columbia. He attended public schools
here and is a graduate of Dunbar High
School.

Upon receiving a bachelor of sclence degree
from Howard University in 1941, he entered
the United States Army, served with the
“partisans” in Italy, and was discharged in
1946 as a captain.

He then went to Boston. There he edited
the Boston University Law Review from 1948
to 1948. He is the recipient of both a law
degree and a master of laws.

As a lawyer he was accorded the honor of
being made a fellow of the American Bar
Association for excellence in law. He is the
recipient of 23 honorary doctorate degrees.

In 1962 he was elected attorney general of
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and
re-elected in 1964. In 1966 an already dis-
tinguished career was capped by election to
the United States Senate as the first black
man to serve in that body since reconstruc-
tion.

In the Senate he serves on the Committee
on Appropriation, and Banking, Housing
and Urban Affairs.

As a Member of the United States Senate
he has had a distinguished career. He is au-
thor of the famous Brooke amendment and
he led the fight in the Senate to successfully
defeat the nominations of Haynesworth and
Carswell to the United States Supreme Court.

On this night when we salute “strong men
who keep a'comin',” I give you & man who
won election in a State which is less than
3% black; a man who is Protestant in a
Catholic State; a man who 1s Republican in
a Democratic State. I give you a8 man for all
Seasons.

Ladies and gentlemen, from the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts I give you America’s
only black Senator, Senator Edward Brooke.

I am delighted to have the opportunity to
participate in this important event. I am
particularly delighted to be present as the
Congressional Black Caucus acknowledges
the great contribution of Clarence M. Mit-
chell, Director, Washington Bureau, NAACP.
I have “served” with Clarence in Congress
and know that he has been more effective
than anyone else in enacting civil rights laws.
I am always pleased to work with my col-
leagues in the Congressional Black Caucus
and, of course, to have a chance to meet and
talk with black elected officlals and friends
from across the country.

This is a very speclal occasion. For one
thing it is a conspicuous meeting of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus and the Senate Black
Caucus. I know some of you have wondered
whether the two Caucuses ever caucused. We
do and we will continue to do so.

But this third annual Caucus dinner is
significant for other reasons too. First, this
event honors Mayor Tom Bradley, one of the
most distinguished elected officials in the
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country. And, second, tonight ten years after
Doctor Martin Luther King, Jr., A. Philip
Randolph, Jesse Jackson, Dick Gregory, Andy
Young and other great leaders led the his-
toric March on Washington, we are focusing
the spotlight on more than 2600 black elected
officials in this country.

It is no colncidence that the number of
black elected officlals has Increased by more
than 120 per cent since 1969, or that the size
of the Congressional Black Caucus has near-
ly tripled in the last five years.

These occurrences are not acclidental.
Rather they reflect a new consclousness, a
new reality, a recognition of the fact that
we are standing on the threshold of a new
and crucial phase for Black Americans—
indeed for all Americans.

Nowhere is the reality of this new phase
more evident than in recollections of the
March on Washington for Freedom and Jobs.
We were certain then that the rightness of
our cause was the sole weapon needed to
prevall. Our allies were many. Our divisions
seemed few, Our dreams nalvely appeared
close at hand.

But, our euphoria did not endure. Our
allies dispersed. Our differences resurfaced.
And our dreams remained deferred.

Yet, in the turbulent decade that has
intervened, significant progress was made in
the belated expansion of our nation's con-
stitutional guarantees to all its citizens. The
courts—and then finally Congress—moved to
fulfill the grand promise of equal protec-
tion under the law.

Yet, 250,000 Americans, black and white,
had not limited their demand to abolition
of oppressive laws. Our demand was freedom
and jobs. For the two are intertwined, Free-
dom in the abstract would not then, and will
not now, suffice. We also sought freedom
from hunger, freedom from want and free-
dom from frustration. Simply put, we sought
jobs.

And, in the years since, we have made some
qualitative progress. Blacks are beginning to
get better jobs. But we haven't even ap-
proached the number and the quality of
jobs we need.

We haven't even come near to fulfilling
the heady prophecies of August 1963 and we
never shall if we limit ourselves to senti-
mental journeys back to that euphoric day.
We cannot and should not try to revive the
Civil Rights Movement as we knew it then,

The devastating war in Asia drained us
of many of our allles. Many of our nation’s
young and its liberals turned their attention
and energies to the battle for peace. And, very
candidly, others were excluded as many
Blacks decided to go it alone,

But, issues are more complex than they
were a decade ago. Solutlons are harder to
find. More than that the tactics of the Six-
ties are no longer appropriate in an era of
decentralized government,

The return of power to state and local
governments disrupts long-time power re-
lationships and demands new and expanded
leadership, organization and efforts at state
and local levels. The past rellance on concen-
trating our efforts at the federal level must
give way to the selective application of power
at the most effective level of government.
Revenue sharing and reglonalism have com=-
plicated our political equation.

There have been other changes as well
in recent years: The black-white liberal coa-
lition has fallen victim to many vested in-
terests and to various private agendas; there
has been a growth of apathy and confusion,
and of basic distrust in government; moral
leadership in the highest places has been
tainted by corruption; memories of Vietnam
still haunt and divide us; and a precarious
national economy threatens all of our people.

If these are not enough reasons to change
our tactics, one need only to look at the
record of the past decade. We find a condition
best characterized by: “we have made some
progress, but . . ."
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For example:

A third of all black families earn more than
$10,000 a year. But another third live in
poverty;

One third of all black employees are in
white collar jobs, but unemployment is twice
as high among Blacks as among Whites;

There was a 76 per cent increase in the
number of Blacks entering white collar johs,
but most entered clerical jobs;

Eight hundred thousand Blacks in large
metropolitan areas moved to the suburbs,
but nearly three million Blacks were added
to the overcrowded central cities;

Scammon and Wattenberg tell us that 52
per cent of all Blacks are now in the middle
class, but to arrive at this conclusion they
had to redefine middle class to mean a mini-
mum income of $8,000.

Similar statistics are cited to underscore
black economic progress. But they are, more
often than not selective and misleading as
to the relative advances of Blacks as com-
pared to Whites.

Perhaps the most widely heralded statistics
used to spread optimism about the economic
conditions of Blacks are those of Scammon-
Wattenberg. These statistics have in effect
encouraged benign neglect of the economic
conditions of black people. Messrs. Scam-
mon and Wattenberg submit that young
black hushand/wife families under the age
of 35 have now achleved family incomes
equal to their white counterparts. But, in
order to achieve this young family income
equality, young black wives had to work and
most of all these young black husband/wife
families who have achieved equal incomes
comprise only 6 per cent of all black fami-
lies in the nation. Few Whites would be con-
tent to have their economic conditions de-
fined in terms of the richest six per cent of
White families.

In addition these statistics apply only to
young black families in the North and West.
But, one-half of all Blacks still live in the
South.

The tragic fact remains, if you are black
you are still twice more likely than a White
to be unemployed; less likely to have a
steady, year-round, full-time job and more
likely to suffer long-term unemployment.

Perhaps two glaring, irrefutable facts best
tell the economic conditions of Blacks and
gauge the over-all economic progress which
they have made.

Never once during the economic boon dur-
ing the 19680's did black unemployment at
its best equal white unemployment at its
worst.

And probably the most telling and reliable
statistic about black economic gains of re-
cent years is that Blacks held 5.1 per cent
uf total white income in 1948. In 1971 they
held only 6.6 per cent—despite all the rhet-
oric of gain, a real galn for Blacks of only
one-and-one-half per cent in 23 years.

Yes we have made some progress. But we
have so much further to go. .

And tonight, I want to talk to you about
how best to get what we want, what we
need and what we deserve from the political
system. Political power and public office have
been the keys which opened the doors of
opportunity for various groups in America
since the founding of our country.

What is new In our day, however, is the
use of political power and public office in
pursuing the hopes and aspirations of black
people.

Americans respect and respond to political
power. Political power influences public pol-
icy at all levels. This is the nature of poli-
tics. And others have mastered the ground
rules, and so must we.

It is easy to underestimate the effect of
political power. At a press conference in 1966,
President Eisenhower, in an apparent refer-
ence to some Southern Whites, said: “I
don't belleve you can change the hearts of
men with laws or decisions.”

Mr. Eisenhower was wrong. Power changes
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people. If power does not at once change
the hearts of men, it can indeed change the
way their hearts respond. Laws can help
encourage people to rethink and change
their positions in order to protect their own
self-interests.

Commenting on the Eisenhower remark,
David Bazelon In his book, Power In America,
said *. . . Boutherners . . . knew full well . ..
just exactly in what way and how much
state laws—and the power behind them—
had extorted intimate changes of heart in
them. Inhibit the use of state force in con-
firming segregation, by an exercise of fed-
eral power, and the heart will change back
rather naturally—in the emotional free-
market, so to speak.”

The point can be made less diplomatically:
“Hit a bigot in his pocketbook and his head
will quickly tell his heart where his en-
lightened self-interest lies."”

By law and judicial decree, we have been
given considerable power over our destinies,
The ballot is power; political participation
is power; pressure group tactics are power;
getting your own people and your allies into
public office represents power, And we can
do all these things without a single new civil
rights law being passed. And if we do them,
you can be sure that there won't be any prob-
lem in getting more civil rights laws passed,
if they are needed, and in making govern-
ment at every level respond to our needs.

Fortunately, the political culture is not
an allen environment for us. Slavery taught
our people many lessons, not the least of
which is how to survive. That's politics. Dis-
crimination toughened us to withstand the
ordeals until the time was ripe for action.
That's politics. Racism taught us more than
any other lesson in our experience. Racism
taught us we must stand together, or we
shall fall together. And that's politics too.

Our political experience is good. Our polit-
ical potential is obvious. We are 10 per cent
of the national electorate, concentrated in
key cities and states.

However, our full potential is far from
realized. Despite impressive galns in the
number of black elected officials, the 2,621
of us who now hold public office still rep-
resent less than one-half of one per cent of
all elected officlals. This is a sobering reality.

I am privileged to serve on the Board of
Governors of the Joint Center for Political
Studies, which the New York Times calls our
“Black Think Tank.” The Center has done
extensive research and published exhaustive
statistics on black political potential. Its
resources are invaluable in our efforts to
elect black officials. But the Center’s data
is helpful in other ways too. The word is
getting around Capitol Hill about how Char-
lie Diggs, Charlle Rangel, Walter Fauntroy,
Barbara Jordan and others have been but-
ton-holing their white congressional col-
leagues to tell them about black voting po-
tential in their districts. And their white
colleagues get the picture very quickly.

For example, Blacks make up 25 per cent
or more of the population in 59 congressional
districts. In fact, in 51 congressional dis-
tricts, the number of Blacks of voting age s
at least twice as great as the margin of vic-
tory for the winning candidate in the 1972
congressional elections. Equally significant
is the fact that In 93 congressional districts
over 15 per cent of the families are earning
less than §7,000 per year. What this suggests
is that a coalition of black and low income
voters can have substantial influence on
who is elected to Congress.

Other statistics are also persuasive. In 88
cities over 50,000 in population and In nine
of our states, the black voting age popula-
tion is more than 15 percent. And that is
potential political clout. In fact, we now
have 85 black mayors, including our hon-
oree, Tom Bradley, whose constituency is
only 17 per cent black. Tom's election shows
what can be accomplished through coalition
politics.

Another Iimpressive political gain was
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Congresswoman Shirley Chisholm’s cam-
paign for the 1972 Democratic presidential
nomination., Shirley demonstrated bold and
imaginative leadership and we need people
in politics who think the unthinkable and
dare to achleve the impossible. Their efforts,
whether successful or not, do much te po-
liticize our cause and to pave the way for
those who unquestionably will follow.

Despite our political gains, I am still trou-
bled by the fact that there are only four
Blacks in the nation who hold elected state-
wide office. A statewlide political base is a
formidable source of political power. You can
read all you want about how I got to the
Senate, but if I had not been elected Attor-
ney General of Massachusetts, I wouldn't
have had a chance of being elected to the
United States Senate.

Black numbers are important, but they
don’t mean a thing unless black people par-
ticipate.

We abdicate political power when we de-
cline to exercise our right to be heard and
our right to vote,

It is disheartening that more than 50 per
cent of eligible black voters falled to vote
in 1972.

There are still counties in the South where
registration rates are as low as 15 per cent
of potential and where the black turn-out
of voters generally runs 15 per cent below
the white turn-out.

The work of Vernon Jordan and the Na-
tional Urban League, Julian Bond and the
Southern Electlon Fund, John Lewis and
the Voter Education Project and others, will
be in vain if our people don't follow through
and register, or if, they fall to vote on elec-
tion day.

And yet it is not enough that Blacks par-
ticipate fully, they must participate effec-
tively in our political processes. As Congress-
men William Clay and Lou Stokes have pre-
viously stated, our gulding premise should
be: “We have no permanent friends, no per-
manent enemies, just permanent interests.”

In the past we have viewed the notion of
coalitions too narrowly. We, have regarded
coalitions as permanent. We feared we would
lose our identities if we coalesced with
others, particularly Whites, But, coalitions
need not be permanent nor erosive.

We must form free-floating coalitions
across racial lines. And these coalitions must
be based on specific and pragmatic issues of
common interest,

There is no question what these issues are.
They are economic! Our economic interests
are clearly aligned with those of the major-
ity of Americans. Inflation, unemployment,
inequitable taxation, inadequate health care
and housing are not black issues, but issues
affecting millions of Americans, who suffer
the agonies of our economy without ever
sharing its abundance.

As Bayard Rustin wrote recently, “to pur-
sue purely black issues at a time when our
needs increasingly converge with those of the
larger working class is to perpetuate political
isolation.” And, may I add, political suicide!

And what I am saying tonight 1s: we can-
not go it alone and should not try to go it
alone when compelling alllances will serve
our needs.

Alliances will not only give us strength
in numbers but restore proper perspective on
many issues, which have improperly been
labeled black issues.

When 162 milllon White Americans as
compared with 7.7 million Black Americans
fall below the poverty line, we cannot per-
mit poverty to be labeled black.

When the number of white families on
welfare is almost twice the number of black
families on welfare, we cannot permit wel-
fare to be labeled black.

Poverty and Welfare are inaccurate gauges
of the economic suffering of millions of
Americans, who earn too much to be classi-
fled as poor or qualify for public assistance,
but who barely get by. :
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And as we ascend the economic scale we
find skilled workers whose jobs are not secure
and whose pay Increases don't keep pace with
infilation.

Twenty seven years ago, the Employment
Act of 1946 made clear the policy of the
Federal Government—to reach and maintain
maximum employment, production and pur-
chasing power. This goal has been abandoned.
The concept of “full employment” gathers
dust on the back shelves of the bureaucrs-
cies. I say let’s dust it off, define it in un-
derstandable terms and make it our number
one priority.

First, let's face the fact that even in good
times our economy does not create enough
jobs. The economic boom of the 1960's proved
this.

Second, let's admit that the private sector
alone will never be able to create the num-
ber of jobs we need.

The conclusion is obvious, the role of the
Federal Government in creating jobs must be
expanded. It must be expanded in such a
way as to sustain employment while meeting
the needs of the American people for public
facilities and services.

We cannot accept the status quo—a per-
manent economic sub-class, available when
an expanding economy demands more labor
and helplessly discarded when inflation be-
comes politically untenable and the boom
must be curbed.

It is past time that a nation which values
the work ethic insures that the dignity of
work 1is avallable for all who can work.

We have natural allies in our quest for a
full employment plan. Organized labor has
long fought this lonely battle. It is a battle
not just for the poor and unemployed, but
for the marginally and insecurely employed.
who are the first victims of a sluggish econ-
omy and, indeed for all workers whose em-
ployment depends on sustained prosperity.

We and our allies must make economic is-
sues paramount. Let us not be side-tracked.
Remember the 1972 campaign, when scant
attention was paid to our nation’s economic
woes, and instead the people were diverted
with spurious and divisive issues, such as
busing.

We cannot let this happen again!

We must hammer home the bread and but-
ter issues and knock down the straw men as
fast as they are set up. Let's put it simply.
Blacks need jobs—more and better jobs. All
Americans need jobs—more and better jobs.
And together we must get them!

And our quest is most essential to those
young Blacks who will come of age during
this decade and the next.

Almost one-half of all Blacks in this coun-
try are under the age of 19. That's over ten
and one-half million young Blacks. Twelve
per cent of the entire black population is now
ready to vote for the first time or will be old
enough to vote for the first time by the elec-
tion in 1976. What will these young Blacks
bode for the future? How do you telescope
in words the hopes, the newly discovered
pride in being Black, the sense of injustice,
the disappointments, the cynicism which
they will have experienced in their young
lives? What opportunity and hope does the
country really hold out for them?

During the 1960’s we urged young Blacks
not to drop out of school. They heeded our
advice and now for the first time for the
crucial ages of 16 and 17, black enrollment
matches white enrollment. This means that
young Blacks, perhaps for the first time be-
lieve that they have a chance to “make it”
in America. How do we reward them for heed-
ing our advice? What do we tell them when
they go to look for a job? How will America
be able to explain to them that traditional
economic policies will continue to be ad-
hered to and that those policies demand.a
tradeoff between inflation and unemploy-
ment in which the black pays a dispropor-
tionately large share? How will America ex-
plain that our present and our future econ-
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omy may demand an even higher level of
upemployment in this tradeoff—that a gen-
eral unemployment rate as low as four per
cent would mean an intolerable Latin Amer-
ican-type inflation. And how do we compen-
sate to young Blacks for the increasing loss
of the kind of job in manufacturing and in-
dustry which was the exit out of poverty for
other groups who each in its turn, with hard
work had the chance to succeed.

We here tonight are symbols of the In-
creased opportunities for young Blacks in
American politics. But as political leaders—
Black leaders—American leaders—we will
have failed if we cannot get America to see
that these young Blacks, almost half of all
Blacks, who are waiting on the threshold of
adulthcod are an undeniable reality for
America—a reality which cannot and must
not be kept balanced on the margin of
American economic life. For them, for count-
less others, we must succeed. To succeed we
must have more coalitions with others and
we must have more cohesion and communi-
cation among Blacks,

All too often, we suffer break-downs in
communications. We must develop a clear-
inghouse, a communications network that
expedites the flow of information and ideas
among all elements of the black leadership
and black community. We, the nation’s black
elected officials, should make the establish-
ment of such a system a top priority.

Our tactical priorities require too that we
heed Ossie Davis' admonition of two years
ago “It's not the man, it's the plan. It's not
the rap, it’s the map.”

We shall have to sacrifice private agendas,
sublimate personal ambitions and subdue
crowd-pleasing rhetoric.

With a plan and a map let us proceed,
Joined by as many others as we can gather.

Let us be more reallstic in our promises
and more skillful in our performance. Let us
out-organize, out-wit and out-vote those who
would deter us from our goals.

GENERAL, LEAVE

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise and
extend their remarks on the subject of
the special order given by the gentleman
from Illinpis (Mr. DERWINSKI) .

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Ohio?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. TavrLor of North Carolina (at the
request of Mr. HeEnpErsoN) from 2 o’clock
p.m. today on account of death in the
family.

Mr. ErvuczynskI (at the request of Mr.
O'Nennn) for today on account of death
in the family.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KeaTing) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous matter:)

Mr. HosMER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. TarcorT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Kemp, for 15 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. JonEs of Oklahoma) and to.
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revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. Burton, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Wirriam D. Forp, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr, WoLFF, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MATSUNAGA, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. MartH1s of Georgia, for 10 minutes,
today.

Mr. BrapeEMmas, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MezvinNsky, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Fraser, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MureaY of New York, for 5 min-
utes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. ForsYTHE and to include extrane-
ous matter, notwithstanding the fact
it exceeds two pages of the CONGRES-
sioNAL Recorp and is estimated by the
Public Printer to cost $731.50.

Mr. HenpersoN and to include ex-
traneous matter, notwithstanding the
fact it excedes two pages of the CONGRES-
stoNaL REcorp and is estimated by the
Public Printer to cost $470.25.

Mr. FReENzZEL and to include extraneous
maftter, notwithstanding the fact that it
exceeds two pages of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp and is estimated by the Public
Printer to cost $522.50.

Mr. STokes anda to include extraneous
matter, notwithstanding the fact that it
exceeds two pages of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp and is estimated by the Public
Printer to cost $522.50.

M. Biaccr, immediately preceding the
vote on the amendments offered by Ms.
Hourzmaw in the Committee of the Whole
today.

_Mr. Worrr, immediately preceding the
vote on the amendments offered by Ms.
HoLrzMaN in the Committee of the Whole
today.

Mr. BrownN of Michigan, immediately
following the vote on the Wylie amend-
ment-in the Committee of the Whole
today.

Mr. Youne of Florida, immediately fol-
lowing remarks of Mr. HALEY.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Kearinc) and to ineclude
extraneous matter:)

Mr. HANrRAHAN in three instances.

Mr. AsHBROOK in three instances.

Mr. FinpLEY in three instances.

Mr. BLACKBURN.,

Mr. ERLENBORN.

Mrs. HOLT.

Mr. RamLseAck in two instances.

Mr. BiesTeR in two instances.

Mr. KEMP,

Mr. McCrLoRY.

Mr. STErGeER of Arizona.

Mr., WIGGINS.

Mr. HuprNuT in two instances.

Mr. EscH.

Mr. TaLcorT in two instances.

Mr. GILMAN.

Mr. ZWACH,

Mr. Smite of New York.

Mr. SANDMAN.

Mr. FROEHLICH.

Mr. WIDNALL.

Mr. FRENZEL.

Mr. F1sH.

Mr. Pevser in five instances.
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Mr. GOODLING.

Mr. Bos WILSON.

Mr. SHRIVER in two instances.

Mr. HUBER.

Mr. HUNT.

Mr. DErRwWINSKI in three instances.

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Jones of Alabama) and to
include extraneous material:)

Mr. LEGGETT.

Mr. GonzALEZ in three instances.

Mr. RARICK in three instances.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee in two in-
stances,

Mr. BURTON.

Mr. TeaGUE of Texas in six instances.

Mr. WirLriam D. Forp.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS,

Mr. Lonc of Maryland in 10 instances.

Mr. AppaBBo in two instances.

Mr. AspIN in 10 instances.

Mrs. BoGes.

Mr. Jongs of North Carolina.

Mr. Moss in two instances.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee.

Mr. Epwarps of California.

Mr. Gaypos in 10 instances.

Mr. HARRINGTON in four instances.

Mr. MORGAN.

Mr. LEEMAN in 10 instances.

Mr. MEZVINSKY,

Mr, Dices in five instances.

Mr. FrASER in five instances.

Mr. BurkE of Massachusetts.

Mr, WALDIE in two instances.

Mryr. STUDDS.

Mr. CONYERS.

JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED TO
THE PRESIDENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee'did on October 2, 1973, present
to the President, for his approval, a joint
resolution of the House of the following
title:

H.J. Res. 719. To extend the authority of
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop=-
ment with respect to the insurance of loans
and mortgages, to. extend authorizations
under laws relating to housing and urban
development, and for other purposes.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The Speaker announced his signature
to enrolled bills of the Senate of the fol-
lowing titles:

8. 84. An act for the relief of Mrs. Naoyo
Camphell;

8. 89. An act for the rellef of Euay Ten
Chang (Kuay Hong Chang) ;

8. 396, An act for the rellef of Harold C.
and Vera L. Adler, doing business as the
Adiler Construction Co.;

S. 1914. An act to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Board for International
Broadcasting, to authorize the continuation
of assistance to Radio Free Europe and Radio
Liberty, and for other purposes; and

S.2419. An act to correct typographical and
clerical errors in Public Law 93-86.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
I-move that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o’clock and 38 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, October 4, 1973, at 12 0o'clock noon.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1420. A letter from the Secretary of the
Air Force, transmitting a report on the Air
Force military construction contracts
awarded by the Department of the Air Force
without formal advertisement for the period
January 1, 1973 through June 30, 1973, pur-
suant to section 804, Public Law 90-110; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

1421. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Becretary of Defense (Installations and Logis-
tics), transmitting a report on Department of
Defense procurement from small and other
business firms during July 1972 through June
1973, pursuant to section 10(d) of the Small
Business Act, as amended; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

1422. A letter from the Acting Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting the annual re-
port for the calendar year 1872 regarding the
administration of the Federal Metal and
Nonmetallic Mine Safety Act, pursuant to sec-
tion 20, Public Law 80-577; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.

1423. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Agriculture, transmitting a preliminary
report of actions taken in the implementa-
tion of the special supplemental food pro-
gram for women, infants, and children, pur-
suant to the National School Lunch Act, as
amended by Public Law 92-433; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

1424, A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interlor, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to amend the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act of July 3, 1918 (40 Stat. 755)
as amended, to extend and adapt its provi-
sions to the convention be*ween the United
States and the Government of Japan for the
protection of migratory birds and birds in
danger of extinction; and their environment,
concluded at the city of Tokyo, March 4,
1972; to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisherles.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. DONOHUE: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 9800. A bill to amend sections
2733 and 2734 of title 10, United States Code,
and section 715 of title 32, United States
Code, to increase the maximum amount of a
claim against the United States that may be
paid administratively under those sections
and to allow increased delegation of au-
thority to settle and pay certain of those
claims; with amendment (Rept. No. 93-539).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BLATNIK: Committee on FPublic
Works. HR. 10203. A bill authorlzing the
construction, repalr, and preservation of
certain public works on rivers and harbors
for mavigation, flood control, and for other
purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 93—
541). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. PERKINS: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on H.R. 9639 (Rept. No.
83-540) . 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. BREAUX (for himself, Mr,

Mr., DULSKI) :
HR. 10700. A bill to provide for Improved
labor-management relations in the Federal
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service, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. BREAUX( for himself, Mr.
Jones of Alabama, Mr. WricHT, Mr.
CLARE, Mr. DorN, Mr. HENDERSON,
Mr. RoperTs, Mr. DoN H. CLAUSEN,
Mr Howarp, Mrs., Buree of Call-
fornia, Mr. GINN, Mr. MILFORD, Mr.
WarsH, Mr. HEpBerT, Mr. PAsSSMAN,
Mr. Rarice, Mrs. Bocas, Mr. LorT,
Mr. CHARLES, WiLsoN of Texas, and
Mr. WAGGONNER) :

H.R. 10701. A bill to amend the act of Oc-
tober 27, 1965, relating to public works on
rivers and harbors to provide for construc-
tion and operation of certain port facilities;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. ADDAEBO:

H.R. 10702, A bill to permit institutions to
participate in the veterans’ cost-of-living
instruction program when at least 5 per-
centum of their undergraduate students are
veterans; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. BAEER:

HR. 10703. A bill to. amend secfion 203
of the Economic Stabilization Act in regard
to the authority conferred by that section
with respect to petroleum products; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. pE LA GARZA:

H.R. 10704. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include
a definition of food supplements, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ouv PONT:

H.R. 10705. A bill to insure that each
admission to the service academies shall be
made without regard to a -candidate's sex,
race, color, or religious bellefs; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

Br. Mr. MOAKLEY:

HR. 10706. A bill to establish a national
homestead program under which single-fam-
ily. dwellings owned by the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development may hbe
conveyed at nominal cost to individuals and
familles who will occupy and rehabilitate
them; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. SAYLOR (for himself and Mr.
WoLFF) :

H.R. 10707, A bill to establish a loan pro-
gram to assist industry and businesses in
areas of substantial unemployment to meet
pollution control requirements; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. SNYDER:

H.R. 10708. A bill, Emergency Medical Serv-
ices System Act of 1973; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. WYMAN (for himself, Mr. Woxn
Pat, Mr. Brownx of California, Mr.
TiERNAN, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. WILLIAMS,
Mr. MAYNE, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. YaTRON,
Mr. FounTary, Mr, EILBERG, Mr, RoN-
caLLo of New York, Mr. NicHOLS, and
Mrs, HeckLER of Massachusetts):

H.R. 10709. A bill to create a corporation
for profit to develop commercially feasible
processes for the conversion of coal to crude
oil and other liquid and gaseous hydrocar-
bons, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ULLMAN (for himself and Mr.
SCHNEEBELI) :

H.R. 10710. A bill to promote the develop-
ment of an open, nondiscriminatory, and fair
world economic system, to stimulate the eco-
nomic growth of the United States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois (for
himself and Mr. BroyYHILL of Vir-
ginia) : ;

H.ER. 10711. A bill to amend section 1951,
title 18, United States Code, act of July 3,
1946; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ASPIN:

H.R. 10712. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to change the method of com-
puting retired pay of certain enlisted mem-
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bers of the Army, Navy, Air Force, or Marine
Corps; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. DENT (for himself, Mr. PEr-
KINS, Ms. Aszuc, Mr. ASHLEY, Mr.
BeLn, Mr. Benrrez, Mr. Biacer, Mr.
BraTNIix, Mr. BoLawp, Mr. Brasco,
Mr. BrownN of Ohio, Mr. BURTON,
Mr. ZarNEY of Ohilo, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
CoNYERS, Mr. CoTTER, Mr. DoOMINICK
V. DamieLs, Mr. Epwarps of Califor-
nia, Mr. FasceLL, Mr. Froop, Mr.
WiLLiam D. Forp, Mr. GAYDOS, Mrs.
Grasso, and Mr, HARSHA ) :

H.R. 10713. A bill to revise the Welfare and
Pension Plans Disclosure Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. DENT (for himself, Mr.
TeoMmpPsON of New Jersey, Mr,
HAwWKINS, Mr. HAYsS, Mr, HELSTOSKI,
Mr, Hovuwrierp, Mr. LEmMAN, Mr,
LeNT, Mr. MatHIs of Georgia, Mr.
MagzzoLi, Mr. MEeEDps, Mrs. MinNk, Mr,
MoarxrLey, Mr. OBEY, Mr. O'BRIEN,
Mr. O'HArA, Mr. PEYSER, Mr. Po-
DELL, Mr. QUIE, Mr. RopIiNo, Mr,
SarasmN, Mr. Stuops, Mr. TIERNAN,
and Mr. VIGORITO) :

H.R. 10714. A bill to revise the Welfare and
Pension Plans Disclosure Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. DENT (for himself, Mr. Wip-
NALL, Mr. WiLLiAMS, Mr. CHARLES H.
Wmson of California, Mr. Won PAT,
Mr. YaTrRON, Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, and
Mr. Nix) :

H.R. 10715. A bill to revise the Welfare and
Pension Disclosure Act; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. DENT (for himself, Mr. HaYs,
Mr. SmrrH of New York, Mr.
ScHERLE, Mr. HECHLER of West Vir-
ginia, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. CRONIN,
Mr. James V. STANTON, Mr, Lan-
DRUM, Mr. HALEY, and Mr, DELANEY) :

H.R. 10716. A bill to require that a per-
centage of U.S. oil imports be carried on
U.S.-flag vessels; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. FROEHLICH (for himself, Mr.
OBEY, Mr. MeEDs, Mr. SAYLOR, Mr.
LuJaN, Ms. Apzuc, Mr. ANDERSON of
Illinois, Mr. AsPiN, Mr. BINGHAM, Mr.
BrAaTNIE, Mrs. Burke of California,
Mr. Camp, Mrs. CHIsHOLM, Mr. DoN
H. CrausewN, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mrs,
Corrins of Illinois, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr.
DeELLENBACK, Mr. pE Luco, Mr. DEr-
WINSKI, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. FRASER,
Mrs. GREEN of Oregon, and Mrs. HaN-
sEN of Washington) :

H.R. 10717. A bill to repeal the act ter-
minating Federal supervision over the prop-
erty and members of the Menominee Indian
Tribe of Wisconsin as a federally recognized,
sovereign Indian tribe; and to restore to the
Menominee Tribe of Wisconsin those Federal
services furnished to American Indians be-
cause of their status as American Indians;
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. FROEHLICH (for himself, Mr.
OseY, Mr. MEEps, Mr. GEraLD R. Forp,
Mr. HarRrINGTON, Mr. HosmEer, Mr.
JornsoN of California, Mr. KasTEN-
MEIER, Mr. KAzEN, Mr. KETCHUM, MrS.
MINK, Mr. MrrcHeELL of Maryland,
Mr. OweENs, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. REUSS,
Mr. RoYsaL, Mr. RuppPe, and Mr.
SATBANES) !

H.R. 10718. A bill to repeal the act ter-
minating Federal suzervision over the prop-
erty and members of the Méencminee Indian
Tribe of Wi=consin as a federally recognized,
sovereign Tndian tribe; and to restore to the
Menominee Tribe of Wisconsin those Federal
services furnished to American Indians be-
cause of their status as' American Indians;
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. FROEHLICH (for himself, Mr.
OBEY, Mr. MeEDs, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr.
STEELMAN, Mr. Stercer of Arlzona,
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Mr. Steicer of Wisconsin, Mr. TAYLOR
of North Carolina, Mr, THoMsSON of
Wisconsin, Mr. ToweLL of Nevada,
Mr. UpaLL, Mr, WALDIE, Mr, WoN PAT,
Mr. Youne of Alaska, Mr. YouNc of
Georgia, Mr. ZasrLockl, and Mr.
CONLAN) :

HR. 10719. A bill to repeal the act ter-
minating Federal supervision over the prop-
erty and members of the Menominee Indian
Tribe of Wisconsin as a federally recognized,
sovereign Indian tribe; and to restore to the
Menominee Tribe of Wisconsin those Federal
services furnished to American Indians be-
cause of their status as American Indians;
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. McCLORY:

H.R. 10720. A bill to establish a program for
the United States to convert to the interna-
tional metric system; to the Committee on
Science and Astronautics.

By Mr. ROYBAL:

H.R. 10721. A bill to regulate expenditures
of appropriated funds with respect to pri-
vate property used as residences by the Presi-
dent and Vice President of the United States;
to the Commission on Public Works.

By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself and Ms.
SCHROEDER) :

H.R. 10722. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Becurity Act to eliminate the special
dependency requirements for entitlement to
husband's and widower’s insurance benefits,
so that benefits for husbands and widowers
will be payable on the same basis as benefits
for wives and widows; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. RUPFE:

HR. 10723. A bill to amend section 1951,
title 18, United States Code, act of July 3,
1946; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 10724. A bill to provide relief from
shore damages attributable to high water
levels in the Great Lakes, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey:
HR. 10725. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide income tax
incentives to improve the economics of re-

cycling wastepaper;
Ways and Means.
By Mr. WALDIE:

HR. 10726, A bill to permit the State of
California to terminate the social security
coverage of all members of the State em-
ployees retirement system except State leg-
islators; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. BEARD:

HR. 10727. A bill 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 citi-
Zzens as a condition to emigration; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R. 10728. A bill to provide for a T-per-
cent Increase in social security benefits be-
ginning with benefits payable for the month
of January 1974; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.R. 10729. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to provide for the construction, al-
teration, and acquisition of public buildings
of the Federal Government, and for other
purposes”, to authorize a national competi-
tlion for proposals to redesign the L'Enfant
designed portion of the Nation’s Capital to
meet the country’s demands for the Federal
City for the next 100 years, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. MARAZITT:

H.R. 10730. A bill to authorize the President
of the United States to allocate energy and
fuels when he determines and declares that
extraordinary shortages or dislocations in the
distribution of e and fuels exist or are
imminent and that the public health, safety,

to the Committee on

or welfare is thereby jeopardized; to provide
for the delegation of authority to the Secre-
tary of the Interior; and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

H.R. 10731. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Service Act of
1949, as amended, to provide for the assign-
ment of surplus real property to executive
agencies for disposal and for other purposes;
to the Committee ofi Government Opera-
tions,

By Mr, OWENS (for himself, Mr. BErRG-
LAND, Mr, DELLoMS, Mr, DuNcanN, Mr.
FiNpLEY, Mr. GUNTER, Mr. HARRING-
TON, Ms. HECKLER of Massachusetts,
Mr, Hemnz, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr, MAYNE,
Mr, NicuaoLs, Mr. Price of Texas, Mr.
WorrF, and Mr. YATRON)

H.R. 10732. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. TIERNAN:

H.R.10733. A bilf limiting exports of cop-
per, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

H.R. 10734. A bill to authorize the Admin-
istrator of the General Services Administra-
tion to provide technical assistance to cities
to implement programs which are designed
to increase the use of carpools by com-
muters; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. MOAELEY:

H.J. Res.751. Joint resolution to provide
for the issuance of a special postage stamp
in commemoration of Guglielmo Marconi;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. WIGGINS:

H.J. Res.752. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to information pro-
ceedings and grand jury indictment; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ERADEMAS (for himself, Mr.
AwpeErson of California, Mr. ANNON-
210, Mr. BapiLro, Mr, BeLL, Mr. Bo-
LAND, Mr. BRrRAsCcO, Mrs. CHISHOLM,
Mr. DELANEY, Mr. Drivan, Mr. Ebp-
warDps of California, Mr. ESHLEMAN,
Mr. PascerLn, Mr. Fisa, Mr. FrRASER,
Mr. Frey, Mr. GrLmaN, Mrs. Grasso,
Mr. GUNTER, Mr. HarrRINGTON, Mr.
HAwWKINS, Mr. HAYs, Miss HOLTZMAN,
Mr. IcHORD, and Mr. Kxmp) :

H. Con. Res. 324. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding
the free emigration and expression of ideas
by citizens of the Soviet Union; to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs,

By Mr ‘BRADEMAS (for himself, Mr.
EKocw, Mr. LEEMAN, Mr. Lownc of
Maryland, Mr. MAppEN, Mr. MircH-
ELL of Maryland, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr.
MurrHY of New York, Mr. Nepz1, Mr.
OBEY, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. PEYsER, Mr.
PopeLL, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. ReEs, Mr.
REm, Mr. RoE, Mr. RoysaL, Mr.
BarBANES, Mr. THOMPSON of New
Jersey, Mr, WALDIE, Mr, WHITEHURST,
Mr. YateEs, Mr. Biacci, and Mr.
WoLFF) :

H. Con. Res. 325. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding
the free emigration and expression of ideas
by citizens of the Soviet Union; to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs,

By Mr. BRADEMAS (for himself, Ms.
Aszuc, and Mr., HOWARD) :

H. Con. Res. 326. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding
the free emigration and expression of ideas
by citizens of the Soviet Union; to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs,

By Mr, FISH:

H. Con. Res. 327. Concurrent resolution to
call upon the President to take action re-
garding the closing of the Schoenau process-
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ing center in Austria; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FROEHLICH (for himself, Mr.
BERGLAND, Mr, GiLMaN, Mr. McDaDE,
Mr. MALLARY, Mr. MiTcHELL of New
York, Mr. RousseLoT, Mr. RUPPE, Mr.
SHoUP, Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr.
Symms, Mr. WynmaN, and Mr, Youne
of Alaska):

H. Con. Res. 328. Concurrent resolution re-
questing the President to proclaim Janu-
ary 14 through January 20, 1974, as “Na-
tional Snowmobiling Week”; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HILLIS:

H. Con. Res. 329. Concurrent resolution
providing for continued close relations with
the Republic of China; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. RAILSBACK (for himself, Mr.
BERGLAND, Mr. FOUNTAIN, Mr,
GunNTER, Mr. HanseEN of Idaho, Mr.
EKETCHUM, Mr. MAYNE, Ms. SCHROE-
DER, Mr. SEemBERLING, Mr. WHITE-
HURST, Mr. WinNnN, and Mr. WYATT) :

H. Con. Res. 330. Concurrent resolution
that all citizens should reduce the tempera-
tures of the home and place of work by 2
degrees during the approaching cold period
in order to conserve energy; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. PEYSER (for himself, Mr, RosE,
Mr. RoyeaL, Mr. RoncarLLo of New
York, Mr. Woxn Pat, and Mr. CHARLES
WiLson of Texas) : 1

H. Res. 577. Resolution that it Is the sense
of the House that the U.8. Ambassador to
Austria be withdrawn until the Austrian
Government reinstates its policy permitting
transit for Soviet Jews; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. ESHLEMAN:

H. Res. 578. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce to conduct an investigation and study
of the 1973 pricing policles and profit mar-
gins of the major oil companies; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

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. 10735. A bill for the relief of Samuel
D. Demonteverde; to the Committee on: the
Judiciary.

By Mr. TALCOTT:

H.R. 10736. A bill for the rellef of Judy
Ann Allen, Katherine Adell Cooper, Victoria
Machado Davenport, Margaret Agnes David-
son, Linda Mae Epperson, Tom Epperson,
Josephine M. King, Ronald Lowell King,
Wesley Bryant King, Richard Phillip King,
Steven Dale King, Randolph Clark King,
Weldon Scott King, Rebecca Laureen King,
Russell Eugene King, Sharon Lee Smith, and
Delores Y Fernandez Winje; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

305. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
Ernest F. Butler, Sr. and others, Washing-
ton, D.C., relative to home rule for the Dis-
trict of Columbia; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

306. Mr. HUDNUT presented a petition of
the city-county council, Indianapolis, Marion
County, Ind., requesting the Congress to
enact legislation removing education from
the jurisdiction of the Federal courts and
propose an amendment to the Constitution
of the United States to prohibit the assign-
ment of children to schools on the basis of
race; to the Committee on the Judiciarv.
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