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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, December 3, 1973

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

O God, our Father, source of the light

The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, that never fades and the love that never

DD., offered the following prayer:

fails, we rest our weary souls in Thee and

The Lord is good, a strong hold in the Yyield our. flickering torch to Thy spirit
day of trouble; and He knoweth them thatin Thy sunshine’s blaze our days may

that trust in Him.—Nahum 1:7.

brighter, fairer be. In the midst of con-

ditions that baffie us and currents that
almost overwhelm us we seek a more
than. human strength which will hold us
up and keep our feet from slipping.
May Thy spirit flow through our wait-
ing hearts increasing our faith in each
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other, healing our Aivisions, guarding our
lips from carping criticism and bringing
our thoughts into captivity to that which
is good, true, and beautiful. Scorning all
that is unworthy may we keep alive with-
in us only that which is worthy, grant
that the fairest flower of honor may
bloom among us and may its fragrance
linger forever in all our hearts.

In the spirit of Him whose life is
truth we pray Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPZAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined 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 210 objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

HR.1694. An act for the relief of Ossie
Emmons and others;

H.R. 3436. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain mineral rights in and
under lands in Onslow County, N.C.;

H.R. 5379. An act for the relief of John B.
Clayton;

H.R.6007. An act for the relief of Swiff-
Train Co.; and

H.R.7210. An act for the relief of George
Downer and Victor L. Jones.

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

HR.3153. An act to amend the Social

Security Act to make certain technical and
conforming changes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 3153) entitled “An act to
amend the Social Security Act to make
certain technical and conforming
changes,” requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. Loxg,
Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. Mox-
DALE, Mr, BENNETT, Mr. CurTIs, and Mr.
FanniN to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate
numbered 8 to the bill of the Senate of
the following title:

H.R. 1284, An act to amend title 5, United
States Code, to improve the administration
of the leave system for Federal employees,

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

S. 417. An act to amend the act of June
28, 1948, to provide for the addition of cer-
tain property in Philadelphia, Pa., to Inde-
pendence National Historical Park;

S. 513. An act to amend sectlon 232 of the
National Housing Act to authorize insured
loans to provide fire safety equipment for
nursing homes and intermediate care facili-
ties;
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8. B77. An act for the relief of Comdr,
Howard A. Weltner, U.S. Naval Reserve;

8. 1468. An act to authorize the establish-
ment of the Knife River Indian Villages Na-
tional Historic Site; and

8. 1976. An act to study an Indian Na-
tions Trail within the National Trails System.

CONSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Consent Cal-
endar day. The Clerk will eall the first
bill on the Consent Calendar.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 614]
O'Neill
Owens
Powell, Ohio
Price, Il1.
Goldwater Quillen
Gubser Reid
Hanna Rooney, N.Y.
Hansen, Wash.
Hawkins
Hébert
Henderson
Holifield
Hosmer
Jarman

Archer
Ashley
Baker
Blatnik
Bowen
Bray
Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chisholm
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Conyers
Cotter
Coughlin
de la Garza
Dellums McSpadden Wiggins
Dickinson Macdonald ‘Wilson, Bob
Diggs Martin, Nebr. Wright
Dingell Michel, Ill. Young, Ga.
Donohue Mills, Ark. Young, Ill.
Downing Minshall, Ohioc Young, S.C.
Dulski Mizell
Esch Nichols

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 348
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-

ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

Stephens
Johnson, Colo. Stokes
Jones, Okla. Talcott
Keating Taylor, N.C.
Eemp Teague, Tex.
Kuykendall Udall
Landrum Waggonner
McEwen Walsh

McKinney Widnall

CONSENT CALENDAR

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

SECURING STORAGE SPACE FOR
THE U.S. CONGRESS

The Clerk called the Senate joint res-
olution (S.J. Res. 155) authorizing the
securing of storage space for the U.S.
Senate, the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, and the Office of the Architect of
the Capitol.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the Senate
joint resolution?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I would like to question
someone who is knowledgeable about this
resolution.

The resolution itself provides no term
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of years for the leasing of this space,
but the report indicates that it begins in
what remains of this fiscal year and runs
for 4 years thereafter. How much more
time will be sought?

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. GRAY. I thank the gentleman for
vielding. I will be glad to answer his
question.

First, let me say we have a very criti-
cal need for storage space in the legis-
lative branch of government. This leg-
islation was requested by the leadership
of the House and the Senate on both
sides of the aisle and our distinguished
architect, Mr. White. We have a very
favorable rental price of $2 per square
foot, which compares with $6 to $8
throughout the country.

The General Services Administration is
going to make available space in a build-
ing down on South Capitol and P Streets
Southwest for the purpose of storing
documents there. It is a very nominal
amount for the first year, about $25,000.

Mr. GROSS. I understand.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, the reason I
answer the gentleman from Iowa in this
manner is because we do not know how
many years will be needed, so we said
that we would set the cost up on a 415~
year basis and then take another look at
it, outlined in the report.

Mr. GROSS. But, does it provide space
for four and a half years, approximately?
There is no authorization, no indication
in the bill itself that it is to run for 415
years. I do not quite understand why
there is no such provision in the bill.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I would say
to my friend from Iowa, if he will yield
further to me, that it is an open-ended
authorization as far as the number of
years are concerned, but in compliance
with the rules of the House, we did list
an exact amount of cost per year, which
is approximately $30,000 for a 4'5-year
period.

Mr. GROSS. A very substantial build-
ing is being erected at the corner of C
Street and First Street Southeast. I do
not know what use, other than certain
spillover from the Library of Congress,
is going to be made of that building, and
it is not a small building.

Would it not be in the interests of
economy to use space in that building
for storage space, or does the gentleman
propose to make a House office building
out of that?

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman is referring
to the third Library of Congress build-
ing. At the present time the Library of
Congress is renting space in 15 different
locations throughout the city, so that the
purpose of that building is to do exactly
what the gentleman from JIowa would
like to see done. We are consolidating
space in an effort to do away with pay-
ing out several millions of dollars a year
for rented space. I can assure the gentle-
man, after having spoken to the leader-
ship and the Architect, this space is
badly needed. I am sure Mr. White, the
Architect, will not rent one additional
square foot he does not need.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I am not
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going to oppose the passage of the bill,
but I hope in the future we get legisla-
tion that is not completely open-ended
as is this legislation.

Mr, Speaker, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I share my
friend’s views.

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

NAMING GEOLOGICAL SURVEY NA-
TIONAL CENTER HEADQUARTERS
BUILDING AS “JOHN WESLEY
POWELL FEDERAL BUILDING"

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6862)
to name the headquarters building in the
Geological Survey National Center under
construction in Reston, Va., as the “John
Wesley Powell Federal Building.”

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

HRER. 6862

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
headquarters building in the Department of
the Interior’s Geological Survey National
Center now under construction in Reston,
Virginia, shall hereafter be known and desig-
nated as the “John Wesley Powell Federal
Bullding”. Any reference in a law, map, reg-
ulation, document, record, or other paper of
the United States to such building shall be
held to be a reference to the “John Wesley
Powell Federal Building”,

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 6862—legislation authored
by Mr. BrRoyHILL of Virginia, Mr. GROVER
of New York, and myself—a bill to name
the headquarters building in the Geo-
logical Survey National Center in Reston,
Va., in honor of a distinguished cofounder
and former director of that agency.

John Wesley Powell was universally
known as a soldier, scientist, and ex-
plorer. He has left his mark on agencies
and legislation for the development and
conservation of the natural resources of
the world. He embarked on many his-
toric expeditions that were to change the
course of development and understand-
ing of our western lands. Partly as a re-
sult of his activities and interests, the
U.S. Geological Survey was established
within the Interior Department in 1879.
From 1881 through 1894 Major Powell
was director of that agency. During his
tenure, that agency experienced remark-
able growth, expanding field operations
initially restricted in western regions to
nationwide proportions. Because of his
dedication to the agency, he firmly estab-
lished the U.S. Geological Survey as a
desirable and permanent part of Govern-
ment.

I believe it would indeed be fitting to
name the Federal building in Reston,
Va. in his honor as a tribute to his far-
sighted contributions to the Geological
Survey and our national development.

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

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that a similar Senate bill
(S. 1618) to name the headquarters
building in the Geological Survey Na-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

tional Center under construction in
Reston, Va., as the “John Wesley Powell
Federal Building,” be considered in lieu
of the House bill just passed.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill as fol-
lows:

5. 1618

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
American in Congress assembled, That the
headquarters building in the Department of
Interior's Geological Survey National Center
now under construction in Reston, Virginia,
shall hereafter be known and designated as
the “John Wesley Powell Federal Building".
Any reference in a law, map, regulation, doc-
ument, record, or other paper of the United
States to such building shall be held to be a
reference to the “John Wesley Powell Fed-
eral Building".

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, is the Senate bill a
similar bill?

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-
man will yield, yes, it is. The Senate bill
was originated by request from the ad-
ministration, and I will be glad to put in
the record a history of Major Powell, who
was an early cofounder of the Geological
Survey Agency.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if it is an
identical bill, then there are none of the
Senate’s famous nongermane amend-
ments attached?

Mr. GRAY. As usual, the gentleman is
eminently correct.

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

A similar House bill (H.R. 6862) was
laid on the table.

NAMING U.S. COURTHOUSE AND
FEDERAL BUILDING IN NEW
ORLEANS, LA, AS THE “HALE
BOGGS FEDERAL BUILDING”

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 9430)
to name the U.S. courthouse and Fed-
eral office building under construction in
New Orleans, La., as the “Hale Boggs
Federal Building,” and for other pur-
poses.

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

H.R. 9430

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
United States courthouse and Federal office
building now under construction at the cor-
ner of Camp Street, bounded by Poydras
Street, Lafayette Street, and Magazine Street,
New Orleans, Louisiana, shall hereafter be
known and designated as the “Hale Boggs
Federal Bullding". Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, record, or other
paper of the United States to such building
shall be held to be a reference to the “Hale
Boggs Federal Bullding”.

SEc. 2. The first sentence of section 25 of
the Dwight D. Eisenhower Memorial Bicen-
tennial Civic Center Act (Public Law 92-520)
is amended by striking out “System Facilities
Development Foundation at 101 West Ninth
Street,” and Inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
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lowing: "“Systems Data Center facility in
Minnehaha County near".

Sec. 3. Section 11 of the Dwight D, Eisen-
hower Memorial Bicentennial Civie Center
Act (Public Law 92-520) is hereby repealed.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, our dear
friend and great majority leader, Hale
Boggs, was borm on February 15, 1914.
Graduated Phi Beta Kappa from Tulane
University in 1935 and received his law
degree in 1937. He was elected to the
House of Representatives in 1940 and was
the voungest Democrat in the 77th Con-
gress. Served 3 years as an officer in the
U.S. Naval Reserve until January 1946.
After the war, he was again elected to
Congress, and was reelected to each suc-
cessive Congress until his tragic death.

His years in Congress were marked by
qualities of determination and leader-
ship. He was deputy Democratic whip in
the House from 1957 to 1961. Democratic
whip from 1962 to 1970, and House ma-
jority leader from 1971 until his death.
He served with distinction as a member
of the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee, Committee on Elections, Subcom-
mittee on Highway Financing, Joint
Economic Committee, Subcommittee on
Foreign Trade Policy, and the Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa-
tion.

He distinguished himself not only as
an effective leader but as a brilliant leg-
islative tactician; able to bring reason
and compromise to some of the most dif-
ficult issues of our time.

He was a member of the Beta Theta
Pi academic fraternity, the Omicron
Delta Kappa leadership fratemity, and
the Phi Beta Kappa scholastic fraternity.
The American Bar Association, the Ro-
man Catholic Church, the New Orleans
Association of Commerce, Sons of the
American Revolution, the American Le-
gion AMVETS, and the Knights of
Columbus.

Devotion, love of country, and loyalty
are just some of the remarkable quali-
ties that he adhered to throughout his
lifetime of public service.

The committee believes it fitting and
proper to name the U.S. courthouse and
Federal office building the “Hale Boggs
Federal Building,” as a tribute to this
distinguished legislator and outstanding
individual.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 9430, a bill to name the
U.S. courthouse and Federal office build-
ing under construction in New Orleans,
La., as the “Hale Boggs Federal Build-
mg_n

Hale Boggs was indeed one of the most
outstanding leaders in the history of our
Congress. He was elected to the House
of Representatives in 1940 and was the
youngest Democrat in the 77th Congress.
During World War II he served for 3
vears as an officer in the U.S. Naval Re-
serve and in 1946 was again elected to
Congress and subsequently reelected to
each succeeding term until his disappear-
ance in October of 1972.

His years in Congress were marked
by qualities of determination and leader-
ship. He distinguished himself as an
astute parliamentarian and legislator. As
a master strategist and brilliant speaker,
he possessed the rare ability to trans-
form the most heated controversial issues
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into rational discussions, bridging fac-
tional chasms and earning the highest
respect and esteem of colleagues.

Hale Boggs was unsurpassed in devo-
tion to family, loyalty to friends, con-
sideration of colleagues, and adherence
to high principles throughout his life-
time, I believe it would be most fitting
to pay tribute to Hale Boggs by naming
the Federal building in his honor.

May I add a personal note to this well
deserved tribute to my dear colleague
and friend. It was my privilege to serve
with Hale Boggs during his career in the
U.S. Congress. I worked closely with him
on many important legislative matters,
among others the implementation of the
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956.

Hale Boggs was a fine, warm human
being, devoted family man, and truly an
outstanding example of what should be
the best in a Congressman. I have missed
him since his departure, and I will con-
tinue to miss him in the years to come.
The work he did during his years of
service in the Congress will remain a
continuing living memorial to him.

Mrs. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express my heartfelt gratitude to the
Members of this body and especially to
the sponsors of H.R. 9430 for this splen-
did remembrance of Hale's effective serv-
ice to our Natior. He would concur in my
remarks that praise from his beloved
colleagues in the House is the highest
honor he could receive.

Hale would be especially pleased that
this new Federal building will bear his
name, It is a magnificent edifice situated
in an inner city area bursting with re-
vitalization plans where it will always
represent Hale's steadfast belief that
government, private enterprise and a
concerned citizenry working together
can provide an ever expanding high qual-
ity of life for all Americans.

In addition, this new Federal build-
ing is located next door to his good and
loyal friends in the Fifth Circuit Court
House,; across Lafayett. Square on one
side from his own district office of many
years, on another from the old Times-
Picayune Building where he worked in
many capacities to earn his tuition while
attending Tulane Uriversity and on the
other from the old city hall one of our
national treasures designed by the famed
architect James Gallier, and only a
stone’s throw down Camp Street from St.
Patrick’'s Church, the original roof of
which was donated by his great great
grandfather in 1835 and wherc Hale
often worshiped.

Hale’s mother, his brothers and sisters,
our children and grandchildren, his
faithful friends and loyal constituents
will be grateful vo you each time we pass
this handsome structure standing as his
enduring monument in this most appro-
priate setting.

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

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent for the immediate consid-
eration of a similar Senate bill (S. 2178)
to name the United States courthouse
and Federal office building under con-
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struction in New Orleans, La., as the
“Hale Boggs Federal Building,” and for
other purposes.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I will ask the same
question I asked before.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I shall give
the same answer. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct.

Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield, of course.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I stand cor-
rected.

The motion which I intend to make
now to the Chair will add two amend-
ments adopted by the Senate. Both of
them are perfecting amendments.

When we passed the Dwight Eisen-
hower Civic Center building, we gave
the wrong address on it, and that ap-
plied to the Karl Mundt Federal Build-
ing in South Dakota.

The other amendment is this: Our very
distinguished former colleague, the gen-
tleman from California, Mr. Smith, had
a building named after him, and he asked
the committee to withdraw the reguest.

Mr. Speaker, the two Senate amend-
ments are merely correcting amend-
ments.

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

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

There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, GRAY

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Gray moves to strike all after the
enacting clause of HR. 0430 and insert in
lieu thereof the provisions of S. 2178, as
follows:

5. 2178
An Act to name the U.S. courthouse and

Federal office building under construction

in New Orleans, Louisiana, as the “Hale

Boggs Federal Bullding"”, and for other

purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
United States courthouse and Federal office
building now under construction at the
corner of Camp Street, bounded by Poydras
Street, Lafayette Street, and Magazine Street,
New Orleans, Louisiana, shall hereafter be
known and designated as the “Hale Boggs
Federal Building”. Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, record, or other
paper of the United States to such bullding
shall be held to be a reference to the “Hale
Boggs Federal Bullding”.

The motion was agreed to.

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

A similar House bill (H.R. 9430) was
laid on the table.

EARLE CABELL FEDERAL BUILDING

The Clerk called the Senate bill (S.
2503) to name a Federal office building
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in Dallas, Tex., the “Earle Cabell Federal
Building.”

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

S. 2503

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Am-
erica in Congress assembled, That the Fed-
eral office building and United States court-
house at 1100 Commerce Street, Dallas, Texas,
shall hereafter be known and designated as
the “Earle Cabell Federal Building”. Any ref-
erence in a law, map, regulation, document,
record, or other paper of the United States
to such building shall be held to be a refer-
ence to the Earle Cabell Federal Building.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of S. 2503, a bill to name the
Federal office building in Dallas, Tex., in
honor of the distinguished former mem-
ber of the House of Representatives,
Earle Cabell.

Prior to coming to Congress, he re-
ceived wide recognition for his success as
a civil leader and for his many humani-
tarian efforts. He was elected mayor of
Dallas in 1961 and then elected to Con-
gress in 1964 and was reelected to each
successive Congress through the 92d.

During his years in the Congress he
served progressively on the Committee
on Science and Astronautics and the
Committee on the District of Columbia.
He is universally respected and loved by
his colleagues and constituents.

During his entire career in public of-
fice he remained responsive to the needs
and wishes of his constituents, working
tirelessly in the interests of the State of
Texas, as well as the Nation. I believe it
would be most fitting to name the Fed-
eral building in honor of Earle Cabell.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, it was my
honor, privilege, and pleasure to be as-
sociated with the Honorable Earle Cabell
for 8 years as a Member of the Texas
delegation to the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives. Since we arrived together as
freshmen Members of the 89th Congress,
we shared the natural affinity of strug-
gling beginners. This common bond
allowed a closer than normal scrutiny of
his actions on my part, and I was, there-
fore, most aware of a brilliantly develop-
ing legislative career. Earle Cabell's rec-
ord in behalf of his constituency, his
State, and his country was one of singu-
lar accomplishment as was his record
in behalf of the city of Dallas during his
tenure as mayor. I strongly support the
legislation to commemorate his public
service record to generations of the fu-
ture by naming the U.S. Federal court-
house in Dallas County after him.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to revise
and extend their remarks on the four
bills just passed.

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

There was no objection.
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NATIONAL MEDALS TO HONOR THE
LATE J. EDGAR HOOVER

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1817)
to provide for the striking of national
medals to honor the late J. Edgar Hoover.

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

HR. 1817

Be if'enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in
honor of the late J. Edgar Hoover, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury (hereafter referred to
as the “Secretary’) shall make available med-
als in accordance with this Act. The medals
authorized under this Act are national med-
als within the meaning of section 3351 of
the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 368).

Sec. 2. The medals shall bear such em-
blems, devices, and inscriptions, shall be of
such size or sizes, shall be made of such ma-
terials, and shall be made in such gquantity,
as the Secretary may determine.

Sec. 3. The Secretary shall cause such med-
als to be struck, and he shall cause them to
be sold to the general public, under such
rules and regulations as he may provide, at
a price not less than the estimated cost of
manufacture, including labor, materials,
dies, use of machinery, and overhead ex-
penses.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, as
House Report 93-666 points out, the Bu-
reau of the Mint now issues for public
sale a variety of national medals honor-
ing great events or outstanding individu-
als in our Nation's history. Thousands
of these medals are purchased each year
by serious collectors of national medals
and also by school children, particularly
when they come to Washington to tour
the national shrines and visit the numis-
matic display in the Treasury Depart-
ment after going through the White
House, or in visiting the Philadelphia or
Denver Mints or the San Francisco Assay
Office. Some of the medals included in
the Treasury’s series of “list medals” go
back to the earliest days of our country’s
struggle for independence, and are reis-
sued from time to time from the orig-
inal dies or designs.

I might add that these medals are sold
at prices sufficient to recover all costs of
manufacture and distribution. The Gen-
eral Accounting Office made a survey of
costs in the Bureau of the Mint in strik-
ing medals to make sure all costs of man-
ufacture were recovered, including the
estimated or pro rata costs of labor, ma-
terials, dies, use of machinery, and over-
head expenses; as a result, the Bureau of
the Mint revised upward many of the
prices it had been charging. I should fur-
ther point out that medals are struck
only when this does not interfere with
coinage operations. The same skills re-
quired in designing and producing coins
and coin dies and in striking coins are
also utilized in the production of medals.

The bill H.R. 1817, to strike a medal
honoring the late J. Edgar Hoover and
to include it in the series of Treasury
list medals available to the public
through the Bureau of the Mint, was in-
troduced by the Honorable WiLeur MILLS
of Arkansas and was generally supported
in hearings of the Subcommittee on Con-
sumer Affairs of the House Committee on
Banking and Currency when we held
hearings on all pending coinage and
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commemorative medals bills earlier this
year.

Director Hoover’s nearly half-century
of service to our country as head of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation placed
him in a unique situation among all of
the public officials who have served this
Nation. I think it would be particularly
appropriate, if this legislation becomes
law, for those who served under Mr.
Hoover in the FBI to arrange with the
Secretary of the Treasury to finance the
cost of a special strike of this medal of
gold or other precious metal to be placed
in the new J. Edgar Hoover Building now
being constructed across from the Justice
Department. However, I want to em-
phasize that there is no provision in this
legislation to strike such a medal at public
expense.

Mr. Speaker, HR. 1817 was unani-
mously approved by the Subcommittee
and the full Committee. It was endorsed
during our hearings in testimony by the
Treasury and the Bureau of the Mint, by
the president of the American Numis-
matic Association, and by the editor of
Coin World newspaper and the publisher
of Numismatic News. There would be no
net cost to the Treasury in striking these
medals. I urge approval of H.R. 1817.

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
today it seems’ particularly fitting and
proper to consider H.R. 1817, a bill to
authorize the striking of a commemora-
tive medal to honor the late J. Edgar
Hoover.

Appropriate first because in these days
as we prepare for the celebration of our
Nation’s 200th anniversary, J. Edgar
Hoover symbolized the foremost ideal of
the patriotic public servant envisioned by
those founders of our democracy to lead
the New Republic; and

Appropriate because in these beclouded
days of our national history testing the
credibility and integrity of public serv-
ice he so clearly reflected the honest
and unquestioned integrity and dedica-
tion to the fundamental principles of a
government by law.

J. Edgar Hoover assumed the direction
in 1924 of an organization that was in
severe disfavor with the public and with
the executive and legislative branches of
Government. He labored quietly and—
some say—doggedly to eliminate every
taint of corruption, every vestige of
inefficiency. .

Under his direction, the only direction
known by the FBI until his death, that
organization became a symbol to law en-
forcement agencies throughout the Na-
tion of the excellence and respect for in-
dividual liberty that could be attained
through a unique professionalism and
rigid devotion to duty.

Twenty-six years after he assumed the
leadership of the FBI, a spokesman for
the American Civil Liberities Union, the
organization most widely recognized as
guardian and protector of individual civil
liberties, wrote:

All evidence indicates that the FBI as a
matter of unvarying policy has played fair
with criminals and suspects, The FBI is
unigue in the history of natlonal police. It
has a magnificent record of respect for in-
dividual freedom.

Perhaps today more clearly than be-
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fore, events bear witness to the fact that
this intense dedication to law and liberty
was the result of this uncommon man,
not of the system he led.

In his last message to law enforcement
officials he seemed to be warning of the
potential misuse of power and abuse of
the law which recent months have re-
vealed, when he wrote:

[T]he process of change in a democracy
requires discipline and responsibility that
will not unleash unrestrained forces that
would rip the fabric of our freedoms, That
fabric derives its strength through the warp
and woof of laws that orderly guide the proc-
ess of change by defining our individual and
corporate duties. Change in our soclety would
otherwise simply result from those who could
impose their will on others without regard for
the validity of their arguments or the rights
of those who do not share their views.

Mr, Speaker, this bill not only com-
memorates the uncommon man, it com-
memorates that uncommon devotion to
law and duty which this Nation so ur-
gently seeks today. And certainly it re-
flects in the strongest sense the guide-
lines established by the Subcommittee on
Consumer Affairs and the Bureat of the
Mint that a medal should honor only
those persons whose superior deeds or
achievements have embellished our his-
tory or who are representative of the fin-
est of accomplishment in service to the
Nation.

Mr. Speaker, no man more at this time
in our history exemplifies the attributes
of accomplishment in service to the Na-
tion and in dedication to the principles of
law and liberty than J. Edgar Hoover.

I urge the unanimous consent and sup-
port of this bill by the Members of the
House and compliment the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee (Mrs.
SvLrivan) and the members of that sub-
committee for their efforts in reporting
this bill.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks in
connection with the passage of H.R.
1817 to strike national medals honor-
ing the late J. Edgar Hoover.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 11459, MILITARY
CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the managers may
have until midnight tonight to file a
conference report on the bill (H.R.
11459) making appropriations for mili-
tary construction for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to




39208

the request of the gentleman from
Florida?
There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE A PRIVILEGED RE-
PORT

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Rules may have until midnight to file
a privileged report.

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

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 6768,
UNITED NATIONS ENVIRONMENT
PROGRAM

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
6768) to provide for participation by the
United States in the United Nations En~
vironment program, and ask unanimous
consent that the statement of the man-
agers be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Novem-
ber 15, 1973.)

Mr. FRASER (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the further reading of the state-
ment be dispensed with.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, reserving
the right to object, are there any copies
of the conference report available?

Mr. FRASER. I have a copy here which
the gentleman from Iowa may use. Yes,
Mr. Speaker, I have several copies here.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman take a minute or two to give
us a brief explanation of what trans-
pired in the conference?

Mr. FRASER. Yes; I shall be happy
to do that.

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

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, this is the bill that was
requested by the administration to pro-
vide for an authorization for the newly
established United Nations Environment
Fund.

H.R. 6768 was approved by the House
May 15, 1973. The bill was taken up by
the Senate and approved on June 8, with
an amendment deleting the provision of
the House bill which prohibited use of
any funds for North Vietnam.

The conference report follows the out-
lines of the Senate bill. There is no
change in the amount proposed to be
authorized—3$40 million, of which $10
million would be available in fiscal year
1974.
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The only change is the deletion of the
amendment to the House bill which was
approved on the floor and which relates
to North Vietnam.

The Senate conferees argued that none
of the funds in the bill would be spent in
North Vietnam in any case because North
Vietnam was not a member of the United
Nations or any of the specialized agencies
and, therefore, does not benefit from
any of their programs.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

NIXON CRISIS

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

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, Senator Proxmire allegedly spoke
for the Democrats in a statement to the
American people on the so-called energy
crisis. The Senator did not speak for me.
The distinguished Senator failed to rec-
ognize the difference between an alleged
“energy crisis” and the reality of a
“Nixon crisis.” There is a difference be-
tween the two. The Congress can correct
the so-called energy crisis and only the
President can right the wrong of the
Nixon crisis.

It is long past the time that this Con-
gress should realize that we can not leg-
islate “good faith” for men that have
none any more so than a court can liti-
gate larceny from the hearts of “bug-
gers,” burglars, bankrobbers, convicts
and criminals.

It is clear that the Congress must act
and not react if the so-called energy
crisis is to be solved. It is time that we
act and act on constructive—positive
policies for programs of the future. This
is a time for positive leadership—mnot
partisan reaction. Let us separate poli-
ties from policy and there will be suffi-
cient petroleum products for all.

ABOUT $77 BILLION OF DEBT LIMIT

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

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, there is
great excitement because the Congress
has not vet completed work on another
of the frequent increases in the ceiling
for the national debt.

If the Congress would face up to its
responsibility, there would be no need
for an immediate change in the debt
ceiling. Almost $77 billion of this $462
billion debt is pure, unadulterated fic-
tion. It represents bonds which reside
in the portfolio of the Federal Open Mar-
ket Committee in the New York Federal
Reserve Bank.

Mr. Speaker, these are bonds which
have been paid for once and they should
be cancelled and subtracted from the
national debt that would reduce our na-
tional debt below $400 billion from its
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present size of $462. Again, let me repeat,
this $77 billion is pure fiction and it is
not a proper item to be counted as part
of our national debt.

The Federal Reserve is an agency of
the Federal Government and the Federal
Government does not owe it $77 billion
for bonds which have been paid for
once. As this House well knows, the Fed-
eral Reserve draws almost $4 billion an-
nually in interest on these paid-up bonds
and this slush fund allows the Federal
Reserve System to operate on its own
without coming to Congress for appro-
priations which is in violation of the
Constitution of the United States.

The Ways and Means Committee,
which handles the debt ceiling legisla-
tion for the House, is well aware of the
nature of these paid-up bonds and it
should take the initiative and see that
they are canceled and subtracted from
the debt. The Senate filibuster could con-
tinue indefinitely without concern about
the debt ceiling if we handled these Fed-
eral Reserve matters in a proper and
legal manner. Please read my remarks
on this subject on another page of this
RECORD.

LACK OF PLANNING ON RATIONING
HURTS OUR ECONOMY

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, the Sunday
closing of gas stations called for by the
administration will cripple the winter
tourist industry if it is not balanced by
other governmental actions.

In Wisconsin, tourism is a $2 billion
a year industry employing 400,000 peo-
ple, producing $300 million a year in
State and local revenues, and rivaling
agriculture as the State’s second largest
industry.

If the administration sticks by its plans
to ban Sunday gasoline sales it ought to
consider providing government assist-
ance to help recreational businesses meet
mortgage payments, or there will be
wholesale bankruptcies in this vital
industry.

Furthermore, steps must be taken to
create new government incentives for
better public transportation to recrea-
tion areas. Many tourism and recreation-
related businesses tend to be marginal
financial operations to begin with, being
short of capital and long on monthly
mortgage payments. A long-term setback
like this will drive hundreds of small
Wisconsin businesses into bankruptcey,
and Wisconsin is not alone.

It does not make much sense for the
Government to pour economic develop-
ment money into the Nation’s tourism in-
dustry with one hand while the other
hand helps do in that same indusiry by
its energy recommendations,

Ohviously, without proper administra-
tive safeguards gasoline rationing can
become a nightmare of inequity, but ra-
tioning can be a whale of a lot betfer
than huge tax inecreases on gasoline or
patchwork approaches which create un-
fair burdens for unfortunate and over-
looked segments of the economy. Any
plan which places its major reliance upon
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increases in the gas tax will keep the
average citizen off the road while the
rich guy can buy his way from town to
town simply because he can afford to do
S0.

There are gcing to be hardships all
around in the energy crisis—many more
than people are willing to face. The
Government has an obligation to spread
those hardships around in such a way
that they will not fall unfairly on some
groups of Americans simply because they
cannot pay the price.

GOVERNMENT MUST SERVE THE
PUBLIC INTEREST, NOT THE OIL
CONGLOMERATES AND INVEST-
MENT BANKERS

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, every day big business tightens
its fingers around the throats of the
American people.

Every day, the Nixon administration
puts more power and control into the
hands of the oil conglomerates, the in-
vestment bankers and those who al-
ready have a monopoly of economic
power.

Last week, it was announced that 250
retired corporate oil executives are being
put on the Federal payroll to help run
the oil allocation program.

Today, we hear that Deputy Secretary
of the Treasury William E. Simon is be-
ing tapped to run the big new super Fed-
eral Energy Agency. Who is William
Simon? Before joining the Government
a couple of years ago, he had spent his
life in the investment banking business,
as assistant vice president of Union Se-
curities Co. in New York; vice president
of Weedon & Co., a general investment
concern, and since 1964 as a member of
the board of directors and chairman of
government and muniecipal securities
with Salamon Bros.

Mr. Speaker, when is President Nixon
going to realize that this Nation belongs
to over 200 million people, and not to the
big o©il corporations and investment
bankers?

It is about time the people of this Na-
tion recaptured control of their Govern-
ment, and demand that Government
serve the public interest instead of cor-
porate privilege and special interests.

PRESIDENTIAL POWERS IN EMER-
GENCY FUEL ALLOCATION

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to ask the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. HecsrLEr) who just
spoke abcut the great crisis that we face,
if the gentleman voted for the Emer-
gency Petroleum Allocation Act?

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr,
Speaker, if the gentleman would yield,
ves, I did.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. You did.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the candid
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answer given by the genftleman from
‘West Virginia. Then the gentleman from
West Virginia was one who gave all of
that power to the President that the
same gentleman now abhors, and for
which he protests so vigorously. Mr.
Speaker, it constantly amazes me that so
many of those Members of this body who
are now complaining so publicly about
the misuse of power by the President
during “the energy crisis” are the very
ones who voted to give him those broad
powers. Some of us did not and tried to
warn in advance of the consequences.

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

A PERMANENT NATIONAL DEBT
LIMIT

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

Mr. MALLARY. Mr, Speaker, we are
faced this morning with the sorry sight
of the greatest Nation on the face of the
globe being unable to pay its bills or re-
fund its debts. It is a sad commentary on
the wisdom of this Congress thut we will
permit the continued existence of a proc-
ess by which one person, or a mincrity of
the Members of one of our Houses may
tie up the functioning of Government
and jeopardize our Nation's credit.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that the game
we play of having a temporary debt limit
totally unrelated to the facts of national
economic life which must be raised or re-
newed twice or more each year is the
cause of this most recent crisis. How can
we call for public confidence in the insti-
tutions of Government when we will not
face this honestly and adjust the debt
limit on a permanent basis?

Mr. Speaker, let me remind all the
Members again that we alone created
this situation and we can easily avoid it
by the simple step of making our na-
tional debt limit permanent when next
we have that opportunity in June of
1974.

CONGRESSMAN DOMINICK V. DAN-
IELS EULOGIZES BEN-GURION

(Mr. DOMINICEKE V. DANIELS asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorb.)

Mr. DOMINICEK V. DANIELS. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to express my most
profound sorrow at the passing of one
of the giants of our age. This weekend
David Ben-Gurion, one of the founders
of the modern State of Israel, passed
away and with his death another link is
lost with the generation who took a
dream and made it into reality.

Yesterday there were long lines when
the Knesset opened the morning as all
of Israel seemed to have come to pay
tribute to one of its greatest men. Indeed
before nightfall, more than 200,000 per-
sons, an amazing 10 percent of the total
population, had passed his bier.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to add my
own volce to those who have already paid
tribute to Ben-Gurion and the voice of all
the people of the 14th Congressional
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District in expressing our sympathy to
the people of Israel.

Ha'zaken will never be forgotten so
long as men and women can cherish a
dream come true. May God bless his
memory.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

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

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, on
Thursday, November 29, I was compelled
to leave the floor in the late afternoon,
before adjournment, and was absent
Friday, November 30. Accordingly I
missed rollcall Nos. 605-613. If I had been
present I would have voted as follows:

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 29, 1973

Rollcall No. 605: Dellums amendment
to H.R. 11575, 1974 Department of De-
fense Appropriations, which sought to
increase by $1.25 million funds available
for race relations training in the Army,
Navy, and Air Force, which had been cut
by the committee. Failed, 178 to 226. Sug-
gested vote: “yea.”

FRIDAY, NOVEMEER 30, 1973

Rollcall No. 607. Wyman amendment
to DOD appropriations bill that sought
to strike language providing that not
more than $851.6 million be available for
repair, alteration, and overhaul of ves-
sels in naval shipyards. Failed 170 to 203.
Suggested vote: “yea.”

Rollcall No. 608. Addabbo amendment
to DOD appropriations bill which sought
to require that of the total appropria-
tions made available by the act, $3.5 bil-
lion be available only from pipeline
funds left over from prior years. Failed
118 to 250. Suggested vote: “yea.”

Rolleall No. 609. Giaimo amendment to
DOD appropriations bill sought to place
a ceiling on military personnel of 2,157,-
902, a reduction of end troop strength of
22,000. Failed 160 to 210. Suggested vote:
‘“‘vea."”

Rolleall No. 610. Final Passage of H.R.
11575, Department of Defense appropria-
tions for fiscal 1974. Passed 336 to 23.
Suggested vote: “yea.”

Rolleall No. 612, Amendment to H.R.
11576—1974 Supplemental Appropria-
tions—offered by GonzaLez which sought
to raise by $35 million the funds appro-
priated for State vocational rehabilita-
tion programs from $615 to $650 million.
Failed 160 to 164. Suggested vote: “yea.”

Rolleall No. 613. Final passage of HR.
11576 making supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 1974, Passed 295
to 130. Suggested vote: “yea.”

PROPOSAL TO INCREASE SENATE
SELECT COMMITTEE SUBPENA
POWERS

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

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, later in
the Suspension Calendar today there will
be a measure brought up with regard to
expanding the subpena authority of the
Senate Watergate Select Committee. It
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seems in this flurry of interest in the
activities of this Senate committee that
all kinds of extraordinary legislation are
justified or become necessary in order
for them to carry on what they deem to
be their role.

I think the fact that we have been able
to survive for almost 200 years without
this kind of extraordinary legislation
suggests that this special measure is not
justified. I hope the bill (8. 2641) will
be considered on its merits, and not be
deemed valid simply because it seems to
be popular to support anything that
comes out of the Senate Watergate
Committee.

I will present extended debate at the
time that the bill is called up. I think it
is No. 4 on the Suspension Calendar.

AMENDING THE WILD AND SCENIC
RIVERS ACT

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 4864) to amend the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 4864

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 906), as amended
(16 U.S.C. 1271-1287), is further amended as
follows:

(a) Section T(b) (i) is amended by:

(1) deleting “five-year” and inserting in
lieu thereof “ten-year".

(ii) deleting *“publish” and inserting in
lieu thereof “notify the Committees on In-
terior and Insular Affairs of the United States
House of Representatives and United States
Senate in writing, including a copy of the
study upon which his determination was
made, at least one hundred and eighty days
while Congress is in session, prior to pub-
lishing”.

(b) Section 15(c) is amended by deleting
“scenic view from the river,” and inserting
in lieu thereof “scenic and natural qualities
of a designated wild, scenic, or recreational
river area,”.

(c) Section 16 is amended as follows:

(i) delete “$17,000,000" and insert “$37,600,-

(ii) redesignate “Sec. 16.” as “Sgc. 16. (a)”
and insert ‘‘(b) The authority to make the
appropriations authorized in this section shall
expire on June 30, 1978".

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

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

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. Tayror) will be
recognized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. Skueitz) will
be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair now recognizes the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, the legislation now before the
House is HR. 4864—a bill to amend the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968. This
legislation is the outgrowth of a proposal
submitted to the Congress by the Secre-
tary of the Interior earlier this year. To
my knowledge, there is no opposition to
it.
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BACEKGROUND AND EXPLANATION OF THE
LEGISLATION

As many Members of the House will
recall, the 90th Congress enacted legisla-
tion which designated eight rivers in
different parts of the country as compo-
nents of the wild and scenic rivers sys-
tem and provided for the study of 27
others as potential additions to that
system.

AUTHORIZATION INCREASE

At that time, it was impossible to know
what the ultimate land costs would be for
the initial components of the system, be-
cause detailed cost data had not been
developed with respect to any of the
many rivers then being suggested for in-
clusion. Based on the best information
then available, the House approved the
authorization of $17,340,000 for the six
rivers which it had included; however,
the conferees recommended the inclu-
sion of eight rivers and reduced the au-
thorization to $17 million.

In making this recommendation, the
conferees noted in their report:

The amount authorized to be appropriated
for land acquisition has been reduced from
$17,340,000 to $17 million, it being under-
stood that if escalation of land prices or
other unforeseen factors require the appro-
priation of more than this amount, the two
Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs
will be willing to consider such further legis-
lation as is necessary to carry out the act.

Now the departments have had ex-
perience with these scenic river acquisi-
tion programs and can more accurately
project what the final costs will be. Ac-
cording to the information which has
been supplied to the committee, the ex-
isting authorization has nearly been ex-
hausted and further acquisition activi-
ties must be held in abeyance unless and
until additional authority is granted.
Current estimates indicate that an addi-
tional $20.6 million will be needed to
complete the land acquisition programs
at the eight initial components of the
system.

MORATORIUM EXTENSION

Much more detailed data was required
on the 27 “study rivers” contained in the
act so that cost estimates for them
should be much more realistic. These
comprehensive studies develop informa-
tion upon which the Congress can make
an informed judgment as to the wisest
and best use of these natural resources.
They take time, I am glad to report that
progress is being made on the studies,
but many of them have not yet been
completed. Under the terms of the orig-
inal act, a moratorium on water re-
source development projects on the study
rivers was imposed for a term of 5 years.
That moratorium ended on October 2.
Unless it is extended, it is conceivable
that some water resource projects might
be initiated which would effectively pre-
clude the Congress from considering
whether a river qualifies for, and should
be included in, the Wild and Scenic
Rivers System. HR. 4864 would amend
the act to extend the moratorium for
5 additional years.

CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF NEGATIVE FINDING

It should be pointed out that, if a de-
termination is made that any of the

December 3, 1973

study rivers are determined to be unsuit-
able for inclusion in the system, while
the study is underway, then by publica-
tion of notice to that effect in the Fed-
eral Register, the Secretary of Interior
or Agriculture could remove that river
from the study category and thereby ter-
minate the moratorium. The committee
felt that the Congress should have an
opportunity to review such a negative
finding before it would become effective.
It recommended that the legislation be
amended to require a 180-day period for
committee review of the study and find-
ings before any study river is removed
from the protections afforded it under
the study section of the act.

DEFINITION OF ‘“SCENIC EASEMENT" REVISED

Finally, based on experience with the
act, it has been found that the definition
of “scenic easement” is too restrictive
and the committee recommends that it
be broadened to include protection of
the qualities of the river rather than
being limited strictly to lands that can
be seen from the river.

RECOMMENDATION AND CONCLUSION

That, Mr. Speaker, briefly explains the
background and purpose of HR. 4864,
as recommended by the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs. It is not a
complicated bill and, as far as I know, it
is not a controversial one. It is a straight-
forward approach to deal with some real-
ities which we face with this program.

I urge the adoption of the bill, as
amended by the committee.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from  California (M.
HosMER) .

Mr. HOSMER. Mr, Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4864, a bill to amend the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968. This
bill was initiated by the administration
as a component of the President’s envi-
ronmental package, and its basic thrust
upon introduction and as subsequently
amended is to extend certain provisions
of the 1968 Act and to further perfect
that act so as to help assure that the
American people can, in perpetuity, en-
joy the benefits of the few remaining
natural and free-flowing streams across
our Nation.

The United States has been a pioneer
in this matter of protecting important
remnants of naturalness along its streams
by the formal creation of a system of wild
and scenic rivers. The program is not
only a most worthy one for the benefit
of our people, but it also provides a work-
ing model for study, emulation, ampli-
fication, and perfection by other coun-
tries which are also striving to protect
worthy segments of their natural envi-
ronment.

The bill before us extends protection
to numerous study rivers listed in the
parent act for an additional 5-year pe-
riod, by which time their suitability for
possible addition to the river system
should be determined by completed stud-
ies. The bill provides authorization for
additional funding to complete the land
acquisition program for the eight origi-
nal rivers included in the system, and
also provides an incentive for that acqui-
sition program to be completed promptly.
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The bill incorporates an extended period
for the Congress to act upon any study
report which discloses the nonsuitability
of a study river for addition to the sys-
tem, before the river is released from its
protective study status. The bill also
broadens the applicability of the use of
scenic easements along the rivers.

All of the provisions of this amending
legislation are designed to improve and
perfect the wild and scenic rivers system
which was created by the Congress in
1968. I urge my colleagues to fully sup-
port this bill.

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

Mr. Speaker, in 1968 the Con-
gress inaugurated an important and
novel conservation step when it en-
acted the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

The Congress recognized that the pro-
liferating activities of mankind along
and adjacent to our streams and rivers,
would eventually eliminate their natural,
wild, and free-flowing character—unless
legislative action was taken to prevent
their destruction.

So under the 1968 act, eight free-flow-
ing stream segments were designated
and protected as wild and scenic in char-
acter, and were to form the backbone of
a system of wild and scenic rivers.

The act also listed 27 additional river
candidates considered worthy of further
study, in anticipation of their possible
addition to a growing system of wild and
scenic rivers to be protected.

The 1968 act provided that while these
27 listed study rivers were being re-
viewed, they would be protected for a
period of 5 years from the threat of
water development projects as might be
licensed by the Federal Power Commis-
sion under terms of the Federal Power
Act.

With the studies on these 27 rivers not
yet completed, the legislation before us
provides an extension period of protec-
tion for an additional 5 years.

The 1968 act also provides that if it is
concluded by the Secretary of the In-
terior or Agriculture, that a study river
does not qualify for addition to the sys-
tem, it then immediately loses the pro-
tection from water development projects
which it enjoyed while in study status.

This bill, H.R. 4864, provides that upon
such determination by a Secretary, he
must so advise the authorizing commit-
tees of the Congress.

Then, 180 days—while Congress is in
session—must elapse before notification
of such determination of nonsuitability
is published in the Federal Register.

This procedure, it was felt by the com-
mittee, should be provided so as to pro-
vide ample time for the Congress to act
upon any negative study findings, before
any stream is stripped of its study status
protection.

This legislation broadens the defini-
tion of scenic easement as used in the
parent act. Currently the application of
scenic easements extends only to those
lands within the river boundaries and
visible from the river.

Since many activities which are not
within sight of the river can be as im-
pacting as those activities occurring
within sight of the river this legislation
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seeks to broaden the definition of scenic
easement so as to permit its application
to any area within the river boundaries
where the scenic qualities of the river are
jeopardized or threatened.

Finally, this bill would authorize an
additional $20.6 million to fund the com-
pletion of the land acquisition program
for the original eight rivers which were
designated as units of the system upon
enactment in 1968.

Mr. Speaker, this bill, HR. 4864, as
introduced, was part of the President’s
environmental legislative program.

The few simple amendments added by
the committee simply round out and per-
fect the Wild and Scenic Rivers System.
I am proud to fully endorse this legisla-
tion, and I urge its adoption by my
colleagues.

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

Mr. SKUBITZ. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, I find it
a little difficult to determine which
rivers have been added. Are there any
projects added in either Kansas or Mis-
souri? Does the gentleman have any
list There may be two or three included
for further study?

Mr. SKUBITZ. The gentleman will
find the rivers that are listed are on
page 4 of the report.

Mr. RANDALL, Well, that may be but
there is no listing in the bill itself.

Mr. SKUBITZ. That is correct.

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

Mr, SKUBITZ. I yield to the gentle-
man from Alaska.

Mr. STEELMAN, Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the ranking minority Member, the
gentleman from Kansas, for his com-
ments and associate myself with his
comments.

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is one
of the outstanding pieces of environ-
mental legislation passed by the U.S.
Congress. I heartily support its amend-
ment today and only hope that further
understanding of all the ramifications of
the act will lead to a greater expansion
of the list of streams designated “scenic”
or “recreational,” as well as “wild.”

I believe that few thoroughly under-
stand the broad definitions of the various
designations within this act, and among
those aware of the act itself, many feel
that an entire river must be designated
“wild.” That is not the case and pos-
sibly the reason that even more segments
have not been advanced for inclusion un-
der this act.

To date over 20 States have establish-
ed wild and scenic rivers programs on
their own. I hope that we can work in
coordination with these and other States
to acquaint citizens with the full extent
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act so that
there will be a reappraisal of all our
streams and stream segments for des-
ignation as “scenic,” “recreational,”
“study,” *“wild.” And I encourage all
citizens to push for inclusion of addi-
tional rivers and river segments under
this act as soon as possible.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. TavLor) that the
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House suspend the rules and pass the bill
H.R. 4864, as amended.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs be discharged from further con-
sideration of the Senate bill (S. 921) to
amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,
and ask for immediate consideration of
the Senate bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill as fol-
lows:

8. 921

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
o] Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat. 906) is
amended as follows:

(a) In section 7(b) (i) delete "five-year”
and substitute “ten-year”,

(b) In section 16 delete “$17,000,000" and
substitute “$37,600,000".

(c¢) In section 6(a) strike the comma after
“donation™ and insert in lieu thereof “or
exchange,”.

(d) (1) In section 4 strike subsection (a)
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary of the Interior
or, where national forest lands are involved,
the Secretary of Agriculture or, in appropri-
ate cases, the two Secretaries jointly shall
study and submit to the President reports on
the suitability or nonsuitability for addition
to the national wild and scenic rivers system
of rivers which are designated herein or here-
after by the Congress as potential additions
to such system. The President shall report to
the Congress his recommendations and pro-
posals with respect to the designation of
each such river or section thereof under this
Act. Such studies shall be completed and
such reports shall be made to the Congress
with respect to all rivers named in subpara-
graphs 5(a) (1) through (27) of this Act
within three complete fiscal years after the
date of enactment of this amendment: Pro-
vided, however, That with respect to the
Suwannee River, Georgia and Florida, and
the Upper Iowa River, Iowa, such study shall
be completed and reports made thereon to
the Congress prior to October 2, 1970. With
respect to any river designated for potential
addition to the national wild and scenic riv-
ers system by Act of Congress subsequent to
this Act, the study of such river shall be
completed and reports made thereon by the
President to the Congress within three com-
plete fiscal years from the date of enactment
of such Act. In conducting these studies the
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of
Agriculture shall give priority to those riv=-
ers with respect to which there is the great-
est likelthood of developments which, If
undertaken, would render the rivers unsuit-
able for inclusion in the national wild and
scenic rivers system. Every such study and
plan shall be coordinated with any water re-
sources planning involving the same river
which is being conducted pursmant to the
Water Resources Planning Act (79 Stat. 244;
42 US.C. 1962 et seq.).

“Each report_ including maps and {llustra-
tions, shall show among other things the area
included within the report; the character-
istics which do or do not make the area &
worthy addition to the system; the current
status of land ownership and use in the area;
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the reasonably foreseeable potential uses of
the land and water which would be en-
hanced, foreclosed, or curtailed if the area
were included in the national wild and sce-
nic rivers system; the Federal agency (which
in the case of a river which is wholly or sub-
stantially within a national forest, shall be
the Department of Agriculture) by which it
is proposed the area, should it be added to
the system, be administered; the extent to
which it is proposed that such administra-
tion, including the costs thereof, be shared
by State and local agencies; and the esti-
mated cost to the United States of acquiring
necessary lands and interests in land and of
administering the area, should it be added
to the system. Each such report shall be
printed as a Senate or House document.”

(2) In section 5 strike subsection (b); and
reletter subsections (c¢) and (d) as (b) and
(¢), respectively.

(3) In section 7(b) (1) strike all after “Act”
and insert in lieu thereof “or the three com-
plete fiscal year period following any Act of
Congress designating any river for potential
additional to the national wild and scenic
river system, whichever is later, and"”

(4) In section T(b) (il) strike “which is
recommended”, insert in lieu thereof “the re-
port for which is submitted”, and strike "“for
inclusion in the national wild and scenic
rivers system".

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TAYLOR
OF NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Tavror of North
Carolina: Strike out all after the enacting
clause of 8. 921 and insert in lieu thereof
the provisions of H.R. 4864, as passed,

The amendment was agreed to.
The Senate bill was ordered to be read

a third time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

A similar House bill (HR. 4864) was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have five legislative
days in which to revise and extend their
remarks immediately before passage of
H.R. 4864.

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

There was no objection.

DESIGNATING CHATTOOGA RIVER
AS COMPONENT OF NATIONAL
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS SYS-
TEM

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 9492) to designate the
Chattooga River in the States of North
Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia
as a component of the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System, and for other
purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 9492

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (82
Stat. 906; 16 U.S.C. 1274(a)), as amended,
is further amended by adding the following
new paragraph:

“(10) CHATTOOGA, NORTH CAROLINA, SOUTH
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CaroLINA, GEoRGIA—The segment from 0.8
mile below Cashiers Lake in North Carolina
to Tugallo Reservoir, and the West Fork
Chattooga River from its junction with Chat-
tooga upstream 7.3 miles, as generally de-
picted on the boundary map entitled ‘Pro-
posed Wild and Scenic Chattooga River and
Corridor Boundary, dated August 1973; to
be administered by the Secretary of Agri-
culture: Provided, That the BSecretary of
Agriculture shall take such action as is
provided for under section 3(b) of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act within one year from
the date of enactment of this Act: Provided
Jurther, That for the purposes of this river,
there are authorized to be appropriated not
more than $2,000,000 for the acquisition of
lands and interests in lands and not more
than $809,000 for development."”.

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr,
Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, it gives me a great deal of
pride to bring to the floor of the House
a bill involving an area which is partial-
ly in my home State of North Carolina.
H.R. 9492, which I cosponsored with my
friends the gentlemen from South Caro-
lina (Mr. Dorn and Mr. MaNN) and the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LANDRUM)
would add the Chattooga River and a
portion of its West Fork to the wild and
scenie rivers system.

BROAD SUPPORT

Usually, when we have bills of this
kind, they have broad support, but some-
times they are controversial. In this case,
practically everyone supports the desig-
nation of this river as a unit of the wild
and scenic rivers system. The Depart-
ments of Agriculture and Interior, speak-
ing for the administration, have given it
their strong endorsement. The legisla-
tures of all three States have approved
resolutions recommending the inclusion
of the river into the system. Most im-
portantly, the public support for this
legislation is practically unanimous.

Two public meetings were conducted
by the Forest Service in the region in-
volved and those who attended strongly
supported the proposal. At the hearings
of the Subcommittee on National Parks
and Recreation, everyone testifying on
the legislation spoke in favor of its enact-
ment, and it was recommended by the
subcommittee and the full Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs without
a dissenting vote.

In short, Mr. Speaker, I know of no
significant opposition to the enactment
of HR. 9492, as recommended. On the
contrary, I believe it enjoys enthusiastic
support from almost all quarters. En-
vironmentalist and conservation organi-
zations have endorsed it; all of the Mem-
bers whose districts are involved have
cosponsored it; and the States through
which it flows have recommended it.

DESCRIPTION

The reason that this river has such
broadly based support is that it is rec-
ognized as one of the most outstanding
free-flowing streams remaining in the

December 3, 1973

Southeast. It begins on the crest of the
Blue Ridge Mountains of North Caro-
lina—in the congressional district which
I have the honor to represent—and flows
through some spectacular, primitive
mountain country before flowing down
along the South Carolina-Georgia bound-
ary. The river is free of impoundments
and only a few relatively insignificant
evidences of man can be seen anywhere
along its main stem.

It is a dramatic river from its head-
waters to Tugaloo Reservoir. For 50
miles, it drops an average of about 50
feet per mile from its upper reaches to
the lower end. It includes several beau-
tiful waterfalls, churning rapids and
shoals challenging the most experienced
whitewater enthusiasts, and occasionally
calm stretches and minor ripples suitable
for novice canoeists. The water quality
of the entire river is extraordinarily high
and it provides a fine habitat for moun-
tain trout to delight the many fishermen
who come to enjoy the stream.

Located in an area with most of the
characteristics of wilderness, the river is
free of any significant or unsightly in-
trusions by man. The surrounding coun-
try is almost as rugged as the river is
wild and it represents, by itself, an im-
portant recreational resource for hikers
and outdoor recreationists of all kinds.

VISITATION, SAFETY AND MANAGEMENT
OF THE AREA

Of course, such an area is a popular
attraction to those living nearby. Many
of the local people know the river well
and understand its dangers, but for peo-
ple not familiar with it the river can be
very hazardous. Notwithstanding this
fact many people accept the challenges
which it offers without knowing the dan-
gers involved.

Many people have visited the area in
past years, but the numbers coming into
the area since the movie “Deliverance”
was filmed on the river, has increased
dramatically. One knowledgeable wit-
ness told the committee that it is esti-
mated that as many as 15,000 people
traveled down the river this year, Many
of these utilize the services of guides and
river runners who are familiar with its
hazards. To my knowledge, they have
never experienced a fatal accident. Un-
fortunately, some who come are more
daring and they can quickly get into dif-
ficulties from which they cannot easily
extricate themselves.

‘While the enactment of this legislation
might encourage more people to come,
it will also permit the Forest Service to
establish safety programs for those who
do come. At the present time, the Forest
Service has no authority to establish
safety regulations—or to enforce them—
with respect to use of the river. There is
no existing program to warn unsuspect-
ing visitors of the potential dangers
which they might encounter. And there
is no systematic method for determining
when adventurous visitors have set out
on a river running expedition or whether
they have returned safely. These are
some of the things that the Forest Serv-
ice can and will do if the river is added
to the system.

To help them, it is expected that the
Forest Service will regulate, by contract,
those who will be permitted to operate
commercial float trips. There are pres-
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ently several operafors serving the public
on the Chattooga. They have the experi-
ence with the river which can enable the
visitor to have relatively safe and enjoy-
able experience and it is expected that
they will be given preference in provid-
ing this service in the future.

Mr. Speaker, whether this legislation
is adopted or not, the people will come,
By enacting H. R. 9492 we will make sure
that they are given some reasonable de-
grees of protection. Naturally, they must
bear the primary responsibility for their
own safety, but this legislation will en-
able the administering governmental
agency to provide them with information
and services which will help them have
a safe and enjoyable visit.

Naturally, in administering this area
the basic management objective will be
to permit it to be used in a manner which
will be compatible with the characteris-
tics which made it suitable for inclusion
in the system. Floating by raft, canoe and
kayak will undoubtedly be an even more
popular activity ir the future than it is
today. Fishing and hunting will con-
tinue fo draw large numbers of visitors to
the area. In addition, hikers, backcoun-
try outdoorsmen and nature lovers will
enjoy the primitive forest lands adjacent
to the river.

LAND OWNERSHIP AND COST

By an exchange agreement with the
Georgia Power Co., its holdings in the
area were transferred to the Forest Serv-
ice so that Federal land ownership now
totals more than 80 percent of the 15,-
000-acre area. While some lands within
the boundaries remain in private owner-
ship and may be acquired, it is contem-
plated that scenic easements will sat-
isfy most of the remaining needs. The
bill authorizes the appropriation of $2
million for land acquisition, but fee title
to the remaining lands can be acquired
only from willing sellers; consequently, it
seems unlikely that all of these moneys
will be expended.

Development along the river will be
modest. The legislation authorizes $809,-
000 for administrative and public and
facilities. White certain access roads,
trails and the like will be needed, most
of the facilities to be installed will be
designed to assure the protection of the
river and the safety of its visitors.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Speaker, having visited in this
area and having floated portions of this
river myself on two occasions, I can give
it my highest recommendation. It is a
beautiful wild river in a magnificent
natural area. HR. 9492 will assure its
preservation for the enjoyment of pres-
ent and future generations. I urge its
approval by my colleagues in the House.

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

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I
vield to the gentleman from Iowa.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has
expired.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding to me. I note
something new has been added to re-
ports in the House, this one carrying
photographs. How does the gentleman
get this job done? I do not recall ever
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before seeing a report carrying photo-
graphs.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I will state to the gentleman
that this river and the Big Thicket Area,
which is the subject of the next bill, con-
tains scenery which is so beautiful and
which speaks for itself so well that the
committee was of the opinion that the
photographs would be a fine addition
to the report, and they were approved.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, does this
add to the cost of the report?

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I would think that it would
add about the same as one additional
page in the Recorp would have added.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman
mean that the plates by which the
photographs are reproduced cost noth-
ing?

Mr, TAYLOR of North Carolina. The
reproduction was made by the offset
process which is inexpensive.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if
in future reports there will be photo-
graphs of bathing beauties clad in
bikinis?

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, someone might suggest that,
but that is beyond the jurisdiction of
our committee.

Mr. GROSS. And I guess it is beyond
the jurisdiction of the gentleman from
Iowa, too.

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

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I
yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I am told
that the cost of photographs in reports
is not any more than would be of that
of charts that are submitted in these
reports.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
HosMmEer) such time as he may consume,

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act passed by the Congress in 1968
provided a list of 27 rivers to be studied
to determine their suitability for addi-
tion as components of the Wild and
Scenic Rivers System.

The Chattooga River is one of these,
and the study of it has yielded a favor-
able recommendation by the Department
of Agriculture for its addition to the sys-
tem. Further, the proposal has received
widespread public support. This river is
one of the few remaining undeveloped
rivers in the southeastern United States.
It possesses some extremely rough and
challenging sections of white water for
river runners, and constitutes a recrea-
tional resource not easy to match in this
part of the country.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill by voting for its passage.

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

Mr. Speaker, The Chattooga River was
designated as one of the 27 study rivers—
and the study of the Chattooga was be-
gun in 1969 by the Secretary of Agricul-
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ture—by agreement with the Interior
Department.

The Legislatures of North Carolina,
South Carolina, and Georgia approved
the inclusion of the Chattooga in the
system and the support for the wild and
scenic river designation received almost
unanimous approval.

The Chattooga River is one of the
largest and longest undeveloped free
flowing streams remaining in South-
eastern United States.

The rivers included in the Wild and
Scenic Rivers System are classified as
wild-scenic and recreation. The 57-mile
segment of the Chattooga designated in
H.R. 9492 meets the requirements of all
categories.

About 87 percent of 15,432 acres of
land within the boundaries of the river
are owned and managed by the U.S. For-
est Service—hence—land acquisition
would be slight.

The bill provides for a land acquisition
authorization of not to exceed $2 million
and a development ceiling of $809,000.

This bill has the support of the Admin-
istration and I urge its adoption.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 9492, to include the Chat-
tooga River in the wild and scenic rivers
system. The Chattooga which flows
through the mountains and foothills of
northwestern South Carolina, not many
miles from my home, is one of the few
remaining natural and historic resources
of this country which until now has
largely been spared from the “civilizing”
impact of man and his machines.

When Congress enacted the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, it was the in-
tent of Congress that certain selected
rivers in the Nation which possessed out-
standing scenic, recreational, geologic,
fish and wildlife, historie, cultural, or
other similar values, be preserved in free
flowing condition, and that they and
their immediate environs be protected for
the benefit and enjoyment of present and
future generations. That act designated
the Chattooga River in North Carolina,
South Carolina, and Georgia for poten-
tial addition to the national wild and
scenic rivers system, In July of this year,
I joined with other Members of Congress
from Chattooga River country in intro-
ducing H.R. 9492 to include the Chat-
tooga as a component of the national
wild and scenic rivers system in further-
ance of the 1968 act. Favorable action on
the bill before us today will insure that
the natural wonders of the Chattooga,
which have been enjoyed and taken for
granted by past generations will be pre~
served for the continued enjoyment and
appreciation of future generations.

Though the Chattooga has recently
been popularized by the James Dickey
novel, “Deliverance,” and the movie of
the same title, I have known the river
since my earliest years as a South Caro-
lina scholboy. I have always been fas-
cinated by this white-water river, and
the mystery and excitement which at-
tracted me to the mighty Chattooga
in the days of my youth continue to
draw me back to its rushing waters and
untamed natural beauty. I am sure that
my colleagues in the Congress who visited
the Chattooga River area in early Au-
gust recall quite vividly the excitement




39214

and breathtaking beauty we enjoyed dur-
ing our float down the wild Chattooga.
What we enjoyed on that memorable
occasion should be protected from the de-
structive byproducts of an increasingly
industrialized society in order that future
generations may also experience that
same enjoyment.

The Chattooga River would be a sig-
nificant addition to the wild and scenic
rivers system. The Chatltooga is pres-
ently a clean, free-flowing, mountain
stream in the deep forest of a relatively
undeveloped area. In fact, it is one of
the few remaining free-flowing streams
in the southeast and is the only moun-
tain river in the four-State area of North
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and
Tennessee without substantial commer-
cial, agricultural, and residential de-
velopment along its shores. This river is
a prime example of the whitewater rivers
that once abounded along the east coast
but which now have had their natural
state substantially altered by the ad-
vances of civilization. Many such rivers
which once offered some of the same
wonders the Chattooga affords us today
are either dammed, flow through farms,
cities, or other areas of commercial ac-
tivity, or are being used for industrial
refuse and sewage disposal. We now have
the opportunity to protect the wild Chat-
tooga from this fate, I urge the Congress
to act favorably on the bill before us to-
day in order that we might preserve the
Chattooga as an example of what we
used to have in abundance in the South-
eastern United States.

Even though the Chattooga River has
A quality of remoteness, it is readily ac-
cessible to several metropolitan areas
and provides many types of outdoor rec-
reation for which there is now great
demand. Not only is the Chattooga a
superior scenic attraction, it is also one
of the great canoeing and rafting rivers in
the East and provides canoeing oppor-
tunities for every degree of skill. Excel-
lent opportunities for hunting and fishing
exist in the area as well as opportunities
for other types of outdoor recreation.
And, the river is not without historical
significance. Prior to 1600, the Chat-
tooga River was in the land of the Cher-
okee Indians and legends, artifacts, and
settlements provide a valuable source for
the study of the Cherokee culture and
history. The earliest record of white men
in the area are hunter maps dated 1730
and 1751. In 1775 William Bartram, an
early American botanist, visited the re-
gion and crossed the Chattooga. In 1830,
white settlers sarrived to make their
homes along the Chattooga and there
still remains evidence of pioneer con-
struction in the region.

Mr. Speaker, I respectfully submit that
the Chattooga River satisfies all the re-
quirements for inclusion in the national
wild and scenic rivers system, and I
therefore, urge the House to suspend the
rules and pass H.R. 9492. As the report
prepared by the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs points out, this bill
would include that portion of the Chat-
tooga River from 0.8 mile below Cash-
iers Lake in North Carolina to Tugaloo
Reservoir, and the West Fork Chattooga
River from its junction with Chattooga
upstream 7.3 miles as a component of
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the wild and scenic rivers system, and
authorize to be appropriated $2 million
for land acquisition and $609,000 for de-
velopment.

‘We must act without delay if we are to
preserve another of the rapidly diminish-
ing natural resources which this country
used to possess in such great abundance.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, {wo bills re-
ported by the distinguished Interior
Committee, HR. 9492 adding the now
famous Chattooga River to the Wild and
Scenic Rivers System, and H.R. 11546,
establishing Big Thicket National Pre-
serve, are before us today. I intend to vote
in favor of both measures for several rea-
sons,

As a representative of a semiurban
district I can see the need for Congress
to continue to set aside natural, non-
developable space for Americans. As our
cities grow larger and more stifling, we
cannot neglect the need of those resi-
dents for the beauty and relaxation that
natural settings provide. In an era of
property-as-investment, a climate has
been created that tends to diminish the
human value of land open fo the public.
We cannot let this happen by failing to
procure forests and preserves and wild
scenery that will otherwise be cheapened
with condominiums and commercial
camping sites.

Mr, Speaker, there is currently under
consideration a bill to create a national
historical area within 15,000 acres of the
beautiful expanses of the Cuyahoga
River Valley between Akron and Cleve-
land in my State of Ohio. This recrea-
tion area would offer many of the same
things that the Chattooga River and Big
Thicket do in their parts of the country.
And in addition to a large green open
space preserved from the bulldozer of the
developer, the Cuyahoga Valley Na-
tional Historical Park and Recreation
Area would be within a single hour's drive
of over 4 million people—a point espe-
cially important with the energy crisis
now on top of us.

Unfortunately, the majority of our
country's excellent national parks are in
the West—in areas of great scenic
beauty, but hundreds of miles beyond the
range of their potential users. Gasoline
shortages will not allow us the in-
dulgence of day-long drives any longer.
We must react to this situation by pre-
serving, now, open spaces near our major
urban centers for the enjoyment of all
Americans in the future.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker the Chattooga
River is a unique national treasure. The
bill now before the House will guarantee
that its unspoiled natural setting will be
protected. As a sponsor of the bill I urge
its overwhelming approval.

Mr. Speaker, in the Southeast we are
proud of a beautiful environment second
to none in the Nation. We have rivers,
lakes, and woodlands in abundance. In
the Chattooga we have one of the finest
examples of clean, free-flowing, un-
spoiled mountain streams to be found
anywhere. By including the Chattooga in
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Systems the
Congress can protect the magnificent
river and swrrounding area from any ac-
tions that would disturb the present set-
ting.
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In a 50-mile stretch between Cashiers,
N.C., and Lake Tugaloo, the elevation of
the Chattooga descends at a rate of 50
feet per mile. This sharp drop makes for
some of the most spectacular white-
water rapids in America. For some 40
miles the River forms the border between
South Carolina—Oconee County—and
Georgia.

Protection of the Chattooga has wide
support among the people of my area,
Mr. Speaker. We have heard from Girl
Scouts and Boy Scouts, people from alil
walks of life who love the magnificent,
spectacular beauty of the South Caro-
lina, North Carolina, and Georgia moun-
tains. I am proud to be a sponsor of this
bill, and urge its approval.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. Tavror) that
the House suspend the rule and pass the
bill H.R. 9492, as amended.

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

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to amend the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act by designating the Chattooga
River, North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Georgia as a component of the Na-
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System,
and for other purposes.”
tat? motion to reconsider was laid on the

le.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill just passed, H.R. 9492,
immediately preceding its passage.

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

There was no objection.

BIG THICKET NATIONAL PRESERVE
IN TEXAS

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carclina. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (HR. 11546) to
authorize the establishment of the Big
Thicket National Preserve in the State of
Texas, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 11546

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,
and recreational values of a significant por-
tion of the Big Thicket area in the State of
Texas and to provide for the enhancement
and public enjoyment thereof, the Big
Thicket National Preserve is hereby estab-
lished.

(b) The Big Thicket National Preserve
(hereafter referred to as the “preserve”)
shall include the units generally depicted on
the map entitled “Blg Thicket National Pre-
serve”, dated November 1973 and num-
bered NBR-BT 91,027 which shall be on file
and available for public inspection in the
offices of the National Park Service, Depart-
ment of the Interlor, Washington, District
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of Columbis, and shall be filed with appro-
priate offices of Tyler, Hardin, Jasper, Polk,
Liberty, Jefferson, and Orange Counties in
the State of Texas. The Secretary of the In-
terior (hereafter referred to as the “Secre-
tary”) shall, as soon as practicable, but no
later than six months after the date of en-
actment of this Act, publish a detailed de-
seription of the boundaries of the preserve
in the Federal Register. In establishing such
boundaries, the Secretary shall locate stream
corridor unit boundaries referenced from
the stream bank on each side thereof and
he shall further make every reasonable ef-
fort to exclude from the units hereafter de-
scribed any improved year-round residential
properties which he determines, in his dis-
cretion, are not necessary for the protection
of the values of the area or for its proper
administration, The preserve shall consist of
the following units:

Big Sandy Creek unit, Polk County, Texas,
comprising approximately fourteen thou-
sand three hundred acres;

Menard Creek Corridor unit, Polk, Hardin,
and Liberty Counties, Texas, including a
module at its confluence with the Trinity
River, comprising approximately three thou-
sand three hundred and fifty-nine acres;

Hickory Creek Savannah unit, Tyler
County, Texas, comprising approximately six
hundred and sixty-eight acres;

Turkey Creek unit, Tyler and Hardin
Counties, Texas, comprising approximately
seven thousand eight hundred acres;

Beech Creek unit, Tyler County, Texas,
comprising approximately four thousand
eight hunderd and fifty-six acres;

Upper Neches River corridor unit, Jasper,
Tyler, and Hardin Counties, Texas, includ-
ing the Sally Withers Addition, comprising
approximately three thousand seven hun-
dred and seventy-five acres;

Neches Bottom and Jack Gore Baygall
unit, Hardin and Jasper Counties, Texas,
comprising approximately thirteen thousand
three hundred acres;

Lower Neches River corridor unit, Hardln,
Jasper, and Orange Counties, Texas, except
for a one-mile segment on the east side of
the river including the site of the papermill
near Evadale, comprising approximately two
thousand six hundred acres;

Beaumont unit, Orange, Hardin, and Jef-
ferson Counties, Texas, comprising approxi-
mately six thousand two hundred and eight-
een acres;

Loblolly unit, Liberty County, Texas, com-
prising approximately five hundred and fifty
acres;

Little Pine Island-Pine Island Bayou cor-
ridor unit, Hardin and Jefferson Counties,
Texas, comprising approximately two thou-
sand one hundred acres; and

Lance Rosier unit, Hardin County, Texas,
comprising approximately twenty-five thou-
sand and twenty-four acres.

(e} 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,
waters, or interests therein which are lo-
cated within the boundaries of the preserve:
Provided, That any lands owned or acquired
by the State of Texas, or any of its political
subdivisions, may be acquired by donation
only. After notifying the Committees on In-
terior and Insular Affairs of the United States
Congress, in writing, of his intention to do
so and of the reasons therefor, the Secretary
may, if he finds that such lands would make
a significant contribution to the purposes for
which the preserve was created, accept title
to any lands, or interests in lands, located
outside of the boundaries of the preserve
which the State of Texas or its political sub-
divisions may acquire and offer to donate
to the United States or which any private
person, organization, or public or private
corporation may offer to donate to the United
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States and he may administer such lands as
a part of the preserve after publishing notice
to that eflect in the Federal Register. Not=
withstanding any other provision of law,
any federally owned lands within the pre-
serve shall, with the concurrence of the
head of the administering agency, be trans-
ferred to the administrative jurisdiction of
the Secretary for the purposes of this Act,
without transfer of funds.

Sec. 2. (a) Effective six months after the
date of the enactment of this Act or at such
time as the Secretary publishes the detailed
description of the boundaries of the pre-
serve in the Federal Register as required by
subsection 1(b) of this Act, whichever is
earlier, there is hereby vested in the United
States all right, title, and interest in, and
the right to immediate possession of, all real
property, except the mineral estate, lands or
interests in lands owned by the State of
Texas or its political subdivisions, or existing
easements for public utilities, pipelines, and
rallroads, and except as provided in subsec=-
tion (¢) of this section. The Secretary shall
allow for the orderly termination of all op-
erations on real property acquired by the
United States under this subsection, and for
the removal of equipment, facilities, and
personal property 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 against the United States
pursuant to the provisions of this Act. Pay-
ment shall be made by the Secretary of the
Treasury from moneys available and appro-
priated from the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund, subject to the appropriation lim-
itation contained in section 6 of this Act,
upon certification to him by the Secretary of
the agreed negotiated value of such property,
or the valuation of the property awarded by
judgment, including interest at the rate of 6
per centum per annum from the date of
taking to the date of payment therefor. Any
action against the United States for just
compensation for any lands or interests tak-
en pursuant to this subsectlon shall be
brought in the district court of the United
States for the district in which such prop-
erty is situated. In the absence of a nego-
tiated agreement or an action by the owner
within one year after the date of enactment
of this Act, the Secretary may initiate pro-
ceedings at any time seeking a determination
of just compensation in the district court
of the United States for the distriet 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 appropriate to carry out the
purposes of this Act and he may compensate
the owner for no more than the fair markes
value of the rights so reserved: Provided,
That the Secretary shall not revest title to
any lands for which just and full compensa-
tion has been paid.

(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
domain proceedings if, in his judgment, such
lands are subject to, or threatened with, usea
which are or would be detrimental to the
purposes and objectives of this Act. The dis-
trict court of the United States for the dis-
triet in which such property is situated shall
have jurisdiction to hear evidence and deter-
mine just compensation for any lands taken
pursuant to the provisions of this subsection.

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 acqui-
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sition, retain for himself and his heirs and
assigns 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, which-
ever 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 market
value of the property on the date of acqui-
sition 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-
iying 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 *“im-
proved property” means a detached, one-
family dwelling, construction of which was
begun before July 1, 1873, which is used for
noncommercial residential purposes, together
with not to exceed three acres of land on
which the dwelling is situated and together
with such additional lands or interests
therein as the Secretary deems to be rea=
sonably necessary for maccess thereto, such
lands being in the same ownership as the
dwelling, together with any structures acces-
sory to the dwelling which are situated on
such land.

(c) Whenever an owner of property elects
to retain a 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 203, 204, 205,
and 206 of the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policles Act of
1970 (84 Stat. 1804), 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 boundaries
depicted on the map referred to in section 1
shall be known as the Big Thicket 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
U.S.C. 1-4), as amended and supplemented.

(b) In the interest of maintaining the
ecological integrity of the preserve, the Sec-
retary shall limit the construction of roads,
vehicular campgrounds, employee housing,
and other public use and administrative fa-
cilities and he shall promulgate and publish
such rules and regulations in the Federal
Register as he deems necessary and appropri-
ate to limit and control the use of, and ac-
tivities on, Federal lands and waters with
respect to:

(1) motorized land and water vehicles;

(2) exploration for, and extraction of, oil,
gas, and other minerals;

(3) new construction of any kind;

(4) grazing and agriculture; and

(5) such other uses as the Secretary de-
termines must be limited or controlled in
order to carry out the purposes of this Act.

(c) The Secretary shall permit hunting,
fishing, and trapping on lands and waters
under his jurisdiction within the preserve
in accordance with the applicable laws of the
United States and the State of Texas, except
that he may designate zones where and pe-
riods when, no hunting, fishing, trapping, or
entry may be permitted for reasons of public
safety, administration, flora and fauna pro-
tection and management, or public use and
enjoyment. Except in emergencies, any reg-
ulations prescribing such restrictions relating
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to hunting, fishing, or trapping shall be put
into effect only after comsultation with the
appropriate State agency having jurisdiction
over hunting, fishing, and trapping activities,

S=c. 5. Within five years from the date of
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall
review the area within the preserve and shall
report to the President, in accordance with
section 3 (c) and (d) of the Wilderness Act
178 Stat. B91; 16 U.S.C. 1132 (c) and (4)),
nis recommendations as to the suitability or
nonsuitability of any area within the pre-
serve for preservation as wilderness, and any
designation of any such areas as a wilderness
shall be accomplished in accordance with
sajd subsections of the Wilderness Act.

Sec. 6. There are authorized to be appro-
printed such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act, but not
to exceed $63812,000 for the acquisition of
lands and interests in lands and not to ex-
ceed 7,000,000 for development.

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 6 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 11546—the bill now
before the House—is one of the major
conservation measures to be considered
during this session of Congress. It pro-
vides for the creation of the Big Thicket
National Preserve as a unit of the na-
tional park system.

LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

As most Members know, many different
proposals involving the Big Thicket area
of east Texas have been suggested over
the years. H.R. 11546 is the outgrowth of
the studies and proposals that have been
made since the mid-1960's when interest
in this area was revived.

In the years that have followed, in-
terest in the area has grown consider-
ably. Few proposals have resulted in the
volume of correspondence which has
been generated by interest in the Big
Thicket. As a result, legislation was in-
troduced in the Congress and the Sub-
committee on National Parks and Rec-
reation visited the area and held field
hearings in June 1972. At that time all
points of view were heard. On July 16
and 17, the subcommittee conducted
additional hearings in Washington and,
after 2 additional days of deliberations
on the merits and language of the legis-
lation, it reported the legislation favor-
ably to the full committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

AREA INCLUDED

To some, the 84,550-acre preserve,
which H.R. 11546 would establish is far
too small. To others, it seems too large.
Conservation and environmental orga-
nizations argued for the creation of a na-
tienal park containing at least 100,000
acres—and preferred an area closer to
200,000 acres. Landowners and the tim-
ber industry were willing to accept the
35,000-acre “string-of-pearls” proposal
which was once suggested by the park
service.

Resolving this dilemma has not been
an easy task for anyone involved. We
all owe our colleagues from Texas—par-
ticularly, Mr. CEARLES WILSON, Mr. EcK-
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HARDT, Mr. STEELMAN, and Mr. Kazen—
our gratitude for striking a reasonable
balance between these almost irrecon-
cilable viewpoints. Starting with the 35,-
000 acres, which nearly everyone agreed
should be preserved, the area included
in the proposal recommended by the De-
partment of Interior included a total of
68,000 acres.

While the Subcommitiee on National
Parks and Recreation recognized that the
disjunct areas in the departmental rec-
ommendation merited inclusion, it felt
that the excluded stream corridors
should also be reviewed. As a result, it
added the connecting corriders along
the Neches River, Menard Creek, and
Little Pine Island—Pine Island Bayou
to give continuity to the area, to protect
some of the essential waterways, and to
assure access to the streams, Taken to-
gether with the additions at the Lance
Rosier and the Loblolly units, these cor-
ridors constitute the basic differences be-
tween the area included in the proposal
transmitted by the Secretary and the
area included in the committee recom-
mendations. (The importance of these
stream corridors can be seen by refer-
ring to the map on page 3 of the commit-
tee report.)

LEGISLATIVE TAKING

Another issue which was carefully
considered involved language which
makes most of the privately owned lands
within the boundaries of the Preserve
subject to a legislative declaration of
taking within 6 months after the date of
enactment of this act. In making this
recommendation, the committee recog-
nized not only that prompt acquisition
would be essential if the properties are
to be acquired without significant cost
increases due to escalating land prices,
but that prompt action is necessary in
order to assure the preservation of the
values remaining in this once massive
area.

COST

Naturally in an area of this kind,
where nearly all of the lands involved
are privately owned, land acquisition
costs are going to be substantial. By the
terms of the legislation, these costs
should be borne by the Land and Water
Conservation Fund which was estab-
lished for the purpose of underwriting
the Nation’s outdoor recreation program.
The committee has every reason to be-
lieve that the fund is adequate to under-
write the cost of this project. While
other projects in other parts of the coun-
try must also draw upon the financial
resources of the fund, it is not antici-
pated that the combined total require-
ments, in any 1 year, will exceed the
moneys available for the Federal land
acquisition share of the fund.

In this case, the land acquisition pro-
gram is estimated to require the invest-
ment of $63,812,000 if fee title is ac-
quired in all of the privately held lands.
This outlay may be substantially reduced
if some of the present landowners do-
nate some of the lands involved. Also,
the costs should be reduced if the Sec-
retary draws the final boundaries to ex-
clude improved properties which are not
necessary for, or compatible with, the
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Preserve. Finally, assuming that home-
owners will wish to retain the use and
occupancy of their qualifying residen-
tial properties or that a suitable agree-
ment can be negotiated which will per-
mit continued use of privately cwned
lands within the Preserve in a manner
compatible with it, then the land costs
will be reduced even further.

Mr. Speaker, development costs in this
84,550-acre Preserve are expected to be
in the neighborhood of §7 million. In
arriving at this amount, the committee
recognized that the units are spread over
a large area. In some cases they are long,
narrow corridors and in others they are
compact units, but in all cases they will
require facilities to accommodate the
needs of the visiting public in water and
sanitation facilities, roads and trails, and
other administrative and public use fa-
cilities will be needed to protect the re-
source and to assure the safety and en-
joyment of the visiting public.

DESCRIPTION

Without going into detail, Mr. Speaker,
let me say that this legislation represents
a real opportunity for the Congress to act
to preserve an area with many unique
qualities. It is known as “the biological
crossroads of America”™ because of its out-
standing combination of flora and fauna
of all kinds. Like the Big Cypress legisla-
tion, which the House approved earlier
this year, it represents a new element in
the national park system—a mnational
preserve. Like a national park it is sig-
nificant because of its nationally valuable
natural values, but like recreation areas
it must continue to be available for a
variety of uses which would not be per-
mitted in a national park.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

To some, the Big Thicket comprises an
area more important than most units of
the existing national park system. It can
be an interesting and beautiful place for
those who visit it. The pictures in the
committee report amply demonstrate this
point. I am pleased to have this oppor-
tunity to recommend it to my colleagues
and I urge the adoption of HR. 11546.

Mr. MILFORD. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Speaker, it is an
exciting day today when we are about
to vote on a bill to make the Big Thicket
of Texas a national preserve.

Eleven months ago, as a recently
sworn-in Member of this body, I was the
first to introduce a Big Thicket bill in
this session of Congress, HR. 4270.

During these 11 months, the American
compromise tradition has gone to work
in committee to report out a bill that
will do the job of preserving the east
Texas biological wonderland.

To do this, we have compromised on
acreage. The bill we are about to vote on
sets aside 84,550 acres as a national
park—a 14,000-acre compromise.

But I am convinced that the area

covered in this bill will preserve suf-
ficient land to safeguard the animal life
of the Big Thicket. It will give the
animals more than the natural vegeta-
tion food supplies which they need. It
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will give them room to move around in
and some degree of privacy from man’s
intrusions—a need as vital as food.

This bill also looks ahead to the fu-
ture. Not just 5, 10, or 15 years, but five
and ten decades away when people will
be needing and seeking an experience of
free, open nature even more than we are
at present.

I believe we have here a good bill, a
workable bill, and I know we have a
definite need to establish a Big Thicket
preserve while there is yet a Big Thicket
to preserve. Therefore, I urge your ap-
proval of this legislation today.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may use.

Mr. Speaker, I shall not attempt
to define the boundaries of Big
Thicket except to say it is in east Texas.
I shall leave that task to others who are
more familiar with the area than I.

It has been referred to as the “Biologi-
cal Crossroads of North America” where
the woodland flora and fauna of North,
South, East, and West meet.

Interest in the Big Thicket dates back
to 1927 and interest so mounted that in
1938 and 1939 the National Park Serv-
ice favorably recommended that it be
given park status.

In the midsixties the National Park
Service made new studies and recom-
mended that a series of widely dispersed
lands be protected.

In 1972, several members of the com-
mittee visited the area and reported fa-
vorably on what they saw.

A number of bills were introduced call-
ing for the including of 68,000 to 100,000
acres of land.

The Big Thicket National Preserve, as
proposed by this legislation, embraces
about 84,000 acres of land comprised of
a dozen generally detached units of
varying sizes in east Texas.

Each unit prineipally represents a dif-
ferent ecological mix, and thereby pre-
sents an opportunity for variable exper-
ience for the visitor.

Within 6 months of the bill’s enact-
ment, as the boundaries of the new pre-
serve are precisely defined by the Sec-
retary of the Interior the general loca-
tion map and acreage figures for the
units as described in this bill, title to the
land will automatically vest in the Fed-
eral Government.

Provision is made in the bill to avoid
the incorporation of year around resi-
dences within the preserve where it is
possible to exclude them, and in such
cases where residences cannot be
avoided, provision is made for exempting
them from acquisition through legisla-
tive taking if certain criteria are met.
Also exempted from legislative taking
is the mineral estate.

The bill provides for a study and ree-
ommendations to be made within 5 years
as to the suitability of wilderness desig-
nation for any part of the preserve.
Funds for acquisition are authorized at
£63,812,000, and $7,000,000 is authorized
for development.

Mr. Speaker, I think this bill finally
has resolved most of the various points
of difference which have existed through
the years of attempts to establish some
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type of a Federal park unit here, and I
believe it therefore has the support of
most all persons and organizations who
have had a concern or interest in this
matter.

I hope my colleagues in the House will
see fit to give this bill the same degree of
support it has received from the Texas
delegation, as evidenced by the strength
of their sponsorship of this bill, and I
strongly urge its passage.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may be permitfed to extend their re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc-
Farr). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. KAzEN).

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of HR. 11546—a bill providing for
the establishment of the Big Thicket
National Preserve in the State of Texas.

At one time, the area known as the
Big Thicket comprised millions of acres.
It was a dense, uninviting wilderness
largely avoided by man. Except for occa-
sional hunting trips, it is believed that
the Indians avoided it; the Spaniards
gave it wide birth, and early American
settlers detoured around it. It was not
until the middle of the last century that
the eonquest of the Big Thicket began
in earnest.

Timbering began in the region around
1850 and was encouraged by the con-
struction of railroads into the region in
the decades that followed. Then oil was
discovered causing a new interest in the
area. Today, modern timbering practices
and agricultural fechniques have trans-
formed large areas into productive uses,
so that only a relatively small part of the
original Big Thicket remains intaect.
While it is much reduced in size, it is
representative of the area which once
dominated this part of the country.

The Big Thicket is said to be “the bio-
logical crossroads of .America.” Here
eight distinct biological habitats exist.
Ranging from savannah to bald cypress
to upland mixtures of beech, magnolia,
white oak, and loblolly pine, the Big
Thicket contains every plant community
known to exist in the entire Southern
Evergreen Forest.

To scientists, this area is considered
one of the Nation's most outstanding nat-
ural laboratories. Botanists find the
large number and unusual combination
of plant communities fascinating. To
them, the vegetation of the understory
is an interesting component of the forest.
Included in the unusual vegetation of the
region are four of the five varieties of
insect-eating plants known fo exist on
this continent. There are well over 1,000
varieties of flowering plants and vines,
including at least 30 varieties of orchids.

The trees of the forest are equally in-
teresting. Not only is the combination
unusual, but the long growing season,
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the broad range of soil types, and the
abundance of water combine to encour-
age growth. Many of the species of trees
found in this area include the largest of
their species known to exist anywhere
in the country.

Naturally, Mr. Speaker, such an area
attracts an interesting combination of
wildlife. It is said that the Big Thicket
is inhabited by more than 300 species of
birds on a permanent or temporary basis.
When it is recognized that there are
only about 720 species in the United
States, the fact that more than 100 make
the Big Thicket their permanent home
becomes impressive.

Perhaps the most interesting bird
thought to exist in the Big Thicket is
the rare ivory-billed woodpecker—I said
“thought to exist” because it may al-
ready be extinet. This flamboyant ivory-
billed bird has black, red, and white
markings and is 21 inches long—slightly
larger than the average chicken hawk.
It once ranged from the Gulf of Mexico
to North Carolina and Indiana, but now
only the Big Thicket may contain the
remote woods which it needs to survive.
Several other rare or endangered birds
are known to inhabit the Big Thicket.

Not so many people find snakes of in-
terest, Mr. Speaker, but for those who
do it should be mentioned that no other
region of comparable size contains as
many varieties of snakes as this area.
There are four known varieties of poison-
ous snakes in the United States—and the
Big Thicket has them all. Nonpoisonous
snakes are even more common, It is said
that there are four or five times as many
nonpoisonous snakes as poisonous ones,
but no detailed inventory has been made.

In short, Mr. Speaker the natural val-
ues of the Big Thicket are especially in-
teresting. They represent a part of Amer-
ica that can never be reproduced once
it is lost. Much of the area has already
been altered, but we still have an oppor-
tunity, by enacting this legislation, to as-
sure the preservation of a significant
and representative portion of this unique
area.

Practically all of the lands involved in
H.R. 11546 are privately owned. Much of
this is in corporate ownership; however,
there are many smaller landowners who
hold lands within the proposed Preserve.
The bill is drafted to give homeowners
every possible protection from unneces-
sary acquisition. It requires the Secre-
tary to attempt fo avoid including resi-
dential properties within the final boun-
daries of the Preserve. Inevitably, some
will be included. In those cases, the
homeowners are entitled to retain a right
of use and occupancy for 25 years or their
lifetimes if they wish, and the Secretary
would pay the owner the fair market
value of the property, less the fair mar-
ket value of the right retained.

Mr. Speaker, in any case, where any
private lands are taken, the Government
is obligated to pay the fair market value
for the interests acquired. Under the
terms of the bill, title to all nonresiden-
tial lands will be transferred to the Gov-
ernment within 6 months after the date
of enactment and the landowner will be
entitled to just compensation as deter-
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mined by negotiations or, if necessary, by
the local U.S, district court.

Mr. Speaker it is important that the
Government move quickly to implement
this legislation. Not only are activities
underway which might further alter the
values of this area—that is timber har-
vesting, clearing, and subdivision—but
land costs are continuing to increase. By
providing for the transfer of title to the
nonresidential lands the legislation will
assure immediate protection for a large
portion of the proposed Preserve.

To carry out the purposes of this act,
the legislation authorizes the appropria-
tion of $63,812,000 for land acquisition.
While it may be necessary to appropriate
this entire amount, we are hopeful that
the Secretary will utilize the authorities
given to him to reduce these costs wher-
ever possible, but we want to be sure that
the objectives of the legislation are fully
implemented. In addition, it is antici-
pated that the development of adminis-
trative and public use facilities will re-
quire the investment of $7 million.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 11546 is the product
of the efforts of many people. So far as
I know, it has broad support. It includes
features which took into account the
views of conservation organizations,
property owners and timber producers—
even though, I am sure, none of them
are fully satisfied. It has the support of
most of the members of the Texas dele-
gation and most of the members of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

Mr. Speaker, HR. 11546 is the end
product of several public meetings in-
cluding a field hearing in Beaumont,
Tex. It was carefully considered by the
Subcommittee on National Parks and
Recreation and it represents a positive
program for the preservation of a most
significant area. I commend the gentle-
men from Texas (Mr. WiLsoN, Mr. ECK-
HARDT, and Mr. STeerLMAN) for their co-
operative and constructive contributions
and I thank the chairman (Mr. TAYLOR)
and the ranking minority member (Mr,
Skusrrz) for their helpfulness during our
consideration of this matter.

It is a pleasure for me to rise in sup-
port of HR. 11546 and I urge its favor-
able consideration by the Members of
the House.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Texas (Mr,
BRrOOKS) .

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, one of my principal
econcerns with the creation of a
Big Thicket National Preserve as in
H.R. 11546, has been that there be a
minimum displacement of individuals
owning property within the park area.

During hearings held in Beaumont in
June 1972, I emphasized the necessity of
the study of such area to determine the
number of people involved in property
ownership, particularly along the corri-
dors, and stressed the need to include a
provision which would displace as few
people as possible.

I am pleased to point out that the
House Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee, with my encouragement and sup-
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port, included a provision that the Sec-
retary of the Interior ‘“shall further
make every reasonable effort to exclude
from the units hereafter described any
improved year-round residential proper-
ties which he determines, in his disere-
tion, are not necessary for the protection
of the values of the area or for its proper
administration.”

I am pleased that the committee in-
cluded this provision in line with my
recommendations at the subcommittee
hearings in Beaumont in June. It is my
belief that with this clause, “the lives of
as few people as possible will be disrupted
as the result of the creation of this park.”

The people of Texas are aware and
appreciative of the dedication, drive and
hard work that the Members of the Com-
mittee, Chairman Roy TavLor of North
Carolina, including Asramam Kazew, of
Texas, have contributed to our efforts to
preserve America’s incomparable recrea-
tional and wilderness areas. Their sup-
port is indicative of the very deep sense
of responsibility that this subcommittee
feels for the protection and development
of our Country’s national parks and rec-
reational areas.

The Big Thicket region has been called
the ecological crossroads of North Amer-
ica. It is truly a land of unusual beauty,
a curious mixture of serenity and excite-
ment. In this area there are over 300
bird species, over 200 tree and shrub spe-
cies, 40 wild orchid species and 9 carniv-
orous plant species.

The Big Thicket is a transition zone
between the arid Southwest and the
tropical coastal marsh, the central prairie
and the eastern woodlands of our Na-
tion. This unique transitional charac-
teristic, together with its 60 inches of
annual rainfall, provides a rich habitat
for plant and animal life of many types.
It also offers vast and varied recrea-
tional and educational opportunities.

Too much of this area has already
succumbed to the demands of modern
civilization. Already we have lost thou-
sands of acres of rare and beautiful
hardwoods and numerous species of ani-
mal life that once populated this area.

I think that a reasonable, acceptable
bill has been formulated by the Com-
mittee. It is not as big as some would
like it, but it is larger than that which
others would like. It is a compromise as
to ecological value, recreational value,
cost of acquisition and feasibility of its
eventual operation, but I believe it will
work.

I believe history will show that estab-
lishment of National Parks has general-
1y resulted in an improved economic sit-
uation in the area. I see no incompati-
bility between the development of this
park and the future economic growth of
the areas around it. The Department of
Interior should be able to, by regulation,
permit continued economic development
in a manner that does not destroy the
value of nor interfere with the opera-
tion of the park.

I am deeply grateful to the commit-
tee for its support and its recommenda-
tions. I hope the Congress will help us
in Texas save this resource for future
generations.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr, Speaker, I yield
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such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEELMAN)
and may I add, Mr. Speaker, that the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEELMAN)
has spent innumerable hours in behalf
of this bill, and has been largely respon-
sible for the bill being reported out of
the committee.

Mr. STEELMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Kansas for his kind
remarks.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this
opportunity to review just briefly the
history of this legislation. The chair-
man of the National Parks Subcom-
mittee, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. TavLor) has outlined this
in deta’l. I would like to say that since
1927 the Big Thicket area has been de-
bated by conservationists, citizens of the
State of Texas, and by members of the
Texas delegation. This movement was
interrupted by World War II, and was
revived again in the 1960’s, and in the
last 7 years has been marked with great
and sometimes heated debate among the
Members of this body, among indus-
trialists, conservationists, and -citizens
of the State of Texas. The proposals have
ranged all the way from 3 million acres to
300,000 acres, and now, as contained in
this legislation, 84,000 acres.

We have worked with many environ-
mentalists, with property owners, citi-
zens of the State of Texas, and citizens
of this congressional district in coming
up with this compromise. I think, while
it is true that many of us would like to
have had more acreage, say, 100,000
acres, for example, that what we bring
to the Members here today has been ar-
rived at in a spirit of compromise. And
in that regard compliments are in or-
der to the gentleman who represents this
district, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
Wirson) for the spirit of cooperation in
which he has approached this problem.

Also, commendation is due for his years
of work on this proposal to the gentle-
man from Houston, Tex. (Mr, ECKHARDT) ,
the gentleman from Texas and my col-
league on the Interior Committee (Mr.
KazeNn), and my other Texas colleagues
are due special thanks. Mr. Speaker, I
think we would be remiss without paus-
ing for a moment to give special thanks
to a former Member of the other body,
Senator Ralph Yarborough, for the great
efforts he spent over many years in see-
ing this Big Thicket preserve through
to fruition, as well as the two present
Texas Senators, Senator Tower and
Senator BENTSEN, who have also labored
long and hard on this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, the uniqueness of the
Big Thicket area is in its scientific
uniqueness. That is, it has been pre-
sented as the biological crossroads of
North America, and indeed it is. I think
another key feature of this bill is that
it is very strong administratively, and I
hope that it can serve as a model for in-
creasing the congressional emphasis and
intent to the Department of the Interior
on what we want in our system of pre-
serves, so that they will not be just
parks, but scientific and educational set-
asides, as well.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. STEELMAN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

I just want to say to the gentleman
from Texas that I wish to commend him
for the wonderful work and the leader-
ship that he has displayed in advancing
the cause of the Big Thicket national
preserve, and I want to congratulate the
gentleman.

Mr. STEELMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Ilinois for his kind
remarks,

Mr. Speaker, another key provision, in
my opinion, is the legislative taking pro-
vision, and I hope this provision will be-
come increasingly a part of our legisla-
tion with regard to parks and recrea-
tional areas. It allows the property own-
ers to immediately know what their
status is, and allows us to save money
that could have otherwise been lost in
the cost of a park due to inflation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
this legislation.

BSUSPEND ENERGY RESTRICTIONS FOR 4
DAYS PRIOR TO CHRISTMAS

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. BARRETT)
who would like to speak out of order.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BARRETT
was allowed to speak out of order.)

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I have
today sent a letter to the President re-
questing that he suspend recently an-
nounced energy restrictions for the 4
days prior to Christmas Day, so that the
American people can take the opportu-
nity to celebrate the Christmas holiday
in the ways that they have normally
done so in the past years. The Christmas
holiday is for most Americans the most
joyful and happiest holiday of the year,
since they celebrate the Christmas spirit
with their families and friends. I be-
lieve that easing the restrictions for these
4 days will do muech to encourage the
American people while celebrating the
Christmas holidays and buoy the spirits
of our citizens during this time of sag-
ging confidence and sagging morale in
almost every sector of American life.

I have also asked the President to
close the Federal buildings around the
country Christmas Eve, December 24,
thereby permitting all Federal employees
a holiday on that day. In taking such a
step, the President could achieve sub-
stantial savings in energy since most
Government buildings would be closed
for a 4-day period.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that these two
suggestions would meet with favorable
response from most Members of the
House and I am hopeful will meet with
a favorable response from the President.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to insert in the Recorp at this point a
copy of the letter which I sent to the
President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc-
FaLp). Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania ?

There was no objection.

The letter is as follows:
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Washington, D.C.,
December 3, 1973.
President Ricearp M. Nixow,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, PrEsmpENT: The Christmas holiday
season has always been a festlve and happy
occasion for the American people. It has been
celebrated in many diverse and traditional
ways, and has been a season of good spirit,
friendship, and a gathering of families and
loved ones.

The approaching Christmas season, Mr,
President, appears to me to be a time to rally
the sagging spirits of America. We can do
this, I belleve, by calling on that traditional
Christmas spirit of the American people. I
would respectfully urge you to ease the
energy restrictions that you have urged upon
the American people for four days prior to
Christmas Day. This would be a very brief
four-day period which would permit the
American people to celebrate the Christmas
holiday in the ways they have so traditionally
done so in the past. It would provide the op-
portunity for everyone to celebrate the
Christmas holiday before the oncoming
crunch of the winter months, January
through March, when the energy restric-
tions will be severely felt throughout most of
the country. It would buoy the spirits of
America and enable us to meet the crisis of
the upcoming winter.

I would also urge that you declare Monday,
December 24, a Federal holiday closing all
Government offices and permitting all Federal
workers that day off. The closing of all Fed-
eral buildings on Monday would conserve a
great amount of energy needed to light and
heat PFederal buildings. Government build-
ings would be closed down for a four-day pe-
riod.

Mr. President, I would earnestly suggest
that such a recommendation would be well
received by the American people,

Sincerely yours,
WiLriam A. BARreTT, Chairman.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, this is not
an ineonseguential proposition that we
have before us. I believe this involves
some $64 million for the purchase of some
67,150 acres of land in Texas, and $7 mil-
lion to develop it into a park. Am I wrong
in those figures?

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I
thank the gentleman for yielding. I will
state to the gentleman from Iowa that
he is correct in regard to his figures, ex-
cept the acreage in the area as provided
in the bill before us is 84,550 acres.

Mr. GROSS. 84,550 acres?

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. That
is right. There have been various pro-
posals by conservationists to support
200,000 acres, and later 100,000 acres, but
this compromise figure was reached.

Mr. GROSS. $63,812,000, almost $64,-
000,000 for land acquisition; is that not
true?

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. The
gentleman is correct.

Mr. GROSS. How much does that fig-
ure per acre? It must be somewhere in
the neighborhood of $700

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I will
say to the gentleman that his figures are
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correct. I might state that there are sev-
eral improvements, several houses on the
property. However, we are hopeful that
all of this money will not have to be ex-
pended.

There are various features in the bill
which could reduce it. One feature in the
bill provides that any owner of a home
can retain the home and 3 acres of land
for 25 years or for his lifetime by taking
reduced pay. We are hopeful that many
of the homeowners will resort to this in
order to retain the property.

Another section of the bill provides
that title can be conveyed back to an
owner if he agrees to an easement which
properly protects the value of the Pre-
serve.

Mr, GROSS. What contribution is the
State of Texas making to this?

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I
would state to the gentleman that while
we have had fine cooperation from the
State of Texas there is not any financial
oblization imposed on the State by this
legislation.

Mr, GROSS. Imposed on the State? I
did not expect there would be any im-
position. That is not the formula for
handing out $64 million in Federal funds
by imposing anything on a State ex-
cept the money. But was Texas unwilling
to come in and help on this deal or what
is the story?

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. The
State does own a very small amount of
land including the river bottoms in ques-
tion and the legislation provides that they
can be accepted by donation only.

Mr. GROSS. Is not $700 a pretty good
per acre price for lowland? Is that not
much of that swampland we are talking
about, or wetland?

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I
might state to the gentleman again that
this land has many homes on it and the
bulk of it is timberland. It has fine tim-
ber on it.

Mr. GROSS. It is still a pretty good
price, is it not, per acre for unimproved
land?

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, this is the district I represent.
I think these figures are very fair, As the
gentleman from Iowa may know, prime
timberland is somewhat at a premium
these days. This was considered very
carefully by the staff and the members of
the committee. In most of the estimates,
the people who are going to have to sell
the land do not think this is excessive
at all.

Mr, GROSS. I would not think the
owners would complain if they are
getting that kind of money for it—$§700
an acre for wetland on which there may
be some soft timber. I would not think
they would be quarreling with that price,
not for half a second.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I might state to the gentleman,
if he will yield further, this is some of the
finest timberland in America. It con-
tains several grand champion trees, the
finest of their species in America.
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Mr. GROSS. I notice there are also
some pictures in this report. There was a
suggestion a while ago that if we should
consider an obscenity bill or one dealing
with pornography, that we might resort
to the precedent set by the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs and fill
the report with photographs.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Kansas.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, the only
reason we put in these pictures is the
area is such that it defies description.

Mr. GROSS. Then maybe you should
have used color photographs instead of
the black and white. That would have
further increased the cost of printing the
report.

Mr. SKUBITZ. We will think about it
the next time.

Mr. GROSS. I imagine the committee

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, it is with a
great deal of personal pleasure that I
rise in support of H.R. 11546, the bill
which will finally express the House's
intention to establish Big Thicket Na-
tional Preserve in eastern Texas.

It has been a long, sometimes difficult
effort to save this unique area of Ameri-
can wilderness. The first attempts to es-
tablish some kind of pressure in Big
Thicket began in the 1930's, and since
then there have been many bills intro-
duced to protect the thicket.

In the 93d Congress, several bills were
initially introduced calling for a number
of approaches to saving Big Thicket.

But in early October Congressman
CHARLES WiLsoN and Congressman Bos
EckuARDT introduced a compromise bill
which has drawn the enthusiastic sup-
port of the Texas delegation and virtual-
ly every conservation organization in-
volved in the Big Thicket movement.

This legislation will set aside 84,550
acres of the thicket as a national pre-
serve. This figure falls short of the 100,-
000 acres originally advocated by con-
servation groups, but certainly it is of
sufficient size fo protect the extraordi-
nary ecology of the Big Thicket area.

Last year, I sponsored a 100,000 acre
Big Thicket proposal, and I would have
been delighted to see such a preserve ap-
proved. However, all of us in the drive to
protect the thicket have realized that
argument over size has gone on too long.
‘We have realized that size alone is not
the most important issue; rather, the
paramount goal is moving now to pro-
tect the thicket from further damage.

The bill before the House today
achieves this goal. While the acreage
figure has been lowered, it is important
that we also note the addition of several
choice tracts in the compromise legisla-
tion.

I believe the Senate and House will,
during the 93d Congress, agree on legis-
lation creating the Big Thicket preserve.
I am concerned, however, that the ex-
ecutive branch will choose to disapprove
or impound the $70 million being appro-
priated for this project.

The Office of Management and Budget
recommended a 65,000-acre preserve in
their budgeting program, but I think the
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vote of the House today should serve no-
tice that Congress expects full and ex-
peditious funding of this important pres-
ervation effort.

For those of you who have never seen
the Big Thicket, may I say that you are
doing the country a great service by sup-
porting Big Thicket legislation. The
thicket possesses a lush beauty which is
increasingly rare in this country and
which must be preserved for our progeny.

And perhaps more important, the
thicket supports many species of plant
and animal life found nowhere else on
Earth. By establishing this preserve, we
are in effect saving several forms of life
from possible extinction.

I should like to conclude by thanking
the thousands of people who have given
of their time and money in saving the
thicket.

Through this legislation, the dream
of Big Thicket will be at last realized.
I urge the support of all my colleagues
in supporting this important bill.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, debate over
many years has established uniform sup-
port for the creation of a national pre-
serve in the Big Thicket area of east
Texas. The points of contention have
been restricted almost solely to the size,
not the basic need. I believe that this bill
by my respected colleague from Texas,
the Honorable CHARLES WILSON, repre-
sents a compromise acceptable to all,
and I urge its passage. I have joined in
cosponsorship of this legislation because
of my deep conviction of the need to pre-
serve our natural wilderness areas for the
countless generations which will follow
us. This is a conviction shared by an ever-
expanding portion of the people of this
country as understanding of the neces-
sity for this type of preservation becomes
more deeply ingrained throughout the
country. Support for this bill, I am con-
vinced, will be a true reflection of the
wishes of not only the people of Texas
and the residents of immediately neigh-
boring States, but of all of our citizens.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of H.R. 11546, which
will create the Big Thicket National
Preserve in Texas.

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of this
legislation as well as a member of the
House Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee which has formulated the bill.

Just like all bills setting aside lands
for national parks, the Big Thicket pro-
posal we have before us is a compromise
that reflects the interests of many di-
verse groups. It does not meet the de-
mands of any of the groups precisely but
it does represent our committee’s best
judgment on the appropriate way to pro-
tect this unique area while recognizing
the legitimate claims of those who op-
posed setting aside any area and those
who favored a smaller preserve.

The uniqueness of the Big Thicket can
easily be seen in the committee report
which makes available to the Members
of the House pictures showing the re-
markable character of the area.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
KazEN) has been extremely effective in
the Interior Committee in advancing the
Big Thicket proposal and I am person-
ally appreciative for the information
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and advice he has given me in this re-
gard.

The same is true for Mr. STEELMAN,
who is also a member of the Interior
Committee and who is among those most
responsible for bringing about the final
bill that obtained the backing of the
committee and, hopefully, its passage by
the House today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc-
FarLr). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. TayLor) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill H.R.
11546.

The question was taken; and—two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof—
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carclina. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks immediately before the passage of
the bill H.R. 11546.

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

There was no objection.

CONFERRING JURISDICTION ON
U.S. DISTRICT COURT FOR DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA OF CER-
TAIN CIVIL ACTIONS BROUGHT
BY SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE
ON PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN
ACTIVITIES

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
Senate bill (S. 2641) to confer jurisdic-
tion upon the district court of the United
States of certain civil actions brought
by the Senate Select Committee on Pres-
idential Campaign Activities, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

S. 2641

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the
District Court of the United States for the
District of Columbia shall have original
jurisdiction, without regard to the sum or
value of the matter in controversy, of any
civil action heretofore or hereafter brought
by the Senate Select Committee on Presi-
dential Campaign Activities, which was cre-
ated on February 7, 1973, by Senate Resolu-
tion Numbered 60, to enforce or secure a
declaration concerning the validity of any
subpoena or order heretofore or hereafter
issued by said Committee to the President or
the Vice President or any other officer of the
United States or any officer or employee of
any department or agency of the United
States to procure the production before the
sald Committee of any information, docu-
ments, taped recordings, or other materials
relevant to matters the said Committee is au-
thorized to investigate, and the said District
Court shall have jurisdiction to enter any
such judgment or decree in any such civil
action as may be necessary or appropriate to
enforce obedience to any such subpoena or
order.

(b) The Senate Select Committee on Pres-
idential Campaign Activities shall have au-
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thority to prosecute in its own name or in
the name of the United States in the District
Court of the United States for the District
of Columbia any civil action heretofore or
hereafter brought by said Committee to en-
force or secure a declaration concerning the
yalidity of any subpoena or order heretofore
or hereafter issued by said Committee to
the President or Vice President or any other
officer of the United States or any officer or
employee of any department of the United
States to procure the production before the
sald Committee of any information, docu-
ments, taped recordings, or other materials
relevant to the matters the Committee is
authorized to investigate, and pray the sald
District Court to enter such judgment or
decree in said civil action as may be neces-
sary or appropriate to enforce any such
subpoena or order.

(c) The Senate Select Committee on Presi-
dential Campaign Activities may be repre-
sented by such attorneys as it may designate
in any action prosecuted by said Committee
under this Act.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

The purpose of S. 2641 is to confer
upon the U.S. District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia jurisdiction over civil
actions brought by the Senate select
committee on Presidential campaign ac-
tivities to enforce—or secure a declara-
tion concerning the validity of—any sub-
pena or order issued by the select com-
mittee to the President, Vice President or
other Federal officer for the production of
information relevant to the committee’s
function. The select committee is given
authorization to prosecute such actions
to enforce—or secure a declaration con-
cerning the validity of—such subpenas
and orders heretofore or hereafter is-
sued by it, and may be represented by
such attorneys as it may designate in
any action under this act.

S. 2641 was introduced by Senator
Ervin, chairman of the Senate Select
Committee on Presidential Campaign Ac-
tivities on November 2, 1973, and was co-
sponsored by all the committee mem-
bers. It passed the Senate in amended
form on November 9, 1973.

The legislation is needed because, on
October 17, 1973, Judge John J. Sirica of
the U.S. District Court for the District
of Columbia dismissed an action brought
by the select committee to enforce its
subpenas requesting certain tape record-
ings which were in the possession of the
President. The dismissal followed a find-
ing that there is no statute upon which
the suit could be based. Judge Sirica
stated in his opinion:

The Court has here been requested to
invoke a jurisdiction which only Congress can
grant but which Congress has heretofore
withheld.

S. 2641 would provide the necessary
jurisdiction to the district court.

As respects the procedure chosen by the
select committee, Judge Sirica observed
that the select committee deliberately
chose not to attempt an adjudication of
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the matter by resort to a contempt pro-
ceeding under title 2, United States Code,
section 192, or via congressional common
law powers which permit the Sergeant at
Arms forcibly to secure attendance of the
offending party, and that the select com-
mittee declared that either method would
be “inappropriate” and “unseemly.”

In dismissing the select committee’s
suit for lack of jurisdiction, Judge Sirica
pointed out that in light of this lack of
jurisdiction he did not reach the problem
of justiciability or the merits of the case
before him. It is important to note that
enactment of S. 2641 will supply lacking
jurisdiction but it will leave unresolved
any issue of justiciability or any issue
on the merits.

As originally introduced, S. 2641 was
broader in scope than the measure that
passed the Senaie and is now before us.
It would have given every congressional
committee power to bring comparable
suits. The present measure results from
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute introduced by Senator ErRvIN at
the suggestion of Senator Hruska and
approved by all members of the select
committee, which restricts the applica-
tion of the bill to subpenas and orders
of the select committee.

Although the select committee may
eventually prevail in the pending litiga-
tion, it is desirable that the question of
jurisdiction be resolved now by legisla-
tion needed to enable the select commit-
tee to obtain information related to its
investigation. For the same reason, the
Committee on the Judiciary does not at
this time make any recommendation con-
cerning H.R. 11189, a bill identical to
S. 2641 as introduced. The committee
does not wish to sustain the delay that
enactment of a broader bill might entail.

Let me repeat: The bill creates juris-
diction in the district court over suits
brought by the Ervin committee for en-
forcement of its subpenas or adjudica-
tion of their validity and it authorizes
the committee to sue for such enforce-
ment or adjudication. That is all the
hill does.

Here is what the bill does not do:

It does not apply to any committee
other than the Ervin committee,

It does not deal with judiciability or
other issues on the merits.

It does not entail expense.

It was adopted by the Senate and by
the Judiciary Committee without dis-
senting voice.

Mr. Speaker, I urge favorable con-
sideration of 8. 2641.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the author-
ity that this would give to the Senafte
select committee, when would that
expire? Would it end with the expira-
tion of the committee, or is there any
expiration date?

Mr. KASTENMEIER, It would expire
with the expiration of the committee. We
are told that the committee is due to
expire February 28, 1974.

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

will the
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Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I had considered oppos-
ing this legislation. I certainly want to
question the wisdom of its enactment.
The great interest and excitement which
surrounds the Senate Watergate Com-
mittee, may lead many to conclude that
anything emanating from that commit-
tee is supposed to be sacrosanct and
should yield to immediate support.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to call atten-
tion to the fact that many Presidents
have been subpenaed and, have been
served with subpenas and subpenas
duces tecum ever since the time of
George Washington by committees of the
Congress. In the late President Tru-
man’s letter to a committee of Congress
declining to honor a subpena, he called
attention to the fact that subpenas and
subpenas duces tecum had been issued
to Presidents Washington, Jefferson,
Monroe, Jackson, Tyler, Polk, Fillmore,
Buchanan, Lincoln, Grant, Hayes, Cleve-
land, Theodore Roosevelt, Coolidge,
Hoover, and Franklin D. Roosevelt, with-
out the need for any such legislation as
we have here today.

The Congress has always had ample
power to enforce its own subpenas,
and as the gentleman on the other side
of the aisle who sponsors this legislation
has brought out, we certainly have that
authority right now, and this enforce-
ment can be compelled by the Sergeant
at Arms through our common law au-
thority or through sections 192 and 194,
title 2, United States Code.

I raise two primary questions regard-
ing this legislation. One is that it is prob-
ably unneccessary because the BSenate
Watergate Committee has deferred its
further activities and probably will not
reconvene until they get together to write
a report; and clearly, it is unprecedented.
It works contrary to the role of the judi-
ciary in our constitutional system.

This legislation places unfettered dis-
cretion in four Members of the other
body to issue any subpenas or orders
which it believes necessary for its in-
vestigative purpose and to direct sub-
penas to the President, the Vice Presi-
dent and other officers of the United
States as they see fit.

As I understand the existing provisions
of title 2 of the United States Code,
sections 192 and 194, and as we all know,
the full House and Senate have con-
sistently considered and occasionally
debated at great length measures author-
izing the Speaker of the House or the
President pro tempore of the Senate to
certify contempt proceedings to the
proper U.S. attorney for action by the
grand jury. Under this procedure, each
body is permitted to screen the activities
of committees.

I believe this check serves a valid pur-
pose. We are being asked to forego this
check and vest unprecedented authority
in the Senate select committee. I would
like to seriously caution the House
against setting such a precedent.

Mr. Speaker, I firmly believe that the
Congress should enforce its own proc-
ess. The Senate select committee made
no attempt to try to use established pro-
cedures for enforcing compliance, but




39222

instead is asking us to place the court in
this difficult and unwanted position. I am
referring to refereeing a dispute between
the executive and legislative branches of
the Government.

To permit the court to function in such
a capacity raises in my mind a serious
constitutional gquestion in regard to ar-
ticle III, section 2, which requires that
the Federal court’s jurisdiction be lim-
ited to “cases and controversies.” This
question involves a complicated specialty
of Federal jurisdiction. I would like to
point out that hearings on this bill were
not held in the other body nor were hear-
ings held in this body.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I fail to under-
stand the urgency of this legislation,
when the Senate select commifttee has
postponed any further hearings until
next year and, according to newspaper
accounts, the select committee may be
out of business altogether.

Mr. Speaker, I seriously question the
need for enactment of this legislation,
and I question, also, the wisdom of our
taking any such action.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Does the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KASTEN-
MEIER) desire to yield fime?

Mr. KEASTENMEIER. Not at this time,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr, McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(MYr, RATLSBACK) .

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of S. 2641, which confers juris-
diction upon the District Court of the
United States for the District of Colum-
bia over certain civil actions brought by
the Senate Select Committee on Presi-
dential Campaign Activities. I am ad-
vised that the Department of Justice has
no objections to this bill.

Frankly, I had some questions about
this bill when I first heard about it, but I
think there is a valid reason for it.

Presently Congress has two methods of
forcing compliance with its subpenas:
One is its inherent common law author-
ity: the other is its statutory authority
under title 2, United States Code, sec-
tions 192 through 194. It is significant
that both methods are forms of criminal
contempt—and I emphasize the word
“criminal.”

S. 2641 provides a third remedy, which
is civil in nature and very limited in its
application

Rizht now Congress has the common
law power to conduct its own trial of
the contempt of witnesses before its com-
mittees. A person adjudged in contempt
of Congress under this procedure may,
under an order of the particular House
involved, be subjected to one of three
things:

First. The individual who refused to
obey the subpena can be required to be
contained in close custody by the Ser-
geant at Arms;

Second. He can be committed to a
common jail in the District of Columbia;
or

Third. He can be kept by the Sergeant
at Arms in close confinement in the
guardroom of the Capitol Police.

Confinement under the common law
procedure, as one can imagine, has not
been used extensively. That means that
it has become more common to ufilize
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the statutory provisions contained in
title 2, under section 192.

Now, here is what happens; here is
the procedure, when we use section 192,
which, we must remember, deals with
civil contempt only and not criminal
contempt:

It is required that the particular com-
mittee involved will certify to the Presi-
dent of the Senate or the Speaker of the
House, if they are not in session, or to
the body as a whole if in session that
somebody has refused to obey one of its
subpenas.

Then the Speaker or the President pro-
tem is required to certify to a U.S. at-
torney the question of contempt.

The U.S. attorney then will present
the matter to a grand jury. If the grand
jury should return an indictment, then
there would have to be a trial. Then if
the individual subpenaed, in this case
the President of the United States, the
Chief Executive of the United States,
should be found guilty, it is required
under section 192 that he would be
punished by a fine of not more than
$1,000 nor less than $100, and that he
be imprisoned in a common jail for not
less than 1 month nor more than 12
months

Mr. McCLORY. Will the gentleman
yield fo me?

Mr. RAILSBACK. Let me finish the
theme of this first.

The idea is that in the case of the
President of the United States the Sen-
ate select committee, comprised of all
Members, including Republicans and
Democrats, thought it would be unseemly
to subject the President of the United
States to that kind of an alternative,
and I am inclined to agree with them.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Illinois.

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

I would like to ask this: It seems to
me that since the existing legislation in-
volves a criminal proceeding and pur-
ports to charge the President with the
commission of a crime, as would be re-
quired under the existing statute and
pursuant to the actions that have been
initiated by the Senate select committee,
this House should be assuming jurisdic-
tion. Indeed, the entire action of the
Senate select committee seems to be
directed against the President of the
United States.

In other words, it seems to me that
our House Judiciary Committee’s inguiry
into the question as to whether or not
impeachable offenses have been charged
against the President establishes that
the proper forum is the House of Repre-
sentatives.

If we enact this legislation, it vests
further authority in the Senate select
committee to assume this role and to
usurp our authority to investigate the
various charges against the President
and enables them to go forward with this
activity. I think that is quite inappro-
priate.

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

Mr., McCLORY. I yield the gentleman
2 additional minutes.

Mr, RAILSBACK. Let me respond. I
may not agree with all of the activities
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of the select committee, but let us not
deceive ourselves; they did subpena cer-
tain documents and requested certain in-
formation, including tapes. Those were
not turned over voluntarily by the Presi-
dent of the United States. The court or-
dered that they had to be produced in
the case of the Special Prosecutor, but as
far as the Senate select committee is con-
cerned it said they did not have juris-
diction to demand that they be pro-
duced.

Let me make it clear that the two de-
vices used now for getting the President
to turn over documents, if he should
refuse to do so, provides for criminal
contempt. Let me make it clear that this
bill provides for civil contempt. That
is one of the purposes of this bill.

Mr. McCLORY. The House Judiciary
Commitiee would not be hamstrung by
any limitation under existing law inso-
far as our inquiry is concerned, would it?

Mr. RAILSBACK. As far as I know, we
have not even begun the inquiry. As I
understand it, you have only these two
devices, both of which are criminal in
nature.

Mr. McCLORY. And they would be
available to us?

Mr. RAILSBACEK. Yes; except that you
have to go to the U.S. attorney, and then
it goes to a grand jury process and trial.
If that trial should hold against the
President of the United States, he has to
be confined in jail for 1 month under
that statute, which the committee does
not want to go through. !

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

Mr. Speaker, there seems to be a popu-
lar demand for legislation to enlarge the
authority and expand the activities of
the Senate Watergate commitiee. The
question in my mind is whether they are
impinging upon the rightful role of the
House of Representatives in connection
with their present inquiry. The excuses
they give for not exercising the subpena
power already granted by statute is that
they regard the existing remedies as un-
seemly. It appears to me that they may
indeed be unseemly, but that does not
seem to me to justify some extraordinary
temporary remedy just because of the
popularity of the activities of this com-
mittee which have been publicized so
much on television and in the press.

I regard it as a bad precedent for us
to capitulate on constitutional issues—
and on matters of principle when such
circumstances exist. The Senate com-
mittee has statutory remedies at the
present time, and if they are not suffi-
cient and the charges against the Presi-
dent are so serious as to require sub-
penas duces tecum against the Presi-
it seems to me that the House iiself
ought to exercise the authority it has
under the constitutional authority of
impeachment, and not to surrender this
function to this select committee of the
Senate to try the President before we
have undertaken our investigation to
determine the existence or absence of so-
called impeachable offenses. |

Mr. KEASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time.

Mr. RODINO. Mr, Speaker, I rise in
support of S. 2641. What this bill does is
to give the Senate and its Select Water-
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gate Committee their day in court. If the
situation were reversed and a House Se-
lect Committee were being frustrated in
the enforcement of its subpenas because
of the alleged lack of a duly authorized
and appropriate forum for determination
of their validity, I am sure we would all
hope that the Senate would support our
efforts to supply the lack.

As I understand it, Judge Sirica in the
District Court dismissed the Watergate
Committee’s suit to enforce or determine
the validity of its subpenas. In so doing
Judge Sirieca declined to decide a whole
host of issues, including such issues as
justiciability, executive privilege, and the
like, because he regarded the absence of
a statute granting jurisdiction to the
court as conclusive, The decision is pend-
ing on appeal. Meanwhile, enactment of
S. 2641 would restore these issues fo
adjudication by supplying the lacking
jurisdiction. The measure empowers the
U.S. Distriet Court for the District of
Columbia to entertain actions to enforce
or validate Watergate Committee sub-
penas and authorizes the committee to
use that court to litigate the enforcement
and enforceability of its subpenas.

The urgency of perfecting the author-
ity of the select committee is evident.
The committee cannot perform its inves-
tigative function if it cannot enforce its
subpenas. Enactment of S. 2641 is needed
to remove the threshold obstacle to a de-
termination of the substantive issues
which Judge Sirica declined to decide.

Pursuance and conclusion of the
Watergate investigation is critical to the
restoration of our people’s confidence in
the Federal Government. It is unthink-
able that the Senate Select Committee
should be denied a determination of the
enforceability of its subpenas simply be-
cause Congress has failed to provide a
forum. We should enact S. 2641 at once.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I do not
intend to oppose the motion, but I have
misgivings concerning this legislation
which would authorize the Senate Select
Committee on Presidential Campaign
Activities to commence a civil action in
the U.S. District Court for the District
of Columbia for the enforcement of its
subpena for the production of certain
materials, including tapes of conversa-
tions, in the possession of the President.

The measure involves certain basic
constitutional problems which were not
given adequate consideration either in
the Senate, where the bill was amended
and adopted without being referred to
committee, or here in the House, where
the bill was favorably reported by our
Judiciary Committee without hearings or
extensive consideration.

The Joint Committee on Congressional
Operations, of which I am vice chairman,
has been conducting a detailed study of
litigation affecting the Congress, includ-
ing the issuance of congressional sub-
penas and their enforcement.

Many of us on the committee have
been concerned over the increasing tend-
ency of the courts to entertain litigation
involving the judicial review of legisla-
tive decisions.

S. 2641 invites the courts to enter legis-
lative areas by a congressional committee
seeking a decision of the court passing
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on the validity of a congressional sub-
pena. It also establishes the precedent
of giving standing to sue to a Senate
committee and authorizing it to employ
its own counsel to commence a civil
action either in the name of the com-
mittee or the name of the United States.

When a legislative body appears before
the courts as a party litigant, it appears
to concede the superiority of the judicial
branch in becoming a supplicant before
it. This is in derogation of the autonomy
and independence of the Ilegislative
branch and is an undesirable precedent.

Both the House and the Senate possess
the subpena power and the contempt
power. In fact, the Senate Campaign
Activities Committee did issue and serve
a subpena on the President for the pro-
duction of certain documents, including
tapes of conversations, in the possession
of the President. The proper proceeding
to enforce a subpena against a recalci-
trant witness is on order of the Senate
to the Sergeant-at-Arms, in this case, to
apprehend any person defying the order
of the Senate and to bring him before the
bar of the Senate to show cause why he
should not be held in contempt of the
Congress.
An alternative method of enforcement
is to proceed under title 2 United States
Code sec. 192, by referring the proceed-
ings involving the contempt to the U.S.
Attorney for prosecution as a misde-
meanor. The latter proceeding would
seem to be impractical because the U.S.
Attorney and the Department of Justice
would be requested to proceed against
their superior, the President.

It is probable that it would be difficult
to achieve a consensus of the Senate to
proceed in the abrupt fashion suggested
first, namely, the apprehension of the
contumacious official. This contempt
power of the Senate was last employed
in 1935 in Jurney v. McCracken, 294 U.S.
125,

The question necessarily arises what
would happen, even if this bill becomes
law over a presidential veto, if the Presi-
dent should choose to disregard a declar-
atory judgment of the District Court. If
he declines to comply with a Senate sub-
pena, why should he do otherwise with
respect to a declaratory judgment of a
district judge?

The foregoing sketchy discussion, at
this point, serves only to indicate the se-
rious constitutional problems underlying
the bill which deserve penetrating study
by the Congress.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr, EASsTENMEIER) that
the House suspend the rules and pass the
Senate bill S. 2641.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the Senate bill
was passed.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr, KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-

bers may :ave 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr, Mc-
the Senate bill, S. 2641, just passed.
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FaLr). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Wisconsin?
There was no objection.

—

POSTPONEMENT OF HEADSTART
FEE SCHEDULE

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 11441) to postpone the implemen-
tation of the Headstart fee schedule.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 11441

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the last
sentence of section 222(a)(1) of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended
to read as follows: “The Secretary shall defer
the implementation of a fee schedule es-
tablished under this paragraph until July 1,
1975.".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sec-
ond demanded?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr.
Speaker, I demand a second.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take
this opportunity to first, congratu-
late our colleague from California
(Aveustus F. Hawkins), chairman
of the Equal Opportunities Subcom-
mittee for his very prompt and respon-
sive action to deal with the problem of
the Headstart fee schedule. The bill was
reported from the committee unani-
mously by voice vote and has strong bi-
partisan support.

The bill before us today is very simple.
Upon enactment the Secretary of Health,
Education and Welfare is directed to
defer the implementation of the fee
schedule for the Headstart program until
July 1, 1975.

The Economic Opportunity Act
Amendments of 1972 required the Sec-
retary of Health, Education and Wel-
fare to establish a schedule of fees for
the Headstart program. It was my judg-
ment that this fee schedule would have
resulted in allowing those families who
exceed the income limitation of the act
to participate in the Headstart program
at a nominal cost. This expectation is
consistent with the way the Headstart
program has been run in the past, and
I anticipated the Headstart program to
expand to include more of the near poor.
What has happened is that those previ-
ously eligible for participation in the pro-
gram are now being asked to pay a fee
and they are being forced to drop out be-
cause they are unable to pay these fees.

The committee has been advised by the
Office of Child Development that there
has been an increase in administrative
problems since the introduction of the
fee schedule. Some local Headstart pro-
grams are refusing to collect fees. In
other programs the fee schedule has
caused friction between the poor and the
near poor and the cost of collecting the
fees are actually far greater than the fees
being collected.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, this hill accom-
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plishes two worthwhile goals. First, it
postpones the fee schedule until the Con-
gress has an opportunity to hold some
additional hearings in light of the experi-
ence we gained; and second, it restores
the program to its former successful
operation.

It is my judgment that the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare should
immediately inform all Headstart pro-
grams that the regulations of August
1973 which imposed the fee schedule are
due to be rescinded and he should cease
any activities with regard to collecting
fees that may have been assessed while
the fee schedule was in effect.

Mr. Speaker, I know of no objection to
the postponement of the fee schedule. It
will make the program work better and
will bring about more participation.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me make sure that it
is clear that passage of this bill to post-
pone the establishment of the Head-
start fee schedule in no way should be
taken or read as opposition per se to the
concept of a fee schedule. Rather, it is an
effort to give both the Congress and the
administration more time in which to
more carefully calculate exactly what the
effect is going to be when we establish
this kind of fee schedule.

I think the bill is a good one and it
ought to be supported.

Mr. Speaker, considerable concern
from various guarters has accompanied
the implementation of the Headstart Fee
Schedule, instituted in August of this
year. The schedule imposes a monthly fee
on the participants in the program who
come from families with annual incomes
above the defined poverty level of $4,320.

The concept of the fee schedule was
originally proposed within the context
of the comprehensive child development
bill as a means of opening the legisla-
tion to children of all backgrounds. That
proposal was incorporated into the Equal
Opportunity Act Amendments of 1972.
Following the Presidential veto of the
bill, the child development section was
deleted during reconsideration, but the
fee schedule was retained and attached
to the Headstart program.

The pursuant application of the fee
schedule has sparked a sizable contro-
versy among those who felt it to be an
inappropriate attachment to a program
oriented to the poverty sector, such as
Headstart.

Since the participation of the non-
poor in the Headstart program has been
limited to 10 percent of all participants,
only a small minority of those enrolled
in the program are affected by the fees.
This arrangement has apparently fost-
ered resentments and caused some frie-
tion between the participants on opposite
sides of the poverty line.

‘There are strong indications that non-
poor parents whose children were previ-
ously eligible for the program are now
hesitant to enroll their children in Head-
start because of a fee which they con-
sider to be exorbitant. Consequently,
there has been an estimated 50 percent
dropoff in the enrollment of children
from nonpoor families. At this point, par-
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ental income and not the child’s needs
becomes the prime determinant in pro-
gram enrollment, a situation which runs
counter to the goals of Headstart.

Aside from the problems which the fee
schedule has created for some partici-
pants, the value of the schedule to the
program itself has also proved question-
able. Preliminary evidence from the Of-
fice of Child Development indicates that
the cost of administering the fee sched-
ule has proven to be greater than the fees
collected. Because of the difficulties they
have encountered, it has been reported
that several Headstart units have aban-
doned their efforts to collect the fees en-
tirely.

The objective of the fee schedule to
create extra funding for local Headstart
projects is clearly not being achieved. In-
deed, by forcing lower income families
who are nonetheless above the stated
poverty line to remove their children
from the program, the current applica-
tion of the fee schedule seems to be
counterpreoductive.

This set of conditions recommends a
postponement of the fee schedule until
an extensive review of the merits and
drawbacks of this concept and its effects
on the Headstart program can be com-
pleted. HR. 11441 will allow the Educa-
tion and Labor Committee to undertake
this task.

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

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the dis-
tinguished gentleman Irom Washington
(Mr. Meeps) who has put in a great deal
of work on this piece of legislation.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, I first be-
came aware of the problems inherent in
the Headstart fee schedule implementa-
tion when a number of concerned Indian
parent groups contacted me.

The problems of implementation being
cited for all Headstart programs are par-
ticularly acute for those operated on and
near Indian reservations. Tribal Head-
start programs in the past have been a
source of unified community support.
Now, with the sorting out of the poor
and near-poor, Headstart is developing
as a point of friction, The net effect has
been that parents are finding the fees
charged prohibitive and are simply with-
drawing their children from the program.

While the theory of collecting a sliding
scale fee for families above the poverty
line may be defensible, in practice it has
meant that children who should be at-
tending the program are being left out.
The fees are unrealistic, particularly as
they get out of the near-poor area, and
the classes are being limited effectively
to the poor, thus eliminating the desired
socioeconomic mix.

I have not seen one single statement
indicating that the fee schedule collect-
ing mechanism is administratively sound.
I cosponsored this legislation in the belief
that we should reexamine the entire
Headstart program, as well as the spe-
cific issues involved in the fee schedule,
before such a schedule is implemented.

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

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.
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Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the bill H.R. 11441, to post-
pone the implementation of the Head-
start fee schedule until July 1, 19%75.

Mr. Speaker, I think no one in this
Chamber will disagree that the Head-
start program was—and still is—one of
the most effective initiatives developed
under the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964.

From a tentative and experimental ef-
fort in the early years, Headstart has
grown to be a solid program backed by
devoted parents, paraprofessionals,
teachers, and children. In fiscal year
1974, the program is estimated to serve
close to 400,000 children, offering them
a comprehensive preschool experience.

The components of Headstart include
a range of developmental activities and
social services designed to fit individual
needs, with a strong emphasis on paren-
tal participation in the program. The
demonstrated support for Headstart has
been a powerful factor in encouraging
public school systems to begin their own
early childhood education efforts, to be-
gin kindergartens where none existed
before, and to draw parents into school
activities that build upon the parents’
earlier experience.

The wide demand for programs like
Headstarts far outstrips the supply of
places, and has been one of the many
causes which led me and other Members
to press for comprehensive child de-
velopment legislation in the last Con-
gress.

Mr, Speaker, when the Congress con-
sidered amendments to the Economic
Opportunity Act in 1969, we recognized a
need to expand Headstart to include
children of all socioeconomic levels in
greater numbers. Under the existing
practice at that time, which has been
continued until the present, 10 percent
of the enrollment in Headstart programs
could be nonpoor children. But the 1969
amendments allowed further increase in
the nonpoor enrollment, if outside funds
covered the additional expense.

The House report noted that:

It is essential that children who come from
families of modest means not be excluded.

The Senate added in its report similar
language.

Mr. Speaker, I think it important to
emphasize our intent in amending the
legislation at that time, as we seem to
have lost sight of that intent in later
developments. It is indeed, to return to
that original intent that I support this
postponement bill before us today. Con-
gress wanted to encourage the expansion
of Headstart to include a broad mix of
children. And we wanted to encourage
the development of outside sources of
funds, such as from other community
agencies, to cover that expansion beyond
the 10 percent nenpoor who were already
allowed by the law to be served in Head-
start without payment. We certainly
never intended to make those 10 percent
of Headstart families begin to “pay their
own way,” or to discourage people from
sending their children to the program.

Despite our concern, no particular reg-
ulations or fee plans were drawn up.
When the 1972 Economic Opportunity
Amendments were being considered, the
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{fee schedule again came up, with the
result that the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare was now directed to
establish such a schedule, within spe-
cifie restrictions, and he was to do so no
later than April 1, 1973.

The mandated schedule was to be
based on the ability of a nonpoor family
to pay, and a specific level of income—
$4,320 per year for a family of four—was
set as the dividing line between poor
families and nonpoor.

Mr. Speaker, it should not be a sur-
prise that the proposed fee schedule, re-
leased for comment on March 7, 1973,
drew a number of negative remarks as
to the low cutoff point or income level at
which a fee was to be charged, and the
rapid rise in fees at higher income levels.
Nevertheless, these comments were all
ignored by HEW, and the same schedule
was published as a final version on April
16, 1973. And since that time, we have
been hearing from all over the country of
the problems raised by this fee plan,
problems which were noted in the com-
ments, and to which we must now re-
spond by passing the postponement
measure before us.

The final fee plan, Mr. Speaker, simply
does not do what Congress intended. By
its high fees for them, the plan deters
people of moderate means who we hoped
would be attracted to Headstart to en-
large the socioeconomic mix of children.
And the plan at the same time slaps a
troublesome smaller fee on families with
incomes around $4,000, who had been
enrolling their children in Headstart
without charge. It would not be surpris-
ing to find these latter families quickly
becoming alienated from the program,
and from those of their neighbors who,
having a few dollars less income, pay
nothing for their children’s Headstart.
As if these results are not enough, the
fee schedule plan is so complex to ad-
minister that it forces Headstart stafl to
divert precious time and energy away
from the children to filling out forms,
mailing fee reminders, verifying income
data, and so on.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me
from everything I have heard, that the
fee schedule with which we have some-
how become saddled, works precisely
against the objectives we ought to be
seeking. If Head Start were now a pro-
gram open to any child, and if we
thought we needed a mechanism to in-
sure that services were most available to
low-income children, then we might need
to consider a fee schedule as a rationing
device. But that is simply not the case, as
we already have the clear limitation in
law that only 10 percent of the free or
nonpaying enrollment can be nonpoor.
This fee schedule seems even to be hav-
ing the effect of reducing the nonpoor
participation below that 10 percent level,
a travesty of our original hopes.

I wish all my colleagues, Mr. Speaker,
could read some of the letters I have re-
ceived from advocates for our country’s
children that have poured into my office
and to the Office of Child Development
in recent weeks. These letters tell a sorry
tale of the diverse potential impacts of
this fee schedule—in generating bitter-
ness within communities and within
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parent boards at Head Start centers, in
shutting off the willingness of moderate-
income volunteers to give their time to
the program now that they must pay for
their child’s attendance, in Torcing chil-
dren out of the program affer 1 year if
parents’ incomes rise even briefly, or end-
ing the attendance of Indian children at
the only bilingual center in their area.
These are the human costs of this fee
schedule, And, I am told, the money in-
come from the fees will be insignificant.

Mr. Speaker, like a number of my col-
leagues, I have consistently worked for
programs based on children’s needs, and
I would like to continue doing so. The
Head Start fee schedule as we now have it
appears likely to move us in precisely the
opposite direction—away from socioeco~
nomic mixing for optimum development,
away from continuity of programs for
children regardless of slight fluctuations
of parental income, and away from con-
centration by staff on services to chil-
dren. Now that we can see these effects
in a clear light, I trust we will swiftly
agree to put the fees aside for a while
and reconsider them in the context of
renewed efforts to pass comprehensive
child development legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the bill HR.
11441 deserves the support of all Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of HR. 11441, to postpone the
implementation of the fee schedule in
the Headstart program.

When the fee schedule went into effect
last August, many persons in my dis-
trict objected that the schedule was arbi-
trary, and was forcing the near-poor to
pay for a service they could not easily
afford.

Persons whose incomes are not far
above the poverty line must struggle to
stay above water. Many are not able to
afford to pay the required fee. The result
is that only the children of the poor and
the more affiuent are able to participate
in the Headstart program. This is ob-
viously unfair.

More thought must be given to the
ramifications of the fee schedule, and
consideration given to those families who
are just making it.

Mr, PERKINS, Mr. Speaker, we have
no further requests for time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from EKentucky (Mr. PERKINS)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill HR. 11441.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION AND
TREATMENT ACT

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill (S. 1191) to provide financial as-
sistance for a demonstration program
for the prevention, identification, and
treatment of child abuse and neglect, to
establish a National Center on Child
Abuse and Neglect, and for other pur-
poses as amended.
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The Clerk read as follows:
S. 1191

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Child Abuse Pro-
tection and Treatment Act".

THE NATIONAL CENTER ON CHILD ABUSE AND

NEGLECT

Sec. 2. (a) The Becretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare (hereinafter referred to
in this Act as the “Secretary”) shall establish
an office to be known as the National Center
on Child Abuse and Neglect (hereinafter re-
ferred to in this Act as the “Center").

(b) The Secretary, through the Center,
shall—

(1) compile, analyze, and publish a sum-
mary annually of recently conducted and
currently conducted research on child abuse
and neglect;

(2) develop and maintain an information
clearinghouse on all programs, including pri-
vate programs, showing promise of success,
for the prevention, identification, and treat-
ment of child abuse and neglect;

(3) compile and publish training materials
for personnel who are engaged or intend to
engage in the prevention, identification, and
treatment of child abuse and neglect;

(4) provide technical assistance (directly
or through grant or contract) to public and
nonprofit private agencies and organizations
to assist them in planning, improving, devel-
oping, and carrying out programs and activi-
ties relating to the prevention, ldentification,
and treatment of child abuse and neglect;
and

(5) conduct research into the causes of
child abuse and neglect, and into the pre-
vention, identification, and treatment there-
of.

DEFINITION

Bec. 3. For purposes of this Act the term
“child abuse and neglect” means the physical
or mental injury, sexual abuse, negligent
treatment, or maltreatment of a child under
the age of eighteen by a person who is re-
sponsible for the child's welfare under cir-
cumstances which indicate that the child's
health or welfare is harmed or threatened
thereby, as determined in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Secretary.

DEMONSTEATION PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS

Bec. 4. (a) The Becretary, through the Cen-
ter, is authorized to make grants to, and
enter into contracts with, public agencies or
nonprofit private organizations (or combi-
nations thereof) for demonstration programs
and projects designed to prevent, identify,
and treat child abuse and neglect. Grants or
contracts under this section may be—

(1) for the development and establishment
of training programs for professional and
paraprofessional personnel in the fields of
medicine, law, education, social work, and
other relevant fields who are engaged in, or
intend to work In, the field of the prevention,
identification, and treatment of child abuse
and neglect; and tralning programs for chil-
dren, and for persons responsible for the wel-
fare of children, in methods of protecting
children from child abuse and neglect;

(2) for the establishment and maintenance
of centers, serving defined geographic areas,
staffed by multidisciplinary teams of per-
sonnel trained in the prevention, identifica-
tion, and treatment of child abuse and ne-
glect cases, to provide a broad range of serv-
ices related to child abuse and neglect, in-
cluding direct support and supervision of
satellite centers and attention homes, as well
as providing advice and consultation to indi-
viduals, agencies, and organizations which
request such services;

(3) for furnishing services of teams of pro-
fessional and paraprofessional personnel
who are trained in the prevention, identifi-
cation, and treatment of child abuse and
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neglect cases, on a consulting basis to small
communities where such services are not
available; and

(4) for such other innovative programs and
projects, including programs and projects
for parent self-help, and for prevention and
treatment of drug-related child abuse and
neglect, that show promise of successfully
preventing or treating cases of child abuse
and neglect as the Secretary may approve,

(b) (1) Of the sums appropriated under
this Act, not less than 5 per centum may be
used by the Secretary for making grants to
the States for the payment of reasonable and
necessary expenses for the purpose of as-
sisting the States in developing, strengthen-
ing, and carrying out child abuse and neglect
prevention and treatment programs.

(2) In order for a State to qualify for as-
sistance under this subsection, such State
shall—

(A) have in effect a State child abuse and
neglect law which shall include provisions for
immunity for persons reporting instances of
child abuse and neglect from prosecution,
under any State or local law, arising out of
such reporting;

(B) provide for the reporting of known
and suspected instances of child abuse and
neglect;

(C) provide that upon receipt of a report
of known or suspected instances of child
abuse or neglect an investigation shall be
initiated promptly to substantiate the ac-
curacy of the report, and, upon a finding of
abuse or neglect, iImmediate steps shall be
taken to protect the health and welfare of
the abused or neglected child, as well as that
of any other child under the same care who
may be in danger of abuse or neglect;

(D) demonstrate that there are in effect
throughout the State, in connection with the
enforcement of child abuse and neglect laws
and with the reporting of suspected in-
stances of child abuse and neglect, such ad-
ministrative procedures, such personnel
trained in child abuse and neglect preven-
tion and treatment, such training procedures,
such institutional and other facilities (pub-
lic and private), and such related multi-
disciplinary programs and services as may be
necessary or appropriate to assure that the
State will deal effectively with child abuse
and neglect cases in the State;

(E) provide for methods to preserve the
confidentiality of all records in order to pro-
tect the rights of the child, his parents or
guardians;

(F) provide for the cooperation of law
enforcement officials, courts of competent
jurisdiction, and appropriate State agencies
providing human services;

(G) provide that in every case involving
an abused or neglected child which results
in a judicial proceeding a guardian ad litem
shall be appointed to represent the child
in such proceedings;

(H) provide that the aggregate of support
for programs or projects related to child
abuse and neglect assisted by State funds
shall not be reduced below the level provided
during fiscal year 1973, and set forth policies
and procedures designed to assure that Fed-
eral funds made avallable under this Act for
any ffscal year will be s0 used as to supple-
ment and, to the extent practicable, increase
the level of State funds which would, in the
absence of Federal funds, be available for
such programs and projects;

(I) provide for dissemination of informa-
tion to the general public with respect to
the problem of child abuse and neglect and
the facilities and prevention and treatment
methods available to combat instances of
child abuse and neglect; and

(J) to the extent feasible, insure that
parental organizations combating child abuse
and neglect receive preferential treatment.

(3) Programs or projects related to child
abuse and neglect assisted under part A or
B of title IV of the Bocial Security Act shall
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comply with the requirements set forth in
paragraph (2).

(c) Assistance provided pursuant to this
sectlon shall not be available for construc-
tion of facilities; however, the Secretary is
authorized to supply such assistance for the
lease or rental of facilities where adequate
facilities are not otherwise available, and for
repair or minor remodeling or alteration of
existing facilities.

(d) The Secretary shall establish criteria
designed to achieve equitable distribution of
assistance under this section among the
States, among geographic areas of the Na-
tion, and among rural and urban areas, To
the extent possible, citizens of each State
shall receive assistance from at least one
project under this section.

AUTHORIZATIONS

8ec. 5. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated for the purposes of this Act
$15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974, $20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1975, and $25,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1976.

ADVISORY BOARD ON CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT

Sec. 6. (a) The Secretary shall, within
sixty days after the date of enactment of
this Act, appoint an Advisory Board on Child
Abuse and Neglect (hereinafter referred to
as the "“Advisory Board"”), which shall be
composed of representatives from Federal
agencies with responsibility for programs and
activities related to child abuse and neglect,
including the Office of Child Development,
the Office of Education, the National Insti-
tute of Education, the National Institute of
Mental Health, the National Institute of
Child Health and Human Development, the
Social and Rehabilitation Service, and the
Health Services Administration. The Advi-
sory Board shall assist the Secretary in co-
ordinating programs and activities related to
child abuse and neglect administered or as-
sisted under this Act with such programs
and activities administered or assisted by
the Federal agencies whose representatives
are members of the Advisory Board. The
Advisory Board shall also assist the Secretary
in the development of Federal standards for
child abuse and neglect prevention and treat-
ment programs and projects.

(b) The Advisory Board shall prepare and
submit, within eighteen months after the
date of enactment of this Act, to the Presi-
dent and to the Congress a report on the
programs assisted under this Act and the
programs, projects, and activities related to
child abuse and neglect administered or as-
sisted by the Federal agencies whose repre-
sentatives are members of the Advisory
Board. Such report shall include a study of
the relationship between drug addiction and
child abuse and neglect.

(c) Of the funds appropriated under sec-
tion 5, one-half of 1 per centum, or £1,000,~
000, whichever is the lesser, may be used by
the Becretary only for purposes of the report
under subsection (b),

COORDINATION

Sec. 7. (a) The Secretary shall promulgate
regulations to guarantee that other programs
which are assisted by Federal funds and are
related to child abuse and neglect will be
coordinated with programs assisted under
this Act.

(b) The Secretary shall prescribe such
regulations and make such arrangements as
may be necessary or appropriate to Insure
that suitable programs related to child abuse
and neglect under this Act are available for
children receiving aid or services under State
plans approved under part A of title IV of
the Soclal Security Act and State plans de-
veloped as provided in part B of such title,
and that there is effective coordination be-
tween such programs assisted under this Act
and the programs of aid and services under
such title IV.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sec-
ond demanded?

Mr. ESHLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a second.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself T minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S.
1191, as amended, a bill to provide finan-
cial assistance for a demonstration pro-
gram for the prevention, identification,
and treatment of child abuse and neg-
lect, to establish a National Center on
Child Abuse and Neglect, and for other
purposes.

Mr. Speaker, the Select Subcommittee
on Education, which I have the honor to
chair, held 4 days of hearings on S. 1191
and related measures—legislation co-
sponsored by over 100 Members of this
body. During these hearings, Mr. Speak-
er, the subcommittee received testimony
from a wide variety of witnesses, includ-
ing parents, educators, doctors, and law-
yers.

I should, at the outset, Mr. Speaker,
express my appreciation to the chairman
of the Committee on Education and La-
bor, the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
PerINs) for his assistance in moving
this legislation through the committee.

In addition, I should thank the rank-
ing minority member of the committee,
the genfleman from Minnesota (Mr.
Quie) as well in particular, the gentle-
men from New York (Mr. Bracer and Mr.
PEvser) for their very valuable contri-
butions to this legislation. Both Mr. Bi-
AG6I and Mr. PEyser introduced original
bills on this subject. Mr. B1accr has la-
bored for many years to bring this legis-
lation to the floor of the House.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I should say a
special word of thanks to the gentlelady
from Colorado (Mrs. ScHrOEDER) who al-
though not a member of the Committee
on Education and Labor, worked tireless-
ly on this legislation during the commit-
tee hearings.

FROVISIONS OF THE BILL

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us
today provides for a National Center on
Child Abuse and Neglect and a National
Advisory Board on Child Abuse and Ne-
glect and authorizes the Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, and through the National Cen-
ter, to make grants and contracts for
demonstration programs designed to
identify, prevent, and treat child abuse
and neglect.

The bill also authorizes appropriations
of $15 million for fiscal year 1974, $20
million for fiscal year 1975, and $25 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1976, to carry out the
purposes of this act, of which not less
than 5 percent may be used for making
grants to States for the purposes of as-
sisting in the development, strengthen-
ing, and implementation of child abuse
and neglect prevention and treatment
programs.
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NATIONAL CENTER ON CHILD ABUSE AND
NEGLECT

Mr. Speaker, the National Center on
Child Abuse and Neglect authorized by
this measure, will compile, analyze, and
publish annually, & summary of research
on child abuse and neglect.

The Center will also develop an infor-
mation clearinghouse on child abuse pro-
grams, and will publish training mate-
rials for personnel in fields dealing with
child abuse, conduct research in the area
of child abuse and neglect, as well as
provide technical assistance to public and
nonprofit agencies, and organizations
concerned with this problem.

ADVISORY BOARD ON CHILD AEBUSE
AND NEGLECT

The Advisory Board on Child Abuse
and Neglect, Mr. Speaker, will be com-
posed of representatives of the various
Federal agencies responsible for pro-
grams and activities related to child
abuse and neglect, such as the Office of
Child Development, the Office of Educa-
tion, and the National Institute of Edu-
cation.

The principal function of the Advisory
Board will be to assist in coordinating
Federal programs and activities, devel-
oping standards for such programs, and
preparing a report on the programs as-
sisted by the various Federal agencies
represented on the Advisory Board.

BECRETARTAL FUNCTION

Mr. Speaker, this act authorizes the
Secretary of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, through the Na-
tional Center, to make grants and con-
tracts for demonstration programs and
projects designed to prevent, identify,
and treat child abuse and neglect.

Such funds may be used for personnel
training as well as training programs for
children and persons responsible for their
welfare in methods of protecting chil-
dren from such dangers.

The committee has also provided, Mr.
Speaker, that the grants and contracts
may be used to establish multidiscipli-
nary centers to deal with child abuse and
neglect, for furnishing personnel services
to small communities, and for other in-
novative approaches.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Mr. Speaker, although the administra-
tion originally took the position that this
legislation was not necessary, the sad
fact is, as the witnesses before my sub-
committee demonstrated, that we must
approve this bill.

For each year in this country, thou-
sands of innocent children are beaten,
burned, poisoned, and otherwise abused
by adults. Indeed, Mr. Speaker, so severe
are these injuries, that an undetermined
number of children die each year at the
hands of their parents, guardians, and
other custodians.

Evidence of the severity of this prob-
lem, Mr. Speaker, is the widely accepted
estimate that 60,000 cases of child abuse
are reported annually.

In New York City alone, more than
13,000 cases of child abuse, or suspected
abuse, have been reported to date dur-
ing 1973.

And the tragedy of these figures, Mr.
Speaker, is that they only point to the
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tip of the iceberg. For there is unani-
mous agreement among the experts in
this field, as well as among the witnesses
who testified before my subcommittee,
that only a small proportion of mal-
treated children ever come to the atten-
tion of the appropriate authorities.
With these figures staring us in the
face, Mr. Speaker, I repeat again that we
must act now on behalf of these children
and approve this legislation.
ADMINISTRATION POSITION

Mr, Speaker, I should tell my col-
leagues that although the administration
originally opposed enactment of this
measure, we have been able to work out
a compromise with the Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, in order to gain the adminis-
tration’s support.

The administration’s original opposi-
tion, Mr. Speaker, was based on the claim
that sufficient authority existed in the
Social Security Act to provide for pro-
grams dealing with child abuse and neg-
lect.

Stanley B. Thomas, Jr., Assistant Sec-
retary for Human Development in the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, advised the committee that the
Department shared the *“urgent desire
to prevent these tragic events.”

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, Mr. Thomas went
on to credit the interest and dedication
of Congress in the problems of child
abuse with the stimulation of the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, to increase efforts to deal with these
problems. But he went on to say that he
did not believe that this new legislation
was needed.

When the committee learned, how-
ever, that only $507,000 were spent in
fiscal year 1973 on activities related to
child abuse, it determined that the ad-
ministration’s original position could not
be accepted. Subsequently, Mr. Speaker,
following extensive negotiations between
members of the committee and members
of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, the administration has re-
considered its position and indeed as-
sisted the committee in developing the
legislation before us today.

I should, in this regard, Mr. Speaker,
draw to the attention of my colleagues,
a letter of November 29, 1973, to me, from
the Honorable Caspar Weinberger, Secre-
tary of the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Weliare. Said Secretary
Weinberger :

I understand that a number of objection-
able features of some of the bills on this
subject (child abuse) which were originally
considered by the Subcommittee, have been
deleted.

And the Secretary continued:

As the Department has testified before
your Subcommittee, and the parallel Senate
Subcommittee, we are already deeply and
firmly committed to substantial and en-
hanced efforts to cope with the problem of
child abuse and neglect.

Concluded Mr. Weinberger:

Thus the Administration is supportive of
many of the objectives of this bill and is im-
plementing a number of them currently,
Hence the Administration does not oppose
the measure in its present form.
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CONCLUSION

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us today
provides some modest funding, and a
central agency, so that the Federal Gov-
ernment might demonstrate some leader-
ship in helping address the appalling
problems of abused and neglected chil-
dren.

The bill enjoys the unanimous support
of the public witnesses who appeared
before my subcommittee, and it enjoys
the unanimous support of those members
of the Committee on Education and
Labor who thought it important to be
present for the committee markup on
the measure.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the Administra-
tion has indicated to me its support of
the measrue.

Mr. Speaker, in February 1969, Presi-
dent Nixon told Congress:

Bo critical is the matter of early growth
that we must make a national commitment
to providing all American children an op-
portunity for healthful and stimulating de-
velopment during the first five years of life.

Mr. Speaker, the measure before us
today can help provide such an opportu-
nity for healthful and stimulating de-
velopment for thousands of abused and
tortured children. I urge my colleagues to
join with me in support of S. 1191 as
amended.

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

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I compliment the gentleman on this
legislation which meets an urgent need.
When considered in light of the 60,000
incidents of child abuse recorded in the
United States each year, the legislation
considered here today is of great import.

In New York City alone, 10,000 cases
of child abuse were reported last year,
and this figure is only the tip of the ice-
berg.

When I testified before the Select Edu-
cation Subcommittee on this bill, I urged
the adoption of a most comprehensive
program to combat the evils of child
abuse, because of the failure of the Fed-
eral Government to provide effective
leadership in preventing, identifying,
and treating the adult and infant victims
of abuse. I felt then, as I do today, that
the problem must be dealt with across
the board, from the collection and dis-
semination of definitive information on
abuse, to programs designed to develop
innovative treatment techniques, to pro-
viding incentives for the States to enact
mandatory reporting laws.

The bill before us today goes a long
way toward achieving that goal.

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

Mr. BRADEMAS. I am delighted to
yield to the chairman of the committee,
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
PERKINS) .,

Mr, PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I likewise
want to compliment the distinguished
gentleman from Indiana (Mr, BRADEMAS)
and the entire subcommittee, as well as
many others for the good piece of legis-
lation the gentleman from Indiana has
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pursued and persevered and offered to
bring to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S.
1191, the Child Abuse Prevention and
Treatment Act. More than 100 Members
of the House have cosponsored this im-
portant legislation,

I want to make specific mention of our
colleagues, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. PEYSER,
and Mr. Bracer, for the leadership roles
they have played. Also, I wish to com-
mend the chairman of our Select Sub-
committee on Education and the mem-
bers of the subcommittee on both sides
of the aisle for the expeditious way in
which this needed legislation has been
handled.

The need to pass this bill is obvious.
Each year in the United States, there
are over 60,000 reported, and a countless
number of unreported cases of the abuse
and neglect of innocent children. The
Select Subcommittee on Education held
4 days of hearings, including 1 day in
New York City, where members of the
subcommittee visited the child abuse
treatment center of the New York
Foundling Hospital and saw first hand
the seriousness of this problem. Also, the
many witnesses, among them doctors and
hospital administrators, testified to the
horrors and disgraces of the child abuse
problem.

Mr. Speaker, there are no easy an-
swers to the child abuse problem, and
there is no one solution which can be
offered. Responsibilities for the preven-
tion, identification, and treatment of
child abuse rest at all levels of govern-
ment and in both public and private
agencies. While it will not be a panacea,
I am convinced that S. 1191 will provide
an important tool in the effort to curb
child abuse. It will do that in the fol-
lowing ways:

First, the bill proposes to establish a
National Center for Child Abuse and
Neglect in the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. This center will
be responsible for compiling, analyzing,
and publishing an annual summary of
research on child abuse and neglect. It
will also act as a clearinghouse for in-
formation on child abuse programs.

Second, there is a provision for dem-
onstration grants and contracts to a
wide variety of recipients for any array
of programs and projects which would
help prevent, identify, and treat child
abuse.

Third, another proposal will provide
for the appointment, by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, of an
advisory board made up of representa-
tives of various Federal agencies with
responsibility for programs and activi-
ties related to child abuse and neglect.
This will provide for a more coordinated
Federal role in this area.

Fourth, the bill authorizes the appro-
priation of $15 million for fiscal year
1974, $20 million for fiscal year 1975, and
$25 million for fiscal year 1976. These
amounts are a small price to pay in
order to help insure the safety of our
children and combat this serious prob-
lem.

Mr. Speaker, I do hope we have no
votes against the measure. It deserves
the full support of the House.
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Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield fo the gentle-
man from Washington (Mr. MEgEDs).

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, many years
ago when I was first becoming active in
public life in my home State of Wash-
ington, I came face to face with cases of
child abuse and neglect while serving as
prosecuting attorney for Shohomish
County. Concern for these children and
the family tragedies they represented
led me to mobilize statewide support for
a State statute to deal with the problem.

My concern has continued and, indeed,
grown with the years as I read statistics
and news accounts of a growing prob-
lem. These children need help, trained
help, compassionate help, available
help. One of the more tragic aspects of
child abuse and neglect is that what
comes to our attention is only the tip of
the iceberg, and many children suffer
abuse and molestation without ever the
fact being known or the child knowing
that there are adults who could help.

I am cosponsoring the “National Child
Abuse and Neglect Prevention and
Treatment Act” to try to provide some
remedies. It is my hope that Congress’
passage of this bill will demonstrate our
commitment to a broad-based program
providing national leadership in fighting
this perniclous problem. The bill will
create a national center to serve as co-
ordinator and information clearing-
house on all programs dealing with child
abuse and neglect. Also the center will
provide technical assistance to public
and nonprofit agencies and conduct re-
search into causes, identification, pre-
vention, and treatment.

Additionally, the bill provides funds
for training grants for personnel work-
ing with child abuse cases and grants for
new approaches seeking to get at the
root cause of child abuse and neglect,
including parent self-help organizations.

I see this legislation as a first step
nationally with a problem we have
avoided too long. Some States, including
my own State of Washington, have had
legislation and programs for a number of
vears. This legislation will support these
States in their efforts and offer impetus
to others to provide information pro-
grams, personnel training, and other
programs to assist in the development,
strengthening, and carrying out child
abuse and neglect prevention and treat-
ment programs.

Mr. ESHLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, the bill
before us today relates to a subject which
must horrify any thinking, feeling, con-
cerned individual. It concerns the abuse
and neglect of the most vital element in
our society, that is, our children and the
manner in which some parents and
guardians treat their children. It is not
a pleasant subject. In fact, the evidence
that our committee has been shown is re-
volting. It is certainly not easy to talk
about, but it was less easy to watch pic-
tures of it. Last September experts in
the field made a slide presentation to
Members of Congress and their staffs on
this subject. For over an hour the most
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grotesque examples of the way children
in this country are abused and/or neg-
lected by their parents were shown.

What Members saw were children who
had been beaten, bitten, dipped in scald-
ing hot water, burned; children with
broken arms, legs, and fractured skulls;
infants who had been burned with ciga-
rettes; those who were scarred as a result
of having been placed on electric burn-
ers. There were babies who had not been
fed who looked like skeletons with skin,
and a child who was six weeks old and
had not been washed and still had after-
birth on parts of its body. There were
children who slept in urine and excre-
ment and because they are never washed
have the matter caked on the body. Some
children lived in such filthy conditions
that they had magegots crawling over
them. There were pictures of a child who
had crawled between the mattress and
springs of a bed apparently playing and
was crushed to death by its mother who
was high on drugs. And finally they told
about the plight of a prize baby gorilla
in a New York zoo which had been
beaten and abused by its mother and was
taken away and treated by another zoo.
They described the extended fight for
custody of the gorilla and the money
that was spent to protect it. At the same
time a slide of a child who looked like a
skeleton was shown. The child, it was
concluded, died of starvation when the
autopsy found that there was absolutely
nothing in its intestines. While there are
no accurate statistics, HEW estimates
that there are between 60,000 and 500,000
children in this country who are abused
and neglected like this. This was the
dramatic takeoff for the hearings held
by the Education and Labor Committee.
The hearings produced evidence that the
problems were not related to any city,
State, or any particular geographic area
but it is a common problem which can
be found everywhere.

It is important for me to stress that
in my opinion a solution to these prob-
lems cannot and will not be found
strietly through the Federal Government
intervention. This is primarily a State
and local matter. Every State has at least
one law concerning child abuse and
neglect on its books. The problem is that
these laws are unevenly enforced. The
bill before us today I believe, although
it provides relatively few dollars, will
provide the stimulus and the catalyst
through which States will be encouraged
to do more to help children within their
own States. In order to qualify for funds
States will have to certify to the Secre-
tary that sufficient laws and procedures
arc in place to address the problem be-
fore they can receive funding. I see the
Federal money as filling in the gaps. Also,
since there is a specific maintenance of
effort provision in the bill, States may
not use this money as a substitute for
funds that they are already expending
in this area.

In regard to the legislation itself I
must observe that once again this is an
example of how the administration and
the Congress can work together to de-
velop meaningful legislation. When this
legislation was first considered in the
Senate, the administration officially op-
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posed it. However, since that time almost
9 months ago, as a result of the initi-
atives taken by the Congress, they initi-
ated some new programs of their own
which they acknowledged were a direct
result of the interest, dedication, and
stimulation of the Congress. In recent
weeks members of the committee worked
closely with Under Secretary Frank
Carlucci and Assistant Secretary for Hu-
man Development Stanley Thomas, Jr.,
in developing the bill before us today.
Since the administration had some very
strong objections to the original bill, we
explored alternatives to it and, I believe,
outside of the authorizations, that we
recommendated every single request
and/or objection raised by the adminis-
tration. But of prime importance to me is
that in spite of the modification, we still
came out with a very significant bill
which will bring to the American people
a vehicle through which the States can
more effectively attack the problems of
child abuse and neglect. Because of the
agreements we worked out, the adminis-
tration has advised us that it will raise
no further objections to this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, because this bill enjoys
overwhelming bipartisan support, be-
cause it addresses a fundamental need
in the country today in a direct and
straightforward manner, and because
the administration is not opposed to it,
I am hopeful that every Member on the
floor today will agree with me that this
is a bill worth supporting.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. PEYser) as much
time as he may consume.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, this piece
of legislation that has been before our
committee, and on which we have had
hearings over the past several months, is
a piece of legislation that I believe is
needed and is in such demand in this
country that I am convinced that the
House of Representatives will move
nearly unanimously to support this legis-
lation today.

I was sorely tempted today to bring
and place in the lobby a series of pic-
tures that we had collected in our hear-
ings that vividly portray some of the sit-
uations that exist in this child abuse
problem. I decided not to do this, because
basically the pictures that are involved—
and we have seen hundreds of them—are
s0 unbelievable and so horrible that I de-
cided not to show them in publie.

I have compiled a list here which de-
scribes some of the horrors inflicted on
children in every State in the Union.

One of the big problems has been
the reporting method and the handling
of child abuse and neglect cases, not only
in our hospitals and our schools but in
our courts. In some States, while there
are regulations, absolutely nothing is
done to protect the child and there is no
place to pull together all of this informa-
tion and no place to work as a united
organization to come up with suggestions
on what do we do to prevent child abuse.

What do we do to help the parents,
because these are sick people? While we
can take one child away from a parent,
if we have no way of helping that parent,
he may have other children and the same
thing will happen to those children.

One of the interesting things and
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tragic things that we learned in our
studies was that traditionally the child
that is abused and survives, when he has
or she has children, they end up being
child abusers. It is a syndrome thati they
Jjust cannot get out of, so we must have
an agency that will be directed solely
to this effort of studying and coming up
with a method of curing these problems,
we are dealing with literally hundreds of
thousands of children that are beaten,
scaled, burned, sexually abused, tortured,
neglected, starved; everything one can
think of that is horrible has been hap-
pening to hundreds of thousands of
children in our country.

It really is about time that we speci-
fically direct our efforts toward doing
something about it. I heard the Chair-
man speak of the support by the admin-
istration, however I would like to read
the last paragraph of the letter from the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, Mr. Weinberger. He says, and I
quote:

We are advised by the Office of Management
and Budget that there is no objection to the
presentation of this report from the stand-
point of the administration’s programs.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask that hope-
fully this bill, when it comes up to a
vote, that there will be very few dis-
senting votes on this program. It is
definitely needed for the good of the fu-
ture of thousands of our children. I know
we are going to go ahead and pass this
legislation.

Mr. ESHLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
6 minutes to the gentlewoman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mrs, HECKLER) .

Mrs, HECKLER of Massachusetts, Mr.
Speaker, the physical abuse of a child is
one of the most tragic and abhorrent
crimes in our society. Each day, children
are being savagely beaten, starved,
scalded, stabbed, drowned, raped and
tortured. Frequently, the child is bat-
tered by a parent or guardian—and,
ironically, the youngster often will grow
up to be the child-abusing parent of
tomorrow.

Some of the causes of child abuse ap-
pear preventable and treatable. However,
a major difficulty has been the lack of
specific information on the problem and
its scope. For example, estimates on the
number of child abuse cases vary from
60,000 to 500,000 a year. Clearly, many,
many cases go unreported and when we
ie:gn about them, it frequently is too

ate.

But by any standard, child abuse has
reached epidemic proportions in Amer-
ica, and there is a clear and urgent need
to protect our children. As parents, we
can deplore the problem; as legislators,
we have a duty to do something about it.

Adoption of the Child Abuse Preven-
tion and Treatment Act is a significant
step toward effectively attacking this
long-neglected crime. I am concerned,
however, that this legislation is too re-
strictive in limiting the definition of the
abuser to persons responsible for the
child’s welfare.

The House version of 8X1191, in the
definition of the child abuser, prevents
the use of this program to study the mo-
lesting stranger. The sick stranger who
tortures, rapes and murders an Innocent
child must be dealt with as well.
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The American Humane Association
estimates that 25 percent of all abuse
cases involve a stranger to the child.
Nothing is more henious than the abuse
of a defenseless child by a parent, a
guardian—or a total stranger. Those
youngsters who survive the onslaught
often carry physical and emotional scars
for the rest of their lives.

My heart went out to the parents of
Tasha Semler, the child who was mo-
lested and tortured to death recently at
the Madiera School in suburban McLean,
Va. In my own 10th Congressional Dis-
trict of Massachusetts, we were shocked
and saddened by the brutal rape and
murder of 14-year-old Lori Lee Scher of
Mansfield, a little more than a week ago.

These were not abuses by parents; they
were the acts of sick strangers who
should not be allowed to roam free in our
society.

The Semler parents, in testimony be-
fore the House Education and Labor
Committee, made a moving appeal for a
provision in the Child Abuse and Preven-
tion Act to cover child molestation by a
stranger. Unfortunately, the question
was left open.

I would urge, therefore, that the con-
ferees will remove the restrictive defini-
tion which limits the scope of the pro-
gram to abuse cases involving only par-
ents and others responsible for the
child’'s welfare—thus effectively ignoring
25 percent of all abuse cases. Conscience
demands that we act to end the savage
abuse of all America’s children.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. I
shall be glad to yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. BRADEMAS. First, let me say,
Mr. Speaker, that I am very grateful for
the support of the bill on the part of
the gentlewoman from Massachusetts.

I am happy to say that we on the sub-
committee have taken into account pre-
cisely the problem to which the gentle-
woman addressed herself, and she will
see that particularly, as a result of our
colloquy with Mr. and Mrs. Semler, we
provided in the bill in Section 4(a) (1)
authority for training programs for
children in methods of protecting them-
selves from child abuse and neglect.

And second, although the bill does not
direct itself to children who may be
abused or neglected by persons who do
not have some kind of custodial or pa-
rental responsibility for such children,
we have considered this particular di-
mension of the child abuse problem. The
reason we did not go beyond child abuse
and reflect by persons having custodial
or parental responsibilities is that our
committee was made aware that if we
did so, we would have gotten into the
whole question of the criminal laws at the
State and Federal level. In addition, it
was the committee’s judgment that other
authority existed which could be directed
at meeting the problems posed by the
abuse and neglect of children by in-
dividuals other than those with custodial
or parental responsibilities.

However, Mr. Speaker, I want to give
the gentlewoman my assurance that it
is my own understanding that with re-
spect to the question to which she also
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made reference, namely, that of conduct-
ing research into the causes of child
abuse and neglect, I see no reason to re-
strict such research only into abuse and
neglect on the part of parents or custo-
dians.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for his
explanation and analysis, which is a
significant addition to the legislative
history of this bill.

The gentleman is to be congratulated
for his work on this bill, together with
(Mr. PEyser) the ranking minority mem-
ber and the other members of the com-
mittee. This is more evidence of their
long interest and hard work in the field
of legislation benefitting children
which is such a crucial legislative issue.

At the same time I would like to add
that it has been our experience in the
Congress that when we restrict the ter-
minology or the language of any act, the
executive branch will take the most re-
strictive interpretation of the act. I am
very concerned that the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, in ap-
plying this act, will apply it so as to omit
the very group to which the gentleman
is referring.

Mr. Speaker, I would say, in view of
the legislative history that the gentle-
man has developed, the gentleman from
Indiana has made it very clear that the
scope of the act was intended to go
beyond the exact language, and include
all types of child abuse.

The definition contained in section 3
of this act, is as follows:

For purposes of this Act the term “child
abuse and neglect’” means the physical or
mental injury, sexual abuse, negligent treat-
ment, or maltreatment of a child under the
age of eighteen by a person who is respon-
sible for the child’s welfare under circum-
stances which Indicate that the child's
health or welfare is harmed or threatened.

As a result of the restrictive wording
of this definition, it would be very easy
for the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare to omit the broader
purposes of the act, as the gentleman
from Indiana has so well described them.
I therefore urge that section 3 be re-
moved in conference to make sure that
the full purpose of this legislation is
realized.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Biacer) who
has been a tireless and vigorous propo-
nent of this legislation.

Mr. BIAGGI. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man,

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
bill which will establish for the first
time & broad-based program to treat and
prevent child abuse and neglect. In many
respects this may be called the bill of
rights for the minor child. Chairman
BrapEMAs is to be congratulated for his
leadership, initiative and interests in this
issue,

Since 1969, in each of the last three
Congresses, I have introduced legisla-
tion of this nature and sought its enact-
ment into law the first time this problem
was addressed in the Congress. Until this
vear I felt as if I were a lone voice cry-
ing in the wilderness, but through the
efforts of many in the country such as
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Dr. Vincent Fontana, director of the
foundling home in New York, and others,
who made me aware of the acuteness of
the problem some 15 years ago, the mat-
ter has been brought forcefully before
the public and Congress has responded.
The efforts of Senator MoxparLe, Con-
gressman BRADEMAS, SCHROEDER, and
Pevser must be recognized as well. At
long last, these little children can have
hope for protection and their parents
will soon be receiving treatment for their
problems that lead to abuse and neglect
of their children.

The problem has been closeted away
for too long. During my 23 years as a
member of the New York City Police De-
partment, I saw too many instances of
child abuse. The lack of adequate report-
ing laws, the absence of & mechanism
to remove children from the home of a
known abuser, the failure of medical
personnel and social workers to recognize
a child abuser and to treat him were
evident to me again and again. Last year
over 700 children died in these United
States as a result of abuse and neglect.
Over 200 of them were in New York City
alone. Child abuse is the leading cause of
death among infants and young chil-
dren. We are talking about an epidem-
ic—of such proportions that if it were
the plague or some other communicable
disease, a state of emergency would
have been declared and special task
forces set up to deal with the problem.
Yet virtually nothing is being done and
countless numbers of children are in-
jured and die each day as a result of
abuse and neglect,

This bill is not the only answer or the
final answer to the problem. It is only a
start—a first step. The dollar amounts
appropriated and the special programs
that will be set up will hardly make a
dent in the estimated 60 thousand cases
that will be reported next year, an esti-
mate that is less than 15 percent of the
total cases that will actually occur.

This bill, however, will do some im-
portant things to start the machinery
for an all-out attack on child abuse and
neglect. It will establish a National
Center on Abuse and Neglect in the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to coordinate and centralize Federal
efforts in this area and to act as a clear-
ing house for information among those
working in the field with the problem.

The measure authorizes $55 million
over the next 3 years to establish demon-
stration grants operated by both public
and private agencies and to assist the
States in beginning initial planning for
their own systems to deal with child
abuse.

It is in the latter category where addi-
tional funds will have to be spent in
years to come to assure an end to child
abuse and neglect. The demonstration
grant program is a sound initial proce-
dure, but ultimately we will have to work
through the States and their health
agencies. The initial planning assistance
in the bill is the start of this more com-
prehensive program. I want to eventually
see State programs that have training
centers for doctors, medical support per-
sonnel, welfare and social workers, and
law enforcement officers. I want to see
plans that meet specific standards for
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reporting laws designed to make certain
we can find the child abuser and then
treat him. These plans should allow the
courts to take emergency custody of the
child immediately to insure his physical
safety. These plans should eall for man-
datory psychiatric testing of the abusing
parent so we can avoid the terrible mis-
take of returning a child to a battering
parent.

Demonstration grants alone will not
meet these needs and thus eventually
solve the problem. They will help formu-
late the basis for the operations at the
State level by the public agencies.

I want to emphasize quite clearly that
while the funds allocated here are quite
small, some portion must go to help
States begin the initial planning for fu-
ture comprehensive State approaches to
the treatment and prevention of child
abuse and neglect. Without this start of
planning we will never be able to end the
problem. Remember, child abuse and ne-
glect is a continuous, self-feeding proc-
ess. The abused child of this generation
is the battering parent of the next gener-
ation. To break this cycle we must attack
this problem forcefully at the State level
and to do that Federal aid will be neces-
sary.

Nevertheless, before you start a major
program, the first step must be taken.
We are taking that first step today by
passing this bill. Let this not be a token
step to appease those calling for reform
in this area. I will not let the matter rest
until child abuse and neglect is unheard
of in this civilized society called America.

Mr. ESHLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yleld
5 minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. LANDGREBE) .

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, it
would seem that nobody but a fool or
really a hard-boiled person could pos-
sibly step up here and oppose this bill.
Well, perhaps the first adjective fits
me, but I am not a cruel man. There is
no one, not even my bachelor friend,
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. Bra-
pEMAS) who has more compassion and
love for children in this body than I do.
Nobody could possibly have. And if there
is anything that I really hate and detest
it is to see a child abused in any way.

But let me remind my good colleagues
that in this country we have some things
to do in this Congress other than to con-
cern ourselves with emotionalism. And
we are here this afternoon using emo-
tionalism to expand the Federal bureauc-
racy to the tune of $60 million.

I believe that every State has child
abuse laws. There are faulis in these
laws, and there are faults in the carry-
ing out of them. In other words, one of
the great problems is to get the doctor to
state that there has been abuse of a
child when the child is brought in. There
is this relationship between the doctor
and patient that presents us with some
problems. However, I have here a copy
of the November 28 issue of the Vidette-
Messenger, printed in my hometown of
Valparaiso, ind.,, which carries a front
page report on a child-abuse trial under-
way right now. Reportedly the mother of
the victim is to be the first witness. It
appears that while her boyfriend was
visiting, the child kind of disturbed their
lovemaking, to quiet the child, the boy-




December 3, 1973

friend beat the child nearly to death.
Well, he is in court, and it will be up to
a jury of responsible people to decide
whether that man should go to prison.
The serious question is whether or not
the jury will give him the good stiff
prison sentence he ought to have even
if proven guilty.

But to get this matter involved into
the Federal bureaucracy, starting out
with $60 million, and that is just the
beginning. Where do we go from there?
And I have stood on this floor and spoke
on many bigger pieces of legislation.

This of course is a very small amount
of money when compared with our an-
nual $260 billion budget. But it is another
grain of sand on the scales, scales that
are already tipped heavily toward fiscal
chaos. We now have $475 billion national
debt with an annual interest bill of ap-
proximately $29 billion, the third largest
item in our budget. Congress should be
concerned about our fiscal situation.
Most certainly, more responsible actions
are in order. In fact, I think the Con-
gressmen who are pushing these pro-
posals such as this should step right up
here and tell us exactly how they want
to sock it to the taxpayers to pay for
them.

I submitted my individual views in the
report on the bill. I certainly hope that
there will be at least a record vote. I hope
some of the Members will pay atten-
tion to what I have had to say.

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

Mr. LANDGRERBE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana.

Mr, TREEN. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I would certainly agree with the gen-
tleman from Indiana in the statement
the gentleman made concerning his feel-
ings toward children. I, like most of the
gtrl;ew Members in this body, have chil-

n

But there are certain provisions of
this bill that seem to me amount to the
establishment of new precedents in fore-
ing the States to write their criminal
laws as Congress directs. Particularly,
on page 12, the bill provides that no
State grant may be made unless the
State passes a certain type of law, and
even goes so far as to require that the
State provide immunity from prosecu-
tion for persons reporting instances of
child abuse and neglect. It is not a ques-
tion of whether we think these things
need correction, it is a question of
whether we in this Congress should be
dictating how these several States should
write their criminal laws. It also seems
to me it would be very easy to go from
this to a young adult abuse act.

There are lots of horrible crimes com-
mitted against persons above the age of
18. There are lots of old folks being
abused. It just seems to me that this
bill, however laudable the purposes, and
I certainly support measures to end child
abuse, opens the door wide to eliminating
the criminal laws of the various States
by invading the prerogative of the States
in this particular area. I just wonder
whether anyone can tell me why we had
to go to the point of telling the States
that they must provide an immunity pro-
vision? Why do we go so far as to tell
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the States how they must write their
criminal laws?

Mr. LANDGREBE. While this liberal
controlled Congress has been ignoring
States rights for years I cannot give the
gentleman from Louisiana an answer.
Perhaps somebody else on the Educa-
tion and Labor Committee can answer
that question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Colorado (Mrs. SCHROEDER) ,
an original sponsor of the bill, and a
mother of two.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
want to express my deep appreciation
to my colleague from Indiana (Mr,
Brapemas) for the initiative and leader-
ship he has shown as chairman of the
Select Education Subcommittee in
shepherding this child abuse legislation
through committee. Mr. BranEmas has
given a great deal of energy, intelligence
and constructive effort to fashioning the
compromise measure we have before us
today.

On March 29 of this year I introduced
H.R. 6380, which has the bipartisan co-
sponsorship of 72 other Members of the
House. The bill was introduced as a com-
panion measure to S. 1191, which was
sponsored by Senator MonpaLE and
passed by the Senate on July 14. The Se-
lect Education Subcommittee held 4
days of hearings on H.R. 6380 and sev-
eral similar measures. I had the honor of
sitting in on these hearings and listen-
ing to the testimony of doctors and social
workers, lawyers and psychiatrists, par-
ents who had abused their children, and
many other concerned persons, We saw
gory examples of the horribly battered
and burned bodies of children who were
the victims of maiming or fatal abuse at
the hands of those responsible for their
care.

The bill before us today gives national
attention and priority to a problem that
cannot and should not be ignored. Al-
though the seriousness of child abuse and
neglect has been recognized by workers
in the field for years, it was not until
very recently that the general public has
started to realize the immensity and per-
vasiveness of the problem. Testimony re-
vealed that the incidence of reported
abuse ranges from estimates of 60,000
cases nationwide each year, to 13,000
cases a year in New York City alone.
State and local programs to deal with
this massive problem are still for the
most part fragmented and ineffective.
There is no real Federal program, al-
though the administration, galvanized
into action by the initiative taken by
Congress in developing this legislation,
has shown some signs of awakening to
the problem.

It is encouraging though to know that
a few promising approaches are being
developed. In Denver, for example, the
National Center for the Prevention and
Treatment of Child Abuse has developed
a successful method that can serve as a
model treatment program. Finding
the traditional single-disciplinary social
services approach inadequate to meet the
complex medical, social, and legal issues
suwrrounding child abuse, the Denver Cen-
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ter has developed a team approach com-
bining the skills of social workers, phy-
sicians, psychiatrists, nurses, layper-
sons and attorneys. The Center has also
incorporated into its program a parent
self-help group, Parents Anonymous,
which gives troubled parents the support
of others who are successfully dealing
with the same problems, In addition to
actual treatment and followup services
the Center also provides training for out-
side individuals and groups. The results
of the multidisciplinary approach used
there have been startling: 80 percent of
the children treated can be returned to
their natural parents within 8 months
with no repetition of abuse.

S. 1191 and H.R. 6380 provide the
needed Federal focus and initiative to
stimulate the growth of such centers
throughout the country by providing
grants to the many groups that have
demonstrated a commitment to multi-
disciplinary or other innovative methods
of treating and preventing abuse and ne-
glect. While funding programs that are
providing actual services to protect the
thousands of children who are suffering
permanent physical and mental damage
each year, the bill also provides support
for further study of the underlying
causes and possible solutions of the dis-
ease. The bill also establishes the Na-
tional Center on Child Abuse and Ne-
glect, in the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, which would serve
as a central clearinghouse to collect and
disseminate information on research and
current programs.

It is clear that we do not at this time
have the resources to set up and fund a
comprehensive nationwide system for
the prevention and treatment of child
abuse and neglect. Rather, the purpose
of the bill is to serve as a catalyst to
stimulate the growth of programs and
projects that will provide a base for fu-
ture growth. As part of this basic struc-
ture, the committee recognized the need
to upgrade existing State programs. Al-
though the main focus of the bill is the
demonstration grant program, the com-
mittee amended the bill to set aside 5
percent of the total grant funds appro-
priated to assist States in planning and
developing State child abuse programs.
It is understood that the amount of funds
set aside for this purpose cannot begin to
meet all the needs of the States. How-
ever, by tying the State funds to require-
ments for specific minimal State plans,
the committee hopes to spur the States
to strengthen and expand their own pro-
grams. It should be noted that the funds
provided directly for the States are not
specifically channeled through the State
services programs authorized by title
IV-A and IV-B of the Social Security
Act. This was done to allow greater flexi-
bility on the part of the States in decid-
ing how best to approach the problem.
Many States, for example, are develop-
ing offices of child development which
might be recipients of the grants. A sepa-
rate section of the bill requires that IV-A
and IV-B moneys be spent in accordance
with the requirements set forth for the
States.

Mr. ESHLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. PEYSER).
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Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yteiding.

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to point out
that a question was raised on immunity
and why we have to get into this area.
‘What has been proven—and incidentally
the gentleman from Louisiana’s own
State has put immunity in their own
child abuse regulations—is that unless
immunity is offered to people who are
reporting child abuse, we just do not getf
the cases reported.

The people are afraid, and through this
fear of civil suits many, many hundreds
of children have been in one way or an-
other sent to their death, and that is
no exaggeration.

I think what we have to understand
is that the Federal Government in this
legislation is not forcing a State to do
anything. We are simply saying if the
State wants to be a part of and receive
moneys through this program, then it
must have State laws and it must be
enforcing them, and among other items
is the question of immunity, which many,
many of the States already provide. So
we are not forcing the States into
anything.

This is not an anti-States rights bill
at all. It is simply trying to provide the
guidance and the leadership that I think
the Federal Government should do in a
matter of this kind.

I hope this answers the gentleman's
question.

Mr. TREEN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I hope the gentleman
understands I am not against the State
doing this if it wants to do this.

Would the gentleman agree that mur-
der is a national problem as well, and
not just murder of persons below 18 years
of age?

Mr. PEYSER. I agree that murder is a
national problem.

Mr. TREEN. If it is a national problem,
why do we not have a national law on
that and require the States to grant
Immunity on that? Where does it end?

Mr. PEYSER. If we had a bill that was
for providing grants on programs for
the States to deal with murder—perhaps
we should have, but we are not talking
now about that, we are talking about the
child abuse programs and offering devel-
opment programs in this area, and in
order to take part in this the States
should have child abuse laws.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Bracer).

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr, Speaker, I would like
to observe in connection with the remark
about murder that the States of the
Union have very substantial laws deal-
ing with that offense as contrasted to
laws dealing with child abuse.

The fact of the matter is that until
only recently the States of the Union did
not have these laws and the legislatures
of the various States have adopted laws
dealing superficially and very inade-
quately with this very grievous and major
problem.

What we do here is hold forth a carrot
to give the States that are sincere a spe-
cial inducement to implement and im-
prove their programs. As of last year
for the first time some States enacted
laws that are quite substantial. There
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are laws in other States of the Union
that frankly are not worth the paper
they are printed on. This is token legis-
lation which has little or no effect.

What we are doing here is trying to
hold forth from the Federal Government
that special inducement to encourage
those States to do a little bit more. They
have an option which they can exercise.
If they choose not to, fine. For the States
tlfll’:it choose to, then the moneys are avail-
able,

I think the analogy in the light of these
circumstances is poor but I am glad it
was raised because it gave us an op-
portunity to make the distinction with
more emphasis.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, the bill
cited as the “Child Abuse Prevention and
Treatment Act” has wholly desirable ob-
jectives with which we can all concur. A
variety of programs and projects on this
subject are in operation throughout the
country, and I am sure we would all wel-
come their being brought in sharper
focus and coordinated.

However, the bill eontains two provi-
sions which have the effect of amending
the Social Security Act and in placing
requirements on welfare agencies which
do not now exist. Section 4(b) (3) of the
bill would require that all programs or
projects related to child abuse and ne-
glect under part A or B of title IV of the
Social Security Act comply with the re-
quirements of section 4(b) (2). This sec-
tion contains at least three requirements
which are wholly inconsistent with ac-
tivities conducted under the Social Secu-
rity Act. First, it would reguire a demon-
stration that there are in effect through-
out the State in connection with child
abuse and neglect laws multidiscipli-
nary programs and services necessary or
appropriate to assure that the State will
deal effectively with child abuse and ne-
glect cases in the State. Second, it will
require the dissemination of information
to the general public with respect to the
problem of child abuse and neglect, an
activity which goes much beyond the
present scope of such programs under
title IV of the Social Security Act. The
social security programs are, by and
large, limited to families receiving wel-
fare. Finally, it requires that parental or-
ganizations combating child abuse and
neglect receive preferential treatment.
This also is inconsistent with the way
many of the programs operate. I would
accordingly urge that the section be mod-
ified to eliminate these three require-
ments.

Section 7 of the bill has the wholly de-
sirable objective of requiring that Fed-
eral programs dealing with child neglect
and abuse will be coordinated with pro-
grams under the bill. However, section
7(b) also requires the Secretary to pre-
scribe regulations to insure that suitable
programs related to child abuse and ne-
glect under this aet are available for
children receiving aid or services under
State plans approved under part A of
title IV of the Social Security Act and
State plans as developed under part B
of such title. This would seem to require
that programs be established for chil-
dren who are not presently covered un-
der those titles and that programs be es-
tablished which are more comprehensive
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than presently exist. I would accordingly
urge that section T(b) be modified to
make it clear that new programs under
the Social Security Act are not required.

Mr. Speaker, this goes to the whole
question of how much Ilatitude States
have in the administration of their so-
cial services programs. There are varying
points of view on this subject. However,
it would seem untimely to create in this
bill new requirements which do not exist
under present regulations.

We have been assured that these mat-
ters will be taken into consideration in
any conference on the bill.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, sadly, we
must admit that the occasion of child
abuse is on the increase today. There is
truly a need for closer Federal scrutiny
and assistance in this area. This year
some 60,000 American children will be the
victims of parental beating, cruelty, or
neglect. In about 800 of these cases, the
defenseless child will die. The very idea
that a parent, who is supposed to love
and protect his offspring could be re-
sponsible for his or her child’s physical
injury or death, is so repulsive that many
people are reluctant to consider it. Until
recently, our courts also had been reluc-
tant to get involved in internal family
government, preferring to let the head
of the family enforce rules and punish-
ments for members of the family.

The shame of this syndrome is that the
youngsters who are being mistreated to-
day, if they survive, may well grow up
and abuse their own children. This vi-
cious cycle must be broken and this bill
is a means toward that end. Treatment
for both the abused and the abuser is a
vital necessity. But every bit as vital is
the need to detect and prevent these acts.

This bill is not a “budget buster.”
While it deals with many of the great
needs in the areas of child abuse, it calls
for only a $10 million outlay for the first
year and a $20 million a year commit-
ment for the next 4 years.

All of you, I know, are concerned over
this dreadful practice of brutalizing the
young. The Federal Government cannot
do the whole job, but it certainly can do
more than it has been doing. I urge your
support for this legislation.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of S. 1101, the Child Abuse Pre-
vention and Treatment Act.

The problems of child abuse have been
with us for years. When one considers
that the vast majority of child abuse
cases never even reach the media, it is
difficult to calculate the extent of the
problem. Estimates have been made that
700 to 800 children die each year as a
result of maltreatment. This is just the
tip of the iceberg.

This bill will give the needed incen-
tive to the States to embark upon effec-
tive child-abuse programs, including pre-
vention, identification, and treatment.
Reporting laws within the States will
have to be upgraded, and training pro-
grams for personnel will be necessary.
Communities will be called upon to attack
the problem.

Each time the newspapers have carried
a story of a child permanently maimed
or perhaps killed as a result of abuse, we
have all been horrified. It is time that we
took the necessary action to prevent the
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kind of abuses that make these news-
paper stories.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, I earn-
estly urge and hope that the House will
resoundingly approve this pending meas-
ure, S. 1191, the Child Abuse Prevention
and Treatment Act.

It is a shocking fact, Mr. Speaker, that
each year in this country thousands of
innocent children are beaten, burned,
poisoned, or otherwise abused by adults.
An authoritative source has estimated
that 60,000 cases of child abuse are re-
ported annually in the United States.
In addition, it has also been estimated
that the reported incidence of child abuse
represents only a fraction of the num-
ber of children who are actually mis-
treated.

During the last 10 years, nearly every
State has revised its child abuse report-
ing laws yet it is common for cases to
receive attention only after the innocent,
helpless victim has suffered permanent
psychological or physical damage or, in
too many cases, death. One reason for
the existence of this situation is that
most laws do not require any followup or
treatment once a case of abuse has been
reported.

Mr. Speaker, through enactment of
this pending bill today a National Center
on Child Abuse and Neglect will be es-
tablished within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare and will
have the power to institute demonstra-
tion programs and projects designed to
prevent, identify and treat child abuse
and neglect; train personnel to deal with
child abuse; furnish services to com-
munities for the initiation of such proj-
ects and other innovative projects, in-
cluding support of parent self-help or-
ganizations, which show promise of pre-
venting or treating this tragic human
failure.

Mr. Speaker, even though we are en-
gaged with a multitude of tremendous
problems in these troubled times we
should not, nevertheless, forget that this
Government has the high responsibility,
indeed, the solemn duty to protect the
rights of all its citizens, particularly our
children, from repeated physical force
and abuse. It is for this basic reason that
I urge the prompt passage of this bill.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
support S. 1191, the Child Abuse Pre-
vention and Treatment Act. As a spon-
sor of H.R. 9643, which is similar to this
legislation, I firmly believe that a need
exists for the establishment of a National
Center for Child Abuse and Neglect. Such
a center would provide a clearinghouse
for child abuse programs and would also
compile accurate national statistics on
child abuse—a task which has been im-
possible to the present time due to the
varying regulations governing abuse in
each State. Moreover, at least 5 percent
of the fiscal 1974 budget allotted the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare under this act will be used to assist
in the development of new or existing
State child abuse and neglect prevention
centers.

Perhaps most impertantly, S. 1191 calls
for an investigation into the causes, pre-
vention, identification, and treatment of
child abuse. There is a growing concern,
shared by many experts in the field, that
child abuse is becoming a generational
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problem—more specifically, that today’s
abused child will become tomorrow's
abusing parent. This is a phenomenon
which cannot be allowed to continue.
Hopefully, data gathered from these re-
search projects will lead to conclusions
helpful in alleviating the child abuse
problem when combined with other pro-
grams on both the State and National
levels.

Illinois has been nationally recognized
as a leader in child abuse prevention
programs. The State's Child Abuse Act
of 1965 was one of the first such pieces
of legislation in the Nation. Our State
department of children and family serv-
ices has initiated a program of preven-
tion which includes rehabilitation, child
protection, medical aid, and other types
of assistance. The need for such a pro-
gram can be seen by the fact that over
8,100 cases of child abuse and neglect
were reported statewide in fiscal year
1973. Nearly 100 instances of violations
of the Child Abuse Act were reported
during this period in my district alone.

Obviously, additional aid such as that
proposed in 8. 1191 is needed. The choice
is clear: Either we act now to stop the
rising tide of child abuse cases, or we
watch idly as an increasing segment of
our Nation’s youth is battered and mis-
treated. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge
every Member of this House who has any
concern for the future of our children
and our Nation to support this most im-
portant legislation.

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to see that the House is now at
the point where it will pass the Child
Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act, a
bill which I have cosponsored along with
over 70 other Members of Congress. Es-
tablishing within the Department of
HEW a National Center on Child Abuse
and Neglect, this legislation should pro-
vide the Federal coordination needed to
encourage States and localities to up-
grade their child abuse treatment and
prevention programs, as well as to con-
duct research, personnel training, and
other supportive services. All of us here
have been shocked at news reports docu-
menting instances of child abuse. Un-
questionably, this is a sickness whose
underlying causes must be fully under-
stood if such abuses are to be prevented
and successfully treated.

It has been estimated by the National
Center for the Prevention and Treat-
ment of Child Abuse and Neglect that
60,000 child abuse cases are officially re-
ported, on an annual basis. In New York
City alone, there were 10,000 cases of
child abuse or suspected abuse reported
in 1972. Furthermore, it is generally
agreed among experts in the field that
the incidence of unreported cases of child
abuse outnumber the known cases. Some
of these children mnever survive these
beatings, burnings, and other abuses.
Others may never recover from the emo-
tional scars resulting from such bru-
tality.

Senator MorpaLE's subcommittee on
children and youth has heard compelling
testimony affirming the need for action
on this very disturbing and, until re-
cently, largely overlooked problem. In its
examination of the problem, the subcom-
mittee found that the present laws pro-
hibiting child abuse take effect only after
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the victim has suffered permanent psy-
chological and/or physical damage. And
the very complex reasons for child abuse
are such that criminal laws against child
abuse do not serve as a deterrent. Clearly,
what is needed are intensified commu-
nity efforts to prevent, identify, and treat
child abuses. It has been demonstrated,
in faect, that where adequate support
services are available to families suffer-
ing from the problem, 90 percent of
abused children can be reunited with
their parents without a repeated abuse.

This legislation passed today takes a
long step toward providing the variety
of support services essential for dealing
successfully with this problem. It is very
similar to the bill passed by the Senate
last July, and I am hopeful that the final
version of this bill will be enacted into
law as soon as possible.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of S. 1191, legislation to
provide financial assistance for identifi-
cation, prevention and treatment relat-
ing to child abuse. This important bill
would establish within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare a Na-
tional Center on Child Abuse and Ne-
glect. The Center is to conduct research,
provide information and training mate-
rials, and award grants and contracts to
a broad scope of organizations for dem-
onstration programs and projects de-
signed to deal with the problem of child
abuse; $15 million is authorized by this
bill for the 1974 fiscal year, $20 million
for fiscal 1975, and $25 million for fiscal
1976.

Mr. Speaker, I think we all realize that
our Nation’s future depends on the well
being of our children. Many of them,
however, are faced with situations in
their childhood which restrict, or even
preclude, their development into what
we usually regard as full maturity. Too
many children are poor, too many are
malnourished, too many have physical
and emotional problems, and too many
cannot read. There are many factors
which we recognize as contributing to
these deficiencies. Although we usually
cite economic and biological factors,
there are others that must not be over-
looked.

Child abuse is one such factor that has
been with us a long time, but one which
has received minimal effort to alleviate
nationally. Although programs exist at
State and local levels, most lack adequate
funding and few provide followup and
treatment once a case of child abuse has
been reported. Further, HEW, which does
not have even one employee working on
the problem of child abuse full time, has
admitted that it has no information
about the effectiveness of State programs
that receive funds for such purposes un-
der title IV-B of the Social Security Act.

I need not cite statistics, for they are
either lacking or grossly deflated. Too
often, we only hear about abuse when
it has resulted in severe injury or death.
One statistic I would like to cite, how-
ever, is that 90 percent of the parents
involved can be rehabilitated, according
to the American Academy of Pediatries
and others who recently testified before
a Senate subcommittee. Although much
abuse is caused by psychotic or mentally
ill adults, most cases are committed by
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frustrated parents who take their prob-
lems out on their children.

It seems to me that our effort should
be to define the issues of child abuse
prevention and to prescribe legislation
which would fund programs, of a re-
search, training, treatment and infor-
mational nature, which would both pro-
vide therapy and lead to a reduction in
the incidence of child abuse. I believe
that S. 1191 would go far to accomplish
this goal, and therefore I urge that my
colleagues join me in support of this
legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BraADE-
mas) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the Senate bill S, 1191, as
amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 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 354, nays 36,
not voting 43, as follows:

[Roll No. 615]
YEAS— 354

Chappell
Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Ill.
Conte
Corman
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Robert

Ww., Jr.
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 5.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, I11.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends

Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Grover
Gude
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski

Bergland
Bevill

Biaggi
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco

Bray

Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio

Drinan
Dulski
Duncan

du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell

Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Huber
Hudnut

Eemp
King
Kluczynski
Eoch
EKuykendall
Kyros
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
MecCormack
McDade
McFall
McEay
Madden
Madigan
Mailllard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Milford
Miller
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.¥Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead,
Calif,
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss

Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi

Nix

Obey

O'Brien
O'Hara
Parris

Ashbrook
Butler
Camp
Clancy
Cochran
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Davis, Wis.
Devine

Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Podell
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, Ill.
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reid
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle

Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush

Roy

Royhal
Runnels
Ruppe

Ruth

Ryan

St Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schroeder
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver

Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder

NAYS—36

Flynt
Fountain
Goodling
Gross
Henderson
Eetchum
Landgrebe
McEwen
Mahon
Martin, Nebr.
Montgomery
Nichols
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Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Stark
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Stubblefield
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waldie
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
‘White
Whitehurst
Widnall

Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion

Zwach

Poage

Rarick
Robinson, Va.
Rousselot
Satterfield
Shuster
Steiger, Ariz.
Symms
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Treen
Whitten

NOT VOTING—43

Ashley
Bowen
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Casey, Tex,
Chisholm
Clawson, Del
Conyers
Cotter

Diggs
Downing
Flowers
Gubser
Gunter

Hawkins
Hébert
Holifield
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Okla,
Keating
Landrum
McEKinney
MceSpadden
Macdonald
Michel
Mills, Ark.
Mizell

O'Neill
Owens
Rooney, N.Y.
Sikes
Stephens
Stokes
Stuckey
Talcott
Waggonner
Walsh
Wilson, Bob
Wright
Young, Ga.

Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byron

Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain

Findley

Fish

Fisher

Flood

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

William D.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey

Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Karth
EKastenmeler
Eazen

Hansen, Wash. Nelsen

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended, and
the Senate bill, as amended, was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. O'Neill with Mr. Mills of Arkansas.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr, Jones
of Oklahoma.

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Jarman,
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Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Landrum,

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Nelsen,

Mr. Cotter with Mr. Conyers.

Mr. Diggs with Mrs. Burke of California,

Mr. Ashley with Mr. Hawkins.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Gunter.

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Stokes.

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Del Clawson,

Mr. Owens with Mr, Young of Georgia.

Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Bowens with Mr. McKinney.

Mr. Casey of Texas with Mr. Michel.

Mr. Downing with Mr. Talcott,

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr,
Walsh,

Mr. Flowers with Mr. Mizell.

Mr. Macdonald with Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr. Wright of Mr. McSpadden.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
include extraneous matter, on the bill
Just passed.

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

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISH-
ERIES TO FILE REPORT ON H.R.
5898, AUTHORIZING CONSTRUC-
TION AND OPERATION OF HIGH
SEAS OIL PORTS

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries may
have until midnight to file a report on
H.R. 5898, to authorize the construction
and operation of high seas oil ports.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

ATTORNEY GENERAL'S COMPEN-
SATION AND USE OF FRANKING
PRIVILEGE

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
11710) to insure that the compensation
and other emoluments attached to the
Office of Attorney General are those
which were in effect on January 1, 1969,
to amend title 39, United States Code,
to clarify the proper use of the frank-
ing privilege by Members of Congress,
and for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 11710

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
compensation and other emoluments at-
tached to the Office of Attorney General shall
be those which were in effect on January 1,
1969, notwithstanding the provisions of the
salary recommendations for 1869 increases
transmitted to the Congress on January 15,
1969, and notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, or provision which has the
force and effect of law, which Is enacted or
becomes effective during the period from
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noon, January 3, 1969, through noon, Janu-
ary 2, 1976.

Sec. 2. (a) Any person aggrieved by an ac-
tion of the Attorney General may bring a
civil action in the appropriate district court
to contest the constitutionality of the ap-
pointment and continuance in office of the
Attorney General on the ground that such
appointment and continuance in office is in
viplation of article I, section 6, clause 2, of
the Constitution. The United States district
courts shall have exclusive jurisdiction, with-
out regard to the sum or value of the matter
in controversy, to determine the validity of
such appointment and continuance in office,

(b) Any action brought under this section
shall be heard and determined by a panel of
three judges in accordance with the provi-
slons of section 2284 of title 28, United States
Code. Any appeal from the action of a court
convened pursuant to such section shall lie
to the Supreme Court.

(c) Any judge designated to hear any ac-
tion brought under this section shall cause
such action to be In every way expedited.

BEc. 3. (a) Section 3210 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:
“§ 8210. Franked mail transmitted by the

Vice President, Members of Con-
gress, and congressional officials

“(a) (1) It is the policy of the Congress
that the privilege of sending mail as franked
mail shall be established under this section
in order to assist and expedite the conduct of
the official business, activities, and duties of
the Congress of the United States.

“(2) It is the intent of the Congress that
such official business, activities, and duties
cover all matters which directly or indirectly
pertain to the legislative process or to any
congressional representative functions gen-
erally, or to the functioning, working, or
operating of the Congress and the perform-
ance of official duties in connection there-
with, and shall include, but not be limited
to, the conveying of information to the pub-
lic, and the requesting of the views of the
publie, or the views and information of other
authority of government, as a guide or a
means of assistance in the performance of
those functions.

“(3) It is the intent of the Congress that
mail matter which is frankable specifically
includes, but is not limited to—

“(A) mall matter to any person and to all
agencies and officials of Federal, State, and
local governments regarding programs, de-
cisions, and other related matters of public
concern or public service, including any mat-
ter relating to actions of a past or current
Congress;

“(B) the usual and customary congres-
sional newsletter or press release which may
deal with such matters as the impact of laws
and decisions on State and local governments
and individual citizens; reports on public
and official actions taken by Members of
Congress; and discussions of proposed or
pending legislation or governmental actions
and the positions of the Members of Con-
gress on, and arguments for or against, such
matters;

“(C) the usual and customary congres-
sional questionnaire seeking public opinion
on any law, pending or proposed legislation,
public issue, or subject;

"(D) mail matter dispatched by a Member
of Congress between his Washington office
and any congressional district offices, or be-
tween his district offices;

*“(E) mail matter directed by one Member
of Congress to another Member of Congress
or to representatives of the legislative bedies
of State and local governments;

“(F) mail matter expressing condolences
to a person who has suffered a loss or con-
gratulations to a person who has achieved
some personal or public distinction;

“(G) mail matter, including general mass
mailings, which consists of Federal laws, Fed-
eral regulations, other Federal publications,
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publications purchased with Federal funds,
or publications containing items of general
information;

“({H) mail matter which consists of voter
registration or election information or assist-
ance prepared and mailed in a nonpartisan
manner;

*(I) mail matter which constitutes or in-
cludes a biography or autobiograhpy of any
Member of, or Member-elect to, Congress or
any biographical or autobiographical mate-
rial concerning such Member or Member-
elect or the spouse or other members of the
family of such Member or Member-elect, and
which is so mailed as a part of a Federal
publication or in response to a specific re-
quest therefor and is not included for pub-
licity purposes in a newsletter or other gen-
eral mass mailing of the Member or Member-
elect under the franking privilege; or

“{J) mail matter which contains a piec-
ture, sketch, or other likeness of any Member
or Member-elect and which is so mailed as a
part of a Federal publication or in response
to a specific request therefor and, when con-
tained in a newsletter or other general mass
mailing of any Member or Member-elect, is
not of such size, or does not occur with such
frequency in the mail matter concerned, as to
lead to the conclusion that the purpose of
such picture, sketch, or likeness is to adver-
tise the Member or Member-elect rather than
to illustrate accompanying text.

“(4) It is the intent of the Congress that
the franking privilege under this section
shall not permit, and may not be used for,
the transmission through the mails as
franked mail, of matter which in its nature
is purely personal to the sender or to any
other person and is unrelated to the official
business, activities, and dutles of the public
officials covered by subsection (b) (1) of this
section.

*{5) It is the intent of the Congress that
a Member of or Member-elect to Congress
may not mail as franked mail—

*“(A) mail matter which constitutes or in-
cludes any article, account, sketch, narra-
tion, or other text laudatory and compli-
mentary of any Member of, or Member-elect
to, Congress on a purely personal or politi-
cal basis rather than on the basis of per-
formance of official duties as a Member or on
the basis of activities as a Member-elect;

“(B) mail matter which constitutes or in-
cludes—

“(i) greetings from the spouse or other
members of the family of such Member or
Member-elect;

*'(ii) reports of how or when such Mem-
ber or Member-elect, or the spouse of any
other member of the family of such Mem-
ber or Member-elect, spends time other than
in the performance of, or in connection with,
the legislative, representative, and other of-
ficial functions of such Member or the activ-
ities of such Member-elect as a Member-
elect; or

“(iif) any card expressing holiday greet-
ings from a Member or Member-elect;

“(C) mail matter which specifically so-
licits political support for the sender or any
other person or any political party, or a vote
or financial assistance for any candidate for
any public office; or

“{D) any mass mailing when the same Is
mailed less than twenty-one days immedi-
ately before the date of any primary or
general election (whether regular or special
or runoflf) in which the Member is a candi-
date for public office. For the purpose of
this clause (D), the term °‘mass mailing’
shall mean newsletters and similar mailings
in which the content of the matter mailed
is substantially identical. The term shall not
include malilings which are in direct re-
sponse to direct Inquiries or reguests from
which the matter is mailed.

For the purposes of this clause, a mass mail-
ing shall be deemed to be mailed when it is
presented to the official of elther the House
or the Senate, as appropriate, responsible for
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the preparation, processing, and mailing of
such mass maliling. Such official shall give a
receipt at the time the mass maliling is pre-
sented for mailing.

“(b) (1) The Vice President, each Member
of or Member-elect to Congress, the Secre-
tary of the Senate, the Sergeant at Arms of
the Senate, and each of the elected officers
of the House of Representatives (other than
& Member of the House), until the first day
of March following the expiration of their
respective terms of office, and the Legislative
Counsels of the House of Representatives
and the Senate, may send, as franked mail,
matter relating to their official business, ac-
tivities, and duties, as intended by Congress
to be mailable as franked mail under subsec-
tion (a) (2) and (3) of this section.

“(2) If a vacancy occurs in the Office of
the Secretary of the Senate, the Sergeant at
Arms of the Senate, an elected officer of the
House of Representatives (other than a
Member of the House), or the Legislative
Counsel of the House of Representatives or
the Senate, any authorized person may exer-
cise the franking privilege in the officer's
name during the period of the vacancy.

“(¢) Franked mail may be in any form
appropriate for mail matter, including, but
not limited to, correspondence, newsletters,
questionnaires, recordings, facsimiles, re-
prints, and reproductions. Franked mail shall
not include matter which is intended by
Congress to be nonmailable as franked mail
under subsection (a) (4) and (5) of this sec-
tion.

“(d) (1) A Member of the House may mall
franked mail with a simplified form of ad-
dress for delivery—

“(A) within that area constituting the
congressional district from which he was
elected; and

“{B) on and after the date on which the
proposed redistricting of congressional dis-
tricts in his State by legislative or judicial
proceedings is initially completed (whether
or not the redistricting is actually in effect),
within any additional area of each congres-
sional district proposed or established in such
redistricting and containing all or part of
the area constituting the congressional dis-
irict from which he was elected, unless and
until the congressional district so proposed
or established is changed by legislative or
judicial proceedings,

“{2) A Member-elect to the House of Rep-
resentatives may mail franked mail with a
simplified form of address for delivery with-
in that area constituting the congressional
district from which he was elected.

*“{3) A Delegate, Delegate-elect, Resident
Commissioner, or Resident Commissioner-
elect to the House of Representatives may
mail franked mall with a simplified form of
address for delivery within the area from
which he was elected.

“(4) Franked mail mailed with a simplified
form of addrcss under this subsection—

“(A) shall be prepared as directed by the
Postal Service; and

*(B) may he delivered to—

“(1) each box holder or family on a rural
or star route;

“(il) each post office box holder; and

*(iii) each stop or box on a city carrier
route.

“(5) For the purposes of this subsection,
a congressional district includes, in the case
of a Representative at Large or Represent-
ative at Large-elect, the State from which
he was elected.

“(e) The frankability of mail matter shall
be determined under the provisions of this
section by the type and content of the mail
sent, or to be sent. Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the cost of preparing
or printing mail matter which is frankable
under this section may be paid from any
funds, including, but not limited to, funds
collected by a candidate or a political com-
mittee required to file reports of receipts and
expenditures under the Federal Election
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Campaign Act of 1971 (Public Law 92-226),
or from voluntary newsletter funds, or from
similar funds administered and controlled by
a Member or by a committee organized to
administer such funds.

“(f) Notwithstanding any other provision
of Federal, State, or local law, or any regula-
tion thereunder, the equivalent amount of
postage determined under sectlon 3216 of
this title on franked mail mailed under the
frank of the Vice President or a Member
of Congress, and the cost of preparing or
printing such frankable matter for such mail-
ing under the frank, shall not be considered
as a contribution to, or an expenditure by,
the Vice President or a Member of Congress
for the purpose of determining any limita-
tion on expenditures or contributions with
respect to any such official, imposed by any
Federal, State, or local law or regulation, in
connection with any campaign of such offi-
cial for election to any Federal office.”.

(b) The tabie of sections of chapter 32 of
title 39, United States Code, is amended by
striking out—

**3210. Official correspondence of Vice Presi-
dent and Members of Congress.”

and inserting in lieu thereof—

**3210. Franked malil transmitted by the Vice
President, Members of Congress, and
congressional officials.”.

SEc. 4. Bec'ion 3211 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by striking out “the
Clerk of the House of Representatives, and
the Sergeant at Arms of the House of Rep-
resentatives, until the thirtieth day of June”
and inserting in lieu thereof “each of the
elected officers of the House of Represent-
atives (other than a Member of the House)
until the first day of March".

Sec. 5, Section 3212 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:
*§ 3212. Congressional Record under frank

of Members of Congress

“{a) Members of Congress may send the
Congressional Record as franked mail.

*“{b) Members of Congress may send, as
franked mail, any part of, or a reprint of
any part of, the Congressional Record, in-
cluding speeches or reports contained there-
in, if such matter is mailable as franked
mail under section 3210 of this title.”.

Sec. 6. (a) Section 3214 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

'§ 3214. Malling privilege of former Presi-
dent; surviving spouse of former
President

“A former President and the surviving
spouse of a former President may send non-
political mail within the United States and
its territories and possessions as franked
mail. Such mall of a former President and
of the surviving spouse of a former Presi-
dent marked ‘Postage and Fees Paid’ in the
manner prescribed by the Postal Service
shall be accepted by the Postal Service for
transmission in the international mails.”.

(b) The table of sections of chapter 32 of
title 39, United States Code, is amended by
striking out—
*3214, Mailing

dents.”
and inserting in lieu thereof—

“3214. Mailing privilege of former President;
surviving spouse of former Presi-
dent,”.

Sec. 7. (a) There is established a special
commission of the House of Representatives,
designated the “House Commission on Con-
gressional Mailing Standards™ (herein re-
ferred to as the “Commission™).

(b) The Commission shall be composed
of six Members appointed by the Speaker of
the House, three from the majority political
party, and three from the minority political
party, in the House. The Speaker shall desig-
nate as Chairman of the Commission, from
among the members of the Committee on

privileges of former Presi-
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Post Office and Civil Service of the House,
one of the Members appointed to the Com-
mission, A vacancy in the membership of
the Commission shall be filled in the same
manner as the original appointment. Four
members of the Commission shall constitute
a quorum to do business.

(¢) In performing its duties and functions,
the Commission may use such personnel, of-
fice space, equipment, and facilities of, and
obtain such other assistance from, the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service of the
House, as such committee shall make avail-
able to the Commission. Such personnel and
asslstance shall include, in all cases, the
services and assistance of the chief counsel or
other head of the professional staff (by what-
ever title designated) of such committee. All
assistance so furnished to the Commission
by the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice shall be sufficient to enable the Com-
mission to perform its duties and functions
efficiently and effectively.

(d) The Commission shall provide guid-
ance, assistance, advice, and counsel, through
advisory opinions or consultations, in con-
nection with the mailing or contemplated
malling of franked mail under section 3210,
3211, 3212, 3213(2), or 3218, and in connection
with the operation of section 3215, of title
39, United States Code, upon the request of
any Member of the House or Member-elect,
Resident Commissioner or Resident Commis-
sioner-elect, Delegate or Delegate-elect, sur-
viving spouse of any of the foregoing, or other
House official, entitled to send mail as
franked mail under any of those sections.
The Commission shall prescribe regulations
governing the proper use of the franking
privilege under those sections by such per-
sons.

(e) any complaint by any person that a
violation of any section of title 39, United
States Code, referred to in subsection (d) of
this sectlon is about to occur, or has oc-
curred within the immediately preceding pe-
riod of one year, by any person referred to in
such subsection (d), shall contain pertinent
factual material and shall conform to regula-
tions prescribed by the Commission. The
Commission, if it determines there is reason-
able justification for the complaint, shall
conduct an investigation of the matter, in-
cluding an investigation of reports and state-
ments filed by the complainant with respect
to the matter which is the subject of the
complaint. The Commission shall afford to
the person who is the subject of the com-
plaint due notice and, if it determines that
there is substantial reason to believe that
such violation has occurred or is about to
occur, opportunity for all parties to partici-
pate in a hearing before the Commission. The
Commission shall issue a written decision on
each complaint under this subsection not
later than thirty days after such a com-
plaint has been filed or, if a hearing is held,
not later than thirty days after the conclu-
sion of such hearing. Such decision shall be
based on written findings of fact in the case
by the Commission. Such findings of fact by
the Commission on which its decision is
basec! are binding and conclusive for all ju-
dicial and administrative purposes, includ-
ing purposes of any judicial challenge
or review. Any judiclal review of such
decision, if ordered on any ground, shall
be limited to matters of law. If the
Commission finds in its written decision that
a serious and willful violation has occurred
or is about to occur, it may refer such de-
cision to the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct of the House of Representa-
tives for appropriate action and enforcement
by the committee concerned in accordance
with applicable rules and precedents of the
House and such other standards as may be
prescribed by such committee. Notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, no court or
administrative body in the United States or
in any territory thereof shall have jurisdic-

December 3, 1973

tion to entertain any civil action of any char-
acter concerning or related to a violation of
the franking laws or an abuse of the frank-
ing privilege by any person referred to under
subsection (d) of this section, except judicial
review of the decisions of the Commission
under this subsection. The Commission shall
prescribe regulations for the holding of in-
vestigations and hearings, the conduct of
proceedings, and the rendering of decisions
under this subsection providing for equitable
procedures and the protection of individual,
public, and Government interests. The reg-
ulations shall, insofar as practicable, con-
tain the substance of the administrative pro-
cedure provisions of sections 551-559 and
T01-706, of title 5, United States Code. These
regulations shall govern matters under this
subsection subject to judicial review thereof.

(f) The Commission may sit and act at
such places and times during the sessions,
recesses, and adjourned periods of Congress,
require by subpena or otherwise the at-
tendance of such witnesses and the produc-
tion of such books, papers, and documents,
administer such oaths and affirmations, take
such testimony, procure such printing and
binding, and make such expenditures, as the
Commission considers advisable. The Com-
mission may make such rules respecting its
organization and procedures as it considers
necessary, except that no action shall be
taken by the Commission unless a majority
of the Commission assent, Subpenas may be
issued over the signature of the Chairman
of the Commission or of any member desig-
nated by him or by the Commission, and
may be served by such person or persons as
may be designated by such Chairman or
member. The Chairman of the Commission
or any member thereof may administer oaths
or affirmations to witnesses.

(g) The Commission shall keep a complete
record of all its actions, including a record
of the votes on any question on which a
record vote is demanded. All records, data,
and files of the Commission shall be the
property of the Commission and shall be kept
in the offices of the Commission or such
other places as the Commission may direct.

Sec. 8. (a) The Select Committee on Stand-
ards and Conduct of the Senate shall provide
guldance, assistance, advice and counsel,
through advisory opinions or consultations,
in connection with the mailing or contems-
plated mailing of franked mail under sec-
tion 3210, 3211, 3212, 3213(2) or 3218, and
in connection with the operation of section
3215, of title 39, United States Code, upon
the request of any Member of the Senate or
Member-elect, surviving spouse of any of the
foregoing, or other Senate official, entitled to
send mail as franked mail under any of
those sections. The select committee shall
prescribe regulations governing the proper
use of the franking privilege under those sec-
tions by such persons.

(b) Any complaint filed by any person
with the select committee that a violation
of any section of title 39, United States Code,
referred to in subsection (a) of this section
is about to occur or has occurred within the
immediately preceding period of one year, by
any person referred to in such subsection
(a), shall contain pertinent factual material
and shall conform to regulations prescribed
by the select committee. The select commit-
tee, if it determines there is reasonable jus-
tification for the complaint, shall conduct
an investigation of the matter, including an
investigation of reports and statements filed
by the complainant with respect to the mat-
ter which is the subject of the complaint.
The committee shall afford to the person
who is the subject of the complaint due no-
tice and, if it determines that there is sub-
stantial reason to believe that such viola-
tion has occurred or is about to occur, op-
portunity for all parties to participate in a
hearirg before the select commitiee. The
select committee shall issue a written deci-
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slon on each complaint under this subsec-
tion not later than thirty days after such a
complaint has been filed or, if a hearing is
held, not later than thirty days after the
conclusion of such hearing. Such decision
shall be based on written findings of fact In
the case by the select committee. If the
select committee finds, in its written deci-
sion, that a violation has occurred or is
about to occur, the committee may take such
action and enforcement as it considers ap-
propriate in accordance with applicable
rules, precedents, and standing orders of the
Senate, and such other standards as may be
prescribed by such committee.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, no court or administrative body In the
United States or in any territory thereof shall
have jurisdiction to entertain any civil ac-
tion of any character concerning or related
to a viclation of the franking laws or an
abuse of the franking privilege by any person
referred to under subsection (a) of this sec-
tion until a complaint has been filed with
the select committee and the committee has
rendered a decision under subsection (b) of
this section.

(d) The select committee shall prescribe
regulations for the holding of investigations
and hearings, the conduct of proceedings,
and the rendering of decisions under this
subsection providing for equitable proce-
dures and the protection of individual, pub-
lic, and Government interests. The regula-
tions shall, insofar as practicable, contain
the substance of the administrative proce-
dure provisions of sections 551-6569 and 701-
706, of title 5, United States Code. These
regulations shall govern matters under this
subsection subject to judicial review thereof.

(e) The select committee shall keep a com-
plete record of all its actions, including &
record of the votes on any question on
which a record vote is demanded. All records,
data, and files of the select committee shall
be the property of the Senate and shall be
kept in the offices of the select committee or
such other places as the committee may
direct,

Bec. 9. Section 3216 of title 389, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:
“§ 3216. Reimbursement for franked mailings

“(a) the egquivalent of—

“(1) postage on, and fees and charges in
connection with, mail matter sent through
the mails—

“{A) under the franking privilege (other
than under section 3219 of this title), by the
Vice President, Members of and Members-
elect to Congress, the Secretary of the Sen-
ate, the Sergant at Arms of the Senate, each
elected officer of the House of Representatives
(other than a Member of the House), and
the Leglslative Counsels of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate; and

“(B) by the surviving spouse of a Mem-
ber of Congress under section 3218 of this
title; and *“(2) those portions of fees and
charges to be paid for handling and delivery
by the Postal Service of Mailgrams con-
sidered as franked mail under section 3219
of this title;

shall be paid by a lump-sum appropriation to
the legislative branch for that purpose and
then pald to the Postal Service as postal
revenue. Except as provided by sections 733
and 907 of title 44, and except as to Mail-
grams, envelopes, wrappers, cards, or labels
used to transmit franked mail shall bear, in
the upper right-hand corner, the sender's
signature, or a facsimile thereof, and the
printed words ‘Postage pald by Congress’.
“{b) Postage on, and fees and charges in
connection with, mail matter sent through
the mails under section 3214 of this title
shall be paid each fiscal year, out of any ap-
propriation made for that purpose, to the
Postal Service as postal revenue in an amount
equivalent to the postage, fees, and charges
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which would otherwise be payable on, or in
connection with, such mail matter.

“(c) Payment under subsection (a) or (b)
of this section shall be deemed payment for
all matter malled under the frank and for
all fees and charges due the Postal Service
in connection therewith.

*“(d) Money collected for matter improperly
mailed under the franking privilege shall
be deposited as miscellaneous receipts in the
general fund of the Treasury.”.

Sec. 10. (a) Sectlon 733 of title 44, United
States Code, is amended by striking out
“Free.” and inserting in lieu thereor “Postage
paid by Congress.”.

(b) Section 907 of title 44, United States
Code, is amended as follows:

(1) the second sentence 1s amended by in-
serting immediately before the period at the
end thereof a comma and the following:
“if such part, speeches, or reports are mail-
able as franked mall under section 3210 of
title 39"; and

(2) the third sentence is amended by strik-
ing out “Free” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Postage pald by Congress”,

Sec. 11. Section 8208 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

“(d) The Department of State shall trans-
fer to the Postal Service as postal revenues
out of any appropriations made to it for that
purpose the equivalent amount of postage,
as determined by the Postal Bervice, for pen-
alty mailings under clause (1) (C) and (D)
of section 3202(a) of this title."”.

Sec. 12. The last sentence of section 3215
of title 39, United States Code, is amended
to read as follows: “This section does not
apply to any standing, select, speclal, or joint
committee, or subcommittee thereof, or com-
mission, of the Senate, House of Represen-
tatives, or Congress, composed of Members of
Congress, or to the Democratic caucus or
the Republican conference of the House of
Representatives or of the Senate.”.

Sec. 13. Section 3218 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by inserting “non-
political” immediately before ‘correspond-
ence”,

Sec. 14. (a) Chapter 32 of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new section:

''§ 3219. Mallgrams

“Any Mallgram sent by the Vice President,
a Member of or Member-elect to Congress,
the Secretary of the Benate, the Sergeant at
Arms of the Senate, an elected officer of the
House of Representatives {(other than a Mem-
ber of the House), or the Legislative Counsel
of the House of Representatives or the Senate,
and then delivered by the Postal Service,
shall be considered as franked mail, subject
to section 3216(a) (2) of this title, if such
Mailgram contains matter of the kind au-
thorized to be sent by that official as franked
mail under section 3210(a) of this title.”.

(b) The table of sections of such chapter
32 is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following:

*3219. Mallgrams.”.

Sec. 15. The last sentence of section 1303
(d) of the Revenue Act of 1918 (2 U.S.C. 277)
is repealed.

Sec. 16. (a) Except as provided in subsec-
tion (b) of this section, the provisions of this
Act shall become effective on the date of
enactment of this Act.

(b) The provisions of section 3214 of title
39, United States Code, as amended by sec-
tion 6 of this Act, and the provisions of sub-
section (b) of section 3216 of title 39, United
States Code, as amended by section 9 of this
Act, shall take effect as of December 27,
1972,

Sec. 17. If a provislon of this Act is held
invalid, all valid provisions severable from
the invalid provision remain in effect. If &
provision of this Act is held invalid in one
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or more of its applications, such provision
remains in effect in all valid applications
severable from the invalid application or
applications.

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I demand
& second.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. GROSS. I am opposed to the bill,
Mr. Speaker.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York is recognized for 20 minutes
and the gentleman from Iowa for 20
minutes.

The Chair now recognizes the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, the bill
combines the provisions of S. 267, re-
lating to the compensation attached to
the office of the Attorney General, and
H.R. 3180, relating to the use of the
franking privilege.

ATTORNEY GENERAL'S COMPENSATION

The first two sections of the bill con-
tain provisions identical to the Senate-
passed bill, S. 2673.

The purpose of these provisions is to
roll back any increase in salary or emolu-
ments for the position of Attorney Gen-
eral to the salary and emoluments that
were in effect on January 1, 1969, so as
to remove the constitutional impediment
to the appointment of Senator WiLLIAM
B. Saxse to be Attorney General of the
United States.

Section 2 of the bill provides a means
of insuring that the judicial examina-
tion of the constitutionality of the ap-
pointment and continuance in office of
Senator Saxeg as Attorney General
would be expeditiously handled.

FRANKING PRIVILEGE

Sections 3 through 15 of the bill, re-
lating to the franking privilege for Mem-
bers of Congress, include the provisions
of HR. 3180 as it passed the House of
Representatives on April 11, 1973, by a
record vote of 354 to 49, with certain
adjustments to give consideration to
some of the amendments added by the
Senate. The bill passed the Senate on
October 11, 1973, by unanimous consent.

The major differences between the
House-passed bill (H.R. 3180) and the
bill H.R. 11710:

HOLIDAY GREETINGS

Section 3210(a) (5) (iii) includes lan-
guage to expressly prohibit the use of the
congressional frank for mailing cards
expressing holiday greetings. This con-
forms with an amendment added by the
Senate to H.R. 3180.

MASS MAILINGS

Section 3210(a) (5) (D) includes pro-
visions prohibiting mass mailings under
the frank during the 21 days before any
primary or general election in which a
Member is a candidate for public office.
A similar amendment added by the Sen-
ate provided for a 31-day cutofl.

Provisions in the House-passed bill—
section 9—relating to the establishment
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of a House Commission on Congres-
sional Mailing Standards, to study and
report to the House not later than Janu-
ary 1, 1974, with recommendations con-
cerning the use of mass mailings, have
been omitted.

FRANKED MAIL AS POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Section 3210(f) of the bill adds new
provisions which were included in the
Senate-passed hill to prohibit considera-
tion of the equivalent amount of postage
for franked mail as a contribution to or
expenditure with respect to any political
campaign, notwithstanding any Federal,
State, or local law or regulation to the
contrary.

ADMINISTRATIVE AND JUDICIAL REVIEW

The bill contains, in section 7, the
provisions contained in the House-
passed bill relating to the establishment
of a special Commission of the House on
Congressional Mailing Standards, which
give the Commission jurisdiction to re-
view alleged violations of the use of the
frank by Members of the House, and
makes the findings of fact by the Com-
mission binding and exclusive for all
purposes.

Section 8 was added to include provi-
sions recommended by the Senate for re-
viewing alleged violations of the use of
the frank by Members of the Senate.
Such a procedure would merely be a pre-
requisite prior to court action.

MAILGRAMS

Provisions are included in section 14
of the bill which permit the frank to be
used for the sending of mailgrams. These
provisions are similar to provisions con-
tained in the Senate-passed bill.

Mr. Speaker, I introduced H.R. 11710,
together with Mr. Hexperson and Mr,
UbpaLr, in order that we could get some
expedited action on the congressional
franking provisions. As you may recall,
the House has asked for a conference
with the Senate but the Senate has not
yet agreed to the conference. I feel that
we need action on these provisions be-
fore the end of this session of the Con-
gress.

I would now like to take a few minutes
to discuss the legislation relating to the
Saxbe situation, and the gentleman from
Arizona will discuss the provisions relat-
ing to the congressional frank.

I have received a report dated Novem-
ber 30, 1973, from the Acting Attorney
General supporting the Senate passed
bill, Also, by letter dated November 8§,
1973, the President has confirmed his
intention to nominate Senator SAxXBE
to be Attorney General of the United
States immediately upon enactment of
this legislation.

Senator Saxse began his term of office
on January 3, 1969. On that date the
statutory salary for the Office of Attorney
General was $35,000. During the Sena-
tor’s term of office—January 3, 1969-
January 3, 1975—the compensation for
the position of Attorney General was
increased to $60,0C0 effective in February
1969.

The salary increase brings into play
article I, section 6, clause 2 of the Con-
stitution, which provides—

No Senator or Representative shall, during
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the Time for which he was elected, be ap-
pointed to any Civil Office under the Au-
thority of the United States, which shall
have been created, or the Emoluments
whereof shall have been encreased during
such time.

It is intended, under the bill, that the
salary and emoluments for the position
of Attorney General during the term of
office for which Senator Saxee was
elected—January 1969-February 1975—
be the salary and emoluments that were
in effect on January 1, 1969, thereby
avoiding the problem raised by the con-
stitutional provision.

I am advised that there are no Su-
preme Court cases interpreting these
provisions of the Constitution, as applied
to appointments, such as is involved in
connection with Senator Saxse. How-
ever, I would like to refer to certain
precedents that support ‘the view that
enactment of legislation such as the bill
would remove any constitutional bar to
Senator Saxse’s appointment.

The first involved the appointment of
Senator Lot M. Morrill as Secretary of
the Treasury. Senator Morrill was elected
to the Senate in 1871 for a term ending
in 1877. In 1873, Cabinet officers’ salaries
were raised from $8,000 to $10,000, but
the increase was repealed in 1874 (18
Stat. (part 3) 4). The nomination of
Senator Morrill in 1876 was confirmed by
the Senate without any challenge based
on the applicable provisions of the Con-
stitution.

The second case involved the appoint-
ment by President Taft of Senator Phi-
lander Knox as Secretary of State. A law
with the same purpose as the bill under
consideration today was passed by the
Congress in February 1909, in order to
permit Senator Knox’s appointment in
March to the incoming administration of
President Taft without offending the
purpose of the constitutional provision.

Senator Knox had been elected in 1905
for a term expiring on March 3, 1911.

In 1907, the compensation of the
Secretary of State had been increased
from $8,000 to $12,000. Legislation (35
Stat. 626, approved February 17, 1909)
reduced the Secretary of State's com-
pensation to $8,000. After passage of the
remedial legislation, Senator Enox was
nominated and confirmed as Secretary
of State.

Finally, during Senator Hugo Black’s
term of office as a Senator, Congress
strengthened the retirement benefit of
Supreme Court Justices. During that
same term, the Senator was nominated
to the court. At that time there was
considerable discussion as to whether
that increase in retirement benefits con-
stituted an increase in the emoluments
of that office within the scope of the con-
stitutional provision.

The Senate confirmed the nomination,
apparently agreeing with the Attorney
General that Senator Black was never-
theless eligible because the purpose of
the Constitution was served as Senator
Black was only 51 years old at the time,
and so would be ineligible for the “in-
creased emolument’ for 19 years. It was
not, as to him, an increased emolument.

These precedents support an interpre-
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tation of the constitutional provision to
permit a Member of Congress who does
not receive any prohibited increase in
salary or emoluments to accept an office
in the U.S. Government.

My, Speaker, I am not an attorney and
I do not propose to get involved in any
legal discussions as to whether or not
these precedents are controlling, nor do
I propose to get involved in any con-
troversial questions that have been raised
as to the correct interpretation and ap-
plication of the constitutional provision.

The Senate Judiciary Commitiee
heard testimony from six constitutional
expert attorneys. Each was presented
with the question of whether the con-
stitutional bar to Senator Saxee’s ap-
pointment can be removed by legislation,
and if so, whether legislation such as the
Senate bill S. 2673 would accomplish
this purpose.

Four testified that legislation such as
S. 2673 would not remove any impedi-
ment to Senator Saxer’s eligibility for
appointment as Attorney General. Two
testified that the proposed legislation
would remove the impediment.

This question is for the courts to de-
cide, we cannot settle it here. Section 2
of the bill provides a means for expedit-
ing action in the courts to settle any
constitutional question that may arise in
the event Senator Saxsg is confirmed as
the Attorney General.

Mr. Speaker, the Senate passed similar
legislation—S. 2673—by a substantial
vote of 76 yeas to 16 nays, with 1 voting
present, in spite of the conflicting festi-
mony.

I urge that the Members vote to sus-
pend the rules and pass this legislation
in order that the issue can be settled
at the earliest opportunity,

Mr. Speaker, I insert in the Recorp
at this point the letter of November 8,
1973, from the President, and the let-
ters of November 5, 1973, and November
30, 1973, from the Acting Attorney Gen-
eral:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., November 8, 1973.
Hon. GALE W. McGEE,
Chairman, Commitiee on Post Office and
gtgiz Service, U.S. Senate, Washingion,

Dear Mg, CHAmRMAN: I wish to Inform you
of my intention to nominate Senator William
B. Saxbe of Ohio fo be Attorney General of
the United States, immediately upon enact-
ment of remedial legislation that would elim-
inate a Constitutional impediment to Sen-
ator Saxbe’s appointment.

Without this legislation, doubt would exist
concerning Senator Saxbe’s eligibility because
Article I, section 6, clause 2 of the Constitu-
tion provides:

“No Senator or Representative shall, dur-
ing the time for which he was elected, be
appointed to any civil Office under the Au-
thority of the United States, which shall have
been created, or the Emoluments whereof
shall have been increased during such time;

-8 8"

During Senator Saxbe’s term of service in
the United States Senate the annual salary
of the Office of Attorney General was in-
creased from $35,000 to $60,000.

On November 5, 1973, Acting Attorney Gen-
eral Robert H. Bork submitted legislation
which would remove the Constitutional im-
pediment to Senator Saxbe's appointment by
reducing the compensation and other emol-
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uments attached to the Office of Attorney
General to those in effect before Senator
Saxbe began his Senate term.

This solution has historical support. In
1909 similar legislation was enacted at the
request of President Taft to reduce the salary
of the Office of the Secretary of State so that
Senator Philander C. Knox would be eligible
for appointment, the compensation and other
emoluments of that Office having been in-
creased during the Senate term which Enox
was then serving. After enactment of re-
medial legislation, Senator Enox was nomi-
nated, and confirmed by the Senate.

Constitutional precedents beginning with
President Washington indicate that the
nomination of an individual not then eligible
may be improper and that any subsequent
appointment based on such nomination
might be null and void.

On February 28, 1793, President Washing-
ton withdrew the nomination of Willlam
Patterson of New Jersey to be Associate Jus-
tice of the Supreme Court on the ground
that Mr. Patterson “was a member of the
Senate when the law creating that Office was
passed, and that the time for which he was
elected is not yet expired. I think it my duty
therefore, to decree that I deem the nomina-
tion to have been nulled by the Constitu-
tion."”

This position has been consistently fol-
lowed by the Attorney General of the United
Btates in opinions In 1883 by Attorney Gen-
eral Brewster and in 1895 by Acting Attorney
General Conrad.

I strongly urge that corrective legislation
he enacted as soon as possible. I will submit
the nomination of Senator Saxbe immedi-
ately upon passage of such legislation so that
the Senate may proceed with the confirma-
tion process.

Sincerely,
RICHARD NIXON.
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, D.C.
The SPEAKER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR MER. SPEAKER: Enclosed for your con-
sideration and appropriate reference is a
legislative proposal to provide that the com-
pensation and other emoluments attached
to the Office of Attorney General are those
which were in effect on January 1, 1969.

Article I, Section 6, Clause 2 of the Con-
stitution provides: “No Senator or Repre-
sentative shall, during the Time for which
he was elected, be appointed to any civil
Office under the Authority of the United
States, which shall have been created, or
the Emoluments whereof shall have been en-
creased during such time; and no Person
holding any Office under the United States,
shall be a Member of either House during
his Continuance in Office.”

When Senator William B. Saxbe of Ohio
began his term of service in the United
States Senate on January 3, 1969, the salary
for the Office of Attorney General was es-
tablished by P. L. 80-554 (80 Stat. 460, Sep-
tember 6, 1966) at $35,000. On January 15,
1969, the President transmitted to the Con-
gress pursuant to P.L. 90-206 (81 Stat. 642,
December 16, 1967) a recommendation in-
creasing the annual salary for the Office of
Attorney General to $60,000.

The accompanying legislation is designed
to remove the question concerning the im-
pact of Article I, Section 6, Clause 2 on the
President’s nomination of Senator William
B. Saxbe to be Attorney General of the United
States.

I urge prompt consideration and enact-
ment of this legislation,
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The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that enactment of this proposal is
in accord with the Program of the President.

Sincerely,
RoberT H. BOREK,
Acting Attorney General.

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY (GENERAL,
Washington, D.C.

Hon. THADDEUS J. DULSKI,

Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in re-
sponse to your request for the views of the
Department of Justice on the amendment of
Senator Talmadge included in S. 2673, as
passed by the Senate. That amendment pro-
vides in substance that the Attorney General
can receive no increase in his emoluments
prior to January 3, 1975 over those in effect
on January 1, 1969. The Department of Jus-
tice fully supports the Talmadge Amend-
ment.

The Talmadge Amendment fully comports
with the purposes of Article I, section 6,
clause 2. The Amendment makes it clear that
Senator Saxbe, if appointed as Attorney Gen-
eral, cannot enjoy the benefits of any in-
crease in the emoluments for that office dur-
ing the term for which he was elected, which
expires on January 2, 1975,

Sincerely,
RoBerT H. BOoRK,
Acting Attornel General.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I oppose this bill, and I
urge that the motion fo suspend the rules
be defeated.

This is a fraudulent procedure on both
counts, both as to the reduction of the
salary for the Office of the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States, and the adding
to this bill of a franking privilege legisla-
tion. I will deal with that later.

Let me address myself first to the re-
duction of the salary of the Office of At-
torney General of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, under normal circum-
stances, I would certainly support any
proposal reducing the pay of an execu-
tive-level bureaucrat to its pre-1969 lev-
el.

There is ample evidence that the 1969
pay raises of 71 percent for Cabinet offi-
cers and 40 percent for Members of Con-
gress—on which the House was never
permitted to vote—sparked the inflation-
ary wage spiral that swept the country
in that year and which in large measure
accounts for many of the critical eco-
nomic problems we face today.

However, I cannot support this bill
which would reduce the pay of the Attor-
ney General from $60,000 a year to $35,-
000, even though the $25,000 payroll sav-
ings is not to be taken lightly in view of
the recently revised estimates of this
year’s budget deficit.

I oppose H.R. 11710 because I believe
its only purpose is to do violence to the
ltgt.t.er and spirit of the U.S. Constitu-
ion.

I believe that both the language and
the intent of article I, section 6, para-
graph 2, of the Constitution are quite
explicit:

No Senator or Representative shall, during
the time for which he was elected be ap-
pointed to any civil office under the author-
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ity of the United States, which shall have
been created, or the emoluments whereof
shall have been increased during such time.

It certainly does not require any labo-
rious constitutonal construction to de-
termine that the office of Attorney Gen-
eral, to which Senator Saxsg would be
appointed, would still be, regardless of
what happens on this bill, one whose
emoluments had been increased during
his senatorial term. Even though this bill
now seeks to reduce those emoluments,
its enactment cannot take away and for-
ever erase the fact that these emolu-
ments were increased during his term.

More importantly, the purpose of the
constitutional provision is to prevent
Congress from enacting special legisla-
tion creating a position or increasing the
emoluments of a position for the bene-
fit of one of its own Members. Certainly
then, a bill, such as we have before us
today, which specifically reduces the sal-
ary of the Attorney General, has no other
purpose except to attempt to qualify a
particular Member of the Senate for an
office for which he could not otherwise
qualify. This bill, in my opinion, is in
direct contradiction to the reasons why
our Founding Fathers promulgated ar-
ticle 1, section 6, paragraph 2, of the
Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, the language of the Con-
stitution disqualifies a Member of Con-
gress from a civil office during his term,
if that office has been created in that
term, or if the pay of that office has been
increased during that term. I do not be-
lieve that passage of this bill can negate
the fact that a legislative act has taken
place during the term for which Senator
Saxse was elected and therefore renders
him ineligible for appointment to the
office of Attorney General.

Surely, throughout this country, there
are any number of persons who are
eminently qualified to serve as Attorney
General of the United States without re-
quiring the Congress to involve itself in
this type of chicanery.

I do not intend to be a party to this
type of abhorrent procedure, and I cer-
tainly urge a No vote on the motion to
suspend the rules.

With respect to the franking privilege,
I supported similar legislation in com-
mittee, and I am prepared to support it
again, but not on this bill. Only last week
the House rejected a Senate bill on the
debt ceiling to which had been attached
a nongermane amendment providing for
future elections. Now, here today, the
House is being asked to reverse what it
did last week with respect to rejecting
the Senate’s nongermane amendment
and adopt this one.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 additional minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this bill, HR. 11710, deal-
ing with the franking privilege, has been
passed by this House, and a bill on the
subject has been passed by the Senate.
Conferees have been appointed. I hap-
pen to be one of the conferees. We have
not been called into session, but we are
prepared to deal with the issue at any
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time. I say to the Members that this is
fraudulent procedure.

The House has no business setfing
aside the plain provision in the Con-
stitution which prohibits a Member of
Congress from holding an office for which
he has voted to increase the emolu-
ments. And the House will make a sorry
spectacle of itself if it now adopts an
ungermane amendment—an act which
it condemned on the part of the Senate
only last week.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. I thank the gentleman for
yielding. Is it not true that the reason
the gentleman has not been called into
conference is because the chairman of
the Senate committee refuses to meet
until another bill, which has nothing to
do with either one of them, has passed?
In fact, he did not have the courtesy
to call me, and the bill is in my commit-
tee—it is out now—the so-called Postal
Card Registration bill. He did not have
the courtesy to call me, but I got the
word through the grapevine that he is
not going to meet in conference until
the bill is out of committee. That is not
the reason why the bill is out of com-
mittee, but it is now.

Again I got the word through the
grapevine that now he has changed the
rules and that he is not going to meet
until it is out of the Committee on Rules.
I will just say to the Members that I am
not going to play this kind of game. I
am talking about Senator McGee, if any-
body is in doubt.” As far as I am con-
cerned, he is not going to hold any bill
in my committee hostage, and I am not
going to the Committee on Rules to ask
for a rule until such time as he keeps
the commitment he made to other people
on this bill. If he wants to play rough,
I can be just as rough six days a week
and twice as rough on Sunday.

Mr. GROSS. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s statement. When we get into the
business in the House of using this kind
of device to dislodge bills that are being
held hostage by individual Members of
the Senate, we are inviting real warfare
as between the two bodies. The Senate is
holding hostage a bill that the House
overwhelmingly approved that bears my
name. I do not like it, but I will not sub-
scribe to this kind of procedure.

The SPEAKER, The time of the gentle-
man has expired.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr., UbALL) .

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, this is, as
the gentleman from Iowa outlined, a
shotgun marriage. We are driven to get
out the shotgun because we desperately
need some action on a franking bill.
Filing dates are approaching in many
States. Within a few months we will be
in primary elections. In at least one of
our large States on the west coast there
has been a total restructuring of con-
gressional districts, Under present law
there is serious doubt whether one can
mail postal patron into a new congres-
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sional district even though part of it
might be in the district from which the
Member was elected.

We tried last April in this historic bill
to straighten out this question and once
and for all get a franking bill which was
in the interest of the public and in the
interest of the Members. So we have
been sitting for months waiting for ac-
tion. We are driven now to take this
action.

I usually deplore actions of the Senate
on nongermane riders, but there was a
great American who said not too long
ago: “Send them a message.” And what
we propose to do today is to send them a
message on the subject of this franking
bill.

I know some of my Members on this
side of the aisle particularly are wor-
ried about the appointment of Senator
Saxse. They would hope to have some-
one else as Attorney General. I am no
particular proponent of the Saxbe ap-
pointment, but I do believe he meets the
reasonable standards of character and
competence. We have traditionally taken
the view in the Congress that a President
is entitled to Cabinet members of his
choice so long as they meet such stand-
ards. BiLL Saxse is fiercely independent
and outspoken. I for one suspect he will
do well in the Attorney General’s Office.

I would point out the Saxbe part of this
bill contains language for an expedited
court test, so once and for all we will
have a Supreme Court answer to this
constantly recurring question about
whether Members of Congress can be
appointed to offices in the executive
branch under the new system of setting
congressional executive salaries every
4 years.

So Mr. Saxse is not over the hurdle
simply because he gets appointed. We
still are going to have this court test,
and if the Court says under the Constitu-
tion there is no impediment to his ap-
pointment, then he ought to be ap-
pointed. If there is an impediment, we
will know about it by reason of the
Court’s decision and Saxse will not serve.
So we should not let that problem defeat
this opportunity to get some action on
the franking bill.

Let me tell the Members about three
or four of the key provisions in the
franking bill so we will know what we
will be losing if we decide out of con-
cern about the Saxbe provision to vote
this bill down.

We have for one thing the Gubser
amendment which will once and for
all clarify the right of Members to spend
money for newsletters and not detract
from the franking privilege if the news-
letter is printed with money from a news-
letter fund from excess campaign con-
tributions left in the hands of the cam-
paign committee. The Senate has always
approved such expenditures but under
the House interpretation they are for-
bidden.

We include the language on postal
patron that now depends on some old in-
terpretations in an old regulation. It has
no statutory basis. In this bill we nail
it down clearly and with a sound legis-
lative statutory baslis.
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Furthermore the question of whether
or not one can frank when a congres-
sional district is changed as a result of
court or legislative action is clearly
spelled out. For those who are contem-
plating difficulties of this kind in 1974
this is very crucial.

In the House bill on franking when
the bill left here there was no provision
for a cutoff. Members will remember this
was one of the most highly contested
matters. The Senate insisted on a 30-day
cutoff before elections. We have a 21-
day cutoff, 3 weeks before election, but
we have protection for the Members so
that mailing is deemed complete when
mail is delivered to the mailing officer,
that is the House Folding Room 21 days
before election with instructions that the
mailing take place.

We think we have a sound and sensi-
ble solution to this problem. We believe
it ought to be adopted and I strongly
urge Members to suspend the rules and
pass this legislation today.

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

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding.

Why are two separate issues tackled
in the same bill? I very much favor what
the gentleman said about the franking
privilege and the necessity for clearing
it up, but why do what the Senate does
to us all the time and tack on something
else that is clearly not germane?

Mr. UDALL. Well, two people ought to
be able to play the game under the same
rules. Until the day comes when we can
get these Senate riders controlled, I do
not have any scruples about doing to
them what they do every day in the week.

Between now and adjouwrnment there
will be half a dozen more nongermane
Senate riders come over here. I think
we ought to do the same to them and
see how they like it.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to my colleague from Illinois.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, just so I
may understand the logic of the position
which my colleague from Iowa took in
his earlier remarks, might I ask this
question. If Wirriam Saxee had been a
Member of the House of Representatives
in 1969 when the House voted the Execu-
tive salary increases, if he were subse-
quently reelected and were a Member of
the House today, would he be faced with
the problem that is created by this pro-
vision of the bill?

Mr. DERWINSEKI. No. He would not.

Mr. COLLIER. He would not, so that
if a Member of the House had voted for
an executive department salary raise in
1969, he would have no such problem if
he was appointed Attorney General.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Assuming that vote
was in 1969.

Mr. COLLIER. That is correct. Is not
that a little inconsistent or discrimi-
natory?

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, may I
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address myself to the grand strategy that
is unfolding here? First, I appreciate the
imagination and the touch of diabolical
humor that is going into this bill. In fact,
we are telling the Senate that we are
tired of their adding nongermane
amendments and we are going to give
them some of their own medicine.

I understand the strategy. I hope we
would just reject those amendments out
of hand and vote down nongermane
amendments; but the facts of life are
such that they in the Senate offer
amendments at a time the bill is needed
and it is something we must take.

But I believe that we should take a
good look at what we are doing this after-
noon, if we are using the proper vehicle
in seeking legislative revenge. First, this
proposed franking bill is not the bill the
House passed last spring.

I happen to be a ranking member of
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service. I was under the impression over
the weekend that we were going to use
the House-passed bill; at least most of
the members know what was in it; but
what we have before us is evidently a
staff plan for consideration in confer-
ence with the Senate on the franking
bill.

The Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service has not processed this bill
that is being added to the Saxbe pro-
posal. This smacks to me of doubtful
legislation.

‘We should approve something none of
us have really seen, and claim this is the
way we are going to get revenge on the
Senate. I wish we had another vehicle
to put the Senate in its place. Specifical-
ly, the Senate bill prohibits mass mail-
ings, and those are defined as similar
mailings of no more than 500 identical
pieces mailed during the 31-day period
before any election.

The House in this bill before us takes
the same provision and limits it to 21
days.

We have never had a discussion of the
impact, the difficulty, the effect of this
amendment in our House committee or
here on the floor of the House.

It also takes the Senate language,
which prohibits the use of the frank
for mailing cards expressing holiday
greetings. I am not aware that there has
been any major abuse; but here again
this is something we did not consider in
the House.

The third item applies to changes in
the expiration of the franking privilege
to former Members. Here again I do not
know of any abuse, but we are taking
Senate language that did not appear in
the House bill, the provision of the Sen-
ate language which permits the frank
to be used for the payment of mailgrams
is accepted.

Mailgrams are a fairly new develop-
ment in communications. We did not
discuss this in the House, yet suddenly
it is contained in this proposal before us.
As much as I would like to teach the
other body a lesson; as much as I would
like to tell the other body to cease this
gimmick of nongermane amendments, I
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have to seriously question if we are using
the proper vehicle to do it.

Frankly, I am not too enthused about
the appointment of Senator Saxse as
Attorney General although I admire him.
I would think that the President of the
United States ought to be able to find
qualified people to serve as Attorney
General other than an available mem-
ber of the club on the other side of this
building. But the fact is that the Senate
has indicated, that if the President must
have an Attorney General, he must be
drafted from their club.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman from
Illinois.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, what
we have here is a bill which has dubious
constitutionality to begin with, which
is dictated by the abnormal political
problem of the time which is thus a
doubtful basis for good legislation. Then,
we add to it a franking bill which we
have not seen before in the House of
Representatives. As much as I think the
Senate deserves a lesson, I think we are
in danger of over-reacting this after-
noon.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the rejection of
this proposal.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. SETBERLING) .

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, a
shotgun wedding, as the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. UpaLL) called this bill, is
usually a method of trying to avoid an
illegitimate child. I am afraid in this
case that we are going to cause an
abortion. This bill is a classic example of
the kind of thing that makes the public
so cynical about the political process in
general and Congress in particular. I am
not referring to the part of this bill that
deals with the franking privilege, but to
the Attorney General pay portion of the
bill. Of course, the marriage of those two
is going to give rise to many other infer-
ences and innuendoes.

I find it incredible that this body has
not even conducted hearings on the At-
torney General pay bill. Do we normally
decide important constitutional ques-
tions on the basis of no hearings and 40
minutes debate? That is what we are
doing here.

We really do not need to look any fur-
ther than the language of the Constitu-
tion, as the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
Gross) pointed out. It does not say the
Congress “may’ waive this clause. It does
not say a Member “may”’ take office if the
emoluments previously increased will
occur; it does not say that no Senator
shall, during the time for which he was
elected, be appointed to any office the
emoluments of which are at the time he
assumes that office higher than when the
term for which he was elected began. No,
it says in very clear language that he
cannot do what this bill would attempt
to let him do.

Mr. Speaker, one purpose of the
emoluments clause in the Constitution
was to prevent individual Members of
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Congress from being influenced in their
votes concerning the salary of executive
officers. The Constitution intends that
Members vote on such measures without
an eye to the person who might fill that
office.

Yet, we are now asked to vote for this
bill not on its merits, but solely to allow
a well-known and well-liked Senator to
assume an executive office.

I happen to think Senator Saxse is an
admirable person. He was attorney gen-
eral of Ohio and certainly would bring
to the office a strong and independent
character and wealth of experience.
From the standpoint of creating a va-
cancy whereby we can obtain a Demo-
cratic Senator from Ohio, it would be a
great move and, for me, a gratifying re-
sult. So it should satisfy both sides of
the aisle. But more is involved than mere
political convenience.

And more is involved than the char-
acter or qualifications of Senator Saxse,
outstanding though they are. No one
claims that Senator Saxse knew at the
time he voted on the 1969 pay bill that
he was likely to be nominated for At-
torney General. But we have to look be-
yond the individuals involved.

We have to look at the kind of prece-
dent we create that is likely to open the
door to further abuses. It is said that
there were two evils perceived by the
framers of the emoluments clause of the
Constitution: First, that Members might
view their election as a stepping stone
to some lucrative public office, and sec-
ond, that an unscrupulous President
might use the enticement of public of-
fice to influence the votes of the Mem-
bers of Congress.

If this kind of manipulation is al-
lowed, is it not equally possible to turn
around immediately after Mr. Saxse
takes office and increase the Attorney
General's salary? Under the reasoning
behind this bill it would be, even though
it would again violate the letter and the
intent of the emoluments clause.

This is not the time to be taking liber-
ties with the Constitution. The Akron
Beacon Journal of Friday, November 30,
pointed out that with all the scandals
we are facing, to have Senator Saxse
become the Nation's highest ranking
law enforcement officer under a grave
suspicion that his appointment is illegal
is not the way we ought to do things in
this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, the editorial follows:
SENATE Must REFUSE SAXBE CONFIRMATION

“No senator or representative shall, during
the time for which he was elected, be ap-
pointed to any civil office under the authority
of the United States, which shall have been
created, or the emoluments whereof shall
have been increased during such time; and
no person holding any office under the United
States shall be a member of either house dur-
ing his continuance In office.”

The “emoluments whereof” that the Con-
stitution refers to were increased for the
office of attorney general during William
Baxbe's “time for which he was elected” to

the Senate. Congress can lower the attorney
general's salary back to where it was when

Baxbe took his Senate seat, but it cannot
expunge the raise from the record. Three at-
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torney generals have collected the higher
salary.

Unfortunate as it may be, Sen. Saxbe sim-
ply is not constitutionally qualified to be
attorney general until his Senate term ex-
pires in early 1975.

Some, including Sen. Fong of Hawall call
this nitpicking. We would not, however call
it nitpicking to follow the Constitution—the
highest law in the land—right to the letter.
In these turbulent times, following the law
to the letter is an absolute necessity.

If confirmed by the Senate as attorney
general, Saxbe would become the nation's
highest-ranking law enforcement officer—
and he would assume that office amid grave
suspicion that his appointment was lllegal.

Although no serious questions have been
raised about Sen. Saxbe's integrity, this
country does mot need an attorney general
operating under any sort of cloud—even if,
as in Saxbe's case, the cloud is totally be-
yond his control.

The Senate has been wavering on the Saxbe
nomination, and we can well understand
why. He is a respected member of the Senate
club, he is honest and he is more qualified
to head the Justice Department than many
of his predecessors. And in less scandal-rid-
den times the intent of the Constitution, to
prevent political payoffs, rather than the pre-
cise wording, would probably be followed.

Plainly, these are not normal times. That
is the reason President Nixon reached for
Ben. Saxbe, a frequent critic of the adminis-
tration. Mr, Nixon once again made a wrong
cholce, only for a new reason,

If any good example is goilng to be pre-
sented to the American people, the law must
be followed, And following the law means
rejecting the momination of Ohio's senior
senator to be attorney general. The Senate
must reject the nomination,

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

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me 1
minute.

I would like to ask a question of the
chairman of the committee in order to
establish a little legislative history here.

There is no printed report on the bill,
but I notice in the explanation it says
that it is not the intent that a Member
may mail as franked mail “any card ex-
pressing holiday greetings.”

This is very obviously aimed at pro-
hibiting the mailing of Christmas cards,
which we always understood to be pro-
hibited anyway.

‘Would it be the gentleman’s interpre-
tation of this that this would also pro-
hibit us from expressing the season’s
greetings in our normal constituency
letters, or if we should be using newslet-
ters some time around the Christmas
season, would we be prohibited from
having anything of a holiday message in
the newsletter?

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

Mr. DICKINSON. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. DULSKI, Well, it has been the
practice in the past that whenever we put
anything into a newsletter, there was no
objection, and it went through the mail.
That is what happened in the past, and
now we have placed this very specifically
into the legislation.

In the past other Members mailed
newsletters, and there were no questions.
Some were then taken into court, and
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they were told that they cannot even
put “good health” or “holiday greetings”
in a letter. That is an objection that has
to be met.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. DICKINSON)
has expired.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. DICKINSON) .

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, let me
see if I understand the gentleman’s
answer, just to make sure.

It is my custom to close my letters to
constituents with a phrase such as
‘“wishing you a very happy holiday sea-
son, very truly yours, et cetera,” or some-
thing similar. Or sometimes in a news-
letter I have a picture of a wreath or
holly on the paper. The purpose, of
course, is not for a seasonal greeting but
to communicate matters of legitimate
congressional concern. How will this bill
affect this?

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, wiil the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DICKINSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I will say,
no. My answer would be that this
language would not prohibit that, inso-
far as the thrust of the newsletter and
the thrust of the mailing is official
business.

If the fact that the Member would ex-
tend holiday greetings to the person
would not detract from the thrust of
the message, that would not be included
in the language of the bill, since the
Member has complied with regular mail-
ing standards.

But when we give full consideration to
these kinds of things, then the Member
would certainly know whether what he
was doing is appropriate.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman, and I am glad to have
the legislative history made that this is
the case.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. ABzZUG).

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, this legisla-
tion violates the intent and clear lan-
guage of the Constitution. In the face
of a constitutional stricture that “no
Senator or Representative shall be ap-
pointed” if the emoluments of an ap-
pointive office are increased, we are asked
to enact legislation lowering that emolu-
ment to the previous level in the hope
that we will so cure the defect. The Con-
stitution will simply not bear such a tor-
tured interpretation of its language. It
provides for no such remedy; its wording
is unequivical. And in the words of Mr.
Justice Holmes in United States v.
Brown, 206 U.S. 240, 244:

Whatever the consequences, we must ac-
cept the plain meaning of the words.

I regard this bill as a very serious bit
of cynicism on the part of the House. I
further regret that the issue of the
emolument for the office of Attorney
General has been joined to that of the
use of the congressional franking priv-
ilege. Both are serious issues and deserve
separate and thorough consideration.
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The fact is that if we pass this legisla-
tion, in no way will we remedy the serious
constitutional defect involved. This bill
will not change the fact that Mr. Saxse
is not eligible to serve as Attorney Gen-
eral. The office to which he is to be ap-
pointed would still have had its emolu-
ments increased, and that alone is suf-
ficient to activate the constitutional bar.

In addition, it looks very strange to
the public that we should suddenly revise
our Constitution in order to make it pos-
sible for one person who happens to be
a Member of our body to take office. We
do not agree to revise our Constitution
when it seriously limits many of the
things that many different groupings in
our society would like to have accom-
plished.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may use to the gentleman
from California (Mr. WIGGINS).

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, the pend-
ing bill, as it relates to the compensation
of the Attorney General, poses a difficult
question of constitutional interpretation.
Our responsibility to interpret the lan-
guage of article 1, section 6, clause 2, is
clear and independent of any responsi-
bility which may later evolve upon the
judiciary. We should meet that responsi-
bility by reference to established prin-
ciples of constitutional construction and
by reference to our own precedents to
the extent we are satisfied that they
comport with the law as interpreted by
the Supreme Court. But, as a political
body, we should also properly consider
certain other factors if the application
of settled principles of law gives us the
latitude to do so.

The Nation needs an Attorney General
to give direction and leadership to that
floundering agency. No one has seriously
questioned the competency of Senator
Saxee to do the job—if he is constitu-
tionally eligible for appointment. Unless
the individual Members of Congress are
convinced beyond reasonable doubt that
article 1, section 6, clause 2, stands as
an impenetrable bar to his appointment,
we should move quickly and favorably on
the legislation before us. It is simple and
dimpera.tlvely in the national interest to

0 s50.

Favorable action on the legislation will,
of course, not be without risks. The de
facto officers doctrine may not be held
adequate to legitimize the acts of an
Attorney General later found to be in-
eligible for appointment. But, in my
opinion, the probability is that it will.
The risks, in my judgment, of a contrary
later view by the Court are not unaccept-
able given the limited number of non-
delegable functions of an Attorney Gen-
eral and the sensitivity of Senator Saxse
to the likelihood of a court test of his
authority.

In summary, therefore, we should act
favorably on this legislation—if we can.

I am mindful of the familiar rules of
construction that limit any reference to
underlying policy considerations when
the language to be construed is clear and
unambiguous. I am also mindful that this
rule is not inflexible. Exceptions are rec-
ognized to the unambiguous commands
of the first amendment that “Congress
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shall make no law . . . abridging the free-
dom of speech, or of the press . . .”; and
of the fifth amendment that “No person
shall be compelled in any criminal case
to be a witness against himself . . .” There
are other exceptions as well which have
to be considered against the backdrop of
the words of article I, section 6, clause 2,
and the standard rules of construction
to be applied to those words.

On the other hand, I am also mindful
that some constitutional language has
been construed strictly and even me-
chanically. Qualifications for elected of-
fice, for instance, come readily to mind.

Also those precedents applying a broad
interpretation to constitutional language
must be given appropriate consideration.
In my view this latter category of cases
is inapposite to our present situation. It
is surely obvious that grants of congres-
sional power, especially when buttressed
by a “necessary and proper” clause, are
to be given a broad interpretation con-
sistent with the object of the power
granted. These precedents do not meet
the present case.

The essential question, therefore, is
whether article I, section 6, clause 2, is to
be construed mechanically, or if excep-
tions to the language can properly be
recognized.

Viewing the array of precedents from
McCullock against Maryland to Waltz
against Tax Commissioner—involving
the establishment clause—to Brown
against Walker—involving immunity
statutes—to Powell against McCormick—
involving qualifications for office—one is
hard put to pinpoint any immutable prin-
ciple which reconciles deferring inter-
pretations placed upon different lan-
gauge in the Constitution. Personally, I
am satisfied that if a thread of con-
sistency exists, it is that practical neces-
sity will always be a modifier of other-
wise unambiguous language. It is a rule
of commonsense which our Founding
Fathers must be understood to have
possessed in abundance.

I should like to suggest a commonsense
interpretation of article 1, section 6,
clause 2. It is wholly consistent with the
words used, applying to them an ordinary
meaning, to conclude that Senators and
Representatives are barred absolutely
from appointment to any office created
during the term for which they were
elected. It is similarly consistent with
the words used to read the section as
barring the anpointment of such officials
to an office if they reap the benefit of
emoluments increased during such time.
In other words, the emolument clause
should be read to apply to the appointee
rather than to the office. If so construed
Senator Saxse would be made qualified
under this legislation but would become
unqualified if the legislation were
amended in the future to increase his
emoluments during the term for which
he was elected.

There is sufficient latent ambiguity in
the section to justify such a common-
sense construction. What I suggest rec-
onciles the purposes of the provision with
the present situation. It can only be un-
acceptable to those who urge a mechan-
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ical application of the language without
regard to its objectives.

Frankly, Mr. Speaker if I were cast
in a different role and were required to
decide this question as a member of the
Judiciary, it is possible that I would
reach a contrary conclusion. I am just
not certain. But there are political im-
peratives which a Congressman cannot
and should not overlook. Those consid-
erations are an important factor in tip-
ping the secales in favor of this legisla-
tion.

I urge its passage.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
remainder of the time to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT) .

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Iowa for yielding
this time to me. I particularly savor an
opportunity to agree with him. I believe
his impatience with nonsense is among
his most distinguishing and commend-
able features.

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman
has very clearly pointed out what non-
sense the alleged reduction of the salary
is as a means of curing a constitutional
defect. For that reason, of course, I shall
not go deeply into the constitutional
language. He did that very well a moment
ago.

The language of article I, section 6,
clause 2 quite clearly says that while a
man holds a position in Congress in
which position he has raised the pay of
an office, he may not then later have that
office.

Whether we, now in Congress, agree
or disagree with the purpose and effect of
this constitutional provision, it is our
duty to take care that that purpose and
effect which is constitutionally com-
manded is not in any way redirected or
changed as the result of this legislation
and its desired application. As I shall
show, an examination of that applica-
tion plainly reveals that they are
changed.

It is not the purpose of the constitu-
tional provision to deprive a “wrong-
doer” of the evil fruits of his wrongdo-
ing. Obviously, higher pay for public
service is not per se evil or even unde-
sirable. But it is desirable to prevent
those who vote to increase the pay for
any civil office from having a personal
interest in the increase or to lessen their
immediate interest in it.

The way the framers accomplished
this quite reasonable purpose was to
deny, to a Member, during the term for
which he was elected, potential access
to the office whose emoluments had been
increased during that Member's tenure
as a Senator or Representative. This is
a straightforward way to accomplish
that purpose. It discourages a self-seek-
ing vote by which a Member might use
his present office as a stepping stone to-
ward the next.

It removes a conflict of interest, a
pressure toward voting higher salaries:
that is its purpose. You do not remove
that conflict of interest by lowering the
salary of the Attorney General when the
Senator or Representative who voted for
the higher salary takes the office.

Of course, it is obvious that if merely
lowering the salary to its former level
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cures the constitutional defect—which
I am sure it does not—you could raise his
salary tomorrow; he would not be voting
for the increase; the Senate would be
voting for the increase; and he could then
enjoy the benefits which he originally
helped in fashioning.

Does that take away the pressure, the
special-interest position of a man voting
for an increase in salary of an office
which he may ultimately take? I say it
does not.

So not only does this device not evade
the direct impact of the provision of
the Constitution, nor cure the disability
of one otherwise disabled by it, but also
it does not fulfill the purpose and effect,
and thus does not fulfill the spirit of the
Constitution with respect to that activity
which the Constitution attempts to dis-
courage.

We may say, “Well, we pass uncon-
stitutional measures; we do not know
what is constitutional and what is not;
we will just turn it over to the Supreme
Court and expedite the proceeding by
which the validity of the process is
determined.” But I believe such is not to
perform our duty as lawmakers; we have
the same responsibility to construe the
Constitution as does the Supreme Court
and to abide by it. I think the U.S. Con-
gress is as responsible a body to deter-
mine its constitutional authority as is the
Supreme Court. However, I believe if we
write a bill of this nature in which we
say, though we have doubts as to consti-
tutional validity, we are going to pass it
anyway in order to expedite the matter
and turn the entire gquestion over to the
Supreme Court, and thus do not accept
that responsibility, we fail to comply
with the oath of our office. There is only
one oath that we take when we are ad-
mitted as members and that is that we
will support the Constitution of the
United States.

Mr. BINGHAM. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. ECKHARDT. Certainly. I am gilad
to yield.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. I would like to ask him
this question: Assuming the Congress
had increased the pay of the Attorney
General quring Senator Saxse’s term and
a week later had decreased it back to its
original level, would the gentleman then
say that the constitutional prohibition
still applies?

Mr. ECKHARDT. Surely.

Mr. BINGHAM. How would that be
that the pay would not have been in-
creased at the time the appointment was
made? The pay would have been in-
creased, and then decreased. It would be
back to its original level.

Mr. ECKHARDT. The language of
article II, section 6, clause 2 of the Con-
stitution, is as follows:

No Senator or Representative shall, during
the time for which he was elected, be ap-
pointed to any civil office under the authority
of the United States , . . the emoluments

whereof shall have been increased during
such time; ...

Such time is the time in which the

Senator or Representative is serving in
that particular office. If the pay for the

office was increased during that time, re-
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gardless of whether it was subsequently
lowered, his action in voting at that time
on the salary of a job which he now seeks
to take was arguably affected by the
fact that he could, or could not, subse-
quently take the job.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. DULSKI Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HAYS).

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that all
of this debate should pass without some-
body saying a good word for BILL SAXBE,
and I hope to do that. But I would like
to make a couple of observations first.

One is that I never dreamed in the 25
years that I have been here that I would
ever see an army captained by the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. Gross) whose re-
cruits would be the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. Aszuc), the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. SemeerrLiNG), and the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT).

The second observation I would like to
make is that I have heard the constitu-
tionality of everything that has been
done in this House in 25 years argued,
and if we had paid any attention to all
the constitutional lawyers in the House
we would never have passed anything, so
that the Supreme Court could finally
rule on it.

Now I would like to say a word on Sen-
ator Saxse. I have known him for a long
time. He was attorney general of Ohio,
and if he did not have any other positive
quality, and he does, it would be a relief to
me to see him in there instead of this be-
whiskered boob Bork. That is the guy
who is swayed by having somebody down
at the White House call him up and say,
“Your Commander in Chief wants you
to do this.”

Well, I can just hear old Bin. SaxsBe
now. You know, if somebody called him
up, he would shift his tobacco over to the
other side of his face and say, “For God's
sake, I am not in the army, therefore I
don't have a Commander in Chief.” And
do not think he would not. You know
what he said about the piano player,
when they asked him about whether the
President knew anything about Water-
gate or not. I think probably the Presi-
dent was driven to choosing him, and not
because he wanted him, but because he
knew the American people wanted a man
in that office who would be his own man,
and who would not hesitate to say what
he thought.

Some people think that outspokenness
is a vice, but some of us from Ohio who
have stayed in office for a long time hap-
pen to think it is a virtue.

I think BrLyn Saxse is eminently quali-
fied to be Attorney General. He might not
be the choice of everybody in the Cham-
ber. I do not know whether Mr, Nixon
could pick anybody who would satisfy
Ms. Aszuc, and if he did, I do not think
he would.

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

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio.
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Mr. HAYS. I thank the gentleman for
the additional time.

So, Mr. Speaker, you know, we are
confronted with a classic situation here.
I think what we need is an Attorney
General. I think Mr. Saxee would be an
acceptable Attorney General. I think he
did a lot of good things when he was
attorney general of Ohio. He brought
cases against corporations that needed
cases brought against them. He was his
own man. He did not take orders from
the Governor. He did the job as he
thought it ought to be done, and I just
believe from what I know of him that
he would do that in this job.

Now, some of you say, “Why did he say
he did not want to be in the Senate, but
he would take this job?” Well, you have
been around the Senate a long time, you
ought to know why he would say that. He
is dissatisfied over there, and I can un-
derstand his dissatisfaction there. The
truth of the matter is, you know, we in
Ohio have two of the most dissatisfied
politicians in the country.

BiLn Saxse always wanted to be Gov-
ernor, and by some quirk he found him-
self in the Senate. Our Governor always
wanted to be a Senator, and he wound
up in the Governor's office. It was too
bad they could not trade places, because
each of them was miscast, he thought,
at least, where he is.

I happen to think Saxee has been a
good Senator, as I think Gilligan has
been a good Governor, but I think Saxse
wants to rise to the challenge of the
situation. I think he is frustrated by
being a junior Senator over there, He
has said repeatedly that junior Senators
are expendable, that nobody pays any
attention to them

The Members know how the situation
goes. We have a classic example of it
here today. We passed a bill. The Senate
passed a bill, and one man has made a
decision that they will not go to confer-
ence. That kind of thing just fed BiL
Saxse up. I personally would like to see
him as Attorney General of the United
States. I think he would bring a lot of
fresh air into that office, and I think the
Members are missing a bet if they do not
vote to give him that chance.

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

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to just clarify one statement that
was made by the gentleman from Illi-
nois. He stated that he does not know
what was in the bill. Only about 96 per-
cent of the House-passed bill is in the
new H.R. 11710. There are only four
minor changes in it, and that mostly re-
lates to dates. It has nothing to do with
the prohibition of any of the franking
privileges.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, although
I have the greatest respect for my col-
leagues who have argued that H.R. 11710
is unconstitutional, I cannot agree with
them.

First, on the substantive level: The in-
tent of article I, section 6 of the Consti-
tution was to prevent Members of Con-
grses from benefiting by an increase in
executive branch salaries enacted during
their term in Congress. By reason of this
bill, if Senator Saxse is confirmed as At-
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torney General, he will not benefit from
the earlier law increasing the Attorney
General’s salary.

On the technical level, it seems tome a
reasonable interpretation of the consti-
tutional provision that it implies that
the increase be applicable at the time the
appointment is made effective by Sen-
ate confirmation.

Thus, as I suggested in my earlier
question to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr, EcKHARDT), it appears to me that
if the pay increase had been enacted and
then prompily repealed during Senator
Saxee’s term, the constitutional bar
would not apply to him. The fact that
the pay reduction takes place after the
nomination has been made does not alter
this conclusion. In other words, I believe
it is reasonable to read the Constitution
as referring to a salary increase which
was adopted during the Member’s term
and which remains in effect at the time
of the appointment.

As for joining the provisions dealing

with the franking privilege to those re-
ducing the Attorney General’s salary, 1
agree with what the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. Uparr) said. I would not
ordinarily favor such a procedure, but
believe it is justifiable in this case in
view of the tactics followed in the other
body.
Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, while I
have some reservations regarding this
measure (HR. 11710) insofar as it re-
lates to the franking privilege of Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives, I
have no doubt about the proposed change
in the civil service law which would re-
move any obstacle to the confirmation
of Senator WiLLiam B. Saxee of Ohio as
Attorney General of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I have known BILL SAXBE
on a fairly intimate basis since his elec-
tion to the U.S. Senate in 1968—and I
have worked with him at a number of
conferences of the Interparliamentary
Union Conference where we have both
served as delegates representing our
Nation.

Senator Saxse is a completely honest
and forthright individual who possesses
exceptional talents as a lawyer and pub-
lic official. His experience in the Ohio
Legislature, his service as attorney gen-
eral for the State of Ohio, and his more
recent career in the U.S. Senate qualify
him eminently for the high position of
Attorney General of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, it would seem that the
framers of our Constitution never in-
tended to bar Members of the Congress
from serving in important executive de-
partment offices merely because of an un-
related vote affecting the salary or bene-
fits of an office to which they might later
be appointed. Senator Saxse did not have
himself in mind when he voted to in-
crease the salaries of Cabinet officers
and virtually all other Federal officials
in 1969.

Mr. Speaker, in order to eliminate any
possibility of benefit to Senator SaxeEg,
he has himself supported a reduction of
the salary of the Attorney General from
$60,000 to $35,000, thus returning it to
the level which existed prior to his 1969
vote. There is clearly a precedent for this
action in the 1909 nomination and con-
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firmation of Senator Philander Chase
Knox as Secretary of State. At that time
the Congress took precisely the same step
as that which is now embodied in this
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, my wife, Doris, and I
are close friends of WrLriam Saxse and
his faithful and talented wife, Dolly
Saxbe. The Saxbes project an image of
candor and honor in our National Gov-
ernment, and can contribute substanti-
ally to the respect in which public offi-
cials of our Nation should be held. I am
voting for the franking privilege amend-
ment primarily because it contains the
legislative change which can enable BiLL
Saxse to qualify for confirmation as At-
torney General of the United States. I
hope that following passage of this
measure the Senate will act promptly and
that BrLr Saxee will be installed as At-
torney General before the end of this
yvear to bring his talents of leadership
and professional skill to the great office
of Attorney General of the TUnited
States.

Mr. EASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of H.R. 11710, we are told, is
to reduce the salary of the Attorney Gen-
eral so as to enable Senator Saxsg, if
confirmed by the Senate, to serve in that
office. I, however, do have reservations as
to whether this legislative change in sal-
ary resolved the constitutional problem
associated with this nomination.

Article I, section 6, clause 2 of the Con-
stitution states that:

No Senator or Representative shall, during
the time for which he was elected be ap-
pointed to any civil office under the author-
ity of the United States, which shall have
been created, or the emoluments whereof
shall have been increased during such
time; ...

By simply enacting remedial legisla-
tion to reduce the salary of the Attorney
General, I am not sure, as I previously
mentioned, that this eliminates the con-
stitutional impediment to Senator Sax-
BE'S appointment. Nevertheless, because
it is desirable that this legal issue receive
§$mpt adjudication, I am voting for this

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Dursk1i) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill HR.
11710, as amended.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the Chair was
in doubt.

Mr., UDALL. 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 261, nays 129,
not voting 43, as follows:

[Roll No. 616]
YEAS—261

Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Breaux
Brinkley

Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson, I11.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Arends

Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Ill.

Brooks
Broomfield
Aspin Brotzman

Barrett
Bennett
Bergland
Biaggl
Bingham
Blatnik

Boggs
Boland

Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.

Burleson, Tex.
Burton

Collins, Tex.
Conte
Corman
Coughlin
Cronin
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davls, Wis.
de 1a Garza
Dent
Devine
Dickinson
Donohue
Dorn
Dulski
Eilberg
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Pindley
Fisher
Flood
Flynt
Foley

Euyvkendall
K

yros
Landgrebe
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

MeClory
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McEay
Madden

Ford, Gerald R. Mathias, Calif.

Forsythe
Fraser

Frey

Fulton
Fuqusa
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gllman
Goldwater
Grasso

Gray

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.

ys
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks

Hillis

Hinshaw
Holifleld
Horton
Hosmer
Hudnut

Hunt

Ichord
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jordan

Earth
Kastenmeier

Abdnor

Andrews,
Dak.

Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Badillo
Bafalis

Breckinridge
Broyhill, Va.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Byron

Clay
Conable
Conlan
Crane
Culver
Daniel, Dan

Matsunaga
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Milford

Miller

Minish
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan

Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Rallsback
Rangel

Rees

Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Roberts
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

NAYS—129

Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, 8.C.

Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Derwinski
Dingell
Drinan
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Roe

Roncalio, Wyo.
Roneallo, N.¥.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose

Roush
Ruppe
Ruth

Ryan

St Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Staggers
Stanton,

Bteiger, Wis.
Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.

Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito

Hammer-
schmidt
Harrington
Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz
Hogan
Holt
Holtzman
Howard
Huber
Hungate
Hutchinson
Jones, Tenn,
Kemp

. Ketchum

Erlenborn
Evins, Tenn.
Fish
Ford,
William D.
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Froehlich
Gettys
Ginn
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gross
Gude

Eoch
McCloskey
McEwen
Mailliard
Mallary
Martin, N.C.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Mazzoll
Mezvinsky

ink

Mitchell, Md.

Moorhead,
Calif.

Moss
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Spence
Stark

Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Rousselot Steiger, Ariz.
Roy Studds

Roybal Symms
Thompson, N.J.
Thone

Waldie
‘Wampler
Whitehurst
Whitten

Winn

Yates

Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nichols
O'Hara
Parris
Pike
Pritchard
Randall
Rarick
Reid
Riegle
Rinaldo
Robinson, Va.
Rogers

Runnels
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shuster
Smith, N.Y. Young, Alaska
Snyder Young, Fla.

NOT VOTING—43

Gunter O'Neill
Hawkins Owens
Hébert Rooney, N.¥Y,
Jarman Sikes
Johnson, Colo. Stephens
Jones, Ala. Stokes
Jones, Okla. Stuckey
Eeating Talcott
Landrum Waggonner
McEKinney Walsh
McSpadden Wilson, Bob
Macdonald Wright
Michel Young, Ga.
Milis, Ark,

Mizell

Ashley
Bowen
Brown, Ohio
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Casey, Tex.
Chisholm
Clawson, Del
Conyers
Cotter
Dennis

Diggs
Downing
Flowers
Gubser

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

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. O'Neill and Mr. Rooney of New York
for, with Mrs. Chisholm against,

Mr. Sikes and Mr. Hawkins for, with Mr,
Conyers against.

Mr. Hébert and Mr. Waggonner for, with
Mrs. Burke of California against,

Mr. Cotter and Mr. Ashley for, with Mr,
Young of Georgia against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Downing.

. Owens with Mr, Jarman.
Macdonald with Mr. Stuckey.
Bowen with Mr. Walsh.

Flowers with Mr. McKinney.
Diggs with Mr. Gunter.

Jones of Alabama with Mr. Michel,
Landrum with Mr. Del Clawson.
Mills of Arkansas with Mr. Dennis,
McSpadden with Mr, Gubser.
Casey of Texas with Mr, Mizell.
Jones of Oklahoma with Mr. Stokes,
Wright with Mr. Talcott.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

RERREEREREER

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the bill just passed, H.R. 11710.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (S. 2673)
to insure that the compensation and oth-
er emoluments attached to the Office of
Attorney General are those which were
in effect on January 1, 1969, and to strike
out all after the enacting clause of the
Senate bill and substitute the text of the
bill (H.R. 11710) as just passed by the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
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the request of the gentleman from New
York?
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object.
The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL ACT OF
1961 AUTHORIZATION

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 9437) to amend the International
Travel Act of 1961 to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal years 1974, 1975, and
1976, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 9437

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the
first sentence of section 6 of the Interna-
tional Travel Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2126) is
amended to read as follows: "For purposes of
carrying out the provisions of this Act, there
is authorized to be appropriated an aggregate
amount not in excess of (1) $15,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974; (2)
$20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975; and (3) #25,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1976.”.

(b) In determining whether appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, for
carrying out the International Travel Act of
1961 exceed $15,000,000 in the aggregate, any
appropriation made to carry out such Act for
such fiscal year before the date of enactment
of this Act shall be included.

SEc. 2. (8) There are hereby transferred to
and vested in the Secretary of Commerce all
functions, powers, and duties of the Secretary
of the Interior and other offices and officers
of the Department of the Interior under the
Act of July 19, 1940 (54 Stat. 773; 16 U.S.C.
18-18d).

(b) The assets, liabilities, contracts, prop-
erty, records, authorizations, and alloca-
tions, employed, held, used, rising from,
available or to be made avallable in connec-
tlon with the functions, powers, and dutles
transferred by subsection (a) of this section
are hereby transferred to the Becretary of
Commerce.

The SPEAKER, Is a second demanded?

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carclina. Mr.
Speaker, I demand a second.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, this bill authorizes
appropriations for fiscal years 1974-
76 to carry out the provisions of the
International Travel Act of 1961, The
specific amounts for each fiscal year are
$15 million for fiscal year 1974, $20 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1975, and $25 million
for fiscal year 1976. These authorized
sums are based on the implementation
by the U.S. Travel Service—USTS—of a
marketing plan for travel promotion.
The main purpose of this act is to en-
courage foreign travelers to visit the
United States. The authorization level
for the past 3 years has been $15 million.

This bill will also transfer the author-
ity of the Secretary of the Interior to
encourage travel within the United
States to the Secretary of Commerce.

The Department of the Interior has
had this authority since 1940, but the
program is now dormant. No funds have
been requested for 2 fiscal years. The
1970 amendments to the International
Travel Act established a National Tour-
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ism Resources Review Commission to
survey tourism needs and resources over
a 2-year period.

One of the main goals of the Commis-
sion’s report, published in June 1973, is
to consolidate in the Department of
Commerce the authority to promote both
international and domestic travel. This
bill will accomplish this goal. Both the
Interior and Commerce Departments
support this provision. No additional
funds are to be sought for the domestic
travel program for fiscal year 1974.

The Subcommittee on Commerce and
Finance held hearings on October 5,
1973, on three appropriations bills, in-
cluding the Senate-passed bill S. 1747.
The two House bills were H.R. 7729, the
administration proposal, and H.R. 9437
which I introduced.

H.R. 4964 introduced by Mr. Mar-
SUNAGA, was also considered and con-
tained the provision transferring the do-
mestic travel promotion authority to the
Department of Commerce. The subcom-
mittee, after executive session, reported
HR. 9437 to the full committee with
two amendments.

The first amendment struck the $30
million authorization for fiscal years
1974-76 and substituted the stepped
figures of $15, $20, and $25 million. The
second amendment added to HR. 9437
the provision transferring the domestic
travel program authority from the De-
partment of the Interior to the Depart-
ment of Commerce.

The full committee reported the bill.
H.R. 9437, by voice vote on November
15, 1973, with no further amendments.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the first
question is this:

Is the report accompanying this bill,
No. 9427, the correct number?

Mr. STAGGERS. That number is in-
correct. That is the way it is shown. But
we have suspended the rules, and there
was a mistake there. The bill is actually
correctly numbered as HR. 9437.

Mr. GROSS. This bill would provide
for the expenditure of $60 million?

Mr. STAGGERS. $15 million, $20 mil-
lion, and $25 million, the gentleman is
correct.

Mr. GROSS. Adding up to the total of
$60 million?

Mr. STAGGERS. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. GROSS. And with $15 million of
it to be expended in the last 6 months of
this fiscal year; is that correct?

Mr. STAGGERS. The appropriations
for this year were $9 million. Now, I
might say to the gentleman, that is cor-
rect. The gentleman is correct in the
assertion that he has made.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, may I ask
the gentleman this:

In view of the fuel shortage, how are
these foreign tourists going to get around
over this country?

Mr. STAGGERS. I might say to the
gentleman that ordinarily tourists who
come to this country use mass trans-
portation, such as the airlines, buses, and
trains,

Mr. GROSS. Well, the gentleman is
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aware, is he not, that many air flights
l&?ve been canceled as well as bus sched~
es.

Mr. STAGGERS. That is right.

It would necessitate their making res-
ervations far in advance if they are go-
}ngtt.o travel, and we have recognized this

act.

We hope that when they come to
Washington they would use mass trans-
portation here. A lot of it would be in
sightseeing and the use of hotels and
consumption of food which does not use
too much energy, and the energy would
be used anyhow whether they were here
or not.

Mr. GROSS. Even with the uncer-
tainty which prevails today and which
faces us down the road for a long time
in the future as to the ability to travel
in this country, the gentleman still
wants $60 million to bring foreign tour-
ists to this country?

Mr. STAGGERS. That is what is in
the bill. When it came out I do not be-
lieve we anticipated the fuel shortage we
have now.

I might say this is subject to action by
the Committee on Appropriations. I
doubt very much whether they will ap-
propriate this amount of money under
the conditions as they exist now. We al-
ways must plan to do what we can for
the future, and that is what we are try-
ing to do here.

Mr. GROSS. Regardless of whether
there is any money in the Treasury or
not, we must keep right on spending. Is
that right?

Mr. STAGGERS. I do not think the
gentleman is correct.

Mr Speaker, I yield such time as he
may use to the gentleman from Hawaii
(Mr. MATSUNAGA) .

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 9437, the bill to amend
the International Travel Act of 1961. I
commend the Committee on Interstate
and Foregin Commerce and its distin-
guished chairman, the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. Staccers) for the ex-
peditious reporting of the bill. I am
especially grateful to the gentleman from
California, Mr. Moss, for having been
instrumental in incorporating my bill,
H.R. 4964, into the committee bill.

As a consequence, in addition to au-
thorizing appropriations for the U.S.
Travel Service, HR. 9437 provides for
a long-needed consolidation of 136 pro-
grams in 46 Federal departments and
agencies under a single authority—the
Department of Commerce. Such a con-
solidation, as proposed by my bill, and
now by the committee bill, is essential
to the success of any travel program, as
we have learned in my home State of
Hawaii. Hawaii, which has considerable
experience and success in the tourist
trade, has had such a unified agency
for several decades. The Hawaii Visitors
Bureau, which essentially performs the
same functions proposed for the U.S.
Travel Service, can take large credit for
attracting an estimated 2.5 million visi-
tors to Hawaii's shores in 1973. This rep-
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resents a 30-percent increase over 1971
when 1.8 million tourists flocked to our
islands. Importantly, over half a million
of these visitors arrived from foreign
tands to spend their vacation dollars in
the 50th State, among them a quarter
million yen-laden Japanese tourists in
1973. Much of this success may be at-
tributed to the Hawail Visitors Bureau
which operates several offices in foreign
countries, with special attention to the
rich Japanese travel market.

If we wish to maintain a favorable
balance of trade with our foreign trading
partners, there is no better way than
through inexpensive tourist promotion
in these countries., To use Hawaii again
as an example, a total of $825 million is
expected to be spent in the Aloha State
during 1973 by visitors. This is the larg-
est single source of privately generated
revenue for the State. To reap this eco-
nomic bonanza, Hawaii spent in total
public funds and private contributions a
mere $1.9 million, or 2.4 percent of the
gross return, for promotional activities,
through the Hawail Visitors Bureau. Cer-
tainly, there could be no better invest-
ment of taxpayer’'s dollars.

With the United States suffering an
annual deficit of $3.1 billion in interna-
tional tourist dollars, we can ill afford
not to make the small annual investment
of $15 to $20 million proposed in this bill.
H.R. 9437 represents a small, but wise
step Congress should take to avoid the
dollar drain that typifies our economy
today.

For each foreign visitors we attract to
our country we counterbalance over $400
in American dollars flowing overseas
to buy foreign goods. Can there be a
better investment of public funds than
that which will return American dollars,
improve relations with our foreign
neighbors, and create thousands of jobs
here at home? I submit there is not, and
I urge the overwhelming approval of
this important measure.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time as
I may consume,

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of
H.R. 9437, a bill to amend the Inter-
national Travel Act of 1961 to authorize
appropriations of $15 million, $20 mil-
lion and $25 million for fiscal years 1974,
1975, and 1976. In addition, this bill
would transfer the authority of the Sec-
retary of Interior under the act of July
19, 1940 to encourage travel through-
out the United States to the Secretary of
Commerce.

The primary purpose of the Interna-
tional Travel Act of 1961 was to create
a Federal program within the Depart-
ment of Commerce specifically designed
to encourage foreign travelers to visit the
United States. The U.S. Travel Service
was organized within the Department of
Commerce for this purpose and initially
funded at a level of $3 million for fiscal
year 1962. From 1963 through 1970 the
U.S. Travel Service fiscal authorization
level was $4.7 million. In 1970, the au-
thorization was increased to a level of
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$15 million for fiscal years 1971, 1972 and
1973.

Today, the United States suffers from
a chronic imbalance in the travel ac-
count. Last year, the United States
hosted approximately 13 million foreign
visitors and received $3.2 billion from
these visitors. On the other hand, 24.5
million U.S. citizens traveled abroad
and spent $6.4 billion. The large amount
of U.S. travelers’ expenditures abroad
resulted in a U.S. travel deficit of $3.2
billion, an increase of 20 percent over
the 1971 deficit. This deficit, known as
the “travel gap” has contributed sig-
nificantly to our balance-of-payments
problems.

Worldwide, international travel has
become an important item in foreign
trade, growing over 12 percent annually.
An estitmated 198 million international
travelers spent over $25 billion in 1972
alone. However, the United States at-
tracted only 7 percent of these travelers.

Clearly, increased foreign travel to the
United States can be in our best inter-
ests. In addition to international good
will and understanding generated from
such visits, receipts from such visitors
generate jobs and income for U.S. eiti-
Zens.

It has been estimated that for every
$20,000 foreign visitors spend in the
United States, one job is created or
supported.

Our overseas neighbors are well aware
of the economic benefits of tourism and
have maintained vigorous programs to
capture as much of the $25 billion world
tourism market as possible. The United
States has found it difficult to compete
with these countries offering comprehen-
sive travel services and low-cost package
tours.

We cannot hope to capture the ex-
panding travel market without renewed
efforts to encourage travel to the United
States. There is evidence that there is
substantial interest abroad in visiting the
United States.

It now appears that the major obstacle
to developing travel programs to the
United States—the high cost—has been
reduced by significant dollar devalua-
tions and the growing inflation abroad.

In addition, international airfares and
group travel restrictions appear to be
changing to make it easier for foreign
travelers to qualify for low-cost group
airfares to the United States.

The U.S. Travel Service now believes
that the climate is right to embark on a
more active sales effort to develop spe-
cific travel programs to the United
States.

The U.S. Travel Service, to compete in
this growing international tourism mar-
ket, has adopted a comprehensive plan
aimed at changing a vague desire to
travel to the United States into a seri-
ously considered trip to the United
States. This integrated marketing plan,
the result of a study completed in De-
cember 1972 for the Department of Com-
merce by a management consultant firm,
established a 5-year travel and promo-
tion program which integrates the U.S.
Travel SBervice activities to accomplish
a series of stated objectives designed to
stimulate travel to the United States.
By 1976, it is projected that at least 20
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million foreign visitors and at least $5.4
billion in travel receipts will be received.

The basic thrust of the plan is: selling
foreign nationals on travel to the United
States, selling foreign travel trade on
selling travel to the United States and
selling U.S. organizations on receiving
foreign visitors. The marketing strategy
will concentrate on the six countries
which produce 90 percent of all U.S.
visitors: Canada, Mexico, Japan, United
Kingdom, Germany, and France. This
will be accomplished by providing
specific information on vacation in the
United States with respect to destina-
tion, costs and so forth, and convincing
the potential travelers that now is the
time to take that long-awaited trip. De-
velopment of tour packages, special in-
terest travel programs, specific event-
related programs, and advanced booking
charter programs will be stressed.

In addition, the matching grant pro-
gram to cities, States, and nonprofit or-
ganizations will be expanded and devel-
oped. The USTS has indicated that the
matching grant program has the high-
est priority, and should prove particular-
ly important in view of the developing
Bicentennial celebrations. In my view,
this is money well spent.

The remaining section of this bill
transfers to the Secretary of Commerce
certain functions of the Secretary of In-
terior relating to encouraging, promot-
ing and developing travel within the
United States. This will consolidate the
present scattering of 136 programs in 46
Federal departments and agencies. This
transfer of tourism functions and re-
sulting consolidation of foreign and
domestic tourism responsibilities with-
in one agency should result in significant
economies.

The history of the United States in
capturing its share of the world tourism
market has been one of lost time and lost
opportunities. I believe that this legisla-
tion through its authorizing level, will
aid significantly in promoting tourism
through the innovative programs of the
U.S. Travel Service. I support this legis-
lation and urge my colleagues to join me
in this support.

In answer to questions on the floor
regarding the energy crisis’ impact on
tourism in this country. The following
facts are important:

First. U.S. tourism expenditures are
about $50 billion annually; 2! million
people are employed in the tourism in-
dustry. Therefore, any energy conserva-
tion measures should be flexible enough
to avoid adverse impact on this im-
portant area of employment and the
economy.

Second. Foreign tourists generally use
economical mass transit and account for
less than 1 percent of automobile fuel
consumption in the United States.

Third. For every $20,000 in foreign
tourism spending, one U.S. job is sup-
ported. Last year with $3.2 billion in
receipts, 160,000 U.S. jobs were sup-
ported.

Fourth. Reduction in air service may
mean booking further in advance and
more crowded flights. Therefore, U.S.
Travel Service development of economi-
cal package tours is important. This is
a major budget item.

Fifth. The tourism industry is a rela-
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tively low consumer of energy. Lodging
and food may consume no more energy
resources than at home. Typical tourist
activities consume little energy yet gen-
erate jobs and income.

Sixth. The United States suffers from
a chronic deficit in its balance of pay-
ments. The “travel gap” forms a large
part of this deficit, totaling $3.1 billion
in 1972. In 1960 the travel gap deficit was
$1.3 billion. This deficit can be decreased
by a more effective U.S. Travel Service.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion of the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. Staccers) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill H.R.
9437 as amended.

The question was taken.

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent .fembers.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 272, nays 120,
not voting 41, as follows:

[Roll No. 617]
YEAS—272

Dellenback
Dellums
Dent
Dingell

Howard
Hudnut
Hungate
Ichord
Johnson, Callf.,
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jordan
Earth
Eastenmeier
Kluczynski
Eoch
Euykendall
Eyros
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
Ford, Gerald R. McCollister
rd, MeCormack
Willam D,
Forsythe

Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch

Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.

Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Gialmo
Gibbons
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Grasso

Gray

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Guyer

Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.,
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Byron

Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter

Cederberg
Chamberlain

Clausen, Minshall, Ohio

Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis

Peyser

Pickle

Pike

Podell

Preyer

Price, T11.
Pritchard
Quie
Rallsback
Rangel

Rees

Reid

Reuss

Rhodes
Riegle
Rinaldo
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roneallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski

Anderson,
Calif.
Archer
Ashbrook
Bafalis

Bauman
Beard
Bennett
Bevill
Biester
Breaux
Brinkley
Brown, Mich.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler

Camp
Chappell
Clancy

Clark
Cleveland
Cochran

Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Crane
Daniel, Dan
de la Garza
Denholm
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Eshleman
Flynt
Fountain
Frey
Froehlich
Gilman
Ginn
Goodling
Gross

Roybal
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
Sandman
Sarasin
Barbanes
Satterfield
Schneebell
Selberling
Shipley
Shoup
Sisk

Smith, N.¥.
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Stark
Steele
Steelman
Stratton
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
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Thornton
Towell, Nev,
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waldie
Ware
Whalen
Whitehurst
Widnal
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wolll
Wyatt
Wyman
Yatron
Young, 1.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

Thompson, N.J. Zwach

Thomson, Wis.

Thone

NAYS—120

Gude
Gunter
Haley
Hastings
Hays

Robinson, Va.
Rose

Roush
Rousselot

Ro;

¥
Hechler, W. Va. Runnels

Heinz
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Holt

Huber
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Eazen
Eemp
Ketchum
King
Landgrebe
Lott

McEwen
Madigan
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Mathis, Ga.

Montgomery
Mpyers
Nichols
Obey

Poage
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
Quillen
Randall
Rarick

Regula
Roberts

8t Germain
Scherle
Schroeder
Bebelius
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Bkubitz
Slack

Smith, Towa

Stubblefield

Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Tiernan
Treen

Wampler
White

NOT VOTING—41

Ashley
Bowen
Brown, Ohio
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Casey, Tex.
Chisholm
Clawson, Del
Conyers
Cotter
Dennis
Diggs

Gubser
Hawkins
Hébert
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, Okla.
Keating
Landrum
McSpadden
Macdonald
Michel
Milford

O'Neill

Waggonner
Walsh
Wilscn, Bob
Wright

Don H.
Clay
Cohen
Collier
Collins, 111
Conte
Corman
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Robert

W., Jr.
Danlels,

Dominick V
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney

Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoskl
Hicks

Hogan
Holifield
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer

Mitchell, Md.

Mitchell, N.Y.

Moakley

Moliohan

Moorhead,
Calif.

Moorhead, Pa.

Morgan

Mosher

Moss

Murphy, IIl.

Murphy, N.Y.

Natcher

Nedzi

Nelsen

Nix

O'Brien

O'Hara

Passman

Downing Mills, Ark.
Flowers Mizell

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill as amended was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr, O’'Neill and Mr, Rooney of New York
for, with Mr, Flowers against.

Mr. Hébert and Mr. Waggonner for, with
Mr. Macdonald against.

Mr, Walsh and Mr.
Del Clawson agalnst.

Young, Ga.

Michel for, with Mr.
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Until further notice:

Mr. Cotter with Mr. Landrum.

Mr. Mills of Arkansas with Mr. McSpadden.

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Talcott.

Mr. Ashley with Mr. Parris.

Mr. Casey of Texas with Mr. Mizell,

Mrs, Chisholm with Mr. Owens,

Mr. Milford with Mr. Conyers.

Mr. Stokes with Mr. Jones of Oklahoma.

Mr. Jarman with Mr. Dennis.

Mrs. Burke of California with Mr. Brown of
Ohio.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Downing.

Mr. Diggs with Mr. Stuckey.

Mr. Wright with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. Bowen with Mr. Bob Wilson.

Mr. Keating with Mr. Young of Georgia.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read
“A bill to amend the International Travel
Act of 1961 to authorize appropriations
for fiscal years 1974, 1975, and 1976, and
for other purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce be
discharged from further consideration of
the Senate bill (8. 1747) to amend the
International Travel Act of 1961 with re-
spect to authorizations of appropriations,
and ask for its immediate consideration.
b_!'ll‘he Clerk read the title of the Senate

ill.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

AUTHORIZING MARKERS IN STATU-
ARY HALL FOR LOCATION OF
DESKS OF NINE FORMER MEM-
BERS OF CONGRESS WHO BECAME
PRESIDENT

Mr. NEDZI. Mr, Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 605) to authorize markers
in Statuary Hall for the location of the
desks of nine former Members of Con-
gress who became President, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. Res. 605

Whereas the Capltol and Statuary Hall are
a living memorial to the history of the
world’s first free and democratic nation; and

Whereas the following nine former Repre-
sentatives In Congress served when Statuary
Hall was the Chamber of the House of Repre-
sentatives and became President of the
United States; John Quincy Adams, James
Buchanan, Millard Fillmore, Willlam Henry
Harrison, Andrew Johnson, Abraham Lincoln,
Franklin Pierce, James Knox Polk, and John
Tyler: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That a suitable marker be placed
in the floor of Statuary Hall at the approx-

imate location of a desk used by each such
Member, and that the Architect of the Capi-

tol is directed to accomplish this in accord-
ance with a design approved by the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, the purpose of House Res-
olution 605 is to effect the placement in
Statuary Hall of markers for the desks
of nine former Members of Congress who
became President. The nine are: John
Quincy Adams, James Buchanan, Mil-
lard Fillmore, William Henry Harrison,
Andrew Johnson, Abraham Lincoln,
Franklin Pierce, James K. Polk, and John
Tyler. All excepting John Quincy Adams
served in the House prior to assuming
the Presidency.

As amended the resolution would di-
rect the Architect of the Capitol to place
the markers in accordance with a design
approved by the Committee on House
Administration. A small, dignified mark-
er is envisioned, possibly a bronze com-
position. Until such time as the size, com-
position, and design of the markers are
determined, precise costs cannot be as-
certained. However, it is the committee’s
understanding and interest that these
costs will be nominal.

There is at present an unidentified
marker in the hall at the location once
occupied by John Quiney Adams. None-
theless, the committee is of the opinion
that inasmuch as Statuary Hall is a sig-
nificant place of Congress tradition and
tourist interest, it would be most appro-
priate to place therein suitable markers
clearly identifying the sites previously
occupied by these distinguished former
Members of Congress.

In my view, House Resolution 605 will
greatly enrich the Capitol itself and the
millions of Americans who visit it, I urge
approval of the resolution.

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Resclution 605 which
is designed to properly commemorate the
desk locations in Statuary Hall of those
nine Members of the House who also
served as President of the United States.

I cosponsored this resolution with my
distinguished colleague from Illinois and
am particularly pleased to again add my
full support to this measure because one
of the men to be honored represented
part of the district I now have the honor
to represent in Congress.

President John Quincy Adams, when
a Member of the House, represented part
of the district I now represent. As the
gentleman from Michigan pointed out,
he is the only Member to be honored by
this resolution who served in this House
subsequent to his Presidency.

At this time, 10 years after the tragedy
in Dallas, many of us from Massachu-
setts cannot help but reflect that Presi-
dent Kennedy, who was himself a seri-
ous student of American history, had
he been permitted to finish his term in
the White House, might have ended his
career here in the people’s House.

John Quincy Adams, our sixth Presi-
dent, has the unique distinction of hav-
ing first served as President of the United
States from 1824 to 1828 and then hav-
ing won election to the House of Repre-
iex;tatives for nine terms from 1831 to

848.

Every student of history knows the
achievements of John Quincy Adams’
long and illustrious life. Mr. Speaker, I
would like fo take just a moment to in-
form my colleagues of a few of the little-
known facts concerning his death.

Congressman Adams represented what
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is now Norfolk County, the northern
parts of Plymouth County, and the
southern part of Middlesex County in
Massachusetts. On February 21, 1848,
after serving 17 years in the House of
Representatives, John Quincy Adams
suffered a stroke as he sat at his desk in
what was then the floor of Congress and
is now Statuary Hall. The time was 1:15
p.m. House Speaker Winthrop of Massa-
chusetts ordered Adams carried to the
Speaker’s Room where he was placed on
a sofa. The House and Senate immedi-
ately adjourned out of respect.

Before lapsing into a coma, Adams
spoke the words, “This is the last of
earth, but I am content.” He remained
in the Speaker’s Room, in a coma, until
he died at 7:17 p.m. on Wednesday, the
23d of February, 2 days after being
stricken. He was 81 years of age. The
Speaker’'s Room (H-235) later became
the congressional ladies retiring room
and the sofa upon which Adams died is
still located in that room today.

‘When the House floor was moved to its
present location a plain bronze disc was
placed in the floor where Adams’ desk
stood.

The resolution we are considering here
today would replace this desk with a suit-
ably inscribed marker and would also
give recognition to the desk areas of
James Buchanan, Millard Fillmore, Wil-
liam Henry Harrison, Andrew Johnson,
Abraham Lincoln, Pranklin Pierce, James
Knox Polk, and John Tyler. Mr. Speaker,
I urge my colleagues to vote favorably
for this resolution to honor these men
who served our Nation so well.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to extend
their remarks on the resolution now un-
der consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the con-
gressional district I represent includes
Springfield, Ill., Abraham Lincoln’s
home. This accounts, in part, for my
personal interest in Lineoln’s life and
especially Lincoln’s service as a Member
of the 30th Congress.

As you know, the House then met in
what is now Statuary Hall. Through a
search of the records of the House of
Representatives, it has been possible to
locate the approximate position of Con-
gressman Lincoln's desk.

Eight other Members of Congress who
served when the House met in Statuary
Hall also served the Nation as its Presi-
dent. Like Lincoln, each of these men
achieved the highest distinction that the
Nation can bestow upon one of its citi-
zens. Like Lincoln, they received invalu-
able training in the governmental proe-
esses during their service in the House.

Because Statuary Hall is now a great
center of tourist interest, and because
of the unigue accomplishment of these
nine men, it seems to me highly appro-
priate to place a marker in the floor in-
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dicating the approximate location of
each man's desk during his service as a
Member of Congress. The Capitol and
Statuary Hall are a living memorial to
the history of the world’s first free and
democratic Nation. More people visit
this building than any other in the
country. When they leave they take with
them a new inspiration and sense of
history.

A marker for each of these nine men
who served his country as a Congressman
and as President would add greatly to
the historical significance of this build-
ing. It is for this reason that I intro-
duced H. Res. 605, together with eight
of my colleagues who represent districts
which the other *“Congressmen-Presi-
dents” represented when they sat as
Members of Congress in Statuary Hall.

To be sure, Lincoln, like the others,
has several other memorials to him in
the Capitol. But these are all memorials
to President Lincoln, not to the Con-
gressman. Most Americans are probably
not aware that he served a term in the
House. Yet Lincoln’s term in the House
was, in its own way, quite as exceptional
as his terms in the White House.

Abraham Lincoln’s single term as a
Member of Congress was distinguished
principally by his opposition to the
Mexican War. Before his election to Con-
gress, Lincoln refrained from publicly
voicing his doubts about the justification
for the armed American invasion of
Mexico. His friend and a politician he
greatly admired, Henry Clay, of Ken-
tucky, had declared that the war with
Mexico was not one of defense. Clay felt
it was unnecessary and offensive aggres-
sion, which President Polk could not, in
honesty, justify. These were Lincoln’s
unexpressed sentiments.

Lincoln took his seat in Congress on
December 6, 1847, 17 months after his
election to that body. Two days later,
President Polk, in his message to Con-
gress, restated that the war was justified
because Mexico had spilled American
blood on American soil.

Congressman Lincoln doubted the
truth of President Polk’s justification of
the war. With the annexation of Texas,
the boundaries between Mexico and the
United States were not clearly defined.
The territory between the Nueces and
Rio Grande Rivers was in dispute. It was
in this area, inhabited by Mexicans, that
American blood was shed. Polk decided
that this was American soil and ordered
an invasion of Mexico to avenge the
deaths of the Americans. Many persons
thought that the American invasion of
Mexico was both unjust and unnecessary,
but in Congress, only a handful dared
openly to voice their objections for fear
of being labeled disloyal.

Lincoln was not an appeaser nor one
who yielded to the expediency of the
hour. Convinced that Polk had uncon-
stitutionally begun the war, he deter-
mined that the war guilt should properly
be placed on the shoulders of the Presi-
dent. Lincoln set out to make Polk admit
that American blood had first been shed
upon Mexican and not American soil.

On December 22, 1847, Lincoln offered
the “Spot Resolutions.” The resolutions

posed eight questions for the President
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to answer to justify the war with Mexico.
They were designed to force Polk to
admit that the war was one of conquest
and aggression. Polk ignored them and
made no comment. Again, on January 12,
Lincoln made another direct attack on
the administration’s war policy, with
little or no apparent effect upon Polk.

Although Lincoln deplored the war as
unjustified and imperialistic, he voted in
favor of every supply bill which came
kefore the House.

Lincoln must have realized that, in
taking this stand, he was placing his po-
litical future in jeopardy, but the un-
flinchingly faced this possibility. When
he had campaigned for election to Con-
gress it was generally understood that he
would not be a candidate for reelection,
and he was not. It is doubtful, in view
of his opposition to the war, that he
could have been returned to Congress,
because his stand on the guestion was
not popular with the country as a whole.

Lincoln’s activities in opposition to the
Mexican War have almost completely
overshadowed his other actions as a
Member of Congress. As often as 55
times he took the floor to support and to
present resolutions and memorials. He
seldom missed a roll call and he per-
formed his committee assignments dili-
gently.

His single term in Congress was of con-
siderable importance, for it provided

him with an insight into the workings
of national government and greatly en-
hanced his ability later to direct the af-
fairs of the Nation during the Civil War.

The same can be said for each of the
nine men who served in Statuary Hall
as a Member of Congress and in the
White House as President. The marker,
which House Resolution 605 authorizes
for each, recognizes their service in the
House and the great contribution it later
made to their service to the Nation as
President.

These nine U.S. Presidents represented
the listed counties when they were Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives
sitting in what is now Statuary Hall.
Their contemporary equivalents are also
listed. Research was by the Library of
Congress.

James EKnox of Tennessee—Bedford,
Lincoln, Giles, and Maury Counties.
These counties are now in the Fourth
District represented by JoE L. Evins and
Sixth District represented by RoBin L.
BEARD.

John Tyler of Virginia—Charles City
County. It is in the First District repre-
sented by Tromas N. DOWNING.

William Henry Harrison of Ohio—Cin-
cinnati and Hamilton Counties. They are
in the Second District represented by
DonaLp CLANCY.

John Quinecy Adams of Massachu-
setts—Quincy, Norfolk, Plymouth, and
part of Suffolk Counties. These are in the
Ninth District represented by JoE Moak-
LEY, 10th District represented by Magr-
GARET M. HeckLER, 11th District repre-
sented by James BUrkE, and 12th District
reoresented by GeErrY E. STUDDS.

Millard Fillmore of New York—Buf-
falo and Erie counties. These are in the
38th District represented by Jack F.
Kemp, 37th District represented by Trap-
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pEUs Durski, and 36th District repre-
sented by Henry P, Svite III.

Franklin Pierce of New Hampshire—
Hillsboro county. It is in the Second Dis-
trict represented by JAMEs CLEVELAND.

Abraham Lincoln of Illinois—Sanga-
mon, Scott, Morgan, Cass, Logan, Put-
nam, Menard, Mason, Tazewell, Wood-
ford, and Marshall counties. They are in
the 15th District represented by LEsLIE
C. Arenps, 18th District represented by
RoBerT H. MiIcHEL, 20th District repre-
sented by Paur FinoLEY, and 21st Dis-
trict represented by Epwarp R. MADIGAN,

Andrew Johnson of Tennessee—John-
son, Carter, Sullivan, Washington, Haw-
kins, Greene, and Coche counties. They
are in the First District represented by
JAMES QUILLEN.

James Buchanan of Pennsylvania—
Lancaster County. It is in the 16th Dis-
trict represented by Epwin ESHLEMAN,

Mr, BEARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of House passage today of House
Resolutiou 605, which provides for com-
memorative markers in Statuary Hall.

The resolution provides that markers
be placed in Statuary Hall near the desks
of former Members who later became
President of the United States. I feel this
simple act which recognizes that many
fine men who served in this body went
on to provide leadership for the Nation as
President.

I am especially glad to make the claim
that one of these distinguished gentle-
men to be honored by such a marker was
a resident of my district—James K. Polk.

Mr. Polk lived and practiced law in
Columbia, Tenn. He served as chief clerk
of the Tennessee State Senate from 1821
23. In 1823, he became a representative
in our State House and was elected to
Congress in 1825, where he served six
succeeding terms. In 1838, Mr. Polk did
not seek renomination having become a
candidate for the Governor of his State.
He was successful in this effort and
he became Governor Polk in the years
1839-41.

Later, in 1844, James K. Polk was
elected President of the United States
and served until 1849, when he declined
to be a candidate for renomination.

President Polk was our 11th President
and I feel it especially noteworthy that
he was the only House Member later to
become President who served as Speaker
of the House. Since Mr. Polk served both
the 24th and 25th sessions of Congress
as Speaker, I trust that recognition will
be given this achievement.

Mr. Speaker, each of the individuals we
commemorate here served with distinc-
tion. We should be proud of their fine
records and it is fitting that as we ap-
proach the Bicentennial of this Nation,
we pay our respects to our former col-
leagues by announcing to visitors of the
U.S. Capitol their record of distinguished
service within this body.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. Nepz1) that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 605), as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the resolution,
as amended, was agreed to.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

U.S. CAPITOL HISTORICAL SOCIETY
STUDY

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr., Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the Joint
Resolution (H.J. Res. 736) to provide for
a feasibility study and to accept a gift
from the U.S. Capitol Historical Society.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.J. REs. T36

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the United States
Capitol Historical Society is authorized, un-
der direction of the Architect of the Capi-
tol, to prepare a feasibility study to deter-
mine the desirability of installing within the
United States Capitol Grounds, at the east
front of the United States Capitol, all items
of equipment and other facilities required
for a sound and light performance, consist-
ing of an interplay of light, music, narrative,
and sound effects (without the use of live
actors), which, when projected onto the im-
posing facade of the east front of the United
States Capitol, will re-create the evolution
of American history, based on a foundation
of thorough historical research, subject to
the following conditions:

(1) Such study and all expenditures con-
nected therewith will be borne by the United
States Capitol Historical Soclety.

(2) Upon completion of such study, the
United States Capitol Historical Society, at
its expense, will furnish the Architect of the
Capitol a report detailing the results of such
study, installations and programs proposed,
and estimates of cost required to implement
such project without expense to the United
States, including maintenance and operating
expenses,

(3) The project may not be implemented,
beyond the report stage, except as provided in
section 2 hereof.

SEc. 2. The Architect of the Capitol shall
review such report and submit the same, with
his recommendations, to the Speaker and
majority and minority leaders of the House
of Representatives and to the majority and
minority leaders of the Senate.

If the project, as presented, with or with-
out modification, meets with the approval of
such House and Senate officials, the Architect
of the Capitol, notwithstanding any other
provision of law, is authorized after such
approval—

(1) To accept in the name of the United
States from the United States Capitol His-
torical Society, as a gift, such sum or sums
as may be required to further implement
such project, and such sum or sums when
received, shall be credited as an addition to
the appropriation account “Capitol Build-
ings, Architect of the Capitol”.

(2) Subject to section 3 hereof, to expend
such sum or sums for all items of equipment
and other facilities required for the sound
and light performance, and for any other
items in connection therewith.

Sec. 3. The Architect of the Capitol, under
the direction of the House and Senate officials
designated in section 2 hereof, is authorized
to enter into contracts and to incur such
other obligations and make such expendi-
tures as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of sald section 2.

Sec. 4, Sums recelved under this joint res-
olution, when credited as an addition to the
appropriation account *“Capitol Buildings,
Architect of the Capitol”, shall be avallable
for expenditure and shall remain available
until expended. Following completion of the
installation, such sums may thereafter be
used by the Architect of the Capitol, in whole
or In part, to defray any expenses which he
may incur for maintenance and operation.
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The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded ?

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr, Speaker, House
Joint Resolution 736, which has the
strong support of the leadership on both
sides of the aisle, would provide for a
feasibility study to eventually lead to a
sound and light production for the East
Front of our Capitol.

This resolution allows the U.S. Govern-
ment, through the Tapitol Buildings,
Architect of the Capitol account, to ac-
cept gifts from the United States Capitol
Historical Society to undertake this
study.

Sound and light shows have been per-
formed with great success in many parts
of the world, and in particular in Europe,
to point out to citizens of a country and
others the great historical background of
their nation.

Certainly, this Capitol with its long and
distinguished history, has one of the most
prestigious records to present to the
American people.

This is an imaginative and forward
looking bill, and I am sure will provide
a great deal of information and enter-
tainment to the American citizens who
come from all over this country to visit
our Capitol.

I urge its support.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. Gray) who will give a
description of the joint resolution.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank our distinguished chairman (Mr.
Bratnik) for yielding and for his fre-
mendous help on this and other impor-
tant matters.

House Joint Resolution 736 provides
for a feasibility study for a sound and
light performance system for the East
Front of our National Capitol.

The resolution would also allow the
United States, through the Capitol Build-
ings, Architect of the Capitol account,
to accept gifts from the Historical
Society.

Section 2 of the resolution provides
that the Architect of the Capitol review
the study and submit it, along with his
recommendations, to the Speaker, and
majority and minority leaders of the
House and Senate.

If these House and Senate officials ap-
prove of the Architect’s report, the Ar-
chitect can then accept a gift of suecn
sum or sums necessary to implement the
project.

Section 3 of the legislation allows the
Architect, under the direction of the
House and Senate leaders, to make ex-
penditures from the fund to carry out the
review of such report.

Section 4 authorizes the Architect to
expend any money left over from the
gifts by the Historical Society to imple-
ment the project to defray the operation
expenses of the sound and light show.

Sound and light shows have been
shown for many years in Europe to great
advantage. The interplay of sound and
light bouncing off an impressive build-
tory. First, sound and light utilizes the
darkness of night to help create a series
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of illusions. The audience is situated in
ing is a most effective way to show his-
the dark at some distance, at least 100
vards from the front of the buildings. As
lights of different colors and different
strength are played on the edifice, a nar-
rative and music are played to the crowd.
The loudspeakers are placed in such a
way as to give complete stereophonic
effect.

Technically, it would mean some
changes to the Capitol building and
grounds would be necessary to accom-
plish the sound and light features. Any
lighting that would be installed, any nec-
essary seating, or any required control
room and electrical apparatus, would
have to be installed in such a way as to
be completely concealed so that the ap-
pearance of the Capitol to the tourists
during the day would not be altered in
any way. This requirement may involve
such things as disappearing lights, per-
haps on telescoping poles, bleachers that
would be collapsible and disappearing, or
else assembled for each performance.
These and other technical features would
have to be carefully considered, but the
possible results nevertheless make it
worthwhile to examine the proposal in
detail. The performance would last be-
tween 30 to 40 minutes, three times a
night. The Historical Society estimates
that this show could be performed 7 to
8 months of the year.

COST TO THE UNITED STATES

Rule XIII(7) of the Rules of the House
of Representatives requires a statement
of the estimated costs to the United
States which would be included in carry-
ing out House Joint Resolution 736, as
reported, in fiscal year 1974 and each of
the following 5 fiscal years.

Enactment of the legislation will not
result in any cost to the United States.

Mr. Speaker, some might say, “Well,
but a sound and light system, this comes
at a bad time because of our energy
crisis.”

Mr. Speaker, to the contrary, we esti-
mate that it will only require about 10
percent of the amount of electricity we
are now using to illuminate the east
front of the Capitol, so that in effect
there would be a savings of energy if
the feasibility study proves fruitful and
the system is installed.

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Joint Resolution 736.
This resolution provides for a feasibility
study for a sound and light performance
system for the east front of our National
Capitol. Additionally, House Joint Reso-
lution 736 allows the Architect of the
Capitol to accept a gift from the Na-
tional Capitol Historical Society of sums
to construct the fixtures necessary for
this show.

The U.S. Capitol has had a long and
varied history. Much has taken place
under this dome to shape the destiny of
the country. The Historical Society,
headed by a distinguished former col-
league and member of the Public Works
Committee, Fred Schwengel, envisions a
sound and light show to portray this his-
tory to visitors of the Capitol. This show
would be a major attraction during the
Nation's bicentennial celebration.
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This show is a mood-creating art form
for enjoyment and appreciation of na-
tional history. Many European cities use
similar shows with great success. History
can be told with music and narration,
with lights projected onto the audience
to heighten the effect. The story of our
Capitol could be capsulized by sound and
light.

Some changes to the building and
grounds may be necessary to complete
the technical requirements for the pro-
duction. But, the decor of the Capitol
will not be altered, nor will there be cre-
ated a carnival atmosphere. The society
contemplates using disappearing lights,
hidden wiring, and collapsible bleachers
to retain the decor of the Capitol.

The feasibility study shall determine
ultimately the details of the project, in-
cluding any electrical energy impact.
Since the Capitol lights will be out dur-
ing the performance, it is currently esti-
mated that more than 50 percent of the
entire normal energy load of the entire
Capitol will be saved for the duration of
the performance. House and Senate lead-
ers shall have final approval of the re-
port submitted by the Architect, once he
reviews the feasibility study. There are
strong safeguards for maintaining the
integrity of the Capitol and insuring no
adverse impact on energy.

This resolution provides for no au-
thorization of Federal funds, either for
the study, or for its implementation,
once the study is approved. It is desirable
to have this project studied with inde-
pendent sources of funds, so that the
history as portrayed in the show will not
be suspect of pressures to make our past
leaders demagogs, heroes, or otherwise,
when, in fact, they were not. Addi-
tionally, the society plans that sufficient
funds can be raised to pay for operating
expenses without charging admission to
the show.

This resolution deserves our support.
I urge its passage.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to have the attention of the gentleman
from Illinois and ask him what is to pre-
vent the Historical Society from going
right ahead with a feasibility study
without this legislation?

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I am glad
the gentleman from Iowa raised that
question because it is very pertinent. The
answer is because the Architect of the
Capitol, and the leadership of Congress
would have to rule on the type of facility
to be installed.

We do not want to interfere with the
beauty or historical significance of the
front of the Capitol, and the Historical
Society on its own would not have the
authority needed. If the gentleman will
notice, after study has been completed
under the joint resolution, then the
House and Senate leaders and the Archi-
tect could authorize the implementation.
We would authorize the study and also
give the authority to the leaders on both
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sides of Congress to go ahead and install
the system if found feasible.

Without this resolution, they would not
be able to do that.

In direct answer to the question raised
by the gentleman from Iowa, we feel that
in making a study, it should be in co-
ordination with the Architect. For ex-
ample, the question of floodlights will
come up. We have envisioned the possi-
bility of those being depressed into the
ground and being on some type of a
hydraulic system by which during the
daytime they could be concealed.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, is the gen-
tleman saying that the Architect of the
Capitol would not cooperate with the
Historical Society in a feasibility study
without this legislation?

Mr. GRAY. I would like to say to my
distinguished friend, the gentleman from
Iowa, that we have already passed that
juncture. The Architect and the Society
have already made a trip to Europe and
looked at comparable systems and have
recommended that the system be in-
stalled.

However, we feel that we should not
rely solely upon those experts looking at
the systems in Europe; we want an of-
ficial U.S. Government survey of the po-
tential damage, if any that might be
done to the esthetics of the Capitol.

For that reason, we wanted to put the
stamp of approval by the Congress on
the study. I am sure that is the feeling
of the sponsors of the legislation.

Again, I reiterate that the Architect
has already investigated the subject and
has worked with the Historical Society.
He was enthusiastic when he appeared
before our subcommittee. However, we
felt we wanted something more than
these recommendations. Our former
colleague Mr. Schwengel of Iowa, the
President of the Historical Society has
spent much time on this matter also.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I will ask
the gentleman this question:

What is the projected cost of the dis-
appearing lights and all the rest of the
hoopla that goes with this installation?

Mr. GRAY. We want a detailed study
which will give us the precise figures. I
tried to elicit the exact costs from our
witnesses,

There is no cost to the taxpayers, in-
volved in this legislation. I do wish to
delineate that from the ultimate costs
to the Historical Society.

Mr. GROSS. What does the gentleman
mean when he says there is no cost in-
volved in this legislation?

Mr. GRAY. There is no cost to tax-
payers involved in the legislation before
us.
Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman
mean there is no cost to the Federal
Government?

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman is exactly
correct. There is not a dime involved,
either for the study or the implementa-
tion of the plan if it is approved by the
Architect and congressional leaders.

We authorize by this joint resolution
the Architect of the Capitol to accept
gifts from the Historical Society which
may be made.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I hope those
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gifts turn out better than those which
were supposed to build the Eennedy Cul-
tural Center, and a few other things that
have been promoted around here that
wound up costing the taxpayers through-
out the country millions of dollars.

I hesitate to ask the gentleman this
question, because I have asked it before
and have been led down a blind alley in
some instances. I say this with all re-
spect to the gentleman from Illinois.

I believe the gentleman said a little
while ago that this is not going to cost
the Federal Government any money?

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

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

Mr. GRAY. The gentleman is exactly
correct.

Mr. GROSS. Will that assurance turn
out better than some of the others that
have been made?

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I certainly
have no basis of understanding as to
what the gentleman is alluding to.

However, I will tell the gentleman from
Iowa that the gentleman who is speak-
ing does not intend to bring in an au-
thorization bill from the Committee on
Public Works that would authorize funds
for a light and sound system here at the
Capitol. Although I strongly support this
proposal and commend the leadership in
Congress, the architect, the historical
society, and my colleagues, for their in-
terest in this great project.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I merely
wish to say to the gentleman that I have
heard all of these answers before. I have
been around here a few days and a few
months and I have some recollection of
what has gone on in the past.

We have had assurance after assur-
ance that something like this would get
only official sanctions. So now what are
we going to have, an import from an-
other foreign country, as far as this
project is concerned?

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. GRAY. Mr, Speaker, let me salute
my friend, the gentleman from Iowa,
for raising that question.

I assure him and all our other col-
leagues that by voting for House Joint
Resolution 736, by which it is to pro-
pose to suspend the rules, we will not
now or at any time in the future ask
for the expenditure of one cent of Fed-
eral money.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I hope that
all of the youngsters among the Mem-
bers, who are going to be around here
awhile, will write that down in their book
and see how it turns out.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PICKLE) .,

I wish to say that the gentleman from
Texas is one of the sponsors of this leg-
islation and was a very articulate witness
before the committee. I wish to salute
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the gentleman for his interest in our
great Nation’s Capitol.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for giving me this time.

I wish to commend the Ileader-
ship on both sides of the aisle for
sponsoring this legislation. It does not
cost the taxpayers any money; it is not
an expensive project. We are only talking
in terms of $2 million to $4 million plus
or minus. We think a feasibility study is
needed and if it is practical and the
Architect of the Capitol recommends it
to the leadership of the House and the
Senate, we may proceed. We hope that we
may get the project ready for our cen-
tennial in 1976. It could be one of the
most exciting celebrations we have dur-
ing that year.

As I said, this sound and light study
is at no expense to the taxpayers and
will have the official voice of the Con-
gress, because it will be on the east front.
That is why we took this course.

I wish to pay my compliments to the
leadership of the Committee on Public
Works.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased that
the sound and light bill, House Joint
Resolution 736, is before us today.

As a cosponsor of this bill, I state with
all sincerity that this piece of legislation
will be one that I am extremely proud of.

The bill involves no expenditures from
the public Treasury. It sefs up a system
whereby the U.S. Capitol Historical So-
ciety can accept contributions from pri-
vate sources to perform a feasibility
study for a sound and light show on the
east front of the Capitol. The bill pro-
vides for full control by the Congress and
by the Architect of the Capitol over any
plans for the implementation of the pro-
gram.

Anyone who has ever seen a sound
and light show in Europe can vouch for
the validity of the committee’s report at
the top of page 2. The committee states,
and I read from the report:

Sound and light shows have been shown
for many years in Europe to great advantage.
The interplay of sound and light bouncing
off an impressive building is & most effective
way to show hiatory.

‘What better place to show history of
our land than here on the Capitol
grounds?

I salute the Public Works Committee,
and its distinguished chairman (Mr.
Brarnik) for presenting this legislation
without delay to the full House. The
members of the Subcommittee on Public
Buildings and Grounds are also to be
saluted, and a special tip of the hat goes
to Mr. Gray, the able chairman of the
subcommittee, for his strong support of
this legislation. Our former colleague,
Hon. Fred Schwengel, who serves as
president of the U.S. Capitol Historical
Society, has given untold dedication to
this society. He has been our inspiration
and our leader. He gives total commit-
ment to the preservation of our national
heritage. It was his spirit and guidance
that enables us to consider sound and
light today. We all owe Fred Schwengel
our special thanks. I serve as a member
of the Executive Committee of the U.S.
Capitol Historicel Society and have for
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over 5 years. It is a particular source of
pride to work with this dedicated group.

Mr. Speaker, when the sound and light
show is an established fact, I feel that
the Members of this Congress will be
proud of their work in laying the ground-
work for a sound and light show on the
east front.

I urge strong support for the pas-
sage of this resolution, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the ex-
ecutive committee I should also like to
name others who are selfless members
of the executive committee and invalu-
able to the U.S. Capitol Historical So-
ciety. They are:

Dr. Melvin Payne, president of the Na-
tional Geographic Society; Mr. Victor M.
Birely, investment broker; Mrs. Adlai
Stevenson III, wife of the distinguished
Senator of Illinois; Dr. Walter Rundell,
chairman, Department of History, Uni-
versity of Maryland; the Honorable Fred
Schwengel, the president of the society;
Mr. Arthur B. Hanson, an able attorney
and counsel for the society.

Mr. Speaker, also, I should like to
call attention to another group of dis-
tinguished Americans who are serving as
a board of consultants for the proposed
bound and light project under discus-
sion. They are:

Fred Schwengel, president of TU.S.
Capitol Historical Society; the Honorable
George M. White, Architect of the Capi-
tol; Dr. Letitia PBrown, historian at
George Washington University; Mr. Paul
Perrot of the Smithsonian Institution;
Mr. Russell E. Dickenson, Regional Di-
rector, National Capital Parks, Interior
Department; Mr. John J. Stokes, con-
tractor and electrical engineer of San
Marcos, Tex.; and Mr. William Maury,
Chief Historian of the U.S. Capitol His-
torical Society.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, House Joint
Resolution 736 will get us off to a flying
start in the preparation of a Son et
Lumiere—sound and light—spectacle on
the east front of the Capitol. I hope this
show will be ready for our 1976 Bicen-
tennial.

The U.S. Capitol Historical Society—
under the able leadership of the Honor-
able Fred Schwengel, its president, our
former colleague, and my good friend—
has reviewed the proposal, and is pre-
pared to initiate a full-scale feasibility
study.

House Joint Resolution 736 authorizes
the society to initiate the study; and, if
the project is approved by the House and
Senate leadership, it sauthorizes the
Architect of the Capitol to accept, on be-
half of the United States, the funds
needed to implement the project. The
full costs of the study, equipment, instal-
lation, operations, and maintenance will
be contributed by the U.S. Capitol His-
torical Society.

Son et Lumiere is a new art medium
that has been successful at many of the
world’s most revered historical monu-
ments, including Versailles, the Cathe-
dral of Notre Dame, the Roman Forum,
the Acropolis, the Tower of London, and
Independence Hall in Philadelphia.

It presents a tremendously impressive
show simply and at low cost. Unlike
traditional historical pageants, no actors
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and few technicians are needed. The nar-
rative, music, and sound effects as well as
all lighting cues are prerecorded on
multitrack tape, and one person can op-
erate the control mechanism. During a
show, sound can be heard from different
parts of the building, and lights go on
and off and dim automatically.

I proposed the Capitol Son et Lumiere
in 1966, noting that the Capitol is the
best-loved, most historic, and most
visited building in America. The east
front will be an excellent setting.

Visitors from all over the world will see
and hear the re-creation of dramatic
events from our past, such as the elo-
quence and rising passion of the Clay-
Calhoun-Webster debates of the 1850's;
Lincoln’s first inaugural address; the
conversion of the Capitol into a barracks,
hospital, and storehouse during the Civil
War; and FDR's December 7, 1941, mes-
sage to Congress.

Mr., Speaker, House Joint Resolution
736 has my full and enthusiastic support.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion of the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. Gray) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the joint resolution (H.J.
Res, 736).

The questior. was taken and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the joint resolution was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

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

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

There was no objection.

FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CON-
TROL ACT AMENDMENTS

Mr, BLATNIK. Mr, Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill (8. 1776) to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended,

The Clerk read as follows:

8. 1776

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act (86 Stat. B816;
33 U.S8.C. 1251 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 104(u)(2), by striking out
“fiscal year 1973" and inserting in lieu
thereof "fiscal years 1973 and 1974";

(2) in section 206(e), by striking out
“$2,000,000,000"” and inserting in lieu thereof
*$2,600,000,000"";

(3) In section 207, by inserting “206(e),”
after “sections™;

(4) in section 311—

(A) by striking out “(b)(2)" wherever it
appears in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), of
subsection (f), and inserting in lieu thereof
“(b)(3)"™;

(B) by striking out “Secretary” in the
last sentence of paragraph (2) of subsection
(f), and inserting in lieu thereof “Adminis-
trator'; and

(C) by striking out “(b) (2)" wherever it
appears in subsections (g) and (i), and in-
serting in lieu thereof *“(b) (3)";
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(5) in section 315, by redeslgnating sub-
section (g) as subsection (h), and by add-
ing a new subsection (g) to read as follows:

“(g) In addition to authority to appoint
personnel subject to the provisions of title
5, United States Code, governing appoint-
ments in the competitive service, and to pay
such personnel in accordance with the pro-
visions of chapter 51 and subchapter IIT of
chapter B3 of such title relating to classifi-
cation and General Schedule pay rates, the
Commission shall have authority to enter
into contracts with private or public orga-
nization who shall furnish the Commission
with such administrative and technical per-
sonnel as may be necessary to carry out the
purpose of this sectlon. Personnel furnished
by such organizations under this subsection
are not, and shall not be considered to be,
Federal employees for any purposes, but in
the performance of their duties shall be
guided by the standards which apply to
employees of the legislative branches under
rules 41 and 43 of the Senate and House of
Representatives, respectively.”; and

{6) in section 509(b) (1) (C), by striking
out “treatment’” and inserting in lieu thereof
“pretreatment”.

SEc. 2. Notwithstanding the requirements
of subsection (c) of section 206 of the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act (86 Stat.
838), applications for assistance under sec-
tion 206 may be filed with the Administra-
tor of the Environmental Protection Agency
until January 31, 1974,

Sec. 3. Funds available for reimbursement
under Public Law 92-399 shall be allocated
in accordance with subsection (d) of sec-
tion 206 of the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act (86 Stat. 838), pro rata among all
projects eligible under subsection (a) of
such section 206 for which applications have
been submitted and approved by the Ad-
ministrator pursuant to such Act. Notwith-
standing the provisions of subsection (d) of
such section 206, (1) the Administrator is
authorized to make interim payments to
each such project for which an application
has been approved on the basis of estimates
of maximum pro rata entitlement of all ap-
plicants under section 206(a) and (2) for
the purpose of determining allocation of
sums available under Public Law 92-399, the
unpaid balance of reimbursement due such
projects shall be computed as of January 31,
1974. Upon completion by the Administra-
tor of his audit and approval of all projects
for which an application has been filed
under subsection (a) of such section 208,
the Administrator shall, within the limits
of appropriated funds, allocate to each such
qualified project the amount remaining, if
any, of its total entitlement. Amounts allo-
cated to projects which are later determined
to be in excess of entitlement shall be avail-
able for reallocation, until expended, to
other qualified projects under subsection (a)
of such section 206. In no event, however,
shall any payments exceed the Federal share
of the cost of construction incurred to the
date of the voucher covering such payment
plus the Federal share of the value of the
materials which have been stockpiled in the
vicinity of such construction in conformity
to plans and specifications for the project.

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I demand a second.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of 8. 1776, as amended. I com-
mend the distinguished chairman of our
Water Resources Subcommittee, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ROBERTS)
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for the outstanding job he has done in
bringing this bill to the floor. I wish also
to extend my appreciation to the rank-
ing minority member of the full com-
mifttee, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
HarsHA), and to the ranking minority
member of the Subcommittee on Water
Resources, the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. Don H. CLAUsSEN), for their very
able assistance and cooperation on this
bill.

This is an important and needed bill.
When Congress passed the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amend-
ments in 1972, it authorized reimburse-
ment to those States and communities
which had contirued their treatment
plant construction program but did not
receive the full amount of Federal fi-
nancial assistance to which they were en-
titled. The amount of the authorization,
which was based on the best estimata
then available of $2 billion, has turned
out to be too low. This legislation in-
creases it by $600 million, so that all
eligible applicants will be able to get the
reimbursement they are entitled to. The
deadline for filing reimbursement appli-
cations is also extended from October
18 of this year to January 31 of 1974.
This will give the States and communi-
ties sufficient time to get their applica-
tions to the Environmental Protection
Agency.

I also wish to point out the value of
the treatment plant operator training
program which the legislation extends
for another vear. We must have qualified
operators if these plants are to operate
effectively to clean up our waters.

I now yield to the distinguished chair-
man of the subcommittee, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ROBERTS).

Mr. ROBERTS. 1 thank our distin-
guished chairman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Public Works I am pleased to
bring to the floor for consideration S.
1776, as reported, amending the Federal
‘Water Pollution Control Act.

S. 1776, as amended, combines the pro-
visions of S. 1776 and Senate Joint Reso-
lution 158 as they passed the Senate, and
adds a clarifying legislative proposal re-
quested by the National Commission on
Water Quality, established by the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act.

Section 1 of the bill authorizes a 1-
year extension of the pilot operator
training program for wastewater treat-
ment plants, set up under section 104(g)
(1) of the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act. The program, initiated in 1970,
was included in the Federal Water Pol-
Iution Control Act Amendments of
1972—Public Law 92-500. Unlike all
other research, development, or training
programs authorized by that act, which
continue at least through fiseal year
1974, section 104(g) (1) was authorized
only through fiscal year 1973. The pur-
pose of this legislation is to authorize
the program at the same level of funding
through fiscal year 1974.

This section also amends section 206
(e) of the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act by increasing from $2 billion
to $2,600 million the authorization for
reimbursement of up to 55 percent of
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project costs for eligible sewage treat-
ment plants on which construction was
initiated between June 30, 1966, and July
1,1972.

Section 206 provides that such public-
ly owned treatment works will be reim-
bursed for the difference between the
amount they did receive as Federal fi-
nancial support and 50 percent of total
cost, provided the project was approved
by the appropriate State water pollution
control agency and met the requirements
of the Water Pollution Control Act in ef-
fect at the time the project was initi-
ated. If the project was, in addition, con-
structed in conformity with a compre-
hensive metropolitan treatment plan, it
would receive an additional 5 percent
of total cost.

When the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act amendments were passed in
1972, the best estimate was that approx-
imately $2 billion was needed to carry
out the reimbursement provisions of sec-
tion 206(a). Since that time the estimate
has been refined, and is now $2,600 mil-
lion. The increase in the authorization
will permit full implementation of sec-
tion 206(a) and assure that all eligible
applicants will in time receive the full
amount of reimbursement to which they
are entitled.

Section 2 of the legislation extends
the deadline for filing reimbursement ap-
plications from October 18, 1973, to Jan-
uary 31, 1974. This extension is needed
to give States and communities adequate
time to prepare and file applications
after the promulgation of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s guidelines
which just came out this September.

Section 3 authorizes the Administra-
tor of the Environmental Protection
Agency to make interim payments to
projects for which an application has
been approved on the basis of estimates
of maximum pro rata entitlement of all
applicants under subsections 206 (a)
and (d).

The large number of applications for
reimbursement will require extensive
processing by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency before full payment on
each can be made. This section author-
izing interim reimbursement of funds to
projects which can be easily approved
on the basis of available documentation
pending final processing of all projects
will prevent undue disruption in com-
munity plans and also facilitate an or-
derly cash flow by the U.S. Government.

I am, as always, deeply appreciative
of the splendid leadership of the chair-
man of this committee, the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. BLaATNIK) , the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. JoNeEs), and
the cooperation given by the ranking
minority member of the committee, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HARSHA) , and
the ranking minority member of the
Subcommittee on Water Resources, the
gentleman from California (Mr. Don H.
CLAUSEN) .

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 8, 1776
as reported by the Committee on Public
Works. This bill addresses certain im-
mediate needs of the water pollution
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control program and I urge its support.

I compliment the distinguished chair-
man of the Water Resources Subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Public
Works, my good friend Ray RoBERTS, of
Texas, for his leadership in bringing this
bill to the floor today as well as for his
cogent explanation of the provisions of
S. 1776.

Mr. RoserTs has explained the details
of 8. 1776, and I shall not be repetitive.
There are, however, two provisions in
this bill which I believe should be ex-
panded upon. As you remember, last year
in the development of the 1972 amend-
ments to the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, the Congress developed leg-
islation providing for reimbursement to
those projects on which construction was
initiated between June 30, 1966, and July
1, 1972, Reimbursement payments would
be the difference between the amount
projects did receive as Federal financial
support and either 50 or 55 percent of
total cost depending upon whether or
not the treatment works was constructed
in conformity with an applicable, com-
prehensive, metropolitan treatment plan.

At the time we developed the reim-
bursement provision in the 1972 amend-
ments, the Environmental Protection
Agency had provided an estimate that
the provisions for reimbursement in then
existing committee drafts would require
appropriations of over $1.9 billion. We,
therefore, provided an authorization for
the appropriation of $2 billion for re-
imbursements for the 1966-72 period.
Subsequent tabulations of outstanding
reimbursables indicated that the reim-
bursement provisions in the conference
report would require an appropriation of
approximately $2.6 billion. Because the
total dollar needs were underestimated,
the authorization would only provide 77
percent of the required funds. The addi-
tional $600 million authorized by S.
1776 would allow full payment of out-
standing reimbursables.

Furthermore, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency promulgated regulations
for the payments of reimbursables which
were clearly not consistent with the law.
These regulations would have penalized
certain of our States. When we realized
the implications, the committee took
immediate steps to rectify the problem.
After a number of conferences between
representatives of the Environmental
Protection Agency and committee mem-
bers and staffs in both bodies of the Con-
gress, the Environmental Protection
Agency rescinded the unlawful regula-
tions and promulgated new regulations
consistent with the law which provide
for pro rata distribution of the limited
available funds. Now, with 8. 1776 and
after necessary appropriations by the
Congress and budgeting by the Execu-
tive, repayment of all outstanding re-
imbursable could be made at 100 per-
cent.

I would like to call to your attention
the provisions in secfion 3 which au-
thorized interim reimbursement of funds
to. projects which can be easily ap-
proved on the basis of available doc-
umentation, pending final processing of
all projects. This provision will allow the
Administrator to immediately begin
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making payments at a level approaching
77 percent of the Federal share of the
cost of all projects for which there is
adequate documentation.

An amendment to section 2 incorpo-
rated by the Public Works Committee
would extend the final date for submit-
tal of applications for reimbursement to
January 31, 1974. In so doing, we know
that there might be a tendency for the
Environmental Protection Agency to
utilize the provision in section 3 for in-
terim payments. We expect him im-
mediately to start making such interim
payments. These moneys are needed by
the States to carry out the non-Federal
portion of water pollution control con-
struction, and we consider it to be 2 most
important provision in our bill.

I would like to ask the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Roserrs) if he concurs in
the view I have expressed. I yield to him
for this question.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman'’s yielding.

I certainly concur in his statement. It
is the only way I know of that some of
these smaller cities and States can oper-
ate, or get the money to operate, to do
the job required by the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. I thank the
gentleman for his comments. It is im-
portant for all to understand that we
expect prompt implementation of section
3

In closing, let me say that I appreciate
the cooperation I received from my col-
leagues on the Committee on Public
Works, from our staff and from Environ-
mental Protection Agency personnel. I
urge you to vote for S. 1776.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr, STEIGER of Wisconsin. I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s yielding.

(Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin., Mr.
Speaker, I find myself in a difficult posi-
tion because I represent one of those
areas of the country containing a major
sewage ftreatment project for which the
original EPA reimbursement formula
was favorable.

Unfortunately, the bill before use to-
day includes two bads along with one
good, but I think the good cutweighs the
bads. I am pleased that an effort is being
made to provide sufficient funds to re-
imburse all eligible projects and that a
clause is included to allow the interim
payments needed to avoid further delays.

My concern here is that we have no
assurance that the administration will be
willing to provide the additional funds
this bill authorizes. Would the gentle-
man from Texas, the able chairman of
the subcommittee (Mr. RoBERTS) give us
any idea as to where the $2.6 billion au-
thorized stands with respect to the pos-
sibilities for appropriation and actual ex-
penditure?

Mr. ROBERTS. In response to the
gentleman’s comments, it might be well
to review the background of the reim-
bursement provisions of S. 1776.
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In developing the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act Amendments of 1972,
consideration was given to those com-
munities which constructed sewage
treatment facilities for which they re-
ceived no Federal assistance or assistance
at a level substantially lower than that
contemplated in the 1972 act. It was the
belief of the Congress that fairness dic-
tated that those communities which in-
vested their own funds should not be
penalized because of the failure of the
Federal Government to make available
its promised share. Section 206 of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of
1972 provided for the reimbursement of
up to 55 percent of the project cost for
all publicly owned sewage treatment
works on which construction was initi-
ated between June 30, 1966, and July 1,
1972. Subsection (d) of section 206 pro-
vides that in any year in which available
appropriated funds are not equal to the
total amount of reimbursement due on
such projects, each aqualified project—
and I stress qualified project—shall be
allocated its proportional share of avail-
able funds. No distinction was drawn be-
tween the types of projects which were
qualified. Public Law 92-399 appropri-
ated $1.9 billion for such reimburse-
ments in fiscal year 1973.

EPA published proposed regulations on
June 26, 1973, which had the effect of
establishing classes and allocating all
the appropriated funds into only one
class of qualified project, creating a
priority scheme for the distribution of
these funds which was totally inconsis-
tent with Public Law 92-500.

This allocation would result in 24
States failing to receive any reimburse-
ment funds and 19 other States receiving
substantially less than the equitable dis-
m?ution which was intended by that
act.

EPA has rescinded these regulations
on the basis of a review of the law
and has proposed new regulations doing
away with these classes. The committee
is satisfied that the new regulations are
in conformity with section 206 of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act.

As I have previously pointed out, the
purpose of S. 1776 is merely to provide
sufficient authorizations to carry out the
purpose of the section and to provide a
means of making interim payments.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I must
say that I remain concerned over the fu-
ture availability of the funds authorized
in this bill. Unfortunately, because the
EPA has already made the change in its
regulations this legislation offers the
only real chance for full reimbursement,
and I suspect that I have no choice but
to vote for the bill.

Another part of the bill that worries
me is the extension of the deadline. I
wonder if the gentleman from Texas will
indicate whether or not it is their con-
sidered judgment that the deadline ex-
tension into January will unduly slow
down EPA’s handling of applications.

Mr. ROBERTS. No; it will not, be-
cause, as the gentleman realizes, we do
have the interim payment provision, and
those ready can be paid immediately.
This is the reason we put it in there. We
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hope we are speeding it up. As I said
before, some of them, particularly the
middlesized cities, are in dire circum-
stances. We hope this really is going to
take care of it.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, I hope
that it will.

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

Mr, STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN., I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

That is precisely the reason we put the
interim language in our legislation here
today, hopefully to send the signal down-
town that we here on the committee and
in the Congress expect them to follow it.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s comments.

Mr. Speaker, I feel that it might prove
instructive to examine the impact on one
sewage treatment project in my district.

The Neenah-Menasha Sewerage Com-
mission has been assured for years that
full reimbursement will be provided to
cover the costs of a wastewater treat-
ment plant expansion, Now, unless the
funds authorized in this bill are actually
made available, a large portion of the
promised reimbursement will be with-
drawn.

I think that the plight of Neenah-
Menasha and, no doubt, that of many
other communities across the country,
can best be understood by reading a let-
ter addressed to me by the sewerage
commission’s manager. This letter, along
with the related comments I have al-
ready directed to the distinguished chair-
man of the Public Works Committee, Mr,
Bratnig, follow:

NeEENAH-MENASHA SEWERAGE
COMMISSION,
Menasha, Wis., October 15, 1973,
Representative WILLIAM STEIGER,
Longworth Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR REPRESENTATIVE STEIGER: I have just
been advised of a proposed joint Senate-
House resolution declaring recently adopted
Environmental Protection Agency reimburse-
ment regulations void and ordering prepara-
tions of new regulations. As I understand,
Senator Jennings Randolph (D-W. Va.) and
38 Co-sponsors are advocating adoption of
this resolution, which will seriously cripple
the past four years of work by the Neenah-
Menasha Sewerage Commission to get an ex-
pansion project of our wastewater treatment
plant underway.

The guidelines under attack relate to the
PL86-440 and PL92-399 relmbursement pro-
vislons and particularly the priority system
for disbursement of the appropriated $1.9
billion. Officials of the Citles of Neenah and
Menasha, and the Neenah-Menasha Sewerage
Commission have been assured for years that
we would receive federal grants of 556% on
our project, and we have proceeded with
bonding, industrial contract negotiations,
and project planning on that basis. The re-
cently adopted EFA regulations assured us of
getting that 656% since our project and those
of the Cities of Green Bay and Manitowoc
were placed in priority A, which is the high-
est priority.

Suggested revisions in Senator Randolph’s
proposal will result in a substantially re-
duced reimbursement to Wisconsin cities,
qualifying under PL92-399 and 84-660 and
in the case of Neenah-Menasha could result
in approximately £3 million reduction in fed-
eral reimbursements. This is based on the
proposal to proportion the appropriated
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funds by using a formula which would mul-
tiply the 55% federal grant by a fraction, the
numerator of which is the appropriated
funds ($1.9 billlon) and the denominator of
which is the total applications ($2.4). If our
project bids total close to our estimated cost
of $27 million, then, our local share to be
bonded for and pald directly by our local
citizens will increase from $5.4 million to $8.4
million.
Your strongest efforts to defeat the pro-
posed resolution are appreciated.
Sincerely,
NEENAH-MENASHA BEWERAGE
COMMISSION,
Roserr W. Bues, P.E., Manager.
P.S.—An alternative solution might be to
increase appropriations to equal the appli-
cations,

HoUsE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., November 13, 1973.

Hon. JoEN A. BLATNIK,

Chairman, Committee on Public Works, Ray-
burn House Office Building, Washington,
DO.

DEar Mz. CHAmIRMAN: I was disappointed
to learn that the pending resolutions to es-
tablish a formula for distributing reimburse-
ment grants for sewage treatment facilities
construction will be considered without the
benefit of hearings.

Nevertheless, I thank you for the oppor-
tunity to submit my views., I am enclosing
a copy of a letter I received from Robert
Bues, Manager of the Neenah-Menasha
Sewerage Commission. He gives a clear ex-
planation of the plight of those municipal
systems which will suffer from the revised
distribution formula.

Two points deserve special attention. First,
the letter conveys the sense of betrayal felt
by city officials who had been assured for
years that their early approval for reimburse-
ment meant a priority position for available
funds. Because they believed these assur-
ances, cities across the nation will now be
forced to absorb unexpected costs often as
large as several million dollars.

Second, the postscript offers the alterna-
tive solution of increased appropriations to
allow full reimbursement to all applicants.
The authorization included within the
pending resolutions takes the first step in
this direction. Although I find some en-
couragement in this aspect of the proposal,
it will be rendered meaningless unless those
who vote to approve this legislation keep the
need for these funds in mind when the time
comes to make the actual appropriation.

Again, thank you for giving me the op-
portunity to bring these comments to the
attention of the SBubcommittee.

With kind regards,

Bincerely yours,
WirLiaMm A. STEIGER,
Member of Congress.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of S. 1776, the Federal water
pollution control amendment.

As a sponsor of identical legislation, I
heartily congratulate Chairman BLATNIK
of the House Public Works Committee,
Chairman RanporrH of the Senate com-
mittee, their respective committee mem-
bers, and the numerous cosponsors of
this legislation for their tireless efforts
toward enacting this important meas-
ure. I commend the membership of both
committees, additionally, for their earlier
success in persuading the Environmental
Protection Agency to revise their regu-
lations governing the allocation of grants
to the States under section 206 of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act.
That regulation would have totally de-
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prived 24 States of any Federal funds
under section 206. Fourteen other States
would have received substantially less
than their entitlement. These States owe
their current allocation to the efforts of
these able committees.

The job, however, has not been com-
pleted, and it is for this reason we must
act on this bill today. Under the existing
law, the States will receive only 80 per-
cent or less of the Federal share promised
them by Congress. Last year, relying on
EPA studies, we underestimated the
amount needed to fund reimbursement
grants under section 206. We authorized
$2 million to cover the promised Federal
share of 50 percent of the cost of water
treatment facilities constructed by the
States between mid-1966 and mid-1972.
This authorization fell more than 20 per-
cent short of the actual amount needed
and promised to the several States, all of
which answered the call to clean up the
Nation's waterways and shorelines. S.
1776 will finally fulfill the Federal pledge
by authorizing an additional $600 mil-
lion, the amount estimated to fund fully
section 206 projects.

Further, the bill will permit State
water pollution confrol administrators to
submit applications for funds until Jan-
uary 31, 1974. The previous deadline of
October 15 was unrealistic given the con-
fusion created by the amorphous EPA
regulations that governed application re-
quirements and grant allocations. 8. 1776
will make available the additional time
State administrators are pleading for all
over the country.

The third essential element of the bill
will authorize the Director of EPA to
make interim grants to those States
which will have qualified particular proj-
ects before the new deadline.

Mr, Speaker, there is no valid argu-
ment that can be raised against this bill.
There are two simple objectives sought
by this bill. One is to fulfill a solemn Fed-
eral pledge made to the States to mateh
State dollars spent to combat water pol-
lution. The other is to reassert Congress
commitment to the Nation that we will
do our part, if not lead the way, to re-
storing the purity of our waterways and
shorelines for the health and enjoyment
of this generation of Americans and all
future ones.

Mr. Speaker, I urge approval of this
vital legislation.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. BLatwik) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill 8. 1776, as amended.

The question was taken; and (fwo-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the
rules were suspended and the Senate bill
as amended was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed. (8. 1776).

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
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the request of the gentleman from
Texas?
There was no objection.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had receeded
from its amendments to a bill of the
House of the following title:

HR. 11104. An act to provide for a tem-
porary increase of $10,700,000,000 in the pub=-
lic debt limit and to extend the period to
which this temporary limit applies to
June 30, 1974.

Thus clearing the bill for the Presi-
dent’s signature.

EMERGENCY NATIONAL MAXIMUM
HIGHWAY SPEED LIMIT ACT

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 11372) to conserve energy on the
National System of Interstate and De-
fense Highways, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 11372

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act be cited as the “Emergency National
Maximum Highway Speed Limit Act™,

Sec. 2. The purpose of this Act is to con-
serve fuel during periods of current and im-
minent fuel shortages through the estab-
lishment of a national maximum highway
speed limit.

BEc. 3. After the sixtieth day after the date
of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Transportation shall not approve any project
under section 106 of title 23 of the United
States Code In any State which has (1) a
maximum speed limit on any public high-
way within its jurisdiction in excess of 55
miles per hour, and (2) a speed limit other
than 556 miles per hour on any portion of any
public highway within its jurisdiction which
had a speed limit of 55 miles, or more, per
hour on November 1, 1973, and (3) maxi-
mum speed limits which are not uniformly
applicable to all types of motor vehicles
using a highway, except that a different
speed limit may be established for any ve-
hicle operating under a special permit be-
cause of any weight or dimension of such
vehicle, including any load thereon. Clauses
(2) and (3) of this section shall not apply
to any portion of a highway during such
time that the condition of the highway,
weather, an accident, or other condition
creates a temporary hazard to the safety of
traflic on such portion of a highway.

Sekc. 4. (a) For the purposes of the Act the
terms “highway” and “State” shall have the
same meanings as in section 101 of title 23,
United States Code.

(b) As used In this Act, the term “motor
vehicle” means any vehicle driven or drawn
by mechanical power manufactured pri-
marily for use on public highways, except
any vehicle operated exclusively on a rail or
ralls.

Bec. 5. This Act shall cease to be in effect
(1) on and after the date on which the Pres-
tdent declares that there is not a fuel short-
age requiring the application of this Act, or
(2) on and after June 30, 1875, whichever
date first occurs.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded ?
Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a second.
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The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. Bratnig) will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes and the gentleman
from Eentucky (Mr. SwypeEr) will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. BLATNIK),

Mr, BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this legislation and ask all
of the Members of this body to join in
moving quickly for its passage. It is time
we stopped talking about the energy
problem and started doing something
about it.

This bill is simple. It will cause an
immediate reduction in fuel consumption
and cause a minimum of disruption of
our everday lives.

There are side benefits that this legis-
lation will produce that are uncountable
in fuel, but are priceless in other respects.
No. 1 on the list is savings of lives. It
is commeonly known that fatalities occur
most often at high speeds. It will be a
great step forward just to see that hor-
rible figure of 55,000 deaths per year
start to decrease. It is anybody's guess
how much the savings will be, but every-
one agrees it will be substantial.

This bill should not wait for all the
debate that will ensue with a major en-
ergy bill.

The States need the bill now so we can
have uniformity across the country. I
commend the States who have already
taken action to reduce fuel consumption
by reducing speed limits. For those States
who must change what they have already
done to conform to this bill, I can only
say that it is to their credit to have
moved so fast on their own, and I hope
they welcome this chance for uniformity.

The Subcommittee on Energy has
shown great foresight in moving quickly
with this bill and I compliment its Chair-
man, Jim Howarp of New Jersey, and
ranking minority member, GENE SNYDER
of Eentucky, for their excellent work.

Mr. Speaker, I yield now to the dis-
tinguished and able Chairman of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. Howarp) who took the initi-
?it.ive on this important piece of legisla-

on.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, the legis-
lation before us today concerns a sub-
ject which has been discussed over and
over in recent weeks in respect to the
energy shortage. It is an action which
can stand free and clear of all other
energy proposals because it does not in-
volve foreign policy, the environment,
nuclear energy, or anything else that
have become major concerns in this cur-
rent crises.

This is something that can be done
now without any cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment and can be a major step for-
ward in conserving fuel.

The President in an earlier speech and
his energy message to the Congress urged
a 50-mile per hour national speed limit.
In his latest speech, he has asked for a
two-tiered speed limit calling for 55
miles per hour for intercity buses and
large trucks primarily, semi-trailer types,
and 50 miles per hour for all other ve-
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hicles. In both instances the President
said there would be a savings of about
200,000 barrels of oil per day.

This legislation calls for a uniform
maximum speed for all vehicles of 55
miles per hour on those highways cur-
rently posted at 55 miles per hour and
above.

The Subcommittee on Energy held
hearings on this bill which produced the
most comprehensive body of knowledge
presently available on this subject.

The primary thrust of the bill is for
the conservation of energy. It was also
necessary, however, to come up with the
proper speeds which would not only pre-
sent an optimum of fuel savings, but at
the same time preserve the economic,
safety and public acceptance considera-
tion which would make the bill most
effective. -

It became apparent quite early that
the Governors and the public generally
are in favor, primarily from a safety
standpoint, of a uniform speed for all
vehicles in the traffic stream rather than
a “two-tiered” system of one speed for
automobiles another for large trucks and
buses.

Because of the two different speed pro-
posals advanced by the President in his
two speeches and his plea for immediate
voluntary compliance by the public until
legislation could be enacted there have
been a considerable number of different
actions taken by the States to effect im-
mediate action.

As of the day of our hearing last Tues-
day, nine States had responded to the 50-
mile-per-hour call and set speed limits
at that figure. One State had set a two-
tiered system of 50 miles per hour for
automobiles and 55 for trucks and buses,
one had set 50 for automobiles and 60
for trucks and buses, four had set a uni-
form 55-mile maximum for all vehicles,
some others had varied limits on dif-
ferent types of highways, some have done
nothing, and approximately 14 States
must enact legislation.

Obviously this proliferation of different
limits across the country is very mislead-
ing to the public in general. Testimony
before our subcommittee by the Gover-
nors Conference indicated that they
wanted guidance so that there could be
national uniformity.

The committee in deliberating on this
issue felt that the best balanced ap-
proach is a uniform maximum limit for
all vehicles on all roads.

Because a number of States need leg-
islation to put this act into effect a 60-
day leadtime has been provided to allow
this legislation to be enacted.

I would like to clarify one other item
with respect to speed limits below the 55
miles per hour prescribed in the bill.
The language on page 3 of the report
indicates that highways currently posted
55 miles per hour or less would not be af-
fected. This means speeds less than 55
miles per hour and further it still means
that the speeds will be uniform for all
vehicles. There has been some confusion
on this item and I would like to clarify
that statement at this time.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I join in
the statements of the gentleman from
New Jersey in support of the legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to support
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H.R. 11372, as amended, and to recom-
mend it to my colleagues in the House.

The bill before the House would es-
tablish a maximum speed limit of 55
miles per hour throughout the Nation.
In addition, it would establish at 55 miles
per hour the speed limit of any public
highway which had a 55 miles per hour
or greater speed limit as of November 1,
1973. The statement in the committee
report relative to a State being per-
mitted to set a different speed limit for
a portion of highway that had a 55 miles
per hour speed limit on November 1,
1973, is incorrect. Furthermore, what-
ever speed limit is established must ap-
ply to all types of motor vehicles using
a highway, except for vehicles operating
under special permits because of their
weight or size.

The mandatory 55 miles per hour
speed limit and the requirement for
uniform application of any speed limit
to all types of motor vehicles do not ap-
ply to a portion of a highway when a
temporary hazard to the safety of traffic
on such portion of highway is created
by the condition of the highway, inclem-
ent weather, an accident, or other con-
dition.

The need for action to reduce speed
limits as a means of conserving fuel is,
I believe, manifest. Our committee has
been studying this guestion for a period
of time and, indeed, the basic legislation
upon which action was taken was intro-
duced before we had the benefit of speed
limit recommendations from the Presi-
dent.

As a result of our hearings on the bill
itself, as well as the prior hearings that
were held on energy use and gasoline
shortages, it was clear that a national
speed limit was necessary. Nevertheless,
the Public Works Committee has been
heavily involved in the question of high-
way safety and in the effort to reduce
fatalities and accidents upon the Na-
tion’s highways.

The combination of the desire to con-
serve energy resources with the desire to
save and protect human resources led
the committee to believe that a speed
limit arrangement that would permit a
higher speed limit for heavy trucks than
for passenger automobiles could very well
lead to increased accidents with heavier
fatalities upon the part of the passenger
vehicle occupants. Therefore, the com-
mittee could not in clear conscience rec-
ommend a two-tlered speed system that
would create, in its opinion, a hazard for
the traffic on American highways.

We considered carefully whether to
choose a speed limit of 55 miles per hour
or 50 miles per hour. Frankly, it was a
difficult decision for we recognized that
some experts believe the overall saving
in fuel might be greater at 50 miles per
hour than at 55. Others, apparently, do
not share that opinion. I believe the over-
riding reason for selecting a 55-mile-per-
hour speed limit is the need to encourage
the cooperation of the driving public.
Energy conserving measures must, we
felt, be mandatory. In order to be effec-
tive they must be reasonable. We had
clear testimony that intercity buses and
trucks would consume less fuel at 55
miles per hour than at 50 miles per hour.
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It seemed clear that, if we legislated for
a lower speed limit, voluntary compliance
would be reduced and that, in the long
run, we would defeat the purposes of the
bill.

It became apparent to us that a uni-
form maximum speed limit throughout
the country was a necessity. Permitting
different maximum speed limits in dif-
ferent States or different geographical
regions could only lead to confusion and,
in some cases, to hardships. It seemed to
us unfair to impose or permit to be im-
posed greater burdens on the citizens
of one State than on others. Therefore,
the committee provided for uniform leg-
islation intending to provide one maxi-
mum speed limit throughout the Nation.

I believe that this bill is necessary and
that in its present form it is the most
effective proposal that could be promul-
gated by Congress at this time.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of HR. 11372, a bill to save
200,000 barrels of gasoline a day by man-
dating a national speed limit of 55 miles
per hour.

Though the size of this saving may
seem small, it represents a quantity of
fuel that is desperately needed. In New
England, the shortage of middle distil-
late fuels, which heat 74 percent of the
population, is expected to reach 35 per-
cent or more.

To keep this shortage within manage-
able proportions, it is necessary that
stringent fuel conservation measures be
imposed on the consumption of all pe-
troleum products—and especially gaso-
line.

To give this law some teeth, I also
want—as soon as possible—the imposi-
tion of a tough gas rationing program.
I was out on Interstate Route 495 re-
cently, and I was amazed at the number
of big gas-guzzling monsters with two
people in the front seat on their way to
Florida for the winter.

They were not being crimped by the
gas shortage. And they were not doing
anything to help the situation. But they
were no different from most other Amer-
icans. As long as the gas is available, it is
going to be used up until the pumps are
dry. Well, it is time to turn off the pleas-
ure pump, and get down to the business
of taking this energy crisis seriously.

So I urge the House to enact this bill
without delay. It is a reasonable step
toward energy conservation. It proposes
a reasonable speed limit that will find
public acceptance. With 55 today, we
will have fuel tomorrow.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, as co-
sponsor of H.R. 11372, a bill to conserve
energy by reducing speed on the Nation’s
highways, I rise in support of the bill and
urge its passage.

The measure reflects a number of im-
provements resulting from the hearing
and mark-up process, including a sub-
stantial amount of substitute language
sponsored by Congressman HARSHA,
ranking Republican on the Committee
on Public Works.

The version before us would impose a
maximum speed limit of 55 miles an
hour on all highways in the Nation. It
thus would prohibit a two-tiered system
of differential speed limits for intercity
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buses and heavy-duty trucks—55—and
passenger cars—50—as recommended by
the administration. In addition, it would
require a 55 m.p.h. limit on any stretches
of highway on which the posted limit was
55 or higher on November 1. Enforce-
ment would be reserved to the States, but
the Secretary of Transportation would
have authority to withhold highway
funds from those failing to comply.

I feel this measure is justified on two
grounds. It will save energy and it will
save lives. Admittedly, the data on fuel
economy performance related to the
speed of various categories is not as de-
finitive as we would like. But the ques-
tion is not whether savings will be real-
ized, but how much. Amendments can be
enacted later, if necessary, in light of
actual operating experience. Thus it
merits enactment as an energy conserva-
tion measure.

Also meriting consideration is the po-
tential savings in lives resulting from
lower driving speeds. According to the
American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials’ testimony,
a definite decrease in fatalities is reason-
able to expect. Their testimony cited es-
timates by the National Safety Council
that the likelihood of being killed in a
traffic accident doubles with each in-
crease of 10 miles an hour over 50. In-
cidentally, the AASHTO witness before
our Energy Subcommittee was Robert
H. Whitaker, the very capable New
Hampshire Commissioner of Public
Works and Highways, who has since or-
dered a 55 mile per hour limit on the
State’s interstate system.

The selection of 55 rather than 50 as
a uniform speed recognized the need for
somewhat higher operating speeds of
trucks and buses, and the need for uni-
formity. AASHTO and other witnesses
strongly urged uniformity in the interests
of safety, arguing that a two-tiered sys-
tem would create hazards offsetting any
gains otherwise achieved by lower speeds.
Another aspect is compliance by the pub-
lic, and the degree to which the expe-
rience of being passed by trucks and
buses would be a deterrent to passenger
car drivers’ acceptance of the lower
speeds for themselves.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to support H.R. 11372, as
amended, and to recommend it to my
colleagues in the House.

The bill before the House would estab-
lish a maximum speed limit of 55 miles
per hour throughout the Nation. In ad-
dition, it would establish at 55 miles per
hour the speed limit of any public high-
way which had a 55 miles per hour or
greater speed limit as of November 1,
1973. The statement in the committee
report relative to a State being permitted
to set a different speed limit for a por-
tion of highway that had a 55 miles per
hour limit on November 1, 1973, is incor-
rect. Furthermore, whatever speed limit
is established must apply to all types of
motor vehicles using a highway, expect
for vehicles operating under special per-
mit because of their weight or size.

The mandatory 55 miles per hour
speed limit and the requirement for uni-
form application of any speed limit to
all types of motor vehicles do not apply
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to a portion of a highway when a tempo-
rary hazard to the safety of traffic on
such portion of highway is created by
the condition of the highway, inclement
weather, an accident, or other condition.

The need for action to reduce speed
limits as a means of conserving fuel is, I
believe, manifest. Our commitiee has
been studying this question for a period
of time and, indeed, the basic legislation
upon which action was taken was intro-
duced before we had the benefit of speed
limit recommendations from the Presi-
dent.

As a result of our hearings on the bill
itself, as well as the prior hearings that
were held on energy use and gasoline
shortages, it was clear that a national
speed limit was necessary. Nevertheless,
the Public Works Committee has been
heavily involved in the question of high-
way safety and in the effort to reduce
fatalities and accidents upon the Na-
tion’s highways.

The combination of the desire to con-
serve energy resources with the desire
to save and protect human resources led
the committee to believe that a speed
limit arrangement that would permit
a higher speed limit for heavy trucks
than for passenger automobiles could
very well lead to increased accidents with
heavier fatalities upon the part of the
passenger vehicle occupants. Therefore,
the committee could not in clear con-
science recommend a two-tiered speed
system that would create, in its opinion,
a hazard for the traffic on American
highways.

We considered carefully whether to
choose a speed limit of 55 miles per hour
or 50 miles per hour. Frankly, it was a
difficult decision for we recognized that
some experts believe the overall saving in -
fuel might be greater at 50 miles per
hour than at 55. Others, apparently, do
not share that opinion. I believe the over-
riding reason for selecting a 55-mile-per-
hour speed limit is the need to encour-
age the cooperation of the driving public.
Energy conserving measures must, we
felt, be mandatory. In order to be effec-
tive they must be reasonable. We had
clear testimony that intercity buses and
trucks would consume less fuel at 55
miles per hour than at 50 miles per hour.
It seemed clear that, if we legislated for
a lower speed limit, voluntary compliance
would be reduced and that, in the long
run, we would defeat the purposes of the
bill.

It became apparent to us that a uni-
form maximum speed limit throughout
the country was a necessity. Permitting
diferent maximum speed limits in dif-
ferent States or different geographical
regions could only lead to confusion and,
in some cases, to hardships. It seemed to
us unfair to impose or permit to be
imposed greater burdens on the citizens
of one State than on others. Therefore,
the committee provided for uniform leg-
islation intending to provide one maxi-
mum speed limit throughout the Nation.

I believe that this bill is necessary
and that in its present form it is the
most effective proposal that could be
promulgated by Congress at this time.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker,
while there may be more appropriate
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moments to warn about acting preecipi-
tously in our desire to respond legisla-
tively to the energy crisis, I am con-
strained to issue a note of caution to
my colleagues during our consideration
of HR. 11372, the Emergency National
Maximum Highway Speed Limit Act.
Frankly, I have reservations as to
whether it has been amply demon-
strated that restraints in the form of
uniform speed limits for automobiles,
buses, and trucks will, in the long run,
result in the economy of gasoline con-
sumption. The truckers of the Nation
have expressed their position on this
question, and they may be correct.

In our efforts to deal with the energy
problems, we will be confronted with
legislation that ordinarily would not be
allowed to see the light of day, partic-
ularly those measures which either will
impose excessive Government controls
and regulations over our lives or which
will grant further economic privileges to
those vested special interests that al-
ready receive too favorable a treatment
by Washington. I want to urge my col-
leagues not to allow themselves to bhe
stampeded into approving, under the
guise of responding to the energy crisis,
ill-conceived proposals that we later will
regret.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion of the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. Brarnix) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill H.R. 11372, as
amended.

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

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to conserve energy on the Nation’s
highways.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

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

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

There was no objection.

CONSERVATION OF ENERGY IN
FEDERAL BUILDINGS

Mr. BLATNIE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
11565) to insure that certain buildings fi-
nanced with Federal funds utilize the
best practicable technology for the con-
servation and use of energy, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 11565

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representations of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That as used
in this Act, the term—

(1) “new building” means any building
(other than a privately owned residential
structure) (A) which is to be constructed
or altered by or on behalf of the United
States, or (B) more than 68 per centum of
the net assignable area of which is to be
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leased by the United States after the date of
enactment of this Act after construction or
alteration in accordance with plans or speci-
fications of the United States.

(2) “existing building” means any build-
ing (other than a privately owned residential
structure) which is owned by the United
States or which is leased by the United States
and more than 66 per centum of the net as-
slgnable area of which is used on or after
the date of enactment of this Act by or on
behalf of the United States.

Sec. 2. The Administrator of General Serv-
ices shall develop design criteria for new
buildings providing the best practicable use
and conservation of energy. Such criteria
upon development shall be incorporated into
plans or specifications for new buildings to
be under his custody or control. In develop-
ing design criteria, the Administrator of
General Services shall consider, but not be
limited to: (A) architectural features and
site orientation that will make the most ef-
ficient use of sunlight and other natural
phenomena, (B) insulation and elimination
of excessive fenestration, (C) energy ex-
pended in the manufacture and transporta-
tion of building materials, and (D) new
techniques for energy supply, generation,
and transmission.

Sec. 3. The Administrator of General Serv-
ices shall inventory and examine existing
buildings under his custody or control to
determine what improvements can be made
to insure that these buildings will utilize
the best practicable technology for the con-
servation and use of energy.

Sec. 4. (a) The Administrator of General
Services shall report to the Congress the re-
sults of his survey inventory under section 3
no later than January 1, 1975.

(b) The Administrator of General Serv-
ices shall report to Congress, not later than
January 1, 1975, and from time to time there-
after, on his activities in carrying out sec-
tion 2 of this Act.

Bec. 5. There is authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out section 2 not to exceed
$500,000, to carry out section 3, not to ex-
ceed $5,000,000, and to carry out section 4,
not to exceed $500,000.

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded?

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, all of us
are fully aware of the energy crisis con-
fronting our Nation. We are also well
aware that, if we are to survive this crisis,
a program of energy conservation is nec-
essary.

In the second session of the last Con-
gress, the Special Subcommitiee on
Energy of the Committee on Public
Works, chaired by the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. Howarp) with the rank-
ing minority member from Kenfucky
(Mr, Snyper) held hearings on some of
the energy problems they then felt were
facing this Nation.

They recognized at that time there was
a need to establish a program to con-
serve our Nation's energy and to prepare
for our future needs. Since that time,
the Energy Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Public Works has held further
hearings on the manifold problems of the
energy field.

The bill before us today is one of the
many steps the Energy Subcommittee
will recommend to this body in the fu-
ture to help us work fogether to resoclve
the crisis.
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This bill has, as one of its chief spon-
sors, the gentleman from New Hampshire
(Mr. CrEvELAND) and I would congrat-
ulate him for his work on the legislation.

It is a simple bill, but an essential one.
It insures that certain buildings, financed
with Federal funds, would utilize the best
practical technology for the conserva-
tion and use of energy.

It has the unanrimous support of the
entire Public Works Committee.

At this time, I would yield to the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Energy to
give you further details . f the legislation,
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
HowarDp).

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr, Speaker, may I first take a moment
to thank Chairman Brarnix for the kind
remarks expressed in regard to me and
the Subcommittee on Energy. I would
like to bring to your attention the fact
that it was the foresight of my chairman,
Mr. BraTnik, together with the foresight
of Chairman RoserT JonEs of Alabama,
and of Wrrriam Harsaa of Ohio and the
ranking minority member on the sub-
committee, who made possible the con-
structive efforts of the Subcommittee on
Energy, which efforts are now beginning
to bear fruit. I would also like to take
this opportunity to thank the subcom-
mittee’s ranking minority member, GENE
Swyper of Kentucky, and all the mem-
bers of the subcommittee, for their un-
stinting efforts and active participation
in trying to understand the causes of our
energy crisis and for doing their utmost
to meet the energy crisis head on.

In regard to H.R. 11565, I would like
to point out that its effect will not be as
immediate as the speed limit bill you
considered today. It will be very effective,
however, in enabling energy conservation
over the near term.

H.R. 11565, in summary, authorizes
and directs the Administrator of the
General Services Administration to de-
velop criteria to be incorporated into the
design of new buildings to provide for the
best practicable use and conservation of
energy. He is also directed to inventory
buildings under his custody and control
to determine what improvements can be
made to them to insure that energy will
be conserved and used following the best
practicable technology for the purpose.
In addition, the Administrator is required
to report to Congress the results of his
survey not later than January 1, 1975,
and the results of his development of cri-
teria not later than January 1, 1975, and
from time to time thereafter.

To accomplish these purposes, the bill
authorizes the expenditure of $6 million
which, it is anticipated, will be expended
within the period of fiscal year 1974 and
the following 5 fiscal years.

I would like to bring to your attention
the fact that the General Services Ad-
ministration has already initiated energy
conservation goals which as of a couple
of weeks ago resulted in a 9 percent
reduction in GSA energy usage in the
preceding 3 months as compared to
the same 3-month period of last year.
H.R. 11565 can improve that success im-
measurably.

HR. 11565 is particularly attractive
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because in great part it is seeking ways to
conserve energy by the elimination of
waste rather than by requiring addi-
tional sacrifices from our people. What is
learned by GSA in regard to conserving
energy in buildings will serve as a model
for conserving energy not only within the
Federal Government, but within private
industry as well.

It is to be remembered that energy
shortages are striking at the rest of the
world as well as at the United States. I
believe H.R. 11565 can serve the whole
world and in doing so will contribute to
an additional lessening of the crunch on
our Nation.

For all these reasons, I urge adoption
of HR. 11565.

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

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. VANIK. I would like to ask my
distinguished colleague whether under
section 2 of the legislation, the criteria
“new techniques for energy supply, gen-
eration and transmission” specifically in-
cludes solar energy?

Mr. HOWARD. The language in here
does not limit GSA, and in talking with
GSA and the gentleman from Ohio, I
would like to congratulate them for in
a similar bill introduced by the Com-
mittee on Public Works, it was stated
this would not be limited and solar en-
ergy was discussed quite at length.

Mr. VANIEK. But the gentleman can
assure me that within this language it
is contemplated to have application to
solar energy?

Mr. HOWARD. Absolutely.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I join in
the comments of our distinguished col-
league from New Jersey.

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us is one
that I feel is a very necessary first step
in the development of techniques of the
conservation of energy. There are over
450,000 buildings under Federal control.
Most of these the United States owns
outright, the others it leases. Virtually
all utilize energy in the form of heat, in
the form of light, in the form of elec-
tricity. I believe that in virtually all of
these buildings there is great saving to be
made in the area of efficient utilization of
energy and the conservation of energy
by the reduction of waste.

Homeowners all over the country ap-
preciate the wisdom of this. The Amer-
ican homeowner is examining his home
and is trying to conserve energy by vari-
ous means such as increasing insulation,
installing storm windows, reducing watt-
age of light bulbs, et cetera.

It is encumbent upon the U.S. Gov-
ernment to do no less, As one of the orig-
inal cosponsors of this bill, I suggest that
the U.S. Government examine its build-
ings to inventory what should be done to
them to preserve and conserve energy.

New buildings to be constructed for the
use of the United States should incor-
porate into their plans or specifications
criteria to assure that efficient energy
conservation techniques are followed.

Orginally, the bill as introduced would
have required the Administrator of Gen-
eral Services to inventory all buildings
under the control of the United States.
In committee, we decided that it would
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be wiser at this time to give to the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Ad-
ministration the duty of survey the
buildings that were under his custody or
control. This amounts to some 10,000
buildings. In addition, the Administra-
tor is to develop criteria for public
buildings.

We hope that other committees will
follow our example in enacting a similar
legislation for buildings under their area
of jurisdiction. If they do so, we antici-
pate that they will find the criteria being
developed under this legislation by the
Administrator valuable and useful.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent has urged Americans to turn down
their thermostats 6° in their homes or
apartments and 10° in their offices and
plants. Before this idea is fully accepted,
the Federal Government must set an ex-
ample of energy conservation for the
Nation.

This bill, HR. 11565, is the first step,
and I urge my colleagues to vote its
passage.

And after this bill is passed, I urge
the Members of Congress to enact other
reasonable measures that would afford
significant energy savings.

I would bring to my colleagues’ atten-
tion a House resolution, House Resolu-
tion 716, I introduced recently to urge
the President to order a 4-day workweek
for Federal employees. My resolution also
urges the President to declare Decem-
ber 24 and 31 as energy holidays so
that all Federal buildings could remain
closed for two consecutive 4-day week-
ends. The energy savings from these two
measures would be considerable.

I would also urge the Congress to cuf
out many of the frills and unnecessary
luxuries in the Federal Government.
Limousines is a prime example. I would
limit the number of cars available to
VIP's to 20—and I would make them get
rid of those big black belch-fires that
spend their entire useful life within the
enclave of the Federal triangle.

The Pentagon has 43 limousines. I
would cut that to a handful. Especially
with the military now conscripting 300,-
000 barrels of fuel a day from the civilian
economy. To preach economy, we must
do economy.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, as
original sponsor of this legislation to
conserve energy in Federal buildings, I
rise to urge colleagues’ support for en-
actment of H.R. 11565,

But first I wish to commend my friend
JoHN BLATNIK, chairman of the full Com-~
mittee on Public Works; Jim HOWARD,
chairman of the Energy Subcommittee,
and GENE SNYDER, ranking Republican
on the subcommittee, for the dispatch
with which this bill was scheduled for
hearings and brought to the floor. I also
wish to thank Ken Ggray, chairman of
the Subcommittee on Buildings and
Grounds, for acceding readily to our re-
quest that this measure be handled by
the Energy Subcommittee, and all 15 co-
sponsors of the bill.

Finally, I wish to express appreciation
to my colleague from Ohio (CHARLIE
Vanik), who has exercised real initiative
in the fields of energy conservation and
research, for his testimony in support of
the bill,
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H.R. 11565 represents an attempt to
realize both short- and long-term energy
savings in the design, construection, and
operation of buildings. It recognizes that
the era of energy abundance is over, that
wasteful practices can be curbed for im-
mediate savings, and that even greater
savings can be realized by designing con-
servation into new buildings from
scratch.

I have seen estimates that construc-
tion and operation of manmade struc-
tures account for 30 to 40 percent of the
total energy consumed in this country.
The same authorities estimate that a 25-
percent potential saving would be con-
servative.

Given the degree of waste, of ineffi-
cient energy use, conservation through
measures such as this offers most prom-
ising ways to decrease consumption
while minimizing disruptive effects on
the economy and the standard of living
of the individual citizen.

It is particularly important to apply
this approach to buildings, which once
built and equipped represent a commit-
ment to consumption patterns of long
duration, unlike appliances and automo-
biles. End-use savings realized in elec-
tricity consumption yield multiple econ-
omies in view of the losses in primary
fuels represented by generation and
transmission of electric power.

This bill directs the General Services
Administration to devise the most work-
able application of energy-saving tech-
nology to existing public buildings under
its jurisdiction. As to new construction,
it would require GSA to develop and im-
pose design criteria incorporating energy
savings into the entire process of design,
construction, and operation. Potential
areas of savings here include production
and transportation of building materials,
positioning of buildings for sun exposure,
location and extent of windows, insula-
tion, choice of materials, overall layout
and use of heating, cooling, lighting, and
ventilation.

Its direct impact is limited to GSA, but
I feel it should have an effect govern=-
mentwide. Moreover, it should help
create a conservation consciousness in
purely private construction by innova-
tions in design and operation, creation
of a market for equipment, materials and
techniques, and demonstration of fuel
cost savings in relation to cost of con-
servation measures. It is particularly im-
portant to replace the first-cost mental-
ity with awareness of fuel costs over the
life cycle of the building.

A great virtue of this bill is that it does
not depend on an extensive amount of
research or innovation. In fact, it draws
upon a large body of knowledge already
available within the architectural and
engineering professions. Thus, it will
stimulate introduction of technology al-
ready on the shelf but not introduced
because of the low priority accorded
energy conservation in the recent past.

Furthermore, it should give great im-
petus to commendable initiatives already
undertaken by GSA to put existing
knowledge to work. The agency is design-
ing an energy-conservation building for
Manchester, in my home State of New
Hampshire, and initial design work has
already demonstrated that an initial ob-
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jective of saving 20 percent in compari-
son with other buildings of comparable
function will be far surpassed.

There may well be grounds for enact-
ing other legislation providing further
incentives, such as the tax deductions, to
encourage application of the conserva-
tion methodology devised under this bill.
But experience under it should provide
a solid body of factual information on
which to base further action.

The goal of self-sufficiency in energy,
which the President has termed Project
Independence, will demand much more
of us. The overall effort will include
stepped-up research, other conservation
measures, resource development and en-
ergy-related environmental protection.
Moreover, citizens must do their part in-
dividually by exercising restraint and
saving fuel as to minimize the shortages
and the disruptive effects of measure to
allocate resources.

This bill represents a demonstration
that Government is moving forward to
do its part. Thus, it should offer incentive
to needed conservation by citizens, I urge
colleagues to join in its support.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, the legisla-
tion we are now considering, H.R. 11565,
“Energy Conservation in Public Build-
ings,” is an encouragement: It is encour-
aging that the Public Works Committee
has recognized the important role the
Federal Government can play in initiat-
ing energy conservation designs in office
building construction. I am also pleased
by the gentleman's response—that it is
the intent of the committee that solar
energy be considered in the construction
of Federal office buildings.

Solar energy is the only limitless, non-
polluting energy source we know. It only
makes sense that in these days of fossil
fuel shortage, we work to maximize our
use of the Sun. For every unit of heat
that we harness directly from the Sun,
we are freed from extracting, transport-
ing, refining, and burning one unit of
heat from fossil fuel. The logic is simple,
but we continue to fail to understand
the tremendous potential of solar power.

The technology for utilizing the Sun’s
energy to heat and cool our buildings is
already in our hands. Today, office
buildings in Saginaw, Mich., Langley,
Va., Bethplace, N.¥. Lincoln, Mass.,
and Millbrook, N.Y., are being designed
to rely on the Sun for heating and cool-
ing. In most cases, the use of solar en-
ergy will mean that the fossil fuel needs
of these buildings will be cut from be-
tween 40 to 75 percent.

The major obstacles to the widespread
application of solar heating and cooling
technology are economic and social. But
we can expect that both these obstacles
will rapidly disappear in the near future.
Solar heating and cooling is already eco-
nomically competitive with electric heat-
ing. In the years ahead, as fossil fuel
prices spiral upward, solar technology
will become the most economical and
efficient energy source in most areas of
the country.

A second major obstacle that must be
overcome, however, is public miseduca-
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tion. Most people—including members of
the building industry—are simply un-
aware of the potential benefits of solar
energy. The Federal Government,
through an ambitious program of dem-
onstration projects, could “spread the
word” that solar heating and cooling
equipment can be economical, efficient,
and architecturally attractive.

A more ambitious step could have been
taken in this bill. The legislation could
have required the construction of Fed-
eral buildings to use solar energy to the
maximum extent that it is economical
and efficient. In addition, steps could
have been taken to insure that existing
federally owned and leased buildings be
equipped or “retrofitted” with solar
heating and cooling equipment. I hope
the committee will consider these mat-
ters in future legislation.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion of the gentleman from Minne-
sota (Mr. Brarwik) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, HR.
11565, as amended.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

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

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING CLERK TO RECEIVE
MESSAGES FROM THE SENATE
AND THAT THE SPEAKER BE AU-
THORIZED TO SIGN ENROLLED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
NOTWITHSTANDING ADJOURN-
MENT OF THE HOUSE UNTIL
TUESDAY, DECEMBER 4

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that, notwithstanding the
adjournment of the House until Tues-
day, December 4, the Clerk be author-
ized to receive messages from the Senate,
and that the Speaker be authorized to
sign any enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tions duly passed by the two Houses and
found truly enrolled.

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

There was no objection.

ADDITIONAL LEGISLATIVE
PROGRAM

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

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to announce that motions may be
made to pass the bills S. 2673 and S. 1747,
with amendments to strike out all after
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the enacting clause and insert the text
of the similar House bills passed today
under suspension.

Those bills are: HR. 11710 and H.R.
9437, These may be added to the suspen-
sion list for Tuesday.

DAVID BEN-GURION

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr, PODELL. Mr. Speaker, the people
of Israel are still in mourning for the
hundreds of young men who fell in the
recent war. Their death has been a bit-
ter loss. Saturday morning Israel suffered
a new blow with the death of David Ben-
Gurion, one of her founding fathers and
her first Premier. But our grief at his
passing is not mingled with bitterness,
only regret that he died before the peace
that he had struggled so long for was
achieved. For Ben-Gurion's life was one
of great fulfillment; perhaps more than
any other person he was responsible for
the achievement of Theodore Herzl's
dream, the creation of a free Jewish
State in Palestine.

He arrived in Palestine in 1905, at the
age of nineteen; and in the course of al-
most 70 years of service, he and his com-
rades built a small fledgling community
into a great and independent nation. Nor
was he simply a political and military
leader, though he saw his country
through two wars as well as years of
struggle before the State even existed. He
was a pioneer of great vision attempting
to create a new social order and a new
relationship between the people and
their land, leaving the ways of the old
country behind them.

The high point of his career was the
proclamation of independence in 1948
but even after the war of independence
was won he had no illusions that any of
his battles were over. Not the battle for
independence, not the battle for social
justice, and not the battle to reclaim the
land. All of these are still ongoing more
than 25 years later. But his faith and
his accomplishments give us our hope for
the future. There is a Jewish tradition
that truly righteous people die on the
Sabbath and surely Ben Gurion was one
of the shining lights of our generation.

Perheps his vision for Israel was best
expressed through his love for the Negev,
the barren desert that comprises south-
ern Israel and more than half the land
area of the newly created State. It was
here he made his home, it was here he
was buried, and it was in the reclama-
tion of the Negev that he not only fore-
saw but began the fulfillment of the
Biblical prophecy: “For the Lord has
had mercy on Zion, He has taken pity on
her ruined places, He will make her des-
ert like Eden and her wilderness like the
garden of God.”

CASTRO CONTINUES HOSTILITY
TOWARD UNITED STATES
(Mr. FASCELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, in re-
cent months there has been increasing
speculation in the press and elsewhere
about the desirability of changing pres-
ent U.8. policy toward Cuba. Two rela-
tively minor incidents in the last several
weeks lead me to the opposite conclusion,
since they underscore once again the
Castro Government’s hostility toward
this country and our own citizens.

In one incident a private U.S. aircraft
strayed off course, apparently as a re-
sult of a faulty navigation system. After
some delay the plane, its crew and pas-
sengers, were released but not before
Cuban officilals had exacted $11,000 in
repairs, landing fees, and other costs.
The other costs were what Cuba says it
cost to have two Mig fighters escort the
errant U.S. aircraft to a Cuban airfield.
While I hope that Cuba will abandon this
ill-advised policy, if that country per-
sists in this sort of policy I would hope
that various U.S. agencies which are
called on at various times to intercept or
assist Cuban vessels or aircraft will make
certain that the same kind of policy is
applied to Cuba which she applies to us.

The second incident, which is much
more outrageous, involves the holding
of a 20-year-old U.S. seaman, Ralph
Brembt, for ransom. He has been in
Cuban hands for 3 months since a yacht
on which he was serving as a crew mem-
ber sank near Cuba. He and two other
crewmen, both British subjects, were res-
cued by Cubans but Cuba refuses to al-
low Brembt to return to the United
States until the yacht’s owner forks over
$6,000 to pay for the alleged rescue costs
of the yacht's crew. The owner paid
$2,800 for earlier repair for the boat but
now is either unwilling or unable to pay
the rest of the ransom Castro demands.
While the two British seamen have been
released, Mr. Brembt is being kept in
Cuba for the crime of having been a crew
member on a vessel in distress.

Earlier this year Cuba joined the
United States in an accord aimed at end-
ing aircraft hijacking. At that time many
hoped that the agreement signalled a
change in Cuban policy and a new will-
ingness to respect international legal
standards and the traditional role of
comity in international relations. It is
now clear that such hopes for improved
relations were ill-conceived.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
173—RELATING TO THE U.S. FISH-
ING INDUSTRY

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

Mr. VANIE. Mr. Speaker, as a former
member of the Merchant Marine and
Pisheries Committee, I share the con-
cern of many Members about the health
of the American fishing industry, par-
ticularly in the North Atlantic.

In 1962, the Congress passed Public
Law 87-794, the Trade Expansion Act
of 1962. Included in that legislation, is a
section on conservation of fishery re-
sources, which reads as follows:

Upon the convocation of a conference on
the use or conservation of international fish-
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ery resources, the President shall, by all ap-
propriate means at his disposal, seek to per-
suade countries whose domestic fishing prac-
tices or policles affect such resources, to
engage in negotiations in good faith relating
to the use or conservation of such resources.
If, after such efforts by the President and
by other countries which have agreed to en-
gage in such negotiations, any other coun-
try whose conservation practices or policies
affect the interests of the United States and
such other countries, has, in the judgment of
the President, failed or refused to engage in
such negotiations in good faith, the President
may, if he is satisfied that such action is
likely to be effective in Inducing such coun-
try to engage in such negotiations in good
faith, increase the rate of duty on any fish
(in any form) which is the product of such
country, for such time as he deems neces-
sary, to a rate not more than 50 percent above
the rate existing on July 1, 1934,

This provision would surely seem to
apply to several of the countries which
have been ravaging our fisheries and de-
pleting the fishery resources immediately
off our coasts. In a letter of September 6,
1973, I asked the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration why this
provision was not being used. The reply
letter from Administrator White indi-
cates some of the very severe difficulties
which the United States has experienced
in obtaining cooperation in fishery con-
servation. Mr. White also indicated that
the administration did not want to use
the section of the trade bill giving the
President authority to raise tariff rates
50 percent above the old Smoot-Hawley
rates of 1934. It is claimed that these
small tariff rates would make little
difference.

Mr. Speaker, the column 2 tariff rates
on fish are low. But the application of
these rates and even an increase in their
level could provide some relief—some
real, significant relief to our fishermen.
I would hope that all of us concerned
about the conservation of these natural
resources would continue to urge the
application of section.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like fo
point out that we will soon be asked to
consider a new trade bill—one which
makes even larger grants of authority to
the adminstration. I would hope that all
of us could consider how seldom the ad-
ministration uses provisions of present
law designed to protect American re-
sources and workers, before we extend
new powers and new authorities.

The latter from Administrator White,
as well as the tariff schedule for fresh,
chilled, or frozen fish is as follows:

NaTioNaL OCEANIC AND
ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION,
Rockville, Md.
Hon. CHARLES A VANIE,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mer. Vawix: This is in response to
your letter of September 6, 1973, asking if we
are using Section 257 paragraph (1) of the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 (Public Law
87-794), which amends Part I of Title III of
the Tariff Act of 1930 by adding “Section
323, Conservation of Fishery Resources,” to
encourage foreign countries that are mem-
bers of the International Commission for the
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (ICNAF) to
comply with or cooperate with the United
States in the development of a "comprehen-
sive multilateral management program’ for
the fisheries resources off our Atlantic coast.
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As you point out, this section of the law
relates to action on import dutles the Presi-
dent may take to induce countries whose
conservation practices or policies affect the
interests of the United States to engage in
good faith negotiations concerning the con-
servation of international fishery resources.

Rates of duty on fish imports from such
countries that fall to engage in such nego-
tiations in good falth may be Increased to
& rate not more than 50 percent above the
rate existing on July 1, 1934,

The members of the International Com-
mission for the Northwest Atlantic Fish-
eries are Bulgaria, Canada, Denmark, France,
the Federal Republic of Germany, Iceland,
Italy, Japan, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Ro-
mania, Spain, the US.8R., and the United
Kingdom, as well as the United States.

The meetings of the Commission are con-
cerned with the development of international
conservation programs for the fishery re-
sources of the Northwest Atlantic Ocean and
would appear to be the kind of meeting for
which the provisions of law noted above
might be invoked.

A difficulty, however, is that most fishery
products, other than those canned products
subject to ad valorem duty, had very low
rates of duty in 1934 amounting to only a
few cents a pound. (These are illustrated
in column 2 of the enclosed Tariff Schedules
of the U.S. Annotated, Schedule 1.—Animal
and Vegetable Products, Part 3—Fish and
Shellfish.) :

In these circumstances, action to increase
rates of duty on fishery products 50 percent
above the 1934 rate would have minimum
effect on ICNAF member countrles, other
than Norway which would be concerned
about the rate of duty because of its canned
sardine shipments to the United States, and
Japan which would be concerned because
of its sale of canned tuna. However, Nor-
way is not conducting fisheries off our North
Atlantic coast, and the fisheries of Japan in
this area are quite limited.

The fisheries off our Atlantic coast of prin-
cipal concern to us are those carried out by
the distant-water European fishing countries,
particularly the Soviet-bloe countries. These
are the developed maritime countries with
extensive interests in the ocean that have
a major stake in maintaining a significant
degree of international cooperation in the
management of ocean affairs. They are aware
that the direction taken at the new Law of
the Sea Conference scheduled to convene
late this year and begin substantive sessions
next year will have a major influence on their
future activities.

United States Delegates to ICNAF meet-
ings have made clear that fallure to find
solutions to fisheries conservation problems
in international bodles such as ICNAF must
inevitably have a direct bearing on the new
framework for managing fisheries that
will emerge from the Law of the Sea Confer-
ence. This point was clearly made in the
Opening Address to the ICNAF Annual Meet-
ing in Washington, D.C., May 25, 1972, by
the Under Secretary of Commerce, a copy of
which is enclosed. Also enclosed is a copy of
a statement the Secretary of Commerce
issued immediately prior to the 1973 ICNAF
Annual Meeting pointing out that failure
to develop effective conservation measures
within ICNAF would lead to reconsideration
of United States participation in the Com-
mission.

That other ICNAF member counfries are
aware of the seriousness of the situation,
was indicated when they proposed a Special
Meeting of the Commission in October 1973
to consider further the issues that could
not be resolved at the Annual Meeting in
June 1973.

At the special Meeting of ICNAPF In Ottawa,
October 15-19, 1973, agreement was reached
on & 3-year program which is pledged to al-
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low the stocks to recover to a level that
would produce the maximum sustainable
vield. Agreement was also reached on a gear
restriction that will keep almost all foreign
hottom trawls out of the relatively shallow
waters off southern New England for 6
months of the year. This will be of direct
benefit to American fishermen since the for-
cign bottom trawls in this area cause them
competitive disadvantage and a loss of spe-
cies which are important to the American
market.

The agreement calls for an overall catch
limitation in 1974 of 923,900 metric tons,
going down to 850,000 metric tons in 1975. In
1976 the ICNAF regulation will require this
limitation to be set at a catch which will
allow the biomass to recover to a level which
will produce the maximum sustainable yield.
The 923,900 ton figure in 1974 may be com-
pared to overall catches of the specles In
question of 1,144,700 in 1871, 1,188400 in
1972, and a projected catch of about the same
this year.

Individual allocations of these overall
quotas were made which will permit the
United States and Canada increased catches
in 1974 over the 1972 catch and the projected
catch for 1973. At the same time, all nine
distant-water fleets which received individ-
ual allocations will be permitted 1974 catches
less than their 1972 catches and projected
1973 catches. A press release summarizing
the results of the meeting is enclosed.

As we indicated in our letter of August 16,
concerning ICNAF matters, we are deter-
mined to continue to work to establish an
effective international framework for the pro-
tection of American fisheries interests.

We appreclate your interest in these criti-
cal questions concerning the protection and
conservation of North Atlantic fisheries re-
sources.

Sincerely,
RoperT M. WHITE,
Administrator.

TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES
ANNOTATED (1972)

SCHEDULE 1.—ANIMAL AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTS—
PART 3.—FISH AND SHELLFISH

I.I:'its Rates of duty

Articles

quan-
tity 1 2

Part 3.—Fish and
Shellfish
Part 3 headnote:

1. The term
““fish"", as used in
this part, does not
include shellfish, or
whales or other
mammals. This part
covers only fish and
shelifish, live or
dead, fit for human
consumplion.

2. In subparts A
and B of this part,
the term “‘whether
or not whole'
means if whole, or
if processed by re-
moval of heads, fins
viscera, scales,
skins, or bones, o
by ﬁtfe‘hng. division
into piecss, or other
cutting or s'icing
operaticns, but not
minced or ground.

3. In subparts C
and D of this part,
the term “in oii""
means packed in
added oil or fat, or
in added oil or fat
and other sub-
stances, whether
such oil or fat was
introduced at the
time of packing or
prior thereto.
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110.10

Stat.
Sut-
fix

Articles

Units
of
quan-

tity

Rates of duty

1

2

4. Live fish and
shelifish imported to
be used for pur-
poses other than
human consump-
tion are covered by
item 190.45 (see
part 15F of schedule
1) and certain other
fish and shellfish
products are
covered by parts 14
and 15 of schedule
)

Suhpart A.—Fish,
Fresh, Chilled,
or Frozen

Subpart A headnote:

1. In item 110.50 of
this subpart, “appar-
ent consumption”
shall be the sum of
(a) the production in
the United States of
fresh and frozen
fillets, steaks, and
sticks of the named
fish- as defined on
Oct. EDe,dIQbH,hnnd as
reports the
Urﬁ?ed éta‘ljes Fish
and Wildlife Service,
(b) the quantity of
such fillets, steaks,
and sticks entered
into the United States
free of duty under
the provisions for
“products of Ameri-
can fisheries' in part
15 of schedule |, and
(c) the quantity of
the named fish en-
tered into the United
States and provided
for in items 110,50 or
110.55.

Fish, fresh, chilled, or
frozen, whether or
not whole, but not

otherwise prepared|

or preserved:
Sea herring, smelts
and tuna____.__..
Smelts__....
Tuna:
Albacore
Yellowfin:
Whole fish______
Eviscerated fish:
Head-on_...__..
Head-off_

cessed by re-
moval of heads,
viscera, fins, or
any combination
thereof, but not
otherwise

Fresh-water
fish:

Pike, pickerel,
and pike
perch (in-
cluding ko)

llow pike).

La{: tmu'r.....

Other trout. ...

h 4
hake, pollock,
shad, E:d

sturgeon.....

110.30
110.33
110. 35

110. 36

110. 40

Articles

Units,
of
quan-
tity

Rates of duty

1

2

Halibut and

Mackerel:
Fresh or chilled.

Frozen.......--

Swordfish:
Fresh or chilled.

Frozen. ....---

I Emduuls of
uba (except
Atlantic ocean
perch (rose-
fish) and
totoaba or
white sea

Scaled (whether
or not heads,
viscera, fins, or
any combination
thereof have
been removed),
but not other-
wise processed:

In bulk or in
immediate
containers
weighing with
their contents
over 15 pounds

Other. .-~

Skinned and
boned, whether
or not divided
into pieces, and
frozen into
blocks each
weighing over
10 pounds, im-
ported to be
minced, ground,
or cut info
pieces of uni-
form weights
and dimensions.

Otherwise proc-
essed (whether
or not ds,
viscera, fins,
scales, or any
combination
thereof have

polleck, and
Atlantic ocean
perch (rose-
fish):

For an aggre-
gate quantity
entered in
any calendar
year of 15,-

000

pounds, or
not morethan
a quantity
ual to 159
the aver-
age aggregale
apparent an-
con-
sumption of
such fish dur-
ing the 3 cal-
endar years
immediatel

preceding the

2¢ per
Ib
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Units| Rates of duty
of

quan-
tity 1 2

year in which
he imported
fish are en-
ever quanti
is greater,
which total
quantity not
over 1{ shall
be entered
during the
first 3
months, not
over 3¢ dur-
ing the first 6
months, and
not over 3§
during the
first 8 months
of that year...

Atlantic ocean

[ e
Cusk, haddock,
hake, and

pollock ...
Other....-aeu--|

Atlantic ocean
perch (rose-
fish

hake, and
pollock :
Fresh or
chilled. ...

Yellow perch._ - ..

U1 e

Fresh-water
fish:

ish:

Pike, pickerel,
and 1?9
perch (in-
cluding yel-
fow pike)..--

24

28 Other_.___.--

Flatfish, except
halibut:

33

37
40
50
6 Othes- ...

FUEL SHORTAGES PLACE GREATER
BURDEN ON GENERAL AVIATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Kansas (Mr. SHRIVER) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, the an-
nouncement over the weekend of revi-
sions in previously declared fuel alloca-
tions for general aviation represented a
step in the right direction, and recognizes
the vital role which this segment of air
transportation assumes in our national
economsy.

Much of my time during the past week
has been devoted to seeking correction of
the ill-advised initial allocation cuts an-
nounced by President Nixon on Sunday,
November 25. I was pleased, therefore, by
the White House response to my demands
for a reevaluation of the planned fuel
cufs.

The overall fuel reduction, now revised
from 42.5 to 25 percent, represents a
more equitable allocation for general

aviation. The modified allocations are
from 20 to 15 percent reduction for the
air taxi, agricultural, and industrial ap-
plications; from 40 to 25 percent reduc-
tion for business flying; and from 50 to
35 percent reduction for personal and
instructional flying.

There are too many people, in and out
of Government, who do not understand
the importance of general aviation to our
air transportation system and to the
overall welfare of this Nation.

General aviation certainly is not the
villain insofar as fuel consumption is
concerned in this country. The respon-
sible leadership of the general aviation
industry recognizes the gravity of the
current energy shortage and has worked
willingly and closely to implement neces-
sary conservation measures. It also
should be noted that general aviation
uses only 6 percent of total civil and mili-
tary aviation fuels, both kerosenes and
gasolines. This important segment of the
air transportation industry stands ready
to play its part in the energy crisis—but
it certainly should not be destroved by
unfair and inequitable fuel allocations.

Mr. Speaker, the air transportation
role of general aviation will increase not
decrease in the coming months as a re-
sult of the Nation’s fuel shortages.

Major commercial airlines are an-
nouncing drastic cuts in airline services
due to the fuel shortages. These service
reductions will place an additional bur-
den on general aviation. Many smaller
communities across the Nation, including
my own State of Kansas, are dependent
upon the services of general aviation and
this dependence will grow.

In recent years we have seen the de-
centralization of many large industries
and businesses into small towns and
cities. This is especially true in Kansas
where we have welcomed a number of
mew businesses and industries. These
businesses have come to rely on the busi-
ness airplane and the services of com-
muter and taxi airlines, flying smaller
planes, as an essential part of their
everyday conduct of business and their
productivity.

Seventy percent of all general aviation
is for business and commereial purposes
with some 38,000 turbine-powered air-
craft operated by businesses. General
aviation today is carrying about one of
every three air passengers on intercity
flights each year and 60 percent of those
carried are between communities not
served by the airlines.

There is no doubt in my mind of the
importance of general aviation in the
improvement of our national economy,
in maintaining the stability of smaller
communities and rural areas, in better-
ing our own balance of payments and
trade picture.

As the elected representative of the
Fourth Congressional District of Kansas
which is recognized as the heart of the
general aviation manufacturing indus-
try, I have given first priority to the
health and vitality of this key segment
of the Kansas economy. There must be
continued vigilance and attention to as-
sure fair and equitable treatment of
general aviation whether it involves to-
day’s urgent problem of fuel allocation,
or other related issues including user
fees, airport development, trust fund dis-
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tributions, or other Government-imposed
regulations.

The jobs of thousands of workers are
involved here; but the national economy
is also affected when adverse actions are
taken in regard to general aviation.

It is important that the administration
and my colleagues in the Congress be
fully informed of the role of general
aviation. It is my intention to continue
to tell the story of general aviation.

THE PLIGHT OF SMALL, PRIVATE
COLLEGES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gent]q-
man from Illinois (Mr. RAILSBACK), is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RAILSBACEK. Mr. Speaker, I am
taking this opportunity today to express
my concern over the plight of small, pri-
vate, liberal arts colleges in this coun-
try. The financial pressures on these in-
stitutions of higher learning have been
devastating, if not insurmountable, in far
too many cases.

This was proven true for Shimer Col-
lege of my home State of Illinois. Located
in Mount Carroll, Carroll County, Ill.,
slightly over 100 miles from Chicago,
Shimer College has merited much praise
during its 120-year life. With its small
enrollment, very selective and highly
competitive terms have been applied to
Shimer’s admissions policy. Its curricu-
lum is innovative and experimental.

Mr. Speaker, it was therefore with a
deep sense of regret that I learned
Shimer College will, according to the
trustees, cease to exist on December 31,
1973. The passing of any institution
means the possible loss of its tradition
and history, and a definite loss for its
potential for further service to its stu-
dents and the surrounding community.

The experience of Shimer College in
the past decade presents in a microcosm
the interaction of the pressures influenc-
ing, in varying degrees, all of the small,
private, liberal arts institutions in this
country. According to an article in the
Chicago Tribune of November 18, 1973,
Shimer College was operating with a
deficit of over $200,000 in 1963, but was
able to reduce that deficit to $80,000 by
1967. The 1960's have been termed the
“‘golden years” in higher education, and
it appears that Shimer College shared
higher education’s good fortune at least
in the middle of that decade.

Unfortunately, by 1971, the deficit had
reached beyond half a million dollars, To
keep solvent, Shimer College borrowed.
But with the costs of running a college
rising constantly due to inflation, Shimer
College was never able to catch up. The
1973-74 budget really highlighted the
problem. To meet its expected expenses
of approximately $1.3 million, the ad-
ministrators of Shimer College projected
that approximately 40 percent of that
total would have to come from tuition
and fees, 24 percent from room and board
fees, and 36 percent from gifts. It is
critical to note that over 64 percent of
Shimer’s expected income was to be de-
rived from its student population. That
dependence upon the student body
proved a large part of Shimer’s closing,
because the 1973-74 enrollment fell be-
low its projected level. Much of the col-
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lege's expenditures were already com-
mitted in the form of salaries, and physi-
cal plant maintenance costs. In light of
those fixed costs, the reduction in in-
come, and the soaring deficit, the trus-
tees of Shimer College announced they
would have to close the school.

That which will soon come to pass in
Mount Carroll, I11., is a very real part of
the bleak future which will await many
other small, liberal arts colleges. What
are the facets of their situation?

As in the ecase of Shimer College, in-
flation takes and will continue to take a
substantial portion of any budget.
Significantly, the rate of inflation is an
element over which the institution has
very little control.

All private institutions of higher edu-
cation evince a dependence on income
from students. According to statistics
released by the National Center for
Educational Statistics of the Office of
Education, in the 1969-70 school year,
34.7 percent of the current-fund revenue
of private institutions came from student
tuition and fees. That compares to only
12.6 percent for public institutions. The
difference, of course, is made up by the
State governments. The implements of
this difference in revenue sources is
found primarily in the gap between tui-
tions charged at public and private in-
stitutions. The National Center for Edu-
cational Statistics computes the average
1973-74 tuition of public instifutions at
$412 and that of private institutions at
$2,044.

In the competition for students, on a
purely monetary basis, public colleges
have a distinct edge over their private
counterparts. David Trivette, a research
associate for the Educational Resources
Information Center Clearing House on
Higher Education, argues that:

Small private institutions are severely hit
because their drawing power is limited, they
can scale down operations only so far (and
still call themselves a college), and each
student loss shrinks income.

The fortunes of these private institu-
tions are increasingly tied to student en-
rollment and to their ability to use
internal resources more efficiently. A 1973
study by the American Council on Edu-
cation of enrollments reveals how
poorly the private school has fared in the
competition for students. In 1950, the
student population was evenly divided
between public and private institutions.
By 1960, the public schools claimed 59
percent of the student population, and,
by 1965, the gap had increased to 66 per-
cent for public schools, and, a shrinking
34 percent for private schools. In 1972,
only 26 percent of the American student
body was enrolled in private institutions.

Steep inflation and i enroll-
ments are the reality with which each
small private college must deal. What
are the means to meet this reality?
Either costs must be reduced or income
increased, or a combination of both.

Reducing costs is neither simple nor
easy for these institutions. The problem
is compounded by the experience of
higher education in the 1960’s. Colleges
and universities, blessed with rising en-
rollments and spectacular increases in
gavernment assistance, expanded their
horizons and enlarged their aspirations.
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Also, a new sense of responsibility was
infused on higher education, Much em-
phasis was placed on research, particu-
larly in the sciences, and, as a result,
some parts of the universities and col-
leges gained a dominance over others.
Then, with the decline in the rate of Gov-
ernment support and the dramatic prob-
lems which beset the institutions of
higher education during the latter part
of the decade, many institutions found
themselves overextended. If able to re-
cover, these schools will have to reevalu-
ate their role in their communities and
in the educational arena. For some, they
will have to eliminate expenditures. Yet,
one is then brought face to face with the
statement of Shimer College President
Robert Spencer Long, as quoted in the
Chicago Tribune, that—

We had run lean so long there was just
no place to cut back.

Rethinking priorities and eliminating
financial “deadwood” is not the solution
for the Shimer Colleges of America.

Increasing income proffers some re-
lief, yet what are the ramifications of
such a proposal? There are two key ways,
among several, of increasing income—
raise tuition and fee rates, and increase
enrollments.

Helen Shell, a research associate of the
ERIC Clearing House, having analyzed
the effects of a rise in tuition and fees,
is not convinced of this approach. As
tuition is raised a new layer of students
needing financial aid is uncovered. Some
of those students will be forced to drop
out, others will decline acceptance, and
the number of applications may fall sub-
stantially. In that case, an institution
would be caught trying to meet its fixed
costs with a reduced income. Raising tui-
tion rates also works against private
schools in their competition for students
with public schools.

Increasing enrollments, although gen-
erative of new income, is beyond the ca-
pacity of some small schools. The 1971
Carnegie Commission study of the fu-
ture of higher education, “New Students
and New Places,” suggested minimum
enrollment sizes for institutions of vari-
ous types in order to reach a state of op-
erational efficiency. A minimum enroll-
ment size of 1,000 was set for liberal arts
colleges. The Commission recognized
that many complex factors are at work
in determining the actual size of any in-
stitution and that for some institutions
too much would be sacrificed if they were
to strive to achieve a minimum enroll-
ment size. The Commission also took note
of those small, private schools largely
dependent upon tuition as a source of
income. Delineating the cycle of raising
tuition costs to meet increased expendi-
tures resulting in a decrease in ability to
attract students, the Commission added
that expanding enrollment also meant
that endowment income per student was
likely to decline. This would force the
institution to depend even more on tui-
tion to meet costs per student. The Com-
mittee for Economic Development pro-
posed last month that an increase in tui-
tion charged at public institutions would
make private ones more competitive.
This, it was suggested, would help re-
verse the enrollment trend away from
private schools, thereby bringing in more

39265

tuition and fees. The proposal has drawn
fire from many experts for its effects
upon the accessibility of public schools
to the general community. It has also
been suggested that the private institu-
tions expand their definition of a stu-
dent and institute new programs of adult
and continuing education. This would
not only increase tuition revenue hut
make more efficient use of the physical
plant.

Despite all of these difficulties with in-
creasing enrollment, it has been con-
cluded by some that any funds derived
from an expansion of student enrollment
will no longer be able to raise income to
the level of expenditure. Some of these
analysts suggest that these institutions
should make increased and more efficient
use of their resources. Yet we have seen
that this is not a solution for all prob-
lems.

Earl F. Cheit, a program officer of the
Ford Foundation, wrote in a 1973 study
for the Carnegie Commission, “The New
Depression in Higher Education—Two
Years Later,” that many institutions
have been looking to Washington for
help out of the financial morass in which
they find themselves. The Education
Amendments of 1972 with some programs
affecting higher education raised some
hopes. But, according to Mr. Cheit, the
amendments did not offer a “coherent
strategy” of Federal aid to higher edu-
cation. In his study, Mr. Cheit goes on
to analyze the prospects of increased
State aid, and finds that the proportion
of State budgets intended for higher edu-
cation is no longer increasing, and that,
in two-thirds of the States the propor-
tion is actually decreasing.

It is sad, but true, that it is almost im-
possible for colleges like Shimer to meet
the financial demands being placed upon
them. An analyst William W. Jellema,
claimed, in a Wall Street Journal article
of September 13, 1973, that the future
is not secure for most private schools.
The elimination of private schools was
running at a rate of one school per week
in 1972 according to one source.

It is much too important for the future
of higher education in this country to
ignore the death of an institution of the
stature of Shimer College and to be un-
aware of the forces which are bringing
about its demise.

I have today addressed myself to some
of the critical pressures in higher edu-
cation and to the difficulties involved in
attempting to alleviate these pressures.
The burden is heavy, particularly for
schools like Shimer College, and, despite
the desire on the part of all segments
of society, there are no ready or easy
solutions to the large gap between ex-
penditures and income. Congressman
Kemp and I have discussed this particu-
lar situation at Shimer, and, as are all
Members, are distressed we have no an-
SWer.

e

PUBLIC FINANCING OF ELECTIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL) is
recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, in the
House, we have been very concerned with
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Senate efforts to subvert our rules by
forcing a public financing of elections
bill on us. In the Senate the public fi-
nancing oratory has concentrated on the
nonissues. In this whole mess, almost no-
body is asking critical questions about
the profound changes that public fi-
nancing will make in our election
processes.

One person has asked some of the diffi-
cult questions. David Broder, in a piece
in the Washington Post of December 2,
listed some of the sweeping changes pub-
lic financing will bring to the political
scene. In Mr. Broder's words, the “con-
sequences have barely been examined in
the brief congressional debate.” The
newspaper article follows:

ErecTioN FuNp Bt Wourn Bring SHIFT
TO POLITICAL SCENE

(By David S. Broder)

The campaign finance provisions that sen-
ators want to attach to the debt ceiling bill
would cause the biggest change in American
politics since the application of the one man-
one vote doctrine to virtually all elections,

By providing public financing for presiden-
tial campaigns and drastically reducing the
role of private contributors, the legislation
would eliminate what many political partici-
pants and observers contend is the largest
source of corruption in American politics.

But if the measure becomes law, it would
do many other things as well—and those
consequences have barely been examined in
the brief congressional debate,

The main purpose of the legislation—and
its most predictable effect—would be to re-
duce the dependence of the candidates on
specific large contributors and to reduce the
influence of those contributors on the can-
didates.

Although much of the impetus for the bill
came from the Watergate case and its revela-
tions of illegal corporate contributions to the
Nixon ecampaign, politicians know that no
party or ideology has a monopoly on big
glvers.

Issue-oriented liberals, labor organizations
and “peace’ groups have assembled funds for
presidential hopefuls in recent years that ap-
proach, if they do not match, corporate or
conservative kitties.

Nonetheless, the votes by which the amend-
ment was passed in the Senate had a marked
partisan and ideological coloration. Most
Democrats and most liberals in both parties
supported public financing; most Repub-
licans and most conservatives in both partles
voted against it.

The presumption that liberals and Demo-
crats would benefit from the change is
strengthened by the realization that money is
just one of the sources of influence on a poli-
tical contest. If access to large sums is elimi-
nated as a potential advantage for one can-
didate or party by the provision of equal pub-
lic subsidies for all, then the election out-
come will likely be determined by the ability
to mobilize other forces.

The most important of these other factors
are probably manpower and publicity. Legis-
lation that eliminates the dollar influence
on polities automatically enhances the in-
fluence of those who can provide manpower
or publicity for the campaign.

That immediately conjures up, for Repub-
licans and conservatives, a picture of the
union boss, the newspaper editor and the
television anchor-man—three individuals to
whom they are rather reluctant to entrust
their fate—electing the next President.

Whether this shift would, in fact, work
systematically to the benefit of Democrats
and liberals remains to be seen. But there is
little question that the premium on a can-
didate who is telegenic, who has good press
relations and who has access to large num-
bers of volunteer workers would increase.
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Many presidential hopefuls with minimal
labor support (like Barry Goldwater and
George McGovern) have been able to recruit
masses of volunteers, but the big membership
of the unions and their well-developed re-
cruiting and subsidizing techniques may give
the union leaders’ favorites a larger advan-
tage than they have previously enjoyed in
presidential politics.

While public financing’s relative effects on
labor, business and the press may be debat-
able, there is little dispute that one institu-
tion would become vastly more powerful in
its influence on campaigns—the government
itself.

The pending provision calls for appropria-
tion of sufficlent funds to fill the gap be-
tween the spending ceilings and the amount
raised by a voluntary check-off on income
tax return.

Appropriations are of course, subject to
political pressures from Congress and the
President. They may be delayed, reduced or
even vetoed. Critics of public financing have
warned that incumbent politiclans of either
party—in the White House or Congress—
should not be given the power to decide how
much the President’s challenger will be able
to spend.

Proponents of public financing say they
are aware of the risk, but believe that Con-
gress and the President will act responsibly
and not coke off funds for an opponent.

Other questions imbedded in the legisla-
tion are a matter of debate among the hand-
ful of people who have analyzed the bill's
effects, but have not yet reached public dis-
cussion, Here are some of them:

What is the effect of subsidizing presiden-
tial primary campaigns on the kind of nomi-
nees chosen? An innovation in the leglsla-
tion is the provision of matching grants from
the Treasury for contributions of $100 or less
to contenders in the presidential primaries.
To qualify, a candidate would have to raise
the first $100,000 in units of less than $100
himself. After that, he would be subsidized
up to a spending limit.

Advocates argue that this would open the
presidential field to candidates who are not
wealthy themselves or who lack wealthy
sponsors, increasing the voters’' choice and
reducing the influence of money on presiden-
tial politics.

Critics point out that it would also have
the effect of encouraging more candidates,
and that, in large, multi-candidate primsary
flelds, the winner can easily be an extreme
advocate of some emotional position who
can “win"” with as little as one-third of the
total vote.

What is the effect on the party system?
The legislation says the federal subsidy will
go to “any political committee” designated
by the candidate to receive funds. The pro-
vision was designed, its proponents say, to
fix personal responsibility on the candidate
for the way his money is spent,

Crities of the bill contend that It will
sever whatever fragile bonds now exist be-
tween the presidential candidate and his
party. They note that if it had been in
effect in 1972, Mr. Nixon could have des-
ignated the Committee for the Re-election of
the President to receive $21 milllon in pub-
lic funds.

What is the effect on minor-party candi-
daclies. The legislation says that minor par-
ties will be subsidized in proportions to their
showing In the previous election and that
new candidates may be reimbursed, retro-
actively on a proportional basis if they draw
more than b per cent of the vote.

Proponents argue that this provision keeps
the door open to minor-party and new can-
didates, without encouraging their prolifera-
tion.

Critics contend that it may, in fact, en-
courage such splinter candidates. In an ex-
ample provided by the sponsors of the leg-
islation, a third-party candidate who draws
10 per cent of the vote, while the major
candidates get 46 and 44 per cent, would be

December 3, 1973

entitled to 22 per cent of the major party
subsidy—or roughly £4.6 million. The pros-
pect of that kind of subsidy might, critics
Argue, encourage any number of “10 per
cent candidates” to enter the race.

Since the Senate is preoccupied with
rhetoric rather than debate, the House
is the last hope for sober consideration
and careful debate on public financing
of elections.

The Senate has short-cut its own sys-
tem and tried to undermine our rules.
But its worst failing is that it has not
even looked into the sweeping effects of
the Kennedy amendment. Somebody has
to do it, and the House is the only one
left.

The Senate rhetoric has concentrated
on the ability of public financing to clean
up elections. There is no purifying magic
in public money. We can achieve clean-
liness in other ways. If we do not like big
contributions, we can set limits. If we
want lower spending, set those limits, too.
I believe the best reform of all is the
creation of an independent elections
commission with prosecution and super-
visory powers. None of these reforms re-
quires public financing, and none would
vield the disastrous side effects of public
financing.

Other fundamental questions ignored
by the Senate include at least a couple of
constitutional questions. Under the Ken-
nedy amendment, one person may con-
tribute hundreds, or even thousands, of
dollars in personal time to a candidate
he likes, but another person, perhaps
aged or handicapped, cannot contribute a
single dime to a candidate he likes. That
is hardly free speech or equal rights. It
surely does not encourage maximum in-
dividual participation in elections.

Another constitutional question is
whether taxpayers can be forced to un-
derwrite elections of candidates they op-
pose. The cost is not in question. We
would gladly pay for clean, active, fair
elections. It is the other consequences,
the side effects, that cause concern. A
third constitutional question concerns
fairness to candidates not from major-
ity parties.

Most people will concede that incum-
bents have a great advantage in elec-
tions. The advantage is natural and le-
gitimate. But the Kennedy amendments
will enormously enhance the advantage
of incumbents. Who appropriates? Who
can veto? Will challengers get enough
funds to make a real race? Also, the in-
centive that public financing provides
will increase the number of candidates.
The more candidates, the easier for the
incumbent to win. No one seems to have
examined this tipping of the balance, nor
of the advantage to the “celebrity candi-
date” or the “glamor boy candidate” or
the extremist candidate.

Another much overlooked feature is
the effect of public financing on a third
party, new party or independent can-
didates. I believe the system would en-
courage many more candidates, some of
whom, by the authors’ admission, would
get a greater proportion of money than
votes. But, unfortunately, the game is
rigged. They cannot win.

We often talk about party responsibil-
ity and how to increase it. One of the
political fundamentals that public fi-
nancing is likely to destroy is party re-
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sponsibility. Candidates who get all their
money from the public purse can thumb
their noses at their parties. The pitifully
small contribution allowed to parties in
Presidential elections under the Ken-
nedy amendment may keep the parties
alive, but they will be toothless. We need
more party responsibility, not less.

Other considerations have been sim-
ilarly ignored. We do not know the con-
sequences of bureaucratic control of elec-
tions. With incumbents appropriating
and bureaucrats supervising, will elec-
tions belong to the people or to the in-
stitution? Will public financing, by
creating contests based on “free money”
rather than public demand, cause more
campaign spending?

It is bad enough that the promotion
of public financing has concentrated on
cleanliness of campaigns—something we
can attain in other ways. But it is much
worse that all the serious questions are
being avoided or tossed aside. It is up
to the House to pursue these guestions.
We can do it in time for next fall’s elec-
tions. The important thing is that some-
one has to do it.

EMBARGO OF SHIPMENTS TO ARAB
NATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Montana (Mr. SHOUP) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHOUP. Mr. Speaker, today I have
reintroduced along with 13 of my col-
leagues a bill calling for an embargo on
the shipment of agricultural, manufac-
tured, and industrial products to the
Arab nations which recently cut off oil
shipments to the United States. Recently
NBC had a film clip on the Nightly News
showing oil well drilling equipment on
the docks at Houston being readied for
shipment to the Mideast. While this is
going on, reported the network, Ameri-
can oil exploration is being slowed down
because supplies cannot be obtained in
the guantities needed.

Yet oil companies and their publicists,
concerned with their many refineries in
Europe and elsewhere, continue to tell us
that an American embargo would be of
no value because the Arabs would simply
resupply elsewhere. As was pointed out
in my statement with the bill as origi-
nally introduced, the central purpose of
the proposed embargo is to stop the ship-
ments of goods to those nations which
have cut off supplies of raw energy to our
production complex since the manufac-
ture of these goods requires the use of
much energy.

Congressman PePPER in joining me on
the bill pointed out that if West Europe
and Japan would join us, the embargo
would undoubtedly be effective in ending
the oil cutoff. I join the Congressman in
that position but I would go further and
in view of the lack of resolve shown by
our allies, I would suggest a reevalua-
tion of this Nation's policy and commit-
ments to those nations which so quickly
and easily caved in under the Arab pres-
sure. The strong efforts by the distin-
guished Senate majority leader, Mixe
Mansrierp of Montana, to reduce our
European forces now looks more and
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more like a very good idea whose time
may have arrived.

FOR MILLARD FILLMORE, FIRST
PRESIDENT OF BUFFALO'S HIS-
TORICAL SOCIETY, A PLACE OF
HONOR IN STATUARY HALL

Mr. EEMP. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend our distinguished colleague
from the Land of Lincoln, Mr. FINDLEY,
for his initiative to honor the Presidents
of the United States who preceded us in
the House of Representatives.

Mr. FiwpLEY's resolution to provide
markers in the floor of one of the most
revered and most historic places in our
great Capitol, Statuary Hall, is partic-
ularly significant to me because I have
the honor to represent the people of
Erie County, N.Y., where our 13th Presi-
dent, Millard Fillmore, was the first pres-
ident of the Buffalo Historical Society.

As a cosponsor of the resolution, I can
think of no greater tribute than to honor
this American President who served his
country in the Chamber which echoed
with the eloquence of the Great Eman-
cipators, John Quincy Adams, Andrew
Johnson, and other giants of American
freedom.

Elected from the congressional district
I am privileged to serve, Millard Fillmore
was courageous and consistent in his de-
fense of the Union and in his efforts to
prevent the Civil War.

Born in 1800 on a farm in Locke Coun-
ty, N.Y., President Fillmore began study-
ing for the law at 18 as he taught school
to help make ends meet.

He was admitted to the Erie County bar
in 1823 and first began his practice in
East Aurora, a village I now represent.

He won election to the New York State
General Assembly in 1828 and to the U.S.
House in 1832. After gaining the chair-
manship of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, he was nominated as the running
mate of Zachary Taylor in 1848.

Upon his election to the second highest
office of the land, Millard Fillmore pre-
sided over the Senate with firmness and
good humor. After the death of Presi-
dent Taylor on July 9, 1850, he occupied
the White House, led our Nation and
strived to heal the dissension which
eventually led to secession.

When his bid for reelection failed,
President Fillmore returned to Buffalo
as our city’s first citizen. Besides being
remembered for his leadership in con-
nection with Buffalo’s Historical Society,
his name is daily brought to mind in
western New ¥York by the Millard Fill-
more College at the State University of
New York in Buffalo and Fillmore
Avenue,

Before his death at 74 in Buffalo, Pres-
ident Fillmore spent the twilight of his
life as he had as a young man, practicing
the law he had helped formulate, in his
State, in the Congress, and as his coun-
try's Chief Executive.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the approval of
Congressman FINpLEY'S resolution.

It was Sir Francis Bacon who observed
that “Histories make men wise.”

I believe that in the day-to-day rush of
events and issues, it is wise for us and
our fellows to contemplate those who
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have preceded us and gone on to guide
our Nation's destiny.

TRIBUTE TO JOE CAHILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. MurpPHY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I was greatly saddened recently
upon learning of the death of a dear
friend, Joe Cahill. Joseph M. Cahill, a
man of kindness, integrity, and talent,
was Sports Information Director at the
U.8. Military Academy while I was a
cadet. In losing Joe, we have lost one of
the finest individuals to be found any-
where.

Joseph Cahill distinguished himself in
the sports information area in a very
special way. Never has a man been more
highly revered for his wisdom and
knowledge of sports, It was truly stimu-
lating for all who knew him to witness
this terrific personality at work. The
depth of his devotion to his task was
evident throughout. It was repeatedly
proven by the respect given him by the
writers and other experts in the field
of athleties.

My family joins me in extending to
Mrs. Cahill and her family our deepest
sympathy.

I am also enclosing two articles which
I think illuminate some of the special
qualities characteristic of the great
friend we have lost:

JOE
(By Dick Young)

Today, I cried for me. Joe Cahill is dead.
He is at peace, he is in heaven. The loss is not
his, it is mine, for he was my dear friend, my
dearest friend. I love Joe Cahill. I always will,

One bright day in 1943, I was sent up to
West Point by Charley Hoerten, the sports
editor. Army was coming up with some good
football players, he had heard, and Red Blaik
was putting in the T-formation, for real. He
had nibbled with some T-stuff the year be-
fore, but mostly it had been just pitchout
stuff. Shovel passes, they called it In those
days. z

I was 26 then, and an Army football prac-
tice was a big assignment. That's when I met
this Cahill kid. He was 25. He took me in to
see Coach Blaik. He took me over to watch
the practice, behind flapping canvas walls
that had been erected against spies. In those
days, Army football was as top secret as the
war in Germany.

“That's Glenn Davis,"” pointed out Joe
Cahill. “He can go.'" Joe Cahill smiled his
mile-wide smile.

“That's Doc Blanchard. He's like a tank.
He runs over people.” Joe Cahill smiled.

Later, he showed me where to file my story,
and he smiled, and then we went to get
something to eat, and he smiled. “Key ryst,”
I sald to myself, “the original Smiling Irish-
man. Things can't be that good all the time.”

It was no press agent's put-on, The smile
was real. It didn’t take long to realize that,

*I did some Army football years ago,” re-
calls Lindsey Nelson. “Every time I showed
up, I feit like Jce Cahill was waiting just
for me.”

Lindsey Nelson was mistaken. Joe was
waiting just for me. And for Gus Steiger of
the Mirror, and for Bob Cooke of the Trib,
and Tim Cohane of the Telly. Each of us
was sure that. What a gift. What a wonder-
ful, wonderful gift.
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TRIBUTE FROM EARL BLAIK

On the wall in the living room of the
colonial home off Piermont Road, in Nor-
wood, New Jersey, above the TV set there
hangs a photo of Red Blaik, and on it is
written: *“To Joe Cahill, whose genius in
making and keeping friends for West Point
varsity sports i8 not equaled in the college
world . . .”

In the college world, or in the pro world,
or in the business world. One day, In 1963,
Sonny Werblin and his friends took over the
mess called the New York Titans, Werblin
wanted somebody to change the team's de-
pressing image. He asked around; news-
papermen, promoters in other fields.

“Joe Cahill wasn't the name I heard most.
It was the only name,” remembers Sonny
Werblin.

Werblin made an offer he couldn't refuse,
and reluctantly, Joe Cahill left his beloved
West Point after 20 years.

“It must have been a tough decision for
him to make. He loved the place as much as
any cadet who graduated from there,” Glenn
Davis sald when we talked on the phone yes-
terday. He was in Los Angeles, where he is
special events director for the L.A. Times.

Doc Blanchard is in a place called Burnett,
Texas. He is retired now. He put in his 20
years with the Army alr force, and another
as Commandant of the New Mexico Military
Institute, and now Col. Blanchard and Jody
are “‘just taking it easy in our lakeside
home."

“I never met anyone in sports or in the
Army who was so0 unanimously liked as Joe,”
sald Doc. “He did a lot of things for me and
all the other cadets, but especially for Glenn
and me."”

Doc was thinking about the movie. Mr.
Inside and Mr. Outside graduated, they
cashed In on the fame in Hollywood, a one-
shot called “The Spirit of West Point." Joe
Cahill was the technical advisor on the film.
He also was the guardian of Blanchard and
Davis in the Hollywood mantraps. He was
more successful where Doc was concerned.
Glenn became one of the first burn vietims
of Elizabeth Taylor, a broken engagement.

GUIDED MR. INSIDE AND MR. OUTSIDE

Blanchard and Davis were two of 31 All-
Americans named from Army football teams
while Joe Cahill beat the drums high on the
Hudson. I'm not saying Joe made them All-
America. There were six unbeaten teams in
Joe's span, seven ECAC champs, two Na-
tional champs. Joe didn't make them all-
Americans, but he made their life better.
When a football player needed a comp to a
sellout for a girlfriend, he went to Joe. “It
wasn't his responsibility, but he did it,"” says
Glenn Davis,

Just recently, Joe went back to a desk at
West Point, and Wednesday morning, while
he was sitting there smiling his heart
stopped. He was 55, and in my tears and
despicable wrath, I ask the eternal question
of a bewlldering God: Why must Joe Cahill
die while all the cruds of the world live?

JosePH CaHILL Dies; Ex-DIRECTOR OF ARMY
SroRTS INFORMATION
(By Al De Santis)

WesT PoINT.—The man who pounded the
typewriter in the glory days of West Point
football, who told of Red Blaik and Doc
Blanchard and Glenn Davis and Arnold Ga-
liffa and Lonesome End Bill Carpenter, is
dead.

Joseph M. (Joe) Cahlill, 55, sports informa-
tion director from November, 1941, to May,
1968, died of a heart attack Wednesday morn-
ing in West Point Hospital.

He had returned to West Point only last
August as a special projects officer after serv-
ing from May, 1967, to December, 1972, as
director of public relations for the F&M
Schaefer Brewing Co.
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Cahill left his sports information position
at Army to work with the New York Jets from
May, 1863, to May, 1967, as assistant to the
president for public relations,

The fabled Red Blaik, coach from 1941 to
1958, worked closely with Cahill. Via tele-
phone from his home in Palm Desert, Calif.,
Thanksgiving Day, Blalk, now 76, spoke
warmly of his old PR man.

“I never saw & more devoted or dedicated
employe anywhere than Joe Cahill,” Blaik
said. “He did remarkably fine work for the
Academy. He was accepted by the writers and
his word was gospel.

“His death,” Blaik continued, “shocked me,
“I first heard of it from Harriet Demarest,
who has been in the West Point football of-
fice some 40 years, and Dick Young of the
New York Daily News,"

Army football coach Tom Cahill called his
namesake "a great guy, one of the greatest
I've met in sports. He did a lot for me dur-
ing my period of adjustment when I came
to Army as Plebe coach in 1959. His death
has shocked everyone at West Point.”

Bob Kinney, sports information director
since 1969, said “Joe Cahill put a professional
label on the office of a sports information di-
rector. He opened his eyes to the importance
of the position; what it meant in the areas
of exploitation and public relations. He had
a great rapport with all the media, especially
in New York City, and got the Army story to
the world.”

Cahill lived at 205 Pledmont Rd., Norwood,
N.J. He is survived by his wife, Helen; a
daughter, Joann, and three sons—Joseph M.
Jr., Patrick and Daniel.

Friends may call today at the Moritz Fu-
neral Home, Rt. 303, Orangeburg, from 2-5
and 7-9 p.m,

A funeral mass will be held Saturday at
10 am. at Immaculate Conception Church,
Norwood, followed by burial at Teacedale
Cemetery, Highland Falls.

CPA AT DOC

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. FuqQua) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, continuing
with my effort to avoid confusion in
relation to the scope of authority for a
proposed Consumer Protection Agency,
today I wish to insert material from the
Department of Commerce.

There are three CPA bills pending be-
fore a Government Operations Subcom-
mittee on which I serve—H.R. 14 by
Congressman RoseNTHAL, HR. 21 by
Congressmen HoOLIFIELD and HORTON,
and H.R. 564 by Congressman BrRowN of
Ohio and myself.

The major difference among the bills
is that under two of them, H.R. 14 and
H.R. 21, the CPA would be granted a
statutory right to appeal to the courts
the final decisions of other agencies, in-
cluding decisions not to take action as
requested by the CPA. Under the Fuqua-
Brown bill, on the other hand, the CPA
would not be allowed to appeal to the
courts the final decisions of other
agencies.

The material submitted by the DOC
is limited to the more formal proceedings
of the Department. It does not list in
great detail the many informal activities
of the Department in which a CPA would
be authorized to take part.

I have previously inserted in the
Recorp the replies of several agencies,
some of them quite small, which take
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hundreds of thousands of final actions
annually, each of which would be subject
to CPA-initiated court appeal under all
bills except the Fuqua-Brown bill, HR.
564.

The DOC response is enlightening in
another fashion, however. For, it points
up the great number of agencies that
will be opened up to CPA participation.
My letter to the DOC has elicited
responses from seven of the constituent
agencies of that Department. Final
action of each of these constituent agen-
cies would be subject to court appeal
under all but the Fuqua-Brown bill.

This demonstrates the manifold prob-
leimns we on the subcommittee face in
weighing the various provisions in the
CPA bills before us. We must try to
familiarize ourselves not only with the
billions of agency formal proceedings and
informal activities engaged in annually,
but also with the great number of agen-
cies, each with a different mission, which
will be covered by these bills.

Mr. Speaker, in order to give the Mem-
bers an early appreciation of the scope
and importance of these CPA bills, I
now include in the Recorp the reply of
the General Counsel of the Department
of Commerce with the enclosures of three
of the seven agencies of that Depart-
ment:

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C., November 19, 1973.
Hon. Don Fuqua,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. FuqQua: This is in reply to your
request for information (proposed in the
form of seven specific questions) pertaining
to the operations of this Department during
1972 which were affected by certain pro-
visions of Chapter 5 of Title 5, United States
Code, relating to administrative procedures.
Your letter indicates the information is
needed for use in determining the potential
impact upon the Department of Commerce
expected to result from the advocacy juris-
diction of the independent Consumer Pro-
tection Agency proposed in HR. 14, HR, 21,
and H.R. 564.

In complying with your request, we ob-
tained replies to your specific questions from
the appropriate offices and bureaus of the
Department. These replies are enclosed, and
they appear to be responsive to your request.

Please let us know if we can be of any
further assistance to you in this matter.

Sincerely,
KarL E. BAKEKE,
General Counsel.

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY AND THE NATIONAL BUREAU OF
STANDARDS
Question 1. What regulations, rules, rates

or policy interpretations subject to 5 U.S.C.

553 (the Administrative Procedure Act (APA)

notice and comment rulemmaking provis-

ions) were proposed by your agency during

calendar year 1972?

Answer: The following proposals were made
during the calendar year 1972 subject to &
U.B.C. 553:

a. Proposed statistical sampling plan for
children’s sleepwear (37 ¥.R. 7628, April 18,
1972)

b. Notice of proceedings for the develop~
ment of an appropriate sampling plan for
flammability standards for carpets and rugs
(37 F.R. 11079, June 2, 1973)

c. Flammability Standard for Mattresses
(37 P.R. 11362, June T, 1972)

d. Notice of PFinding that a flammability
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standard may be needed for children’s sleep-
wear covering sizes 7-14 (37 F.R. 11896,
June 15, 1972)

e. Notice of Amendment to Flammability
Standard to Provide for Sampling Plan for
Children’s Sleepwear (37 F.R. 14624, July 21,
1972)

f. Correction of Notice of Amendment to
Flammability Standard to provide for Sam-
pling Plan for Children’s Sleepwear (37 F.R.
19662, September 21, 1972)

g. Notice of Finding that Flammability
Standard or Other Regulation May be Needed
and Institution of Proceedings for Uphol-
stered Furniture (37 F.R. 95239, November
29, 1972.)

Question 2. What regulations, rules, rates,
or policy interpretations subject to 5 USC
556 and 557 (that is, APA rulemaking on the
record) were proposed or initiated by your
agency during calendar year 19722

Answer: None.

Question 3. Excluding proceedings in which
your agency sought primarily to impose di-
rectly (without court action) a fine, penalty
or forfelture, what administrative adjudica-
tions (including licensing proceedings) sub-
ject to 5 USC 556 and 557 were proposed or
initiated by your agency during calendar
year 19722

Answer: None.

Question 4. What adjudications under any
provision of 5 USC Chapter 5 seeking pri-
marily to impose directly (without court
action) a fine, penalty or forfeiture were
proposed or initiated by your agency during
calendar year 1972?

Answer: None,

Question 5. Excluding proceedings subject
to 5 USC 554, 566 and 557, what proceedings
on the record after an opportunity for hear-
ing did your agency propose or initiate dur-
ing calendar year 197272

Answer: Hearings held on the Standard for
the Flammability of Children’s Sleepwear
published in the Federal Register on July 29,
1971 (February 24 and 25, 1972).

Question 6. Will you please furnish me with
a list of representative public and nonpublic
activities proposed or initiated by your agency
during calendar year 18727

Answer: The following are representative
activities proposed or initiated during calen-
dar year 1972:

a. Comments and recommendations con-
cerning a proposed consumer information
pamphlet on carpets and rugs planned for
publication by GSA.

b. Review and comment on environmental
legislation, regulations and reports.

Question 7: Excluding actions designed
primarily to impose a fine, penalty or forfei-
ture, what final actions taken by your agency
in calendar year 1972 could have been ap-
pealed to the courts for review by anyone
under a statutory provision or judicial inter-
pretation?

Answer: All final notices of rulemaking as
set forth in the answer to question 1 can
be appealed to the courts for review.

THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ADMINISTRA-
TION AND CONSTITUENT UNITS, AND THE
SociAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMINIS-
TRATION
Question 1: None. All actlons taken under

5 U.B.C. 553 were either exempted or excepted

from the proposal stage.

Question 2: None.

Question 3: None.

Question 4: None.,

Question 5: None.

Question 6: Representative public activi-
tles of SESA during calendar year 1972 in-
cluded the taking of various surveys, e.g., of
the number of employees in business, their
taxable wages, etc., and of distributors’ stocks
in canned s. Each such survey was pre-
ceded by publication in the Federal Register
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of a notice of consideration of the survey.
Thirty days were allowed for public com-
ment. At the end of this period a decision
was reached, after considering all comments,
to proceed with the surveys. Notice of each
of these decisions was also published in the
Federal Register.

Certaln other surveys in the manufactur-
ing area, and a monthly survey of current
population in which 50,000 households were
canvassed, participation being voluntary,
were taken, without notice for public com-
ment, after publication in the Federal
Register.

Representative activities within the juris-
diction of the Assistant Secretary for Ad-
ministration, either public or nonpublic, in-
cluded (1) issuance of orders involving De-
partmental organization and delegations of
authority; (2) changes in rules involving
Departmental management, procurement,
personnel, property and emergency prepared-
ness; (3) determinations concerning requests
for records made under the Freedom of In-
formation Act; (4) determinations concern-
ing administrative tort claims; and (5) deci-
sions of the Departmental Appeals Board.

Question 7: Final administrative actions
could be subject to appeal to the courts for
review. Typical among these would be final
denial of requests for records under the Free-
dom of Information Act, decisions to close
portions of advisory committee meetings
under the Federal Advisory Committee Act,
adverse personnel actions, awards of con-
tracts, decisions of the Departmental Ap-
peals Board, and decisions on tort claims
against the Department of Commerce,

DoMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS
ADMINISTRATION

Question 1. What regulations, rules, rates
or policy interpretations subject to 5 U.S.C.
553 (the Administrative Procedure Act (APA)
notice and comment rulemaking provisions)
were proposed by your agency during calen-
dar year 19727

Answer: The following proposals were made
during calendar year 1972 subject to 5§ U.S.C.
553:

a. Adjustment Assistance Regulations were
proposed (37 F.R. 3726) on February 18, 1972
and adopted (37 F.R. 11530) on June 8, 1972.
The proposed regulations reflected clarifi-
cation and amplification of substantive and
procedural requirements regarding adjust-
ment assistance to firms.

b. A notice of proposed rulemaking was
published in the Federal Register for the al-
location of 1873 duty free watch quotas
among producers located in the Virgin Is-
lands, Guam, and American Samoa (37 F.R.
25062, November 25, 1972).

c. A notice of proposed rulemaking con-
cerning regulations governing the importa-
tion of foreign excess property was published
in the Federal Register (37 F.R. 27631, De-
cember 19, 1972).

Question 2. What regulations, rules, rates,
or policy interpretations subject to 5 US.C.
556 and 557 (that is, APA rulemaking on
the record) were proposed or initiated by
your agency during calendar year 1972?

Answer: The following proposals were made
during calendar year 1972 subject to 5 U.S.C.
556 and 557:

a. Rules for the allocation of 1972 duty free
watch quotas among producers located in the
Virgin Islands, Guam, and American Samoa
were published in the Federal Register (37
F.R. 233, January 7, 1972).

b. Rules for the allocation of 1973 duty
free watch quotas among producers located
in the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American
Samoa were published in the Federal Re-
gister (37 F.R. 28768, December 29, 1972).

¢. Revised regulations relating to the duty
free importation of scientific instruments
and apparatus for educational and scientific
institutions became effective upon publica-
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tion in the Federal Register (37 F.B. 3892; 15
C.FR. 701).

Question 3. Excluding proceedings in which
your agency sought primarily to impose di-
rectly (without court action) a fine, penalty
or forefeiture, what administrative adjudi-
cations (including licensing proceedings)
subject to 5 U.S.C. 656 and 557 were proposed
or initiated by your agency during calendar
year 19727

Answer: None.

Question 4. What adjudications under any
provision of 5 U.S.C. Chapter 5 seeking pri-
marily to impose directly (without court
actlon) a fine, penalty or forfeiture were
proposed or initiated by your agency during
calendar year 1972?

Amnswer: The Office of Export Control! on
seven occasions recommended to the Bureau
of Customs to seize for forfeiture goods about
to be exported in violation of United States
Export Control Regulations®' (156 C.F.R. 368
et seq.)

Question 5. Excluding proceedings subject
to 5 U.B.C. 554, 556 and 557, what proceed-
ings on the record after an opportunity for
hearing did your agency propose or initiate
during calendar year 1972?

Answer: The following hearings were held
by the Examiners Committees of the For-
elgn-Trade Zone Board:

a. Public hearing for Little Rock Foreign-
Trade Zone Application (37 F.R. 2866, Feb-
ruary 8, 1972). Approved for Little Rock (37
F.R. 21461, October 11, 1872).

b. Public hearing for Kansas City Foreign-
Trade Zone Application (37 F.R. 15535,
August 3, 1972). Approved for Eansas City
(38 F.R. 8622-8623, April 4, 1973).

c. Public hearing for Sault Ste, Marie For-
eign-Trade Zone Application (37 F.R. 16039,
August 9, 1972). Approved for Sault Ste.
Marie Foreign-Trade Zone Application (38
F.R. 15671, June 14, 1873).

Question 6. Will you please furnish me
with a list of representative public and non-
public activities proposed or initiated by
your agency during calendar year 1972?

Answer: Representative activities proposed
or initiated during calendar year 1972 in-
cluded:

a. Development of Departmental posititon
on a varlety of legislative, regulatory and
rulemaking proposals of other agencies,
especially the Environmental Protection
Agency and the Federal Power Commission.
Formulating Departmental response in these
and other areas involves activities such as
review of the proposal, informal consulta-
tion with industry, discussion with federal
agencies and interagency meetings under the
direction of the Office of Management and
Budget.

b. Planning activities such as overseas
trade fairs and trade missions, regional trade
development centers, seminars and a varlety
of other programs designed to increase U.S.
exports.

Question 7. Excluding actions designed
primarily to impose a fine, penalty or for-
feiture, what final actions taken by your
agency in calendar year 1972 could have been
appealed to the courts for review by anyone
under a statutory provision or judiecial in-
terpretation?

Answer: All final notices of r-lemaking as
set forth in the answer to question 1 could
be appealed to the courts for review. Also,
orders issued by the Office of Export Control
denying persons U.S. export privileges and
all final decisions on applications for duty
free entry of sclentific instruments and ap-
paratus rendered by the Department pur-
suant to the Educational, Scientific and Cul-

1 0On October 26, 1973, the "“Office of Export
Control” was redesignated the *Office of Ex-
port Administration,” 38 F.R. 30013, Octo-
ber 31, 1973.
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tural Materials Importation Act of 1968
(PL. 89-651) and the regulations issued
thereunder (15 C.F.R. 701) could be subject
to court appeal.

CRITICIZING THE PLAN FOR OIL EX-
ECUTIVES TO RUN ALLOCATION
PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRING-
ToN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, on
Wednesday, November 28, Secretary of
the Interior Rogers Morton announced
that about 250 oil industry executives will
be brought into the Federal Government
to help administer the Nation's new fuel
allocation programs.

Adm. Eli T. Reich—retired—has said
that most of these individuals will be
asked to loin his Office of Petroleum Al-
location, which is already overseeing dis-
tribution of propane and middle distillate
oil, and may soon handle gasoline and
home heating fuel as well.

Mr. Spesker, it seems to me that this
massive influx of industry executives into
the agencies regulating their businesses
poses antitrust and conflict-of-interest
problems of staggering proportions. The
President is asking the House Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee to ex-
empt these individuals from the relevant
legal prohibitions, but I think that Con-
gress must proceed very carefully in this
matter, and refuse to be stampeded by
the energy shortage we face.

I would like to remind my colleagues
that barely 6 months ago, we originated
allocation legislation to bprevent the
major oil comranies from manipulating a
shortage—which they might well have
encouraged—in order to eliminate com-
petition from the independent sector of
the petroleum industry. There is now the
danger that Secretary Morton’s decision
might decisively undermine this congres-
sional intent. Congress created a vehicle
by which to save the independents, and
Secretary Morton now proposes to put
major oil company executives in the
driver's seat.

We should also remember that the staff
of the Federal Trade Commission has
formally charged the major oil com-
panies with anticompetitive practices
and illegal acts of corporate cooperation.
It would be ironic, indeed, if Congress,
through hasty and ill-considered con-
sideration of Secretary Morton’s pro-
posal, enabled executives from major oil
firms to move the base of their illicit op-
erations into the conference rooms of the
U.S. Department of the Interior.

Far from inadvertently turning our
energy situation into a boon for big oil,
Congress has to initiate tough and far-
reaching legislation addressed not only
to the short-term effects of the current
shortage but to its long-term causes. For
the present, we should adopt laws re-
quiring the oil companies to develop all
their available oil and natural gas, and
utilize their full refining capacity. We
should compel the companies to adjust
their refinery runs so as to produce less
gasoline and more distillate oil. We
should move immediately to substitute

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

officials of the Department of State for
international oil firm executives as
America’s key negotiators with the Mid-
east countries over oil. And in the longer
run, Mr. Speaker, Congress must take
antitrust action to break up the oil “ma-
jors” into smaller, more competitive
units.

I am convinced that the already exist-
ing obstacles to achieving these legisla-
tive priorities will be greatly increased if
Congress countenances creation of a lob-
by for the petroleum majors within the
Federal bureaucracy. The President and
his Secretary of the Interior are now
about to create a situation reminiscent
of the administration’s investigation of
Watergate—the culprits are being as-
signed to police themselves.

Mr. Rawleigh Warner, Jr., chairman of
the American Petroleum Institute and
president of Mobil, was quoted in the
Washington Post as saying:

This is a highly specialized industry, on
the supply side, and a ratloning program

without people with baslc knowledge could
be in real trouble.

Mr. Warner’s assertion has some valid-
ity, but if the allocation program’s orig-
inal goals, the desire to prevent anti-
competitive cooperation among the oil
majors, and the legislative concerns I
have mentioned are not to be imperiled,
Congress must attach strict conditions
to any sanction it provides in emergency
energy legislation for the participation
of oil industry officials.

The objective should be to insure that
oil executives and their companies in no
way benefit from service to this country
during the energy crisis. Questions will
arise as to which integrated and inde-
pendent oil retailers receive allocations,
which sectors of the economy receive pri-
ority supplies, and which integrated and
independent refineries receive crude oil.
Congress must take steps to insure that
these decisions are made in the public
interest and not for private gain.

It seems to me that several steps are
necessary.

Any immunity Congress grants from
antitrust and conflict-of-interest laws
must be limited and qualified. Any
agency staffed by industry personnel
must be required to include officials from
both the major and independent oil
companies. Congress should insist on the
creation of oversight and advisory com-
mittees composed of consumer repre-
sentatives. Congress should consider ask-
ing for financial disclosure on the part
of those who assume positions in these
allocation programs. Representatives of
the Antitrust Division of the Justice De-
partment and of the Federal Trade Com-
mission should be empowered to monitor
meetings, keep records and transecripts,
and, where possible, publicize the resuits
of any Interior Department deliberations
involving administrators on loan from
private industry.

Congress and the executive branch are
asking the American people to conserve
energy, modify their styles of living, and
endure inflated prices for fuel. Yet, as a
general rule, Americans presently do not
have a great deal of confidence in their
elected officials and they justifiably sus-
pect that large corporations fare all too
well in Government proceedings.
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We must insure that the administra-
tion of allocation programs does not
justify such suspicions. In the matter of
energy, if the crisis of supply and con-
sumption is compounded by a crisis of
trust, then Government will have for-
feiteg the leadership circumstances de-
mand.

PRESIDENT MUST GET SERIOUS
ABOUT U.S. ENERGY CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. CULVER), is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent has once again faced up to the en-
ergy crisis—by creating nothing more
than newspaper headlines. He has just
reshuffled the bureaucratic deck once
again, and come up with William Simon.
The more things change, the more they
stay the same. I suppose it is too much
to hope that by this latest reshuffle the
policy confusion and disarray within the
administration will be welded at last into
a coherent and credible program.

We have seen Mr. Simon in charge of
things before. Last spring he appeared
before my Subcommittee on Foreign Eco-
nomic Policy, while he was ehairman of
the Oil Policy Committee and before
Governor Love was brought in to dis-
place him. At that time Mr. Simon s.ud
there was no cause for concern about an
oil embargo. He also found it impossible
to envisage any substantial rise in the
price of gasoline. He took the line that
we had no real energy crisis. And in re-
sponse to my repeated qguestions, Mr.
Simon refused to speculate about the
long-term research and development ef-
forts that would be necessary to face up
to declining energy supplies, taking ref-
uge again and again in the cocoon of sup-
posedly unfolding energy pronounce-
ments to be forthcoming from the White
House.

Well, the White House finally acted.
They took Mr. Simon out and put Gov-
ernor Love in. And when that did not
work, they played musical chairs again
and gave us back Mr. Simon. It is almost
foo much to believe that the White
House really thinks they are fooling any-
body with these cosmetic merry-go-
rounds, that there can be a substitute for
responsibly dealing with the problems.

Mr. Speaker, we face a very serious
situation in this country. In our hearings
7 months ago I told Mr. Simon that in
my State of Iowa even then we had corn
rofting in the streets; schools could not
meet; and industries could not operate—
all for the lack of a tough-minded and
effective energy policy on the part of
the administration. He told me in effect
to wait, that everything would be taken
care of in the President’s energy mes-
sage.

We have now had several energy mes-
sages from the President, and today, as
everyone knows, the situation is very
much worse. But we have what I can
only term another coverup by the Presi-
dent, another refusal to face facts and
to level with the American people. There
are indications of a Department of Com-
merce projection of average 1974 unem-
ployment between 8 and 14 percent—




December 3, 1973

roughly twice what the President will
admit to. This report is being kept secret.
Why? The American people have the
courage to face the facts and to deal
with them. All they want and expect is
similar courage and honesty from their
elected officials.

Congress forced an allocation system
on the President, and we may have to
force rationing on him. Hopefully there
are still other and better ways of dealing
with severe shortages, but how can we
tell if the facts are kept bottled up? As
one Congressman who is trying to work
with and inform his constituents. I can
tell you that the frustration of trying to
get straight answers is approaching
nightmarish proportions.

Yes, we have an allocation system
forced on the President, but there are
not enough people manning it to even
answer the telephones. My constituents
try Kansas City and when they get no
answers they try the Office of Oil and
Gas in Washington. When that does not
work they ask me to try and even I can-
not find anyone who is able and willing
to assume responsibility.

Mr. Speaker, this morning’s news car-
ries a column by Evans and Novak that
underscores what I have been saying.
It appears that not even the steel in-
dustry—the very backbone of our econ-
omy—can get an answer from the White
House. They need fuel for their Great
Lakes tankers and to operate their blast
furnaces, and it is this industry that sup-
plies the energy industry with equipment
for fuel production and transportation
and processing. Yet their pleas for con-
sideration have gone unanswered for 3
full weeks, with the result that massive
and perhaps totally unnecessary layoffs
and sfteel production curtailments are
now imminently in prospect.

1 include this column, entitled “Energy
Questions: No Answers From the White
House,” to be printed in the Recorp at
the close of my remarks.

The excuse for this remarkable inac-
tion appears to be that the people would
suspect a political payoff if the Presi-
dent gave any special attention to the
steel industry. If ever there was a display
of siege mentality, this is it at its very
worst. Mr. Speaker, I repeat, the people
may be horror-struck by Watergate, but
they have not been paralyzed in their
capacity to respond to honest leadership
or to make needed sacrifices for the gen-
eral welfare. This weekend I was dis-
tressed to learn that so many constitu-
ents remain uncertain that there is any
genuine crisis; however, it is tragically
understandable given the confusing and
conflicting statements by countless ad-
ministration spokesmen on the subject. If
the President cannot provide the needed
leadership, then it is our responsibility in
Congress to do so up to the limits of our
ability to obtain and make public the
true facts.

Last spring I told Mr. Simon it was
imperative for the administration to alert
the 200 million people in this Nation
to the hard factual realities of the energy
crisis in all its many dimensions. He re-
sponded that the President would do so,
and I told him I was looking forward to
the opportunity of talking with him
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again after the President’s message.
Shortly after that he was effectively dis-
placed, but now—wonder of wonders—
he is back in charge. I believe that he
and the administration owe not only this
Member, but all Americans, answers to
the multitude of questions left unan-
swered and unattended since his last
appearance.

The above-mentioned article follows:

[From the Washington Post, Dec. 3, 1973]

ENERGY QUESTIONS: No ANSWERsS FroM

THE WHITE HoUSE
(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

The bureaucratic nightmare now surround-
ing the Nixon administration’s frenetic en-
ergy program threatens economic repercus-
slons of grave potential impact around the
country, where serious men of business and
industry simply cannot get answers from the
White House.

Partly for that reason, lay-offs and produc-
tion cut-backs are proceeding at a pace
largely concealed from the public and, it
seems, pointedly ignored by the White
House. Thus, one secret but well-placed eco-
nomic forecast in the Department of Com-
merce now projects average unemployment
for 1974 at between 8 and 14 per cent—
almost twice the public projection of the
Council of Economic Advisers—assuming
continuation of the Arab oil embargo.

A key case in point is the giant steel in-
dustry. One major steel company (in the
industry’'s top five) last week started the
odious chore of going through lengthy
“manning” tables of employees to prepare for
possible massive lay-offs in the next few
weeks.

The reason: With no clear signal from the
White House, the Interior Department’s
Office of Petroleum Allocations or any other
office of experts in the multi-layered energy
program, neither this particular steel com-
pany nor any other had the faintest idea as
we wrote this how much fuel would be allo-
cated to it in the oil-short months ahead.

No less a figure than Treasury Becretary
George Shultz has quietly dropped hints to
several steel industry titans that President
Nixon seems in no mood to risk political re-
prisals by giving big steel a high fuel-oil
priority

"‘George is honest about the way the White
House is thinking these days,” one steel
man told us. “He's saying that public sensi-
tivity to big steel is so high that the voters
would never accept special favors for steel
at the expense of cold homes.”

If true, that candid appraisal could spell
even greater disaster for the U.S. economy
in the months ahead than the economic
recession which virtually all economists,
both in and outside the government, seem
igenerally agreed Is unavoidable. Because
steel, however opprobrious in the eyes of the
public, is probably more important than any
other single industry in Mr. Nixon’s effort
to achieve “Project Independence”—the 1980
goal of domestic energy sufficlency. It makes
drilling equipment, now in short supply,
tank cars, refineries and everything else
needed to ease the energy shortage.

Big steel presented a fairly reasoned argu-
ment to the White House for special priority
in fuel oil supplies on Nov. 12, sending a nine-
page fact sheet, with projections into the
next 12 months, to the President’'s energy ad-
viser, John Love.

“Love knows exactly how serious this mat-
ter is,” one steel expert told wus, “but his
hands are tied. He is allowed to take two
steps forward, then someone tells him to take
two steps back.” Hence, the result: until last
Friday afternoon, not a single word of reac-
tion to the nine-page memorandum appeal-
ing for priority treatment.

In short, perhaps partly as a result of
Watergate preoccupation, the President has
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allowed three weeks to slip by without giving
big steel an inkling of where it may stand
in the crucial matter of fuel oil. Last Friday,
Mr. Nixon finally assembled Love's Energy
Emergency Action group in Cabinet room and
presided over a lengthy meeting centered on
the critical fuel-oil allocation program for
such huge and basic industries as steel.

If the politics-as-usual mood (plus the
tragic mistake of the beleaguered White
House to make the energy crisis appear far
less dangerous than the cataclysm it really
is) persuades Mr. Nixon not to give priority
to big steel to placate the voting public, the
course of “Project Independence” will be
rough, indeed.

That the President is thinking about nam-
ing Willlam Simon, under secretary of the
Treasury, to run a new energy administra-
tion offers a glimmer of hope. Simon under-
stands, if the White House does not, that the
comfortable, profligate use of energy has
ended, probably permanently, with the
change threatening vast economic and cul-
tural problems.

Big Steel must soon get decisions from
Washington or start drastic layoffs with
volatile repercussions throughout the econ-
omy.

THE AUDIT BILL SHOULD BE
DEBATED AND VOTED ON

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Speaker, each of the
435 Members of the House of Represent-
atives are elected by their constituents
and they should have the right to vote
for or against legislation which has been
properly reported by a committee of the
House.

Yet, we have not had a vote on H.R.
10265, a bill to require a full-scale audit
of the Federal Reserve System by the
General Accounting Office. This legisla-
tion was reported on a 21-to-8 vote on
October 4 by the House Banking and
Currency Committee,

Mr. Speaker, I sincerely hope that the
Members of the House do not adjourn
this 1st session of the 93d Congress
without allowing a vote on this very vital
issue. This sentiment, I feel, is shared by
a great majority of the people and I am
placing in the Recorp an editorial from
the Commercial & Financial Chronicle
which supports this position:

[From the Commercial & Financial
Chronicle, Nov. 5, 1973]
THE BIiLL SHoULD BE DEBATED

In these days of Watergate, when secrecy
and powerful selfserving special interests are
under deserved attack, it is hard to under-
stand why the House Rules Committee bot-
tled up a House Banking and Currency bill
(H.R. 10265) that would have given the Gen-
eral Accounting Office unrestricted authority
to audit the Federal Reserve System.

What is involved is a basic issue that
should at least be reviewed by the full House
in open debate, not consigned to the legisla-
tive dungeon of the Rules Committee.

In opposing the bill during hearings held
by the House Banking and Currency Com-
mittee, Arthur F. Burns, chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board said that the central
bank was being audited already by “inde-
pendent” public accounting firms.

That may be true, but those firms are hired
by the Federal Reserve and paid by the Fed-
eral Reserve. As everybody knows by now the
independence of some accounting firms is a
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myth, and thus the Federal Reserve argu-
ment is vulnerable.

The real issue, of course, is the independ-
ence of the Federal Reserve itself, not of the
accounting firms, since a GAO audit would
mean authority “to review and evaluate all
aspects of Federal Reserve activities,” as 1t
was phrased by George W. Mitchell, vice
chairman of the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve.

Increasingly, that right to independence,
as granted by the Federal Reserve Act, is
coming under attack for reasons that are
well known, but in the light of Watergate and
influence peddilng in government, are more
pertinent than ever.

The Federal Reserve operates in an atmos-
phere of extraordinary secrecy and mystique,
and accounts for its actions to hardly any-
one. This alone galls those who say there is
no place in a democracy for a department of
government that does not respond to the
economic programs of elected officials.

Just as pertinent is the charge that the
Federal Reserve acts for and represents the
big money interests and industrial interests
of the natlon.

One of the Federal Reserve's very own
board members, Andrew Brimmer, has in fact
developed figures that support this charge.
The figures show, among other things, that
75 percent of the 260 directors of Federal
Reserve banks are men with careers based in
banking and manufacturing, especially in
big banking and big manufacturing. A study
made elsewhere shows too, that for more
than two decades not a single director came
from such activities as labor unions or from
among groups associated with consumer in-
terests, though the Federal Reserve Act spe-
cifically directs that one group of directors
be “public interest” directors.

In the lght of such charges surely the bill
that emerged from the House Banking and
Currency Committee deserves to be debated
in the full House.

One reason, perhaps the most important,
that it was not was some extraordinary
lobbying by the Federal Reserve's Arthur
Burns, chalrman, and others In banking.
Five members of the Rules Committee who
had been sympathetic toward giving the full
House a chance at the bill, wilted under the
pressure. Said one observer close to it all,
“It looked like all the gnomes of Zurich were
there.”

CALIFORNIA SELECTIVE SERVICE
HEADQUARTERS DISTORTS CON-
GRESSIONAL MANDATES

(Mr. DELLUMS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to bring to the attention of Congress
a report produced by members of my staff
dealing with administration of the al-
ternate service program of the California
Selective Service System.

During the course of the past several
months, my staff has been actively in-
volved in attempting to resolve alleged
processing errors committed by the Cal-
ifornia State Headquarters against reg-
istrants who are presently serving their
2-year alternate service obligation in
California. I have received numerous re-
quests for assistance in this vein and have
consequently requested of the California
Headquarters of the Selective Service
System, access to the file of the request-
ing registrants. In each instance I have
submitted authorization for release of in-
formation, signed by the registrant. This
is the standard form used by my office
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for release of military, selective service
and civilian medical records.

The following report outlines the basic
problems that they have uncovered in the
course of the administrative work done
in my office. The outline highlights the
area which we believe fosters inequities
in the administration of the program,
transgresses the spirit and intent of the
Selective Service Act of 1971, as amended,
directly violates procedures of the “Regu-
lations and the Registrants Processing
Manual” and which violates the spirit
and intent of other governing statutes.

Of principal concern is the fact that
State headquarters personnel have taken
upon themselves some of the authority
vested in the National Director. The leg-
islative history of the Selective Service
Act of 1971 clearly indicates the Con-
gress’ intent to insure that the Director
of Selective Service had personal con-
trol over administration of the program.
While the National Director, in the inter-
est of effective administration, has given
State directors the duty of directly ad-
ministering the program, he still retains
sole authority to pass regulations regard-
ing administration of the program. As
explained in this report, this is our prin-
cipal concern. It is the violation of this
principle by State headquarters, which
is the basis for most of the inequities of
the program.

It should be noted that the California
headquarters is in all likelihood prepared
to dispute the contents of this report. If,
however, I were not convinced of the ac-
curacy of the assertions herein, I would
not bring it to the attention of this body.

I am presenting a copy of this report to
Mr. Byron Pepitone, National Director of
the Selective Service System, so that he
can take appropriate action by his office
to see that these injustices and inequities.
are corrected immediately. If this is not
done, I will call upon the appropriate
committees in the House and Senate to
exercise their oversight functions. At the
time the Selective Service Act of 1971
was being considered, the Administrative
Practices and Procedures Subcommittee
of the Senate Judiciary Committee ex-
pressed concern that many of the viola-
tions contained in this report of the ad-
ministration of the alternative service
program in California would occur. Their
fears were well founded.

The report follows:

REPORT ON ALTERNATE SERVICE PROGEAM OF
THE CALIFORNIA SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM
I. LEVI AGAINST TARR
In the case of Levi v. Tarr, 343 F. Bupp.
1120 (N.D. Oal. 1972), the Honorable Judge
Zirpoli ordered the Selective Service System
(specifically Mr. Curtis Tarr, the National
Director of Selective Service, and Mr. Carlos
Ogden, California State Director) to “forth-
with cancel any work orders issued to mem-
bers of the plaintiff class after the last date
that similarly situated registrants classified
I-A and I-A-O were issued orders to report
for induction and shall forthwith place the
members of the plaintiff class into the 1972
Second Priority Selection Group (SPSG).”
(5 SSLR 3527) In conformity with the order
of the court, then Acting Director Byron V.
Pepitone lssued Temporary Instruction 660—4
(July 13, 1972). (SSLR 2600:103) In the
pertinent part, he ordered as follows: That
all registrants similarly situated, as per Levi
v. Tarr, have thelr orders cancelled (2(a));
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that each registrant then be assigned to the
SPSG (2(b)); that each registrant so
situated “be informed in writing that he is
no longer required to perform alternate
service work™ (3(A)); that " each reglstrant
who has left his alternate service assign-
ment shall be informed in writing that he
is not required to perform alternate service”
(23(B)); and that registrants choosing not to
return to or continue their alternate service
be assigned a classification in Class I-H
(3(c) ). In paragraph six (6), Mr. Pepitone
states that “The actions deseribed in para-
graphs 2 and 3 will be accomplished before
October 1, 1972

In the course of the past several months,
it has become apparent to us that there
was a failure to comply properly with this
order on the part of California Headquarters
personnel. We have direct evidence that indi-
viduals performing work as I-Ws, who were
eligible for such notification, in fact received
notification months after the deadline
promulgated in TI 6604, and only after
pressure was applied by the registrant, his
legal counsel, a Member of Congress or some
other interested representative. Specifically,
we have evidence that correspondence, as per
TI 660-4, was not sent to some registrants
until April 2, 1973, April 12, 1973, June 22,
1973 (in this instance the date of release
from service), and June 25, 1973. (Bee Ap-
pendices A-1, A-2, A-3, and A-4) We also
have indications from the Central Commit-
tee on Conscientious Objectors that they are
aware of at least four other registrants
similarly situated.

It should be pointed out that in spite of
the large number of files that the Alternate
Service Program must administer, there is a
system within the S8S which, If utilized,
should have allowed for the very prompt
identification of all those reglstrants covered
under the Levi ruling, as well as under TI
680—4. We specifically refer to SSS Forms 397
and 398 (the Alternate Service Control Card
and the I-W Control Card, respectively). (See
Appendices A-5 and A-6.) These forms pro-
vide identifying information as to the date
the order to report was issued, and the loca-
tion of the registrant. It must be assumed
that had California Headquarters personnel
been seriously interested in complying with
the order of the court, there should have
been no difficulty in first identifying
registrants within the class of the court
order, and their present location in order that
the information concerning thelr adjusted
status could be rendered to them. That the
Headquarters personnel so haltingly com-
plied with this court order we belleve reflects
& basic pattern of inequity in administering
the Alternate Service Program.

In addition to the untimely delays in com-
plying with the court order, the message that
was ultimately communicated to the regis-
trants in the eligible class was ambiguous
and misleading. In his Form 531, the State
Director of the California Headquarters fails
to inform in an unambiguous manner that
these men are released from their present al-
ternate service commitment, and fails en-
tirely to inform any registrant that if they
have completed alternate service in excess of
1B0 days, that they are eligible for classifica-
tion In Class 4-W, as per RPM 660.12 and
660.13. Instead, in all communications the
registrant is informed that he is still eligible
for service liability and he must make a de-
cision as per Attachment 531 as to whether
he will accept a I-H classification (SPSG)
or continue in his present employment. (See
Appendices A-1 through A-4, A-7, A-12 and
A-13))

In addition to the problems cited above, it
should be pointed out here that the very act
of classifying members of the Levi class was
handled inconsistently. On July 27, 1973,
State Headquarters personnel wrote to a reg-
istrant who had served 404 days of qualified
alternate service and informed him that he
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could not be granted a 4-W under RPM
660.12. Only the day before the same State
Headquarters had written to another regis-
trant, who was similarly situated by having
served 489 days, and informed him that he
would be granted a 4-W. (See Appendices
A-8 and A-9.) It should also be noted that
RPM 660.12 clearly indicates that a registrant
with € months (180 days) of qualified alter-
nate service time, who is released for hard-
ship, medical disqualification, or “other
bona fide" reasons, should be processed ac-
cording to RPM 660.13 (Le., granted a 4W).

In addition, and realizing the possibility
that there are still individuals serving their
alternate service who are unaware that their
reporting date places them in the eligible
class, State Headquarters personnel have con-
sistently refused to ablde by the ruling of
Levi v. Tarr. We cite In particular an ex-
change of correspondence petween a regis-
trant, Michael Anthenien, Mr. Bowles and
Mr. McCann concerning the relationship be-
tween Forms 153, 166 and 252 (a matter ruled
upon in Lewi). In his deeclsion, Judge Zirpoli
clearly articulated the correlation between
8SS Forms 153 and 252. As is evident in his
letter (Appendix A-10), Mr. McCann ignores
the ruling of the court and asserts that the
comparable forms are S8S Forms 155 and 252.
It would be too cumbersome to entertain
here the legal rationale of the court, and
the General Counsel of the Selective Service
System. fice 1t to say that this is an im-
portant nction, affecting the processing
of countless rants. Hopefully the find-
ings of the court for the Northern District of
California, the District Court for the District
of Columbia, and finally the letter composed
by the General Counsel (Appendix A-11) wil)
be followed by State Headquarters personnel.

In conclusion then, we have found that
State Headquarters personnel haltingly ad-
dressed themselves to the order of the court
and to Temporary Instruction 660-4. In s0
doing, it inequitably bound over at least
eight individuals who should have been re-
leased from alternate service. Adding insult
to this initial injury, the information to date
suggests that State Headquarters personnel
persist in their position that individuals who
have served more than the 180 days indicated
in the RPM are not eligible for a 4-W classi-
fication. Instead, the introduction of Form
531 is viewed here as an attempt to persuade
the registrant to volunteer to continue his
alternate service assignment under the threat
of a continuing obligation to render services
already fulfilled.

II. PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS

32 C.F.R. 1660.1 provides for the responsi-
bility for administration of the Alternate
Service Program. It says, in pertinent part:

“(a) The State director, under the super-
vision of the Director will assure compliance
with the law, the regulations, and Selective
Service policy concerning the program of al-
ternate service for registrants who have been
classified in class I-0."

‘While there is much other language con-
cerning specific functions for which the State
director has responsibility, there is no cita-
tion which allows for the promulgation of
regulations or deviations from or extenua-
tions to the regulations by a State director
or his designated representatives.

It should be noted that the basls for this
is to be found clearly in the Military Selec-
tive Service Act, and the reports of the vari-
ous Committees of jurisdiction in the House
and the Senate, as well as the Conference
Commiittee report. The concern in all of
these reports was that the National Director
have responsibility for the administration
of the program, in order that it would be
administered on a national basis instead of
by the whims of the varlous State directors.

It is apparent that the personnel of State
Headquarters have promulgated regulations
which affect registrants only in California,
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thus precluding the possibility of nationwide
continuity in administering the performance
of conscientious objectors in class I-W. In
addition, there are guestions of prepublica-
tion of these regulations that need to be ad-
dressed. The issuance of Forms 347 and 419
serve as the basis for these regulations, so we
will address only the questions raised by the
promulgation of these forms.

We have seen two coples of Form 347: those
coples issued on November 13, 1972 and Sep-
tember 17, 1973 (Appendices B-1 and B-2).
In addition, we have seen coples of Form 419
(Appendix B—4). Although the previous Form
347 has much mcre abusive language than
the most recent one, we will deal with the
provisions of Form 347 promulgated on Sep-
tember 17, 1973, as it is now the governing
form.

Contained in all of these forms are regu-
lations which provide additional limitations
on the placement of alternate service regis-
trants and their responsibilities while per-
forming. There is nowhere found in the ap-
propriate sections of 32 C.F.R. 1660.5, 1660.6,
1660.7 and 1660.8, nor in the appropriate sec-
tions of RPM 660.1, 660,2, 660.7, 660.8 and
660.9, any indication that the National Direec-
tor has abdicated unto the States any su-
thority to promulgate additional regulations
in order to insure the smooth operation of
the alternate service program in that state.

In spite of this fact, California Headquar-
ters 1 have issued in Form 347 regu-
lations which state that the registrant must
be assigned to work on a regular schedule
(4): that the days and shift hours must be
established by the employer in advance (4);
that the registrant must perform work at
the location where the employer conducts his
operations (4); that he must receive job
supervision on a dally basis from a full-time
stafl employee of the assigned organization
(5); and that the supervisor cannot be an-
other conscientious objector who is assigned
to perform alternate service (5).

Under a section entitled Transfer of As-
slgnment the State director has declared that
the following conditions must be met In
order to submit a request for transfer: You
should have worked a minimum of six
months on your present job (1). Your pro-
posed job should provide remuneration of
at least sustenance level (2). Your proposed
job should be cutside of commuting distance
from your home of record (3).

While there are many other declarations
within this form, these in our opinion appear
to be those which most seriously compromise
the continuity of the administration of the
Alternate Service Program nationwide. It
should be pointed out here, anticipating an
argument that the RPM does not provide for
all clreumstances, that in a survey of re-
sponding State directors across the nation,
the Central Committee for Conscientious Ob-
Jectors found no instances in which a State
director felt compelled to promulgate addi-
tional administrative guidelines on any sub-
ject area, nor use forms not provided for by
the Natlonal Headquarters. All indicated that
they used the directives outlined in the RPM
exclusively,

We belleve that the registrants’ rights are
violated by the use of such regulations in
the following ways.

Paragraph 4: These provisions do not re-
flect the growing diversity of job schedules
which are making their presence in the na-
tional economy. It particularly eliminates
the possibllity of a econsclentious objector
working In an Institution which encourages
house calls, field work, outreach and other
aspects of its program which have become
recognized administrative techniques. This
regulation thus discriminates agalnst those
employers who do not meet these arbitrary
guidelines, and against registrants whose
skills or special talents lead them most natu-
rally into outreach type programs.

Paragraph 5: The mandatory requirement

39273

for one full-time supervisor unnecessarily
and arbitrarily discriminates against those
agencies which have edopted advanced
administrative techniques which utilize
part-tlme employees. (It should be noted
by way of example that the Berkeley City
Council recently passed legislation allowing
for all employees to choose to work on a part-
time basis if so elected. This provision would
rule out the possibility of a CO working in
an otherwise approvable job.)

In addition, this section unnecessarily dis-
criminates against the CO who, by way of his
professional competence, excels and would
otherwise be placed in a supervisorial posi-
tion. Finally, in direct contradiction to Co-
lonel Maxwell O. Jensen's letter of Septem-
ber 9, 1971 (Appendix B-3), stating that
“Consclientious objectors employed in civilian
work in leu of induction may not be dis-
criminated agalnst by reason of their con-
scientlous objector status. They are to receive
the same pay and promotional opportunities
of other employees performing the same type
of work . . .” This discrimination cuts two
ways: against the conseclentious objector su~
pervisor, who is in a position to supervise
other consclentious objector employees, and
against the CO employee, who would be so
supervised except for his consclentlious ob-
jector status. In addition, promotional op-
portunities become clearly limited by this
regulation.

Evidence of this policy is to be found in
Appendix B-T7. In that letter, one of the rea-
sons that Major McCann denied placement
at the Sunjammer, Los Gatos Switchboard
was that “we have a policy against assigning
a conscientious objector to an alternate serv-
ice job where he would be supervised by an-
other conscientlous objector also performing
alternate service.” As a tangent, it should be
noted the differing positions presented in
Appendices B-8 and B-7.

The following points need to be made about
the Transfer sectlon:

Paragraph 1 establishes a fixed time of
service necessary before the State Headquar-
ters personnel will consider a transfer. While
this may or may not be desirable, the im-
portant fact is that there is nowhere to be
found in the governing regulations a pro-
vision of this nature (cf, 32 C.F.R. 1660.9(d)
and RPM 660.8(9) respectively).

Paragraph 2 has no subtention in either
the Code or the RPM (supra), and in fact
directly contradicts a statement on Page 1
of the same form which intimates that non-
remunerative alternate service will be con-
sidered as potentially acceptable. In perti-
nent part of Form 347: “This provision ap-
plies equally whether you are paid for your
services or whether you work without pay.”
(3).

Paragraph 3 establishes a criterion which
is in direct contradiction to the language of
the Code (32 C.F.R. 1660.6(5)) as well as the
RPM (RPM 660.8(2)(3)). The language here
states that a registrant shall work outside
his community of residence, not outside of
commuting distance from his home. (cf, Ap-
pendix D-5)

There are many other provisions of this
document, as well as Form 419 which is fur-
nished to employers, which are equally arbi-
trary but apparently less constricting. Per-
tinent to our contention that these regula-
tions are promulgated improperly and f{l-
legally are letters written to you from at-
torneys for I-W registrants. (Appendices B-5
and B-6)

“Congressman, it is plain that the Cali-
fornia State Director has a bundle of illegally
issued alternative service orders on his hands.
The injustice to the young men involved is
plain, and the matter should be resolved at

the earliest possible time.” (See Appendix
B-5.)
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II1. INEQUITABLE ADMINISTRATION
A. Investigations

32 CF.R. 1660.9(b) and RPM 660.11(2)
clearly outline the procedure to be employed
in determining whether or not a registrant
is to be considered at fault when he has
been terminated or terminates himself from
alternate service employment. It has been
our experience in reviewing the action taken
against a number of alternate service regis-
trants that this procedure has not been pur-
sued and that in fact several steps have been
promulgated by the State Headquarters per-
sonnel which both ignore the established
regulations and which possibly violate the
safeguards established in the Fifth Amend-
ment to the Constitution, specifically the
prohibition against self-incrimination.

In the attached copies of documents taken
directly from alternate service files, there is
& clear pattern of correspondence which in-
dicates that State Headquarters personnel
have found individuals in viclation of the
law prior to the conducting of any investiga-
tion as outlined in the provisions above men-
tioned. (See Appendices C-1 through C-10
and cf B-1.) In addition in number (7) of
Form 347 (Cal. Hdgts. Form) the registrant
is told that he must proffer an explanation
as to his termination, while the regulations
specifically state that it 1s the headquarters
which has the obligation to contact the em-
ployer for such a statement, forward said
statement to the registrant and then allow
the registrant an opportunity to respond.

As a caveat to the general trend shown
in the above cited appendices, the case of
one registrant (see Appendices C-11, 11A,
11B, and 11C) shows clearly that the rights
of the registrant have been abused. In a
matter investigated by the National Head-
quarters, the registrant was found to have
not been at fault In the termination of his
employment, and this finding was being sent
to the California State Headquarters to be-
come & permanent part of the man’s record.
According to regulations, he should have
been credited for time between jobs, given
the fact that he was found not at fault. In
spite of the findings of the National Head-
quarters, State Headquarters personnel took
it upon themselves to deny this man the
time between jobs. This denial was contrary
to regulations, and clearly overturned the
declsion of Natlonal Headquarters.

It should also be noted that a review of the
correspondence attached hereto indicates a
clearly threatening posture assumed by the
California Headquarters personnel. Their in-
sinuations that a registrant is subject to
immediate arrest by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation are without foundation (see
Appendix C-12) and must then be viewed as
a design to force the registrant to resume his
alternate service placement. While it may be
desirable to return the registrant to his work,
this procedure clouds over the possibility
that there were significant and real reasons
why the registrant was forced to leave his al-
ternate service placement.

We believe that the documentation at-
tached hereto speaks quite clearly to the
points raised above. It Is our belief that the
State Headquarters position is overly threat-
ening. It is clear that these threats are not
founded upon the law, regulations or pro-
cedures and thus are without foundation, It
is interesting to note that when pressed to
conduct a proper investigation (see Appendix
C-13), the BState Headquarters personnel
complied with the law, thus showing that
they had no contention with the proper pro-
cedures. There has been some recent modifi-
cation of the threatening tone of the letters
emanating from State Headquarters person-
nel, but the basic violation of the rules of
procedure persists,

B. Requests for transfer and location of job

Many consclentious objectors believe that
their requests for transfer to other alternate
service jobs have been handled capriciously,
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and that decisions rendered were frequently
made without proper basis for action. This
was felt to be particularly true when such
requests involved terminations of their em-
ployment with the Ecology Corps. In the
course of reviewing many of the alternate
service files, we have concluded that in fact
the handling of transfers in the State is ar-
bitrary, that often decisions are made with
reference to the very illegal regulations cited
above, and not infrequently, that excep-
tions are made on the basis of personal whim
or political pressure.

Appendix D-1 represents a ease which in-
corporates many of the worst features of the
decision making process of State Headquar-
ters personnel, This particular registrant was
denied a transfer for a number of reasons.
The first was because his prospective em-
ployer did not have a “non-profit tax exempt
status which is required to qualify as a
participating employer.” The second was that
State headquarters “[has] discontinued ap-
proving new organizations as employers be-
cause of the large number of qualified em-
ployers we already have participating in the
system.” The third was that they were hesi-
tant to assign him to a voluntary position
when they had paid positions available,

Several points need to be ralsed about
this particular case and the contentions of
the State Headquarters personnel,

1. The regulations at 32 C.F.R. 1660.5 (c)
clearly state that an employer need not be a
non-profit organization, much less a non-
profit organization with tax exempt status.

“Employment in an activity of an organi-
zation, assoclation, or corporation which is
either charitable in nature performed for
the benefit of the general public or is for the
improvement of the public health, or welfare,
including educational and scientific activi-
ties in support thereof, and when such ac-
tivity or program is not for profit."”

Major McCann can only be assumed to be
referring to subsection (b) of 1860.5 which
allows for employment in non-profit organi-
zations, but which in no way restricts em-
ployment to such agencies nor demands that
such agency have a special tax exempt status.

2. The second point is clearly arbitrary, and
certainly in contradiction to the stated role
of the State director as outlined at RPM
660.2(6).

“A plan should be developed for a con-
tinuing program of contacts with eligible
employers in order to secure additional job
space.”

3. There Is no indication that voluntary
positions should be dealt with differently
from paid positions. While it might be noted
that State Headquarters personnel maintain
that they have had difficulties with volun-
tary job placements, this should not be an
automatic bar to such placement.

Finally, it should be noted that in spite
of the State Headquarters’ contention that
they have approximately 1,000 job place-
ments avallable throughout the State (see
Appendix D-2), they elected to place this
registrant into the Ecology Corps, rather than
in a placement which recognized the ex-
pressed interests of the registrant.

In Appendices D-3, D4 and D-5, the en-
tire issue of the appropriateness of State
Headquarters personnel’s interpretation con-
cerning job location is called into question.
Here they informed registrants that they
were ineligible for transfer to jobs within
commuting distance of their home. State
Headquarters personnel at one point indi-
cate that a distance of 100 miles is the mini-
mum for consideration.

32 C.F.R. 1660.6(a)(5) indicates clearly
that the only restriction for a registrant in
terms of location is that it not be within his
community of residence. The identical
language is used in the RPM. It should be
further noted that the concluding paragraph
of 1660.6 states that a State director can
ignore the requirement of a registrant not
working in his community of residence if
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the national interest is served. Of particular
concern is the contention of one member of
State Headquarters that *“it 1s national
policy at this time to disapprove requests to
be assigned to alternate service jobs within
commuting distance of the registrant’s home
town." This Is a blatant distortion of the
provisions of the Code and the RPM, and
clearly impairs the rights of the registrant.
In all indices then, the regulations clearly
do not provide for denial of transfer on this
basis.

In Appendices D-5 and D-6 the issue of
the State Headquarters personnel establish-
ing priorities of the national interest is
clearly laid out. There is no provision in the
Regulations or the RPM which provides for
the State director to make a decision on the
basis of competing national interest. There is
certainly no provision which gives priority to
the already established job, as is indicated in
the notation of March 5, 1973, As a caveat to
this, 1t should be noted that Mr. Wagner's
letter (see Appendix D-7) clearly disputes
the rationale of the State Headquarters per-
sonnel,

In Appendices D-5 and D-8 the position
of the State Headquarters with respect to
the amount of time which should be served
by a registrant is clearly recorded. There is
no citation to be found in the section govern-
ing transfers (RPM 660.9(8)) that regis-
trant must serve six months on the job he
was assigned to. While it may be good policy
to establish such a procedure, the application
of this provision is not established in the
RPM and is therefore invalid,

In addition to application of this invalid
regulation, it would appear from Mr. Kirton’s
letter of June 10, 1973 (see Appendix D-0)
that the State Headquarters personnel are
not even equitably and consistently apply-
ing their own regulations.

The tone of this letter indicates that
several conscientious objectors who have
served their six months indicated that they
were desirous of transfer and were denied.
It must be assumed that this denial falls
back on the “fire season” argument. (cf, Ap-
pendix D-7) It bears mention here however,
that in May of 1971, Major McCann stated
quite clearly that many registrants would be
transferred from the Ecology Corps because
of hardship situations, family situations or
an inability to perform the work. He in-
sinuated that in order to better utilize the
particular “education [sic] skills or talents"”
of registrants they might also be transferred
(see Appendix D-10).

Appendices D-11 and D-12 indicate a posi-
tion that is also not reflected in the above
cited provision governing transfers; namely,
that the registrant must have the approval
of his employer to secure a transfer, It should
be noted that in this particular case, such
& statement had been in the registrant’s file
for a month preceding the letter outlining
this position.

Appendix D-13 clearly shows the prejudicial
nature of the State Headquarters’ “admin-
istrative regulations."” Here a job which al-
lowed the CO to serve in a supervisory classi-
fication was denied. (See section on promul-
gation of regulations for a more complete
discussion of the problem cited here.)

Appendices D-14 and D-14 (a-h) represent
a travesty in our opinion, and speak for
themselves. Why in the world the personnel
at State Headquarters did not more expedi-
tlously approve a transfer to a location in
close proximity to this man’s father can
only be guessed at. The fact is that a period
of several months transpired In spite of the
numerous appeals of this man's family and
friends.

C. Medical procedure irregularities
In the course of our administrative work,
it has become apparent to us that State
Headquarters personnel, who are neither
physicians, members of the Medical Corps,
nor members of the Medical Service Corps,
are making decisicns about the medical con-~




December 3, 1973

ditions of I-W registrants. There are specific
regulations which govern the processing of
information relative to the physlological or
psychological health of registrants, and which
thus relieve the members of a State Head-
quarters from any obligation or authority to
make medical determinations. The role of
State Headquarters personnel is simply to
pursue proper administrative classification
of an individual, in the light of informa-
tion presented to that Headquarters by an
Armed Forces Entrance and Examining Sta-
tion. (See Appendices E-1 through E-4, E-18
through E-21, E-40 and 41, E-44 through
E-46, E-51 and E-52, E-57 through E-60,
E-656 through E-67, E-69 through E-75, E-80,
E-82 through E-84, E-95 through E-987, E-101
through E-104, E-113, E-117 through E-123,
E-125, E-129 through E-131, E-134, E-138
through E-142, E-146 through E-150, E-164
and E-165.)

The practice of making essentially medical
decisions i1s in direct violation of Federal
statute, Regulations and repeated statements
of “national policy” issued by the National
Director’'s office to Members of Congress and
the public at large. Since the regulations
provide for processing medical claims, there
is no reason or justification for State Head-
quarters personnel t~ presume to make such
decisions. (See Appendices E-22, E-40, E-57
through E-60, E-65 and E-66, E-73 through
E-75, E-123, E-158, E-159 through E-165.)

Many civilan doctors have been approached
be members of the State Headquarters staff
regarding their diagnosis. In these contacts,
physicians are generally initially unaware
that they are talking with military officers
who are not medically trained or qualified.

Their presumption is that any individual
who would be contacting them about the
physical or mental health of their patients
is also a physiclan who shares their concern
for the health and well being of the person
under discussion. Many physicians have been
shocked to learn that non-medical personnel
are making decisions which affect the very
lives and mental stabllity of their clients, on
the basis of medical information which they
might not understand nor appreclate. (See
Appendices E-44 through E-46, E-57 through
E—-60, and E-73 through E-75.)

It has been our experience that requests
by I-W registrants, and/or their authorized
representatives, for AFEES physical exami-
nations are regularly delayed and Ignored for
months even when such reguests are accom-
panied by several items of medical documen-
tation. In particular, we have seen uncon-
scionable delays in the processing of AFEES
physicals, as well as outright denials for
physicals, when the State Headquarters per-
sonnel have determined that the registrant
is In an "AWOL" status. This practice Is con-
trary to Selective Service policy, which states
that a registrant will be submitted for an
AFEES examination upon recelpt of medical
documentation. (See particularly Appendix
E-158.) Needless to say, unnecessary trauma
is caused the registrant by these unnecessary
delays In the proceasing of his claim. (See
Appendices E-1 through E-3, E-26, E-28
through E-34, E-44 through E-46, E-55 and
E-56, E-69 through E-T1, E-73 through E-75,
E-100, E-113, E-124 through E-128, E-134 and
E-~135, E-158 through E-162.)

Apparently only Congressional and Sena-
torial “intervention” In each particular case
brings any response or action. It is unfortu-
nate that any outside pressure should have
to be brought to bear upon a system which
has clearly outlined procedures for handling
the processing of medical claims. (See Ap-
pendices E-16 and E-17, E-23, E-25, E-27,
E-40, E-53 and E-54, E-55, E-61 through
E-64, E-81, E-93 and E-94, E-99, E-124,)

It is apparent that State Headquarters
personnel are undertaking the responsibility
to directly analyze written evaluations and
reports from psychiatrists and other medical

specialists relating to the condition of I-W
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registrants. In so doing, State Headquarters
personnel are not allowing the registrants to
have recourse to qualified medical advisors,
as per regulation (see Appendices E-12 and
E-13, E-37 through E-41, E-44 through E-48,
E-73 through E-75, E-80, E-01 and E-982,
E-98, E-101 through E-104, E-110, E-113,
E-125, E-1290 through E-131, E-146 through
E-150, E-158, E-164 and E-165).

Even when some referral or information,
findings or opinions are requested by State
Headquarters personnel, such information is
not placed in the registrant's file. (See Ap-
pendices E-37 through E—41, E-44 through
E-49, E-57 through E-60, E-113, E-65 through
E-67, E-T4 and E-75, E-77 through E-80,
E-91 and E-52, E-101 through E-104, E-125,
E-146 through E-150, and E-158.)

We have evidence that State Headquarters
administrative staff are contacting civilian
doctors concerning their professional eval-
uations. They also appear to be releasing in-
formation concerning the registrant’s physi-
cal or mental condition, when they them-
selves are not Medical Corps, Medical Service
Corps, or civilian medical advisors to the Se-
lective Service System. This attempt to com-
promise the opinion of a medical profes-
sional, rather than simply forward the in-
formation to qualified military physicians
for their opinion is a most serious abridge-
ment of the procedures. (See Appendices
E-T74, E-T75.)

In order to point out the inequity worked
on registrants by having non-medical admin-
istrative personnel evaluate medical infor-
mation, we note the following example.

One active duty officer admitted to using
a “list of medically disqualifying conditions"
to determine whether or not an AFEES phys-
ical was to be scheduled for the registrant.
He admitted to his practice during a case of
an I-W who was diagnosed by a civilian phy-
sician as having “hyperucremia.” Since “hy-
perucremia™ was not on his list, the officer
denied the reglstrant a physical on behalf
of the State Director. The following week this
same officer consulted a medical doctor and
found that this diagnosis was the same as
a diagnosis of “gout,” a disqualifying condi-
tion under Chapter 2, Army Regulation 40-
501. The registrant was finally scheduled for
an AFEES physical and a special consulta-
tion at a large Army hospital. He was found
to be disqualified for further alternate serv-
ice and subsequently classified “4-F" by his
local board. (See Appendices E-3, E-113, E-
116, E-158, E-163 through E-165.)

Not infrequently Inordinate amounts of
time transpire before a registrant is prop-
erly channeled to appear at AFEES for a
physical examination. Frequently weeks and
months are involved. One justification for
these delays by State Headquarters personnel
is that they have difficulties securing ap-
pointments at AFEES. Yet, official inquiry
to Oakland AFEES indicates that all they
needed was one week's notice to schedule
any physical examination. In emergency
situations, they Indicate that they are able
to give immediate appointments since they
are in operation five days of the week, proc-
essing enlistments into the Armed Services.
(See Appendices E-4, E-11, E-23, E-25, E40
and E-41, E-44 through E-46, E-57 through
E—~80, E-T4 and E-75, E-88 through E-90, E-95
through E-87, E-101 through E-104, E-112,
E~-125, E-120 through E-131, E-141 through
E-143, E-158 through E-163.)

State Headquarters personnel have actually
refused physical exams to requesting regis-
trants, when a registrant was at an AFEES
station with medical documentation in hand.
The registrant was willing to be examined
and the AFEES involved was willing to ad-
minister the physical at that time. In fact,
the Processing Officer at the AFEES had
called the man's civilian doctor, had read the
doctor's evaluation and belleved that there
was & pressing need for Immediate action.
The officer telephoned State Headquarters
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and informed them of the man’s condition
and his opinion that the registrant be proc-
essed immediately. State Headquarters re-
plied that the man was nof to be given a
physical because he was “AWOL"! This pro-
cedure is particularly heinous, as it not only
violates national pollicy but is not even the
rule for procedure in the military. Any
“AWOL" or formerly “AWOL" soldier is en-
titled to medical care at any military medi-
cal facility without regard to pending disci-
plinary actions. Further, there is no provi-
sion for establishing an “AWOL™ category in
the Military Selective Service Act. (See Ap-
pendices E-18 through E-21, E-44 through
E-46, E-69 through E-7T1, E-80, E-101 through
104.)

California State Headquarters have made
repeated claims that they would not assign
any I-W registrant to an environment which
was hazardous to his health, safety or gen-
eral well being. Yet, they have knowingly
placed registrants into Ecology Corps camps
when those registrants possessed severe al-
lergles (especially to polson oak and various
pollens). While these registrants might not
have been subject to medical disqualification,
it certainly was not In the Interest of their
general well being to be placed In an en-
vironment which was uncomfortable and
perpetually aggravating.

State Headguarters has also placed, or in-
sisted that registrants remain at, locations
having environmental, physical, psychologi-
cal, or social conditions which posed potenti-
ally extreme harm and risk to the registrant.
Examples of this include the placing of
homosexuals Into remote, lsolated and all-
male camps of the Ecology Corps, or in some
instances their insistence that such regis-
trants remain at or return to these camps.
(See Appendices E-12, E-14 and E-15, E-22,
E-28 through E-34, E-37 through E-46, E-57
through E-60, E-6T through E-T1, E-74 and
E-75, E-91 and E-92, E-107, E-111, E-114
through E-123, E-125, E-132 through E-135,
E-141 through E-143, E-146 through E-150,
E-152 and E-153, E-164 and E-165.)

State Headquarters personnel have also
abused their administrative discretion by
falling to act upon correspondence from
registrants regarding suicide attempts,
homosexuality, and clearly stated examples
of bizarre behavior. While Headquarters of-
ficers are not medical specialists, In their
tralning as military officers, they ought to
have learned methods of evaluating bizarre
behavior and the proper methods of reporting
such behavior to competent medical au-
thorities. (See Appendices E-5 through E-9,
E-26, E-51 and E-52, E-65 and E-66, E-69
through E-72, E-80, E-82 through E-84, E-91
and E-92, E-101 through E-104, E-107, E-132
and E-133, E-146 through E-150.)

As a final point, it should be noted that
State Headquarters personnel have con-
structively refused the assistance and co-
operation of other governmental personnel,
federal or state, of competent professionals
(Le., psychologists, social workers, nurses,
etc.), the registrant’s family, attorneys and
other persons, who while only private citi-
zens, attempt to help In individual cases.
Certainly this is not the role of the Selective
Service System, which needs the active co-
operation of the civillan community. (See
Appendices E-1 and E-2, E-18 through E-21,
E-26 through E-36, E-47, E-63 and E-64,
E-68, E-72, E-85 through E-87, E-95 and
E-96, E-107, E-144 and E-145.)

We belleve that the points raised above
are indicative of a general attitude at State
Headquarters that medical complaints prob-
ably emanate from malingerers and indi-
viduals who are attempting to shirk their
responsibility under the law. It certainly has
been intimated that your office has coun-
seled individuals in the methods of securing
medical disqualifications. The conflict comes
down here to one between the State Head-

quarters' perceived needs for discipline and
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“keeping registrants in line" versus the le-
gitimate medical needs of the registrants.
The clear intent of the law iz to provide
registrants with a mechanism for review of
their medical condition. The practice in this
State clearly does not afford the registrant
that opportunity.
D, Decertification

While it is an elusive topic, there is cer=-
taln evidence to suggest that alternate service
employers have had their agencles decer-
tified as being eligible on the hasis of the
regulations promulgated by State Headquar-
ters. If it is ultimately upheld that the
promulgation of these regulations was illegal,
then those employers so affected have been
arbitrarily and illegally denied the oppor-
tunity to participate in the Alternate Service
b

It must be presumed that an employer,
once deemed an acceptable alternate service
employer, has a vested interest in the con-
tinued cooperation of the registrant. There
are provisions which allow for the termi-
nation of employment on the basis of im-
proper performance at the work assignment,
failure to comply with reasonable regula-
tions of the firm and others. It is presumed
in the regulations that the employer will
have sufficient initiative, and sufficient con-
cern to report violations by the registrant
to the State director.

As mentioned above, those regulations
which extend the requirements for alternate
service as outlined in the RPM have prob-
ably scared away many prospective employ-
ers. This i1s in contradiction to the State
directors’ mandate to encourage new em-
ployers to participate. Although it would be
hard to estimate the numbers of prospective
employers discouraged by the unnecessary
bureaucratic waste of maintaining card
sheets, having only one supervisor over a CO
and the other unnecessary provisions pro-
mulgated by State Headquarters, it should
be relatively simple for an investigating Com-~
mittee to determine exactly to what degree
the program of decertification has been pur-
sued.

We know of only two programs for certain
which were decertified and which are decerti-
fled to this date. There are others which were
decertified temporarily. (See Appendices F-1
and F-1 a—e and F-2 and F-2a.) Whether or
not decertification is a large problem or not
is something which we do not know at this
point. Given the fact, though, that extended
regulations exist for determining eligibility,
it is quite likely that there are other pro-

similarly situated. The important

point to return to is that, whether or not any

more programs have been decertified, there is

a potential for such action based upon the

illegally promulgated regulations of State

Headquarters. (cf, Appendices B-5 and B-6.)
E. Other administrative inequities

In at least two other identifiable ways, the
State Headquarters personnel have admin-
istered the Alternate Service Program in-
equitably, both within the State and with
respect to the nation.

The first has been mentioned herein before.
Bpecifically, it was the manner in which local
boards have been Informed of the completion
of the alternate service obligation by I-Ws
who were released under the provisions of
Levi v. Tarr, As Indicated above (and in Ap-
pendices A-7, A-8, A-9, A-12 and A-13), State
Headquarters personnel have disallowed the
granting of 4-Ws to those registrants who
had completed their alternate service of more
than 180 days, in the face of the appropriate
governing regulations. This has worked to
the detriment of the registrants involved, and
seems to reflect a fear on the part of State
Headguarters personnel that COs may ulti-
mately become eligible for veterans' benefits.

As a tangent to this, it should be noted
that the State Headquarters has gone beyond
its Informing role, in outrightly advising the
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local board of the classification to assign a
registrant. Classification by law is a preroga-
tive of the local boards, with the obligation
on the part of the State Headquarters to pro-
vide a statement as to whether or not the
registrant completed his required service as
provided under all the regulations. In Levi
cases, although not specifically required by
the court, State Headquarters personnel
failed to perform this advisory function.

The second failure was State Headquarters
personnel’s failure to undertake a thorough
review of its files to ascertain exactly who
should be released under the Levi order. This
has obviously worked a disadvantage on some
registrants, causing them to work for ex-
tended periods of time when they should have
been released from their obligation, How
many other registrants are similarly situated
is unknown to us, but if eight out of approx-
imately one hundred and five individuals
are in this class (7% ), then, if this percentage
holds, there might be as many as one hun-
dred and five more individuals who are not
presently aware they are eligible for release.

IV. RELATIONSHIP OF THE STATE HEADQUARTEERS
TO THE CALIFORNIA ECOLOGY CORPS

In the course of our work, it has appeared
to us that the State Headquarters personnel
have developed a relationship with the Cali-
fornia Ecology Corps that goes beyond the
provisions of the regulations.

RPM 660.2 provides a program under
which State directors are to actively solicit,
expand and build upon the numbers of jobs
and the diversity of job placements available
to Alternate Service employees.

As mentioned above, some programs that
had accepted Alternate Service employees
had been decertified on the basis of arbitrary
and illegal regulations promulgated by State
Headquarters personnel. It should be noted
that those individuals whose jobs were
decertified were generally routed into the
Ecology Corps.

The act of decertifying a program raises
serious questions about the rights of the
registrant in selecting or suggesting his next
alternate service job. In Appendix G-1, State
Headquarters personnel state that ‘““when an
alternate service employer i1s suspended for
fallure to meet our administrative require-
ments this headquarters will not act on the
assumption that all the consclentious objec-
tors assigned to that organization are also
not meeting our requirements. We will in-
stead look at each man's case.” Here, State
Headquarters personnel are assuming that in
at least some instances registrants who work
for programs to which the State Headquarters
initially assigned them, and from which they
were later arbitrarily decertified, are in some
way responsible for the actions of their em-
ployers. That a registrant can be held
accountable for actions beyond his control
clearly circumscribes his rights with respect
to securing a continuing assignment. A
limited pattern has developed in which the
State Headquarters personnel, having
decided to decertify a program, decline then
to offer the registrant a range of job choices,
but rather route him into the Ecology Corps.
The extent of this pattern is not known
presently, as we have been unable to see
some files which we have reason to believe
will more readily document this type of
action. (See, however, Appendices G-1, G-5
and G-5 a-¢, G-6 and G-6 a-c.)

As background regarding the extreme
interest that the Selective Service System
has had with respect to the Ecology Corps,
California, the following should be noted.
In a letter to Major William McCann on
September 17, 1971 (Appendix G-2), then
Director Dr. Curtis Tarr stated “I recognize
that only a return to inductions will satisfy
the pressing need for men to man the Ecology
Corps. Unless our induction authority is
restored rather quickly I anticipate that
the centers may not be able to continue in
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operation. This truly would be a sad thing for
all of us who have held high hopes for the
accomplishments of the camp.” In that letter
he goes on to conclude that the management
of the California Department of Forestry
and the California Ecology Corps should
undertake to insure that non-conscientious
objectors be recruited to work for the Corps,
“because then they (the conscientious objec-
tor community) would see the evidence that
we are not planning to convert. these camps
into consecientious objector work camps.”

The guestion to be asked is why the great
concern on the part of the Selective Service
System, a federal agency, for the success of
failure of essentially a state program? Burely,
the Selective Service System, and in partic-
ular the Alternate Service Program, should
not be utilized to bolster the personal proj-
ects of governors or bureaucrats in the
various states.

While in its own right the Ecology Corps
may be a program deserving of the support
of administrators, legislators and even con-
sclentious objectors, it would appear to us
that it violates the Integrity of the Selective
Service System to presume that it has a duty
to protect the Ecology Corps.

It is this very attitude which has led to a
significant number of the problems we have
identified vis-a-vis the administration of the
California Alternate Service Program. Regis-
trants’ jobs in community based, volunteer
and other programs wheih have not met the
“administrative requirements” of the Cali-
fornia Headquarters personnel have been
slashed, to the benefit of the Ecology Corps.

It would appear from the 1971 letter re-
garding transfers from the Ecology Corps
(Appendix D-10) that the State Head-
quarters personnel view the Ecology Corps as
they view any other participating organiza-
tion. This position has not been upheld in
practice, however. In fact many petitions
for reasons of hardship, medical conditions,
psychiatric conditions, inappropriateness of
work and inapplicability of skills have met
Wwith no response from the State Headquar-
ters personnel. It is clear to us that the
State Headguarters personnel have decided
to make a judgment among competing jobs
which all vie for the category of being within
the national interest. Instead of simply as-
signing a registrant into the job of his
choice, which also meets the national in-
terest and all the other provisions of 32
C.F.R. 1660.6, the State Headquarters per-
sonnel have opted to make a decision among
competing jobs. It appears that the Ecology
Corps is the beneficiary of this largesse.

Appendices G-3 and G—4 stand as the most
stark examples of the interest that the State
Headquarters personnel have with the Ecol-
ogy Corps. In G-3 in particular, the State
director indicates that the registrant should
be mailed “the California Ecology Corps let-
ter.” (cf, Appendix G—4). That the state has
a special letter for this particular employer
must in some way lessen their commitment
to the 1,000 other placements they have ac-
quired. It should be further noted that in
both of these letters the registrant is given
a cholce of jobs which place him either in
the Ecology Corps or out of the state. This
Hobson's choice can only be viewed as a clear
effort to force the registrant to choose the
closer location of the Ecology Corps camp
over the more distant facilities offered. This
indirect routing of people into the Ecology
Corps is less than subtle, and clearly does
not demonstrate an interest in seeing that
the special skills or talents of the registrant
are utilized.

(See also, generally, Appendix G-T.)

V. JOB ASSIGNMENT IN CONFLICT WITH THE
STATED BELIEFS OF THE REGISTRANT

In the history of conscientious objection

there have been two categories of COs. The

first are those individuals who are able to

reconcile their conscience with participation
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in the military, as long as they are not in a
position to inflict death or injury. The sec-
ond are those who believe that contact or
association with the military is as reprehen-
sible to them as the act of killing. Only this
second group ever find themselves working
as I-Ws in alternate service.

There developed a situation in the admin-
istration of the alternate service program
which allowed for the continued participa-
tion of COs in an Ecology Corps camp which
was made a Presidio adjunct, and which was
policed by Military Police. (See Appendix
H-1.) Quite obviously, the consclentious ocb-
jectors performing at the Palo Seco Ecology
Corps camp were upset with the growing
military presence at the installation. (See,
generally, Appendices H-2 through H-8.)

In spite of the protests by the registrants
to the Camp Director, protesting the place-
ment of the base under essentially military
control on 26 July 1973, the State Head-
quarters placed registrants into the camp
after that date. (See Appendix G-6.) Need-
less to say, there was significant tension
between the conscientious objectors and the
military police. Certain properties (peace
flags, etc.) were destroyed by the military
police, and there was an atmosphere of ten-
slon and hostility.

It is our opinion that the transfer of indi-
viduals to the Palo Seco Ecology Corps camp
after the presence of the military police, and
the maintenance of those COs already there,
represented a breach of faith on the part
of the Btate Headquarters. We believe that
all COs should have been immediately re-
moved from Palo Seco, while it was under
the control of military police. It is one thing
for State Headquarters personnel to attempt
to maintain that in matters of competing
national interest they have the right to
make a determination as to which national
interest they belleve should be served. It is
another to persist in the determination that
national interests override the stated objec-
tions of COs performing alternate service.

In Appendix H-9, a registrant specifically
asked that he be transferred from an Ecology
Corps camp. The basis for his request was
that Ecology Corps regulations forced him
to shave his beard. This man was an Ortho-
dox Jew and such an actlon forced him to
violate his religious convictions and brought
about considerations of suicide. This insen-
sitivity was uncalled for.

As a sldelight to this, it should be noted
that the Alternate Service Program in the
Btate, and probably in the other states, is
operated by military personnel. This in it-
self violates the stated position of consclen-
tious objectors, and was commented upon
frequently by the I-W registrants we came
in contact with.

V1. DIFFICULTIES ADMINISTRATIVE WORK DUE TO
HEADQUARTERS ATTITUDES

As a final point of analysis, we believe that
the difficulties facing our office as a result of
our inquiries on behalf of numecrous alter-
nate service employees have been severe.

From the very beginning of our efforts, we
have met with severe resistance to our at-
tempts to analyze the information contained
in Selective Service files. The most recent
communication from the National Director,
and your reply to the General Counsel, is
the ultimate reflection of the intransigence
of State Headguarters in responding to our
requests. In spite of the fact that we were
duly authorized to look at flles, we have not
seen many of the files requested. This is in
spite of the fact that our requests have
been pending from some six months. (See,
generally, Appendices I-1, I-2, and I-3.)

In what can only be viewed as a threat to
intimidate us from acting in what we be-
lieved were the best Interests of the regis-
trants seeking our assistance, we have been
accused of counseling individuals to violate
the law. (See Appendix I-2.) These charges
are of course unfounded. That the State
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Headquarters feel threatened by our ability
to provide accurate information to the reg-
istrants as to their rights under the Mili-
tary Selective Service Act, the Code and the
RPM should be no basis for threatening
members of your staff with prosecution be-
cause certain individuals have decided to
exercise those rights.

While these two facts are numerically
small, the repetitious pattern of abuse that
we have been subjected to has heightened
the problem. We have some evidence which
suggests that the treatment of our office is
unique, as other members of the House and
the Senate have had their inquiries and
their requests on behalf of registrants an-
swered promptly and have seen the concerns
of their constituents resolved. (See Appen-
dices I-2 and I-5.) In those instances which
we are aware of, proper procedures were im-
plemented after contact by another Mem-
ber of Congress, whereas regulations have
been ignored even after the most vigorous
assertion on our part of the rights existing
for the registrant. We recently discovered
that one I-W registrant in particular has
now waited some two and one-half months
to be scheduled for an examination which
we requested In August.

We can only conclude that the State Head-
quarters either distrusts the motivation of
yourself and your staff, or perhaps feel bur-
dened by our insistence on their pursuing
the proper course of action in a given case.
In either case, it would appear to us that the
reponsibility is upon the Selective Service
System to insure the registrant that his
rights are being protected and implemented,
and not upon us to fall to assert the reg-
istrant’s position when his rights have been
abridged.

———— =

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. WaLsH (af the request of Mr., GER-
ALD R. Forp), for the balance of the ses-
sion, on account of illness.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. TrReen) and to revise and ex~
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous matter:)

Mr. MinsuaLL of Ohio, for 1 hour, De-
cember 4, 1973.

Mr. SHRIVER, for 10 minutes, December
3, 1973.

Mr. RarsBack, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Frenzer, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr. FreLiNGHUYSEN, for 10 minutes,
today.

Mr. SsHovr, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Kemp, for 10 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. THorRNTON) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. MurpHY of New York, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. GonzaLEz, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Fuqua, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HarrINGTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr, CuLver, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
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Mr. DeLrums, and to include extra-
neous matter, notwithstanding the fact
that it exceeds five pages of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcORD and is estimated by
the Public Printer to cost $1,045.

Mr. SemBerLING, during debate today
on S. 2673 under suspension of the rules,
and to include extraneous material.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. TrReeN) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr,. McKINNEY.

Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances.

Mr. WymaN in two instances.

Mr CaArTER in three instances.

Mr. LANDGREBE in 10 instances.

Mr. RAILSBACK.

Mr. Youne of Florida in five instances.

Mr. STEELMAN in two instances.

Mr. AsHBROOK in three instances.

Mr. Younc of Illinois in two instances.

Mr. LOTT.

Mr. COUGHLIN.

Mr. HOGAN.

Mr. McCLorY in three instances.

Mr, CLEVELAND.

Mr. BEARD.

Mr. Kemp in two instances.

Mr. REGULA.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. THOrRNTON) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. ConyERs in 10 instances.

Mr. GonzaLEz in three instances.

Mr. Gramvmo in 10 instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. ANNUNZIO in six instances.

Mr, LoNe of Maryland in 10 instances.

Mr. Moss.

Mr. pE LA GaARrza in 10 instances.

Mr. REUSS.

Mr. LoxNG of Louisiana in two instances.

Mr, DinGELL in two instances.

Mr. Epwarps of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. RousE in three instances.

Mr, HarrINGTON in three instances.

Mr. CaarLES WiLsoN of Texas in four
instances.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee.

Mr. SEIBERLING in 10 instances.

Mrs. Grasso in 10 instances.

Mrs. ScHROEDER in 10 instances.

Mr. FisHER in three instances.

Mr. ANprewS of North Carolina.

Mr. Davis of Georgia in five instances.

Mr. Brasco in six instances.

Mr. BRINKLEY.

Myr. PickLE in two instances.

Mr, DRINAN.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

S.417. An act to amend the act of June 28,
1948, to provide for the addition of certain
property in Philadelphia, Pa., to Independ-
ence Natlonal Historical Park; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

8. 513. An act to amend section 232 of the
National Housing Act to authorize insured
loans to provide fire safety equipment for
nursing homes and Intermediate care facil-
ities; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

B. 677 An act for the relief of Cmdr. How-
ard A. Weltner, U.S. Naval Reserve; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

S. 1468. An act to authorize the establish-
ment of the Knife River Indian Villages Na-
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tional Historic Site; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

S. 1976. Anu act to study an Indian nations
trail within the national trails system; to
the Committee on Interler and Insular
Affairs.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Commiitee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on November 30, 1973, pre-
sent to the President, for his approval,
bills of the House of the following title:

H.R. 1328, An act for the relief of M. Sgt.
Eugene J. Mikulenks, U.S. Army (retired);

H.R. 1948. An act for the relief of Edgar P.
Faulkner and Ray H. New.,

H.R. 1949. An act for the relief of Hazel W.
Lawson and Lloyd C. Johnson;

H.R. 2207. An act for the relfef of Joseph C.
Leeba;

H.R. 2213 An act for the relief of Cornelius
8. Ball, Victor F. Mann, Jr., George J. Posner,
Dominick A. Sgammato, and James R. Walsh;

HR. 3044. An act for the rellef of James
Evans, publisher of the Colfax County Press,
and Morris Odvarka;

H.R. 3530. An act for the rellef of Eugenia
0. Lyttle;

H.R. 3751. An act for the reMef of James E.
Fry, Jr., and Margaret E. Fry;

H.E. 4176. An act for the relief of Manuel
H. Silva;

H.R. 4448. An act for the relief of 1st Li.
John P. Duan, Army of the United States,
retired;

H.R. 8406. An act for the rellef of Willlam
M. Starrs; and

HR. 9276. An act for the relief of Luther V.
Winstead.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o'clock and 4 minutes p.m.)
House adjowrned until tomerrow, Tues-
day, December 4, 1973, at 12 o'clock noen.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1503. A letter fraom the Chalirman, Migra-
tory Bird Conservation Commission, trans-
mitting the anmual report of the Commis-
sion for fiscal year 1973, pursuant to 16
U.S.C. 715b; to the Committes on Agriculture.

1504, A letter from the Adjutant General,
Veterans of Forelgn Wars of the United
States, transmitting a report of the audit of
the books of the Quartermaster General of
the VFW for the fiseal year ended August 31,
1973, pursuant to Public Law 74-630; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

1505. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Congressional Relations, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
autherize U.S. payments to the United Na~
tions for expenses of the United Nations
Emergenecy Force in the Middle East, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Fareign
Ailairs.

1586. A letter fromx the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Serviee, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting copies of
orders entered in the cases of certaln allens
found admissible to the United States, pur-
suant te section 212(a) (28)(I) (i) of the
Immigration. and Nationality Act [8 U.S.C.
1182(a) (28) (I) (ik)(b)]s to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

I597. A letter from: the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
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partment of Justice, transmitting coples of
orders suspending deportation, together with
A list of the persons involved, pursuant to
section 244(a) (1) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, as amended [8 U.S.C. 1254
(e)(1)]: to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1598. A letter from the Commissioner, Im~
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting a copy of
the order suspending deportation i the case
of Carlos Marques de la Plata, pursuant to
section 244(a)(2) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, as amended (8 U.S.C. 1254
(e)(1)); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1569. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice;, transmitting copies of
orders entered in the cases of certain aliens
under the authority contained in seetion 13
(b) of the aet of September 1T, 1957, pur-
suant to section I3(e) of the act (8 U.S.C.
1256b(c) ); to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

1600. A letter from the National Adjutant
Paymaster; Marine Corps Eeague; transmit-
ting the annual report of the league for the
year ended July 31, 1973; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

RECEWWED FrOoM THE COMPTROLLEE GENERAL

1601. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, tranamitting a re-
port on the propesed repeal of the appoint-
ment reguirement for appointments in the
Departmental Service in the District of Co~
lumbis; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk

for printing and reference to the proper
calender, as follows:

Mrs, SULLIVAN: Committee: on Merchant
Marine and Pisheries. HR. 8528; A bill to
implement the shrimp fishing agreement

with Brazil, with amendment (Rept.
No. 93-687). Referred to the Committe of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mrs, SULLIVAN: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fieheries. HR. 6074. A bill to
amend the act of May 20, 1964, entitled “An
Act to prohibit fishing in the territarial
waters of the United States and In certain
other areas by vessels other than vessels of
the TUnited States, and by persons in
charge of such vessels” to define those species
of Contimrental Shelfl fishery resources which
appertain to the United States, and for other
purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 98-
688) . Referred to the Commitiee of the Whole
House on the State of the Unilon.

Mrs. SULLIVAN: Committee on Merchant
Marine: and Fisheries. House Concurrent
Resolution 173. Concurrent resolution relat-
ing to the US. fishing Industry; with
amendment (Rept. 93-686). Referred to the
House Calendar,

Mrs. SULLIVAN: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, H.R. 5808. A bill' to
amend the Merchant Marine Aet, 1986, to pro-
vide authority te the Seeretary of Commerce
to issue permits to construct, operate, and
maintain certain offshore port and terminal
facilities; with amendment (Rept. No. 83—
692). Referred to the Committes of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MURPHY of INlinois: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution T31. Resolution pro-
viding for the consideration of HR. 11401, A
bill te provide for, and assure the independ-
ence of, a Special Prosecutar, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 93-691). Referred to
the Housze Chalendar.

Mr. BEATNIK: Committeer on Public
Worls, HR. 11312, A bill to-name the Federal
Building, U.8. Post Office, U.8. courthouse, in
Brunswick, Ga., as the “Frank M. Scarlett

December 3, 1973

Federal Building” (Rept. No. 93-689). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BLATNIK: Committee on Public
Works. HR. 11622, A bill to name the Fed-
eral Office Building, South; in New Orleans,
La., as the “P. Edward Hébert Federal Build-
ing” (Rept. No. 93-690). Referred to the
House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND' RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
hills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BREAUX (for himself, Mr. Ba-
FALIS, MT. Brasco, Mr. Broww of Cali-
fornis, Mr. Derwinskl, Mr. Farey,
Mr. HersToskr, Mr. Jowes of North
Caroling, Mr. Lerrman, and Mr, Mer-
CALFE) :

HR. 11738. A bill to amend the Internal
Hevenue Code of 1954 to provide an In-
dividual tax credit for disaster ewvacuation
expenses;, to the Commiftee on Ways and
Means,

Ey Mr. BROWN of Callfornia. (for him-
self, Mr. BeviLL, Mr. BincEan, Mr.
BLACKBURN, Mr. BoLaxp, Mr. Beasco,
Mer. Byron, Mrs. CoLians.of Illinois,
Mr. DENEOLM, Mr. FAscELL, Mr. FRA-
BER, Mr. FrREy, Mr. Gupe, Mr. GUYER,
Mrs. Heckrer of Massachusetts, Ms.
Hovrrzman, Mr. Howarp, Mr. JoEN-
son of Pennsylvania, Mr. Jones of
Alabama, Mr. Lonc of Maryland, Mr.
Lusawn, and Mr. METCALEE) :

HE. 11739, A bill to amend the National
Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 to au-
thorize and direct the Natienal Aeronautics
and Space Administration to conduct re-
search and to develop ground propulsion sys-
tems which would serve to reduce the cur-
rent level of energy consumption; to the
Committee on Sclence and Astronautics.

By Mr. BROWN of California (for him-
self, Mr. MoEr, Mr. MoAxcEy, Mr.
Muorrex of New York, Mr. O'Briew,
Mr. PickLE, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. RINALDO,
Mr. RoseNTHAL, Mr. RousH, Mr. Roy,
Mr. RoyBaL, Mr. St GeErRMAIN, Mr.
SARBANES, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mrs. Sur-
LIwAN, Mr. THoMPsON. of New Jersey,
Mr. Tromsow of Wisconsin, NIt
THORNTON, Mr. Wanme, Mr., Won
Par, and Mr, HAWEINS),

HE. 11740. A bill to amend the National
Aeronauties and Space Act of 1958 to au-
thorice and direct the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration to conduct re-
search and to develop ground propulsion
systems which would serve to reduce the
current level of energy consumption; to the
Committee on Science and Astronautics.

By Mr. FROEHLICH:

HE. IlTH. A bill to insure thet certain
buildings financed with Federal funds uti-
lize the best practicable technology for the
conservation and use of energy; to the Com-
mittee o Publie Works.

By Mr. JOENSON of Pennsylvania:

HR. 11742, A bill to encourage drilling and
prospecting for eoil and natural gas in land
not known to be productive of oil and nat-
ural gas; to the Committee on Interior and
Insulnr Affairs.

By Mr. HARRINGTON:

HR. 11743. A bill to terminate the Airlines
Mutusal Ald Agreement; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HAYS:

HR. 11744. A Bbill to amend section T04 of
the Foreign Service Act of 1946 to reguire the
Secretary of State to certify to the U.8. Civil
Service Commission the name and dates of
service of each Indiwidual who performed
certain contract services aa a language in-
structor in the Poreign Service Institute, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fore
eign Affairs.
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By Mr. HEBERT (for himself and Mr,
Bray) (by request):

H.R. 11745. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide that commissioned
officers of the Army In regular grades below
major may be involuntarily discharged when-
ever there is a reduction in force; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. KARTH:

H.R. 11746. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, to eliminate certain restrictions
on the rights of officers and employees of the
U.S. Postal Service, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr, LEHMAN (for himself, Mr.
FROEHLICH, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr.
FORSYTHE, Mr. pE Luco, Mr. FASCELL,
Ms. ScHROEDER, Mr. PREYER, Mr.
Stupps, Mr. GUNTER, Ms, HOLTEMAN,
Mr. CoucHLIN, and Mrs. CoLLINS of
Illinois) :

H.R. 11747. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Commerce to research and develop new build-
ing designs and construction methods which
utilize solar energy and to authorize the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development to
increase the maximum amount of mortgages
insured under title II of the National Housing
Act for certain facilities wutilizing solar
energy; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. LUJAN:

H.R. 11748. A bill to extend State jurisdic-
tion over certain lessees of Indian lands; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

By Mr. REGULA (for himself, Mr,
DornN, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. Hays, Mr.
Hosmer, Mr. RHoDES, Mr. Bop WiL-
sowN, Mr. CLARKE, Mr. FasceLy, Mr.
UrLLMAN, Mr. CONTE, Mr. SBTRATTON,
Mr. BeLL, Mrs. HANSEN of Washing-
ton, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. VAN DEERLIN,
Mr. Rowcario of Wyoming, Mr,
BrowN of Ohilo, Mrs. HECKLER oOf
Massachusetts, Mr., Ramwssack, Mr.
McCrosgEy, Mr. HasTiNgs, Mr.
CovucHLIN, Mr. HANSEN of Idaho, and
Mr. YATRON) :

HR. 11749. A bill to amend the National
Trails Systems Act to authorize a feasibility
study for the establishment of certain bi-
cycle trails; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. REGULA (for himself, Mr.
HARRINGTON, Mr, SEIBERLING, Mr.
ByroN, Mr, Mazzor:, Mr. HEmnz, Mr.
CoNLAN, Mrs. HoLT, Mr. BAFaLls, Mr,
GuvyEer, Mr, CrRoNIN, Mr. GUNTER, Mr,
HinsHAW, Mr. LEEMAN, Mr. O'BRIEN,
and Mrs. Corrins of Illinois) :

HR. 11760. A bill to amend the National
Trails System Act to authorize a feasibility
study for the establishment of certain bicycle
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tralls; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.
By Mr, SANDMAN:

H.R. 11751. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,
as amended, to provide benefits to survivors
of certain public safety officers who die in the
performance of duty; to the Commitiee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. SHOUP (for himself, Mr.
ROSENTHAL, Mr, DUNCAN, Mr. PODELL,
Mr. WoLFF, Mr, PEPPER, Mr, SCHERLE,
Mr. Hocaw, Mr. HusEr, Mr. LEBEMAN,
Mr. Bauvman, Mr. HupNUT, Mr. RoN-
carro of New York, and Mr, TOWELL
of Nevada) :

H.R. 11752. A bill to provide for the imposi-
tion of an embargo of the shipment of goods
and materials to Arab nations; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin:

HR. 11753. A bill to amend the Walsh-
Healy Act and the Contract Work Hours
Standards Act to permit certain employees to
work a 10-hour day in the case of a 4-day
workweek, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ULLMAN (for himself and Mr.
SCHNEEBELI) :

HR. 117564. A bill to implement the
UNESCO convention on the means of pro-
hibiting and preventing the illicit import,
export, and transfer of ownership of cultural
property; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. VEYSEY (for himself and Mr.

PETTIS) ©

HR. 11755. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to encourage the con-
struction of housing facilities for agricultural
workers by permitting the amortization over
a 60-month period of the cost, or a portion
of the cost, of constructing such housing
facilities; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. HILLIS:

H.J. Res. 840. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to open admissions
to public schools; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. PICELE (for himself, Mr.
O'NEmLL, Mr. McFaLL, Mr. GeEraLD R.
Forp, Mr. ANpErsoN of Illinois, Mr.
AReNDS, Mrs. BocGs, Mr. BLATNIK,
Mr. PaTmawN, Mr. MasHoN, and Mr.
GRAY) :

H.J. Res. 841. Joint resolution to provide
for the establishment of the Lyndon Baines
Johnson Memorial Grove on the Potomac; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. PATMAN (for himself, Mr.
MasoN, Mr. Poace, Mr. Fisaer, Mr.
TeEAGUE of Texas, Mr. BURLESON of
Texas, Mr. BrRooks, Mr, WRIcHT, Mr,
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YounG of Texas, Mr. RosErTs, Mr.
GonNzarLez, Mr. Casey of Texas, Mr,
Pickre, Mr. WHITE, Mr. EazeN, Mr.
DE LA GArzA, Mr. Mirrorp, Mr. Eck-
HARDT, Miss JorpaN, Mr. CHARLES
WitsoN of Texas, Mr. ArcHEr, Mr,
Corrins of Texas, Mr. PrRice of Texas,
and Mr. STEELMAN) :

H.J. Res. 842. Joint resolution to provide
for the establishment of the Lyndon Baines
Johnson Memorial Grove on the Potomac;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. EVINS of Tennessee:

H. Res. 726. Resolution providing for the
printing of additional copies of the House
report entitled “The Impact of the Energy
and Fuel Crisis on Small Business," House
Report No. 81-1751; to the Committee on
House Administration.

H. Res. 727. Resolution providing for the
printing of additional copies of the House
report entitled “Concentration By Competing
Raw Fuel Industries in the Energy Market
and Its Impact on Small Business,” House
Report No. 92-T19; to the Committee on
House Administration.

H. Res. 728. Resolution providing for the
printing of additional copies of the House
report entitled “Concentration By Competing
Raw Fuel Industries in the Energy Market
and Its Impact on Small Business,” volume 3,
“National Gas Survey and Synthetic Fuel De-
velopment,” House Report No. 92-1404; to the
Committee on House Administration.

H. Res. 729. Resolution providing for the
printing of additional copies of the House
report entitled "“Concentration by Competing
Raw Fuel Industries in the Energy Market
and Its Impact on Small Business,” volume
2, “Tennessee Valley Area,"” House Report No.
92-1313; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. LEHMAN introduced a resolution (H.
Res. 730) to express the sense of the House
of Representatives that Aaron Stern be com-
mended for his scientific contributions and
hope that the fruits of his lifelong labor re-
ceive the recognition they merit, which was
referred to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

369. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
the Energy Crisls Subcommittee, Minnesota
House of Representatives, relative to fuel
allocation, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

NATIONWIDE BICYCLE TRAIL

HON. RALPH S. REGULA

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, December 3, 1973

Mr. REGULA, Mr. Speaker, I have long
been interested in the establishment of
a nationwide system of bicycle trails. To-
day, with the increased emphasis on out-
door recreation, greater available leisure
time and the current deemphasis on the
use of gasoline I think the time has come
for the implementation of this idea.

I, with the cosponsorship of 39 of my
colleagues, am today introducing a bill
to amend the National Trails Systems

Act to authorize and direct the Secre-
taries of Transportation, Interior, and
Agriculture to conduct studies to deter-
mine the feasibility and desirability of
establishing national scenic bicycle trails
and to report the findings of those stud-
ies to the President and to the Con-
gress with recommendations for such ad-
ditional administrative and legislative
action as may be needed.

The bill designates three routes for
potential inclusion in the National Trails
System as bicycle trails. An East coast
trail paralleling U.S. Route 1 from Maine
to the Florida Keys, passing through
Boston, New York, Philadelphia, Balti-
more, and Washington and many other
historic places. A West coast trail follow-
ing U.S. 101 from Olympia, Wash., to

San Diego, Calif., passing through Seat-
tle, Portland, San Francisco, and Los
Angeles—one of the most scenic trips in
the country. A cross-continental trail
along the route of the original cross-con-
tinental road, the Old Lincoln Highway,
Route 30, from Atlantic City, N.J., pass-
ing along the route that our pioneer and
immigrant forefathers took westward,
through Cheyenne and along the Co-
lumbia River to Astoria, beyond Port-
land, Oreg.

During this time of energy scarcity ex-
panded use of bikes for family vacations
and local trips could help to save oil
and at the same time provide a health-
ful experience. Last year there were more
bicycles sold in the United States than
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